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ABSTRACT 

The Conservative Party's national policy on comprehensive education, 
1944-1971 

One question which is frequently asked about this subject is 
whether the Conservative Party's policy on comprehensive education was 
merely a reaction to the Labour Party policy, or had it something 
positive to say? 

Between the years 1945 and 1951 the parties were agreed that 
secondary education should be selective and tri-partite, but after that 
their policies differed. From 1951 Labour supported comprehensive 
education while the Tories, now in power, persevered in their belief in 
selection. This was partly a reaction against Labour's egalitarian 
motives and partly based on a belief that selection was right. 

During the late 1950's much evidence was produced by sociologists 
and psychologists casting doubts upon the selective system. Meanwhile 
Conservative Ministers of Education were allowing limited experiments 
with comprehensive schools, but with the proviso that the experiments 
be educationally sound. 

It was left to one of the Conservative's best education ministers,· 
Sir Edward Boyle, to lead his party, in 1963, away from selection at 11+, 
on the grounds, not of· equality, but of individual justice for every 
child to develop his talents to the full. His motives were educational, 
not. political or social. Hoviever, he made a notable exception in his 
policy, namely that good grammar schools of adequate size should be 
preserved. 

For some years the Conservatives worked to try to solve their 
problem of reconciling the pr.eservation of good grammar schools with 
the move away from selection at 11+. Co-existence of grammar schools 
with comprehensives was seen in the I.L.E.A. to be a failure, and after 
rejecting other possibilities the Conservatives came down in favour of 
grammar schools seeking a new role as sixth form collegef;\,or as upper­
tiers of two-tier schools. 

Throughout this period Boyle had the support of his leader and his 
cabinet colleagues, but the task of winning over Conservative M.P.'s and 
party members·was long and arduous for him. In 1969 he decided to retire 
from politics, in favour 'of an academic post. Political chance then gave 
the Conservative Party an education leader who emerged with a··policy 
similar to that held befo're-1963. In practice however circumstances had 
changed and Mrs. Thatcher.fou:rid'herself obliged to accept the trend 
towards comprehensive education, a trend initiated and supported by the 
L.E.A. '·s. 

It can be said therefore that the Conservatives from 1963 to 1969 
had led the way in applying educational criteria to the comprehensive 
system and had endeavoured-to find a new role for the grammar schools 
in order to try to .counter-act the weaknesses that had been found in 
the comprehensive system - in particular the need to provide for very 
able pupils, and the problem of neighbourhood schools in deprived areas. 
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PREFACE 

As the title indicates, this thesis is a study of the development 

of a particular educational policy in a British political party. It is 

not meant to be a political tre~tise; rather, it is concerned with the 

relationship between politics and education, which in Britain are closely 

interwoven. This is a reality which educationists, educational 

administrators, and even teachers cannot ignore; it is in their best 

interest to understand this relationship and the problems that follow 

from it. 

Comprehensive education is an example of a field in education which 

has been much influenced by politics. It is generally regarded (and with 

a great deal of justification) to have been the brain-child of the Lal~our 

P~rty. The development of the Labour Party's policy in this field has 

been thorou-ghly researched, and the results published. It might well be 

asked: where does the Cons·ervative Party stand in this ma.·tter? Many 

would. hold that the party did no more than react against Labour 1 s policy, 

throughout. 

Nevertheless, since Ministers of Education have access to a great 

deal of empirical information through the resources of the D.E.S. it 

seemed that it would. be a worthwhile exercise to study the development 

of Conservative policy in this field. If to this was added. what was 

already known about Labour policy then perhaps a fresh assessment could 

be made of the merits of comprehensive education and its limitations, 

in the light of experience gathered at the D.E.S., rather than from 

theory. The second possibility was that this study might throw light 

on the political pressures that sometimes influence the formulating of 

educational policies - comprehensive education being an obvious example. 

In the event, the research results exceeded expectations. 
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It is well knovm that the policy of the Labour government of 

1945-51 and that of the Conservative opposition of that period both 

favoured the selective, tri-partite system of secondary education. But 

in 1951 the Conservatives came to power and Labour, now in opposition, 

reviewed their policy and made a complete change in favour of comprehensive 

education. It should be noted that Labour's new policy was b-ased on 

political and social reasons, not educational ones:· its aim was an 

egalitarian one, in· keeping with the aspirations of socialism. 

But the Conservatives made no change in their policy; the tri-partite 

system, in their view, best sui ted the needs of the children. The 

comprehensive system, on the other hand, with its egalitarian undertones 

was alien to Tory philosophy: Conservatives at that time were encouraging 

self-help and enterprise. So the policy of the new Conservative government 

was to strive to develop and make a success of the tri-partite system. 

Eccles and Hailsham however allowed limited experiments with comprehensive 

schools but only in accordance with educational criteria. 

The educational position of the Conservative ·Party was substantially 

changed hovtever in 1963 by Sir Edward Boyle, who led the party away from 

supporting selection at 11+. But Boyle acted out of a sense of justice 

towards the individual child - trying to redress the effect of poor 

environment on a child's development, and striving to give each child a 

chance to develop his talents to the full. 

Meanwhile Labour co:ntinued to support comprehensive schools for 

egalitarian reasons, viewing the problem in terms of a class struggle. 

They were striving to use education to redress the imbalance between the 

working class and others. It has also been suggested that Labour, at 

this time, used only the -E:rgali ta.rian argument in the c·omprehensive debate 

because of the party's need for a widely accepted cause to serve as a 



(vi)-

rallying point; fighting to win a class struggle wa,.·s considered to be 

a powerful driving force: striving for justice for individuals was 

less so. Even when in. 1963 liiJr. Wilson revised Labour's motives for 

encouraging comprehensive education, he referred to the national economic 

advantage to be gained, but he continued to omit the case of educational 

justice for the individual. 

Consequently, it was left to the Conservatives, led by Boyle, to 

continue the task of applying educational criteria to comprehensive 

education. On· the one hand, it led them to abandon many of their cherished 

grammar schools in favour of comprehensives, but on the other hand they 

came to hold. reservations on other points concerning comprehensive 

education. Some of these proved to be less fundamental and were later 

set aside, while others continued to cause anxiety. 

In many places comprehensives worked well, in others less so. 

Sometimes there were certain inequalities that time would probably 

redress; for example a comprehensive developed from a grammar school 

usually had a better start than one which was formerly a secondary 

modern. But other weaknesses in the system were more fundamental:: it 

was dpubtful whether small comprehensives could really "stretch" a very 

able child, and neighbourhood comprehensives in a socially deprived area 

could certainly not do justice to an able child from a poor family. 

In 1969 Boyle ~etired, and a political chance brought about a 

change in Conservative education policy, leading it back to the position 

held in 1962. Bu.t Boyle's efforts had not been entirely in vain. During 

the thirteen years that he was associated with the politics of education 

he did his best to impress upon politicians of all persuasions that 

individ.ual justice to every child really mattered - from the most able, 

to the least; and, furthermore, that there were certain weaknesses in the 

comprehensive form of secondary education that were preventing it from 

becoming a sound educational system. 



Chapter 1 

The Background 

It was nearly the second anniversa~ of the outbreak of war 

and Winston Churchill had been ~rime Minister of the wartime coalition 

government for a little more than twelve months when in the summer of 

1941 he summoned R. A. Butler and offered him the post of President ot' 

the Board of Education.. Churchill began·: "'You have been in the 

House fifteen years· and it is- time you were promoted • • • You• 've been· 

in the government for the best part of that time and I now want you· 

to go to the Board of Education·. I think that you can· make your mark 

there. You will be independent. Besides,' he continued, with risin·g 

fervour, 'you will be in the war. rou will move poor children from 

here to here,' and he lifted up and evacuated imaginary children from 

one side of his blotting pad to the other; 'this will be ve~ 

difficult o I II (l ) 

Despite the remark that he thou·ght Butler would make his mark 

in· Education, Churchill doesn't appear to have expected much more of 

him than that he be a good administrator. Here was an able young 

politician who had served successfully in· junior government posts 

for several years and the prime Minister felt that Butler was now 

prepared to be in command of a small ministry of his own. The Board 

of Education seemed eminently suitable for this young intellectual. 

But in Churchill's eyes the task facing the new minister was 

primarily an administrative one. Buildings and equipment· were scarce: 

the army had requisitioned many school buildings and others had 

(1) Lord Butler, "The Art of the Possible", Penguin; Edition 1973, P. 91. 
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already been destroyed or damaged by bombing. No building( 2) had been 

done to replace or make good the fabric of schools since the outbreak 

of war, and only a minimum of money was available for equipment. 

Added to this were the enormous problems created by the evacuation of 

children from the towns and cities in anticipation of bombing by 

ene~ aircraft. The majority left their homes to seek the safety of 

the countryside where they had to share the country schools on· a rota 

basis, while the minority, who stayed at home, for a time recei~d no 

education· at all. (3) The administrative problems facin·g the new 

minister were formidable, but BUtler readily accepted the task and 

set to work. 

It is surprisin·g that. Churchill, with his sense Bl'ld knowledge 

' 
of history, does no-t seem to have recalled the side-effects that 

previous wars had had on· the nation: how the Boer War and the First 

World War had each produced a desire amon·g the p·eople for social 

reform. (4 ) War had f'ostered a sense of national unity: people of 

dif'ferent social backgrounds had worked together for a common• purpose. 

There developed a desire to be rid of social inequality and injustices 

in the future, and af'ter all the misery and hardship there was a wish 

for "a world fit for heroes to live in". The 1902 and 1918' Education· 

Acts each came in·to being partly as a result of such wartime 

sentiments. (5) 

Even if Cflurohill, in·· the dark days of 1941, was pre-occupied 

with other thoughts, BUtler did not fail to notice that men's minds 

(2) Butler, Op. cit., P. 93. 

(3) Butler, Ibid. 

{4) David Wardle,. "English Popular Education' 1780-197.0", P. 34. 

(5) Wardle, Op. cit., P. 33 and P. 35. 
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were working in the same way as in previous wars ( 6) : peopl.e from 

all walks of life were working side by side for a common cause 1 and, 

by comparison, class-divisions appeared less significant. MOreover, 

people began to learn how the other half lived, and evacuation of the 

children played an unexpected part in educating the average citizen 

in· the condition of the underprivileged.(7) There grew a demand that 

Britain after the war shoul.d be rid of such inequalities. 

As a result of this popular feeling, a great deal of parliamentary 

time was· spent during the war planning what came to be known as the 

Welfare State, including a Heal-th Service, National Insurance, and 

Education. Butler welcomed this mood and he slowly won· Churchill 

over to the idea of educational reform. '!hen in 1944 after several 

years of work and consultation the new education act received royal 

assent. 

The 1944 Fducation Act was undoubtedly a very great act, which 

made possible "as important and substantial an advance in• public 

education as this country has ever knon'"• (8 ) It took a close look 

at all aspects of elementary, secondary and post-school education; 

it re-structured the whole service and, in the process, it introduced 

new ideas. Among other things the central. authority was re-organised 

and given a new mandate; voluntary schools were given a new lease of 

life; special, nursery and turther education were planned; whilst 

elementary and secondary education now became successive phases under 

the names of primary an~ secondary education·. This new structure of 

primary and secondary education is of particular concern to this 

study. 

(6) Wardle,. Op. cit., P. 35; Butler, Op. cit., P. 93. 

(7) Wardle, Op. cit., P. 35. 
(8) H. c. Dent, "~e Education Act 1944", P. 1. 



TOwards the end of the nineteenth cenrtury education in England 

was of two types. One of these, elementary education, provided little 

more than the three R's, and it was considered appropriate for the 

majority of children. They received this in the all-age school where 

they began· at the age of five and lett at abou;t the age of twelve. 

Secondary education, on. the other hand, aimed to develop a child's 

talents and educate him, in· a broader sense of the word, in order to 

equip him for a career in one of the professions. Secondary education 

could be obtained only in the grammar schools and the public schools·, 

and substantial fees were required, with few scholarships available. 

One effect of this was that a wealthy family could obtain a good 

education for a child, whether or not he was talented; while only 

the most gifted child of a poor family had the opportunity of a good 

education•; others, not quite so clever,. had to be satisfied with an 

elementary school. 

Balfour's Education Act of 1902 tried to increase the number 

ot secondary school places, and made access to them moreeeasy for 

the able workin·g-class child. But no more than 25% of the available 

places were for winners of free scholarships: the remainder went to 

those who could afford to pay fees. In 1922 the Labour Party declared 

its policy for education· in a document "Secondary Education· tor All", 

written by R. H. Tawney. (9) The Labour Party believed that the 

elemen·tary school system was quite inadequate to provide an education· 

for any child over the age of' eleven years. Instead of' a small . 

number of the most able children transferring from elementary to 

secondary schools at the age of eleven, all children should transfer. 

(9) Cf'. Michael Parkin·son, "The Labour Party and the Organisation 
of' Secondary Education·, 1918-65", Pp. 14-17'. 
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The academic children should be given places in grammar schools and 

the remainder provided for in· a new type of secondary school which 

would offer courses sui ted to the children 1 s abilities, with buildin·gs, 

equipment and staff comparable to those of the grammar schools. Only 

thus could an adequate education be provided for all children. 

A similar policy was advocated by the report of the Consultative 

Committee in 1926 - the Hadow Report - entitled ''The Educatiort of the 

Adolescent". (lO) This recommended that for all children there should 

be a break in education· at about eleven years of age. At that age 

all should proceed to some form or other of secondary school and remab 

at least until the age of fifteen. Acknowledging (as did Tawney) that 

a grammar school education was suitable for only a minority, the Hadow 

Committee recommended different kinds of secondary school. Grammar 

schools would provide the academic courses, and th~ coined the name 

"modern school" for a new type that would provide the more practical 

courses. This sort of school already existed on a small scale in· the 

selective and non-selective central schools. The report stressed that 

there should be parity of conditions, of buildings and equipment, and 

of standards of staffing emon·g the different types of s·econdary 

schooi. 

Tb some extent the Hadow Committee had been influenced by the 

work of the educational psychologists. Since the beginning of the 

century these had been eiperimenting with methods of measuring 

intelligence - in France Binet worked with sub-normal children, 

while in the United States the tests were being used to assess ar~ 

recruits. Very soon the psychologists were regarding these tests 

(10) C:f. J. Stuart Maolure, ''Educational Documents: En·gland and 
Wales, 1816-1967", P. 179 et seq. 
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as suitable ~or assess:iing the educational needs of ordinary school­

children, and were grouping them accordingly. {ll) In England 

Spearman,, 1bomson and Burt were the· leading exponents. By 1934-

Cyril Burt walil asserting that intelligence is an innate quality, 

not an acquired one, and that it is general in application·, not 

specific. "Of all our mental qualities" he wrote "it is the most 

far-reaching; fortunately it can be measured with QCcuracy and 

ease ... {l2) This theory held that each child was born with a fixed 

amount of iJlltelligence and that by the age of eleven. this in·telligence 

could be accurately measured. Intelligence tests could therefore be 

used to determine what kind of secondary education should be given to 

any particular child. 

The Kadow Report of 1926 had been depend8ll't to some extent upon 

the theories of the psychologists; the Spens Report(l3), published iD 

1938, was completely dominated by them. The Consultative Committee 

accepted the current consensus of opinioD: "We were int'ormecl that, 

with few exceptions, it is possible at a very early age to predict 

with some degree of accuracy the ultimate level of a child's 

intellectual powers "• (14) Moreover, they expressed the riew that 

children's varying capacities required types of education varying 

in certain importan·t respects. (l5) So much so, that the Committee 

recommended that a third type of' secondary school should be 

established - the technical sohool - to fill the gap between the 

grammar and modern schools. The technical school was "to provide 

(11) K. Lovell, "Educational Psychology and Children", Chapter 3. 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

D. Rubinstein and :s. Simon,, "The Evolu•tion of' the Colll}!lrehensive 
School"·, Pp. 11-14. 

Rubinstein and Simon, Op. cit., P. 12. 

Cf. J. Stuart Maclu·re, Op. cit., P. 193 et seq. 

Cf. J. Stuart .Maclure, Op. cit., p. 195. 

(;f'. J. Stuart Maclure, Ibid • 



a good intellectual discipline", and in addition the traindng ought 

"to have a technical value in relation· not to oue particular 

occupation but to a group of occupations". (l6) 

The Committee was obviously aware of the social dangers that 

might follow from segregating children into different schools 

according to ability. It referred to the multilateral school - the 

notion· of trying to provide under one roof for children of all 

abilities - but came to the conclusion that the problems posed by 

this were too large to be overcome. Because of the over-riding nee~ 

to provide for the varying abilities of the children, the Committee 

expressed a stron·g preference for the tri-partite solution·, laying 

great stress on parity of conditions amoag the three types of 

second~ school so as to achieve parity of esteem, thereby avoiding 

the social dan·gers. 

The Norwood Report, of 1943(l7), was whole-heartedly tri-partite 

in its ideas on the structure of secondary educatioft. In considerable 

detail it described the three types o·f child, and the three types of 

school to meet their needs: grammar school for the child who will be 

interested in'. learning for its own sake, and who will be able to grasp 

an abstract argument; technical school to prepare boys and girls :for 

certain· crafts and trades, and modern schools for those who can deal 

with concrete things rather than with ideas. 

This report was published while the preparatory work on the 

1944 Education Act was in progress. Both the ~pens and Norwood Reports 

were the subject of some criticism for the support theY' gave to the 

' (16) Gf. J. Stuart Maclure, Op. cit., P. 196. 

{17) Gf. J. Stuart Maclure, Op. cit., P. 200 et seq. 
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tri-partite idea, and the segregation that it involved.(l8 ) It was 

no su·rprise therefore that the 1944 Education' Act left open the 

question as to how secondary education should be structured. 

Section· 7'of that act{l9) in effect gave the force of law to the 

recomm~ndations of the Hadow Report that public education should be 

organised in· progressive stages, secondary following priinary at about 

the age of eleven-plus, and that secondary education be available· for 

every child. Bu;t section· 8 of the act went on to say that there shall 

be "such variety of instruction' and training as may be desirable in 

view of their different ages, abilities and aptitudes "'• How this was 

to be achieved - under one roof or in differen·t schools - was not 

determined. The scene was thus set for the great comprehensive school 

debate. The Labour Party's policies and actions have been· studied by 

Michael Parkinson in "The Labour Party and the Organisation of 

Secondary Education., 1918-65". The following is an· attempt to 

document and analyse the Conservative Party's poli.cy and actions 

in· this matter. 

{18) lmbinstein and Simon, Op. cit., P. 18 and P. 29. 

{19) H. c. Dent, Op. cit., Pp. 12-13. 
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Chapter 2 

Policy-making in the Conservative Party 

Before tracing the developmen.t of secondary education after the 

1944 Education Act it is important to examin·e the methods whereby the 

policies of the Conservative Par~ are formed. The best study o~ this 

is Robert McKenzie's classic : "British Political Parties". McKenzie 

draws on· the Maxwell. MYfe Report of 1949 for an• official version of 

the structure and machinery of the Conservative Par~• ~is was a 

far-reaching reform of the party, made while it was in• opposition 

after the 19~5 election defeat. 

McKenzie begins by distinguishing between principles, policy and 

programme. (l) The principles of the party he says are those laid dowu 

by Disraeli in his great Chrystal Palace speech in· 1872:. to main•tain· 

the institutions of the country; to uphold the Empire of En·gland; and 

the elevation· of the condi tion• of the people. No doub.t the second of 

these became irrel evan·t after the 1950's despite Lord Salisbuey' s 

rear-guard action against Macmillan's and Iain· ~~cleod's colonial 

policies. (2) But at the time of the llaxwell Fyfe Report it seemed as 

immutable as the other two. Indeed, hadn't Enoch Powell gone in·to 

politics after the war in order to uphold this very principle?(3) 

The principles of the party, then, are derived from Disraeli. 

Then there comes policy. This "relates Conservative p-rinciples to 

the national. and international problems of the day". (4 ) Finally 

(1) Robert McKenzie, "British Political Parties", 2nd (Revised) 
Edition:, P. 63. 

{2) Nigel Fisher, "Iain Macleod", Chapters 8-10. 

{3) Andrew Roth, "Enoch Powell", Chapter 3. 

(4) McKenzie, Ibid. 
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there is the programme which is described as "the specific plans for 

the application of policy". (5 ) The final decision· in' formulating 

policy and programme rests with the leader of the party. The party 

machinery provides the means whereby ideas and opinions from the members 

of the party are brought to the attention· of the leader. But in making 

his decision·s on· policy and programme the leader of the party is well 

advised to make sure that what he chooses has the support of the members 

of the party. He has been a.ppointed leader for an indefinite period 

because he has the support of the majority of the party. It he ceases 

to en,joy that support they will choose a new leader. So his choice in 

policy matters is limited in this way. 

This method of policy-making in· the Conservative Party is quite 

different from that laid down by the con·stitution of the Labou·r Party 

for formulatin·g its policy. The constitution· directs that nothirmg 

shall be in·cluded in· the party's progr~mme (i.e. the equ•ivalent of 

Conservative policy) unless it has been approved by at least a two-thirds 

majority at the annual conference. The National Executive Committee and 

the Parliamentary Labour Party must then join·tly deterniinoe which items 

from the programme shall be included in the party's election manifesto 

{i.e. the equivalent of Con·servative p·rogramme). (6) The reason· for the 

difference is historical. 

As Ivor Bulmer-'lbomas puts it, there were leaders before parties, 

and parties before conterences.(7) Early parliaments consisted of 

leaders supported by groups of M.P.'s with common views. (8 ) The leader 

(5) McKenzie, Op. cit., P. 64. 
{6) McKen·zie, Op. cit.,. P. 486. 

(7) Ivor Bulmer-Thomas, ''How Conservative Policy is Formed ... , 
Political Quarterly, 1953, Vol. 24, Pp. 190-203. 

(8) Ivor :SU.l.mer-Thomas, Ibid. 
MCKenzie, Op. cit., Chapter 1. 
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often had to make snap decisions, but if possible he consulted the 

M.P.'s who supported him. Prior to 1832 and the great Reform Bill 

the leaders had merely to win the support of the weal thy people who 

controlled the elections. BUt the Reform Bill began the long Process 

of expanding the electorate from less than half a million people then, 

to about 35 millions today. Moreover the rich no longer controlled 

the electors. So the two main parties - Conservative and Liberal -

were obliged to es-tablish nationwide organisation·s in an attempt to 

win the support of the electors. A;f'ter the Tory-sponsored Reform Bill 

of 1867 there was founded the National Union of Conservative and 

Und;onist Associations, which is the national organisation of the 

Conservative Par~. As the name indicates, it is a grouping of local 

associations, and their role continues to be the political education 

of the members, and the winning of votes. After a time an annual 

conference was established. This in turn s·erved the purpose of bein·g 

both an act of solidarity and a vote of confidence in the leader. 

The role of the National Uhion was, and is, to organise the party 

throughout the country to support the party in parliament. 

In the nineteenth century two attempts were made to win for 

party members effective control of policy-making: one was Joseph 

Chamberlain·'s attempt in 1877 to introduce his Birmingham causus plan· 

to establish democratic control of the Liberal Party:. the other was· 

Lord Randolph Churchill's attempt in 1883 to democratise the machine~ 

of the Conservative Party during the stru·ggle for the succession after 

the death of Dis~aeli.(9) Neither attempt succeeded. In the 

Conservative Party the National Union's role in' policy-making remained 

no more than an advisory one. To this day the leader's authority in· 

(9) McKenzie, Op. cit., Pp. 6-8. 
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policy-makin·g remain·s supreme. 

In con·trast, the Labour Party ~:de~.el:opedi' at the very end of 

the n:in·eteenth century out of the mass movements for political and 

social reform - Chartism, the Anti-Com Law League, the early trade 

unions and the Co-operative Societies. In the year 1900 the Labour 

Party was formed out of a grouping of trade· unions and socialist 

societies. They were seeking parliamen·tary representation and they 

intended to control it. However, as early as 1907 the N.E.C. proposed, 

and the annual conference of the Labour Party was persuaded to support, 

a motion "that resolutions instructing the Parliamentary Party as to 

their action in the House of Commons be taken as the opinions of the 

conference, on· the understanding that the time and method of givin·g 

effect to these in·structions be left to the party in• the House, in 

con·junction with the National Executive". (lO) On the strength of this 

decision, not to mention sheer necessity, the P.L.P. and successive 

Labour Governments gradually established for themselves a de facto 

autono~(ll), although there was recrimination from the annual 

conference whenever their respective policies diverged. Du·e to the 

fact that most of the time the same group of leaders held the most 

infiuential positions in both the P.L.P. and the party organisation' 

in: general, the policies of the P.L.P. and of the annual conference 

diverged only rarely. Thus credence continues to be given· to the 

belief that decisions of the annual conference are absolutely supreme. 

On the other hand, although the P.L.P. and Labour Governmen·ts are in 

:tact autonomous, the power of the leader in. policy-makin·g is not 

stressed to anythin·g like the same degree as in· the Conservative Party. 

(10) McKen·zi.e, Op·. cit., P. 394. 

(11) McKenzie, Op. cit.,. P. 485 and Chapter 7. 
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The Maxwell Fyfe Committee expressed the traditional view of 

the role of the leader in Conservative policy-making in· the phrase 

that he remains "the main :t'ountain· and interpreter O·f policy"'• (l 2) 

H~ is expected to consult the party members·, bu·t the ultimate 

responsibility is his. It is interesting to explore how· real this 

power fs. As has· already been said, there is only one absolu:te eurb 

on the Conservative leader's personal freedom in this matter: he 

n·eeds to retain· the support of the party members who made him leader. 

Otherwise they will choose a new leader. So a leader with new ideas 

is faced with the continuous task of re-educating hi's· f'ollowers iD-

these ideas and winning their support. In a small way we shall 

discover examples of this kind of stru·gglin·g within the party as we 

make our way through· the development of educational policy in' the 

party. Bu:t history has given us two examples where Conservative 

leaders f'ailed to keep the support of the rank and file and paid the 

penalty for it. In' 1911 A. J. Balfour resign-ed the leadership of the 

party when he realised that he had lost the confidence of the par~ 

over his handling of the Liberal bill to reform the Hou·s~ of Lords. (l3) 

Again· in 1922 the leader resigned. This time it was Austm Chamberlain .. 

He favoured going to election as a coalition government and indeed he 

envisaged a permanent coali tiol!l! of the Conservative and Li~eral Parties. 

However, Conservative M.P.'s at a meeting in· the Carl ton·. Club voted 

against continuiag the coalitioa under Lloyd-George, so Cha~berlaiD 

resigned. 

In many cases the leader of the party appears to have delegated 

his power of policy-making to a udnister or spokesman• (in opposition) 

for a particular subjeot. Obviously the leader cazmot be equally 

(12) McKenzie, Op. cit., P. 63, quoting Maxwell Fyfe Report. 

(13) McKenzie, Op. cit., Pp. 68-83. 
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interested or informed on eve~ aspect of government. There seems 

to be evidence that the leader has sometimes left the minister to 

take the lead in· policy-making in his field. Education. is one 

example of this. Lord Bu·tler has described Churchill's interest 

in· education as "slight, intermittent and decidedly idiosyncratic".(l4) 

BUt clearly Churchill gave BUtl~r plenty of freedom iD introducing 

liberal ideas into the politics of education•. Lord Boyle agrees, too, 

that although Mr. Heath does take a real interest in education he 

nevertheless gave Lord Boyle considerable freedom in formulating 

policy and introducing liberal ideas.(l5) 

In this event, where policy has originated from the minister or 

spokesman', even if the leader has given clear support for it, the 

attack from dissiden-ts within· the party is usually directed against 

the minister or spokesman rather than the leader, and the dissidents 

would normally hope that by bringing about the resignatioft or removal 

of the minister or spokesman then the offnding policy wouiJ.d be 

dropped. We will see an example of such an attack on· Sir Edward Boyle 

during ·the late 1960's, and a similar attack was that of Lord Salisbu-ry 

on Iain· Macl.eod for his colonial policies of 1959-61. Salisbury's 

"too clever by half" attack was certainly damaging to Macleod but did 

not lead to Macmillan dropping the policy, which had his entire 

support. (l6 ) 

During the period from the end of the war· until 1970 there have 

been two major efforts to revise the policy of the Conservative Party. 

(14.) Lord BU:tler, "Art of the Possible", Penguin Edition·, 1973, P. 109. 

(15) Discussion between the author and Lord Boyle of Bandsworth, at 
Leeds on 21st January, 1974.. 

(16) Fisher, Op'. cit., Chapter 9. 
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Each came after an election defeat: in 1945 and in 1964. These are 

the times when the party members are disillusioned and are seeking· 

the cause of the deteat. Policy, naturally, is a major suspect. On 

each of these occasions the process of revising the policy was made 

to look as democratic as possible, within the constitution. Discussion 

documents were cir.culated throughout the organisation of the National 

Union, and special committees were established to examine each topic. 

Only then did the leader study everything and make his decisions. 

BUt policy-making is a continuous process, though the process is 

not on such a large scale as the two examples just given. ~ cope with 

the routine needs of policy-making the party has. permanent machiner,y 

consisting of groups and committees who have the job of advising.the 

leader. At the parliamentary level there are the Cabinet or Shadow 

Cabinet, the functional or parliament~ committees of.the party, and 

the Private Members'or 1922 Committee.(l7) The Cabinet or the so­

called Shadow Cabinet {if in opposition) is made up of the most senior 

ministers or spokesmen, at the leaders choice, and is probably the 

committee which is most involved in advising the leader on current 

issues. The functional committees are open to all back-benchers who 

are interested in a particular subject. That on education is known 

as the Conservative Parliamentary Education Committee and it serves 

as a forum for back-bench opinion on this subject. The third 

parliament~ channel of communication is the Private Members' or 

1922 Committee. This originated from that historic meeting at the 

Carl ton Club which brought about the resignation· of Aus.ten Chamberlain~. 

The 1922 Committee has from that time been the official organ of 

Conservative parliamentary back-bench opinion. on .. ~all subjects, and is 

(17) McKenzie, Op. cit., Pp. 55-68. 
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a useful guide for the leader as to the mood of his parliamentary 

members. 

Within the National Union there are also a number of committees 

and groups(l8 ) which can express opinions on policy, though always 

bearing in mind that this is not their principal role. '!be National 

Union has executive committees at various levels and it also has 

committees for different subjects which express views on policy. 

'!be Conservative teachers' association, now known as the Conservative 

National Advisory Committee on Education, is one of these, though it 

is not as influential as its title might suggest. The Central Council 

is the governing body of the National Union·. The Central Council meets 

once a year, and if it does feel strongly on a particular issue it can 

be influential. However it hasn't been prominent for many years, not 

since the India debate in 19,34. and the Irish question in 1921. The 

Annual Conference of the National Union, however, attracts by far the 

most public attention·. It is .. attended by over 3,000 of the most 

active of the party members. Iti!w views are not necessarily those of 

the majority of the par~, but no matter: the purpose is clear. It 

is an act of solidarity and of loyal~ to the par~ and its leader. 

Occasionally a small group takes the opp~rtunity to express its 

dissatisfaction, and occasional~y a motion is defeated, but rarely is 

policy affected very much by the deliberations of the conference. 

The only notable example since the war when the conference has exerted 

a direct influence was at the 1950 conference.(l9) Members were 

talking about the need for an ambitious and bold programme of house-

building. One speaker proposed a target of 300,000 new houses a year. 

{18) McKenzie, Op. cit., P. 185 et seq. 

(19) McKenzie, Op, cit., P. 197; Butler, Op. cit., Pp. 156-7. 
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200,000 would haYe been realistic. BUt delegates enthusiastically 

called for 300,000. Woolton, the c~airman, under pressure, had to 

accept the figure, and it was written into the following year's 

manifesto by Churchill. But this was a rare example of the annual 

conference exerting ~ real influence. 

There remain two groups which are influential in long-term 

policy-making. One is the Advisory Committee for Policy. (20) This 

draws its members from both the parliamentary party and from the 

National Union, and it is one of .the most important committees in 

the party. It gives advice directly to the leader, and its chairman· 

and vice-chairman are appointed by him. BUtler was chairman from 

194.6 until 1964, when Heath took over, with Boyle as vice-chairiua.n. 

from 1965. Membership of this committee is much sought after. The 

other group is the Conservative Research Department.(2l) This is 

for the party inoopposition what the civil service is to the party 

in power - a body of technical advisors. It was established in its 

present form immediately after the war.. Theochairman· is always the 

same as that of the Advisory Committee for Policy in order to ensure 

close co-operation·, and of couJ;"se he is the personal nominee of the 

leader. It began by attracting many able men into its ranks, some 

of whom subsequently became ministers, including Macleod, Maudling 

(22) and Powell. The C.R.D. continues on the whole to maintain a 

high professional standard. 

(2()) McKenzie, Op. cit., P. 211; D. Hennessy, "~e Communication 
of Conservative Policy 1957-59 ", Political Quarterly, 1961, 
Vol. 32, Pp. 246-8; "Programme of Proceedings":, (the programmes 
of Conservative Annual Conferences). 

(21) McKenzie, Op. cit., P. 62, P. 212, P. 284 et seq. 

(22) Fisher, Op. cit., Chapter 3. 
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Finally, in the process of policy-making, a mention must be 

made of one or two P:W::~-s~ure groups ( 23 ) within the party which tend 

to exert some influence. The Bow Group has for ~ years produced 

pamphlets written by private members of the par~, to express their 

views· and stimulate discussion. It has a liberal, progressive image 

and is meant to have something of an intellectual appeal. The quality 

varies. 

Another ginger-group which flourished for a time was the One 

Nation group. It appeared first in 1950 with a publication of that 

name. The authors were the cream of the very able 1950 class ot new 

Conservative M.P.'s. The nine members included Heath, Maude, Carr, 

Macleod and Pow_ell. Butler wrote the foreword. They were no-t a 

homogeneous group except in the limited field that they were considering, 

namely, social services. So while their joint influence may be doubted 

they certainly were a stimulus to the party at a time when the post-war 

policy revision was beginning to appear very traditional, and when 

consensus of policy between Labour and the Conservatives was developing 

into Butskellism. But more of that later. 

(23) Julian Critchley, "The Intellectuals", Political Quarterly, 
1961, Vol.· 32, Fp. 267:-74. 
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Chapter 3 

The Tri ... partite. _S:y:s tem. of Secondary Education· 

Under a Labour Government, 1945-51 

On 26th July 1945 Mr. Clement Attlee accepted the Queen's 

invitation to form a government.(l) It was the first Labour government 

in Britain to have an overall majority in the Commons, and it came to 

power with a decisive programme; its mandate was clear, and it lost no 

time in1:;beginn·ing its task. The plans had long been laid, perhaps too 

long. They dated back to the 1920's and 1930's when socialism was 

identifying its principles and determining a programme to implement 

them. By the 1950's some of the ideals might be seen to be rather 

naive, but now was time for action. 1946 saw the nationalisation of 

the Bank of England, Coal production, and Civil Aviation~ The following 

year it was the turn of Electricity, and Road and Rail Transport 

together with the Inland Waterways. By 1948 the plans for a Welfare 

State began to materialise with the passing of the National He8J. th Act 

which included health, unemployment, retirement and widow's benefits. 

This was followed by National Assistance (1948) and Legal Aid (1950),. 

and finally Iron and Steel· was nationalised in 1951. 

The programme for education, however, was not so clear and, 

b·efore long, government and party were in conflict. Miss Ellen Wilkinson• 

was Attle,e11is· choice in 1945 for Minister of Education·. Her general policy 

in matters of secondary education was to ensure that able working-class 

children were given a good grammar school education and that other forms 

of secondary education should be developed to suit the needs of the 

remainder. 

(1) The facts in this paragraph are listed in David Butler and Jennie 
Freeman, "British Political Facts· 1900-1967"·, 2ild Edition, 1968. 
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The 1944 Education Act had avoided the issue as to whether 

secondary education should be by the tri-partite sy~tem or multilateral, 

merely saying that each child should be educated "according to age, 

aptitude and ability", (Section 8). Although the 1943 White Paper(2) ~ 
which preceded the act, and the act itself did not rule out some 

experiment with multilateral schools, the weight of educational and 

political opinion at the time clearly thought in terms of the tri-partite 

system.O)' The 1944 act is often thought of as BUtler's act, but it 

should be remembered that it was the product of a coalition government 

and that a Labour member, J. Chuter-Ede, was Butler's depu:ty. Indeed 

the Labour party's view of the act was that ~t enshrined the policies 

to which Labour had committed itself in Tawney's book "Secondary 

Education for All 11 in 1922, and that included the tri-partite system. 

In 1922 and in 1944 Labour regarded the great ene~ to be fee-paying 

and public schools, rather than grammar schools.(4 ) They saw the 

grammar school (provided that it was free) as the stepping stone to 

success for the clever working-class child. It is true that in the 

years immediately before the war there had been murmurings· within· the 

Labour party in favour of multilateral schools, to avoid the divisiveness 

of selection(5), and in August 1944 the Labour-controlled L.C.C. had 

declared itself in favour of multilateral .schools.(6) But the weight 

of educational and political opinion was against these murmuring&: the 

grammar schools were seen as an· essential part of the educational system 

of the country. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

White Paper, "Educational Reconstruction·", Cmd. 6458, July 1943. 

This poin-t is discussed by Lord Boyle in his article "The Politics 
of Secondary Re-organisation" in Leeds University's Journal. of 
Educational Adrninis·tration and History", June 1972, P. 28. 

Boyle, Ibid., P. 29. 

Michael Parkinson, "The Labour Party and the Organisation of 
Secondary Eduoat:i:on 1918-65", Pp. 31-32. 

David Rubinst~ill~ and Brian Simon, "The Evolution of the 
Comprehensive School 1926-66", P. 32. 



21. 

Ellen Wilkinson's first move in this matter was to issue Ciroular 

73 in• December 1945. This stated that in the light of the existing 
. . . 

lay-out of schools, L.E.A.'s should at the outset think in terms of 

the three types of secondary school{7), but it adds that it is not 

contemplated that this separate classification of schools will be 

irrevocable. It goes-on to suggest that 25-30% of secondary sch9ol 

places should be grammar or technical.(8 ) 

The minister also gave clear support to the Ministry of Education·•s 

pamphlet No. 1, entitled "The Nation·' s Schools" which had been published 

a few months earlier by the Conservative caretaker government. "The 

Nation's Schools" supported the tri-partite system though it agreed to 

some experiment with multilateral schools. Miss Wilkinson realised the 

danger of divisiven·ess and hoped to overcome it by establishing parity 

of esteem through equal conditions. This was acceptable enough to man;y 

Labour party members but where she did lay herself open to criticism 

was when she supported "The Nation's Schools" in its reasoning about 

the number of grammar school places required. It argued that the pre-

war number of grammar school places would meet,or more than meet, the 

requirements after the war {this despite the fact that fees were now 

abolished in maintained schools and that consequently grammar school 

places were now open to all able working-class children). The reason 

given was that many grammar school children before the war were being 

offered an education beyond their capacity, on the evidence that 25% 

of them left before the age of sixteen, and 40% of school leavers left 

without taking the School Certificate.{9) 

{7) Rubinstein and Simon, Op. cit., P. 35. 

{8) H. C. Den~, "The Education Act 1944", P. 91. 

(9) Parkinson, Op. cit., Fp. 38-39· 
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The minister's support for this pamphlet aroused criticism 

within the Labour Party and this came to a head at Labour's annual 
. -- . 

conference in 1946. The attack was two-fold. They attacked the 

minister because she would not recommend more grammar school places, 

and. they attacked her because she favoured the tri-partite system 

rather.nthan the multilateral one. In doin·g so, as Parkinson· points 

out, they revealed a degree of contusion ~· their ideas, that was to 

persist in the party, both in and out of' parliament, for the remainder 

of this government. Ellen Wilkinson argued her case before the 

assembled delegates, but in vain·. The resolution went against her; 

but it made no difference. Within days she was defending her policy 

in a speech to the Association of Education Committees. (lO) She 

remained convinced to the end that the tri-partite system was the 

right one, and after her death in 1947 George Tomlinson continued 

with the same policy. 

Shortly after he took office Mr. Tbmlinson published a pamphlet, 

"The New Secondary F.ducation", {Educational Pamphlet N"o. 9). It was 

essentially a defence of' the tri-partite system, using the theories of 

the Norwood Committee which stated that three types of' school are 

required corresponding to the three types of' child.(ll) He followed 

this with a Ministry of' Education Circular 144, on 16th June 1947, 

entitled "Organisation of' Secondary Education". This circular made 

reference to the fact that Pamphlet No. 9 had expressed the minister's 

views on the purposes and methods of the new secondary education·. 

However, since some authorities in their development plans were choosin·g 

a system other than tri-partite the circular was providing some 

definitions, principles and comments. It defines a multilateral school 

(1 0) Parkinson, Op. ci.t. , Pp • 39-4J. • 

(11) Parkinson, Op. cit., P. 42. 
Rubinstein and Simon, Op. cit., P. 36. 
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as "one which is intended to cater for all the secondary education of 

all the children in a given area and includes all three elements in• 

clearly defined sides". The definition of a comprehensive school is 

the same as that, but ~thout an organisation in· three sides. It 

these definitions had been accepted by the protagonists much argument 

could have been avoided in the coming years. But even the definitions 

were to be dispu·ted or ignored. 

The circular also discussed the size of different ~es of schools. 

Fbr both multilateral and comprehensive schools it laid down that the 

normal minimum size should be 10 or 11 form entry, i.e. 1500 to 1700 

pupils. This was calculated by the.need for a school to have at least 

two streams of grammar pupils and two s-treams of technical ones. In· 

practice the technical pupils were not usually distinct from grammar 

school ones, so as the years went by it was found that two streams of 

pupils capable of following an aeademic course could be found in· a 

six to eight form entry comprehensive school. So the huge numbers 

were seen to be unnecessary. However, from the time that the circular 

was issued, the large size that it recommended was used as ammunition 

in the attack on comprehensive schools. 

~ 1947 the grammar school teachers led by Eric James, High 

Master of Manchester Grammar School, were beginning to realise that 

they were in danger. Parity of esteem for secondary modern schools 

coW.d only mean loss of prestige for grammar schools.<12), and the 

more perceptive of the teachers would have seen that the advent of 

the comprehensive school could mean the end for the grammar school. 

It was along these lines that Tomlinson argued when he expressed his 

views in favour of the tri-partite system. 

(12) Rubinstein and Simon, Op. cit., Pp. 36-38. 
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In 1948 and 1949 the minister refused to give approval to 

several proposals for comprehensive schools, including the Middlesex 

one. This was applan for a fUlly comprehensive system. He did, 

however, give approval to several proposals for individual comprehensive 

schools. (l3) It seems that in making these decisions the minister was 

guided by a policy of safeguarding e~isting grammar schools. 

In contrast the annual conferences of the Labour Party continued 

year by year to condemn their Minister of Education because he 

continued to support the tri-partite system and discourage multilateral 

schools, and because he continued to ignore their resolutions. The 

conflict continued until the Labour government came to an end in 1951. 

Parkinson makes three suggestions(l4 ) as to the reasons for the 

conflict between Labour ministers and the party. First, there appears 

to have been confusion among party members as to the meaning of the 

phrase "secondary education for all". After all, the meaning of 

secondary education had been changed by the 1944 Act, and some probably 

thought the phrase me~~t grammar school education for all. Secondly, 

the ministers were clearly still convinced that the theory of the 

pre-war educational psychologists was correct, when they claimed that 

they could un-erringly choose the children suited to a grammar school 

educat~on. Thirdly, Parkinson suggests that the ministers were ve~ 

much influenced by administrative considerations: multilaterals and 

comprehensives would be uncomfortably large; the tri-partite structure 

was now well established in terms of separate buildings; and going 

comprehensive would seriously encroach upon building resources which 

(13) Rubinstein and Simon, Op. cit., Pp. 39-40. 

(14) Parkinson, Op. cit., Fp. 47-53. 
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were urgently n~eded tor other purposes. In the event, it was only 

when Labour was treed from administrative responsibilities that it 
. 

resolved its confusion' in· the matter ot multilateral or comprehensive 

education,. 
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Chapter 4 

TOry Revival 194.5-51 

By the end of the Second World War the state of the Conservative 

Party was far from sound; so much so that in July 1945 the Labour Party 

won· the General Election with a staggerin·g majority of 146 seats. A 

future leader of the Conservatives, Harold Macmillan·, later commented / 1 ) 

"It was clear to an· unbiased observer that it was not Churchill who had 

brought the Conservative Party so low~ On the contrary it was the 

recent history of the party, with its pre-war record of unemployment 

and its failure to preserve the peace." R. A. Butler, another prominent 

member of the party, wrote: ( 2) "The overwhelming electoral defeat of 

1945 shook the Conservative Party out of its lethargy, and impelled it 

to re-think its philosophy and re-form its ranks with a thoroughness 

unmatched for a century." Butler believed that the party had been 

defeated because of three things: par~ organisation was totally 

inadequate due to neglect during the war; policy was not properly 

worked out or propagated; and Labour had an excellent propaganda 

machine. Macmillan stresses that the party at that time was in need 

of a reform of policy and a new image. Speaking of the need to reform 

their policy he said that there were some, however, who thought it was 

merely a matter of waiting for the swing of the pendulum. "These 

views found advocates" he wrote( 3) "among experienced politicians as 

well as among more old-fashioned members, strongly represented in the 

safe seats and still in the full vigour of their incapacity." 

(1) Harold Macmillan, "Tides of Fortun·e ", P. 286. 

(2) Lord BUtler, "The Art of the Possible'', Penguin Edition, P. 128 

(3) Macmillan, Op. cit., P. 299· 
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Party organisation was clearly inadequate and Churchill tackled 

this prob~em by appo-i~ting Lord Woolton to the key post of chairman of 

the party.(4 ) Woolton had shown his great organising abilities as 

Minister of Fbod in the war-time government, and he now turned his 

attention with great effect to re-vitalising the party organisation·. 

He was helped at a later stage by the Maxwell Fyfe Committee and 

between them th~ not only put new life into the associations, the 

National Union and the various committees·, but they changed the image 

of the party and its M.P.'s. To a large extent this was achieved by 

reforming the process for choosing candidates for parliament and by 

making new rules for this. Wealth was now no lon·ger an advantage, 

and a new type of candidate began to appear. 

Pressure to reform the policy of the party soon began to mount.(5) 

Churchill had in 1945 established an adequate machinery to do this. 

The Conservative Research Department had been revived and·the Post-war 

Problems Committee had become the Advisory Committee on Policy and 

Political Education - later merely the Advisory Committee for Policy. 

Each was to be very influential in Tory policy-making and now Churchill 

appointed R. A. Butler to be chairman of both the C.R.D. and the 

Advisory Committee for Policy. He thereby became the architect of the 

n·ew Conservative policy, and to some extent of the new image. 

In 1946 Butler was callin·g for a positive alternative to 

socialism. Circumstances were changing and the party must move with 

the times. He called for "a total re-organisation of the social 

structure on which our party rested, an acceptance of redistributive 

taxation to reduce the extremes of poverty and. wealth, and repudiation 

(4) l&lcmillan, Op. cit., Fp. 292-297. 

(5) A study of the Conservative reform of policy is to be found in 
J. D. Hoffman "The Conservative Party in Opposition 1945-51". 
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of 'laissez-faire' economics in favour of a system in which the State 

acted as a 'trustee for the interests of the community and a balancing 

force between different interests'."(6) At the Conservative Annual 

Conference in October 1946 both the parliamenta~ party and the party 

associations pressed Churchill to set the process moving. At first, 

he eloquently evaded the issue, but eventually accepted the request 

and soon afterwards he appointed an Industrial Policy Committee, with 

Butler as chairman. Butler sought ideas and brought about consultation· 

by the concept of the Two-Way MOvement of Ideas. Soon after this, 

committees to study other topics were appointed and each produced a 

charter to be approved by the party and leader. The results of all of 

this work appeared in an official general policy statement in 1949 

entitled "The Right Road for Britain". It undertook to maintain the 

social services. that had by now been created - and maintain them on· 

the principle of mutual aid to ensure a basic minimum standard of 

living. Essential economic controls would be retained but there must 

be ample opportunity for enterprise and initiative. "The Right Road 

for Britain" became the basis of the 1950 election manifesto and 

Butler summed up the policy then as "our policy of enterprise without 

selfishness".{?) Thus, in five years, with Wool ton looking to 

organisation and Butler to policy the party succeeded in changing its 

image and, as Nigel Fisher believes{B), made itself attractive. to the 

younger generation of candidates. He believes that the exceptional 

"Class of 1950", the host of ~right, new Tory M.P.'s who entered 

parliament that year, were attracted by the new image that the 

Conservative Party had created for itself. 

{6) Butler, Op. cit., Pp. 135-6. 

{7) Butler, Op. cit., P. 155. 

{8) Nigel Fisher, "Iain Macleod", Pp. 60-1. 



29. 

Labour won the 1950 election with a majori~ of only five seats, 

so everyone knew that there must inevitably be another election fairly 

soon. The Conservatives felt that with another heave they would be 

home, and they continued to work with enthusiasm. Now they had 

acquired a great deal of new talent. In particular a small group of 

these new Tory M.P.'s set to work to make their own contribution, 

choosing a field that had been to a large extent neglected by the 

Conservatives - the social services. The aim of this pressure group 

was to evolve· a Conservative policy for developing and financing 

social services. Six months after being elected to parliament they 

published their first and most important document. The name of the 

group and the title of their publication was One Nation(9) {a romantic 

link with Disraeli) and the members were C. J. M • .Alport, G. Longden•, 

Robert Carr, Iain Macleod, R. Fort, Angus Maude, Edward Heath, Enoch 

Powell. and J. Rodgers. They were men of varied outlook, as their 

subsequent careers indicate, but on this topic they were in agreement. 

They wanted the party to be more class-less in outlook - unlike either 

the old Tbries or the present Socialists - and they felt that there 

was a lack of concern for people as individuals, and a lack of social 

purpose. There should be concern for the family rather than concern 

for classes or categories of' peopl.e. (lO) Furthermore their view was 

that assistance should be given only to those in need. This would 

ensure that everyone reached a minimum standard of' living, but all 

who wished to do so would be free to rise above that standard, by 

their own efforts, thereby creating self-respect through personal 

responsibility. We cannot afford to dispen·se assistance indiscriminately, 

nor can we even afford to fully finance all of' the existing social 

(9) "One Nation", Ed. by I. Macleod and A. Maude, October 1950 

(10) Fisher, Op. cit., P. 78. 
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services, the,y said. Housing and education were the two sectors to 

which they would give priority. They pointed out that of the proposals· 

of the 1944 Education Act the only one so far achieved was the raising 

of the school leaving age to 15. They listed many other of its 

important proposals. These were going to be costly, so education· 

would have to cut out the frills, such as subsidies on school milk and 

meals, free nursery education, and progressive methods of ed~cation. 

The views of the One Nation group have slowly been absorbed into the 

Conservative policy, though only over a long period of time. 

But where did education feature in official Conservative thinking 

during the years 1945-51? Hoffman states (ll) that at th·e end of the 

war the Conservatives held progressive views on, two issues: Full 

employment and Education·. In supporting BUtler with his 1944 Education 

Act the Conservatives. had agreed to secondary education for all; raising 

the school leaving age to 16; abolishin·g fees in maintained schools; 

and making provision for Furlther Education,. All of this was certainly 

a major step towards giving adequate educational opportunities to the 

under-privileged. The Conservatives could be for~ven• for thinkin-g 

that there had been enough talking and now was the time to get on with 

the task of finding the money and making all this a reality. 11The 

Right Road for Britain 11 (Pp. 43-44) stated the Conservative education, 

policy as it was in 1949. It stressed the need to press on with 

implementing the provisions of the 1944 Act, both for the good of the 

individual child and for the good of the nation': the latter would 

also ~equire more technical schools and colleges (a theme that 

recurred a few years later). The document promised priority for 

reducin·g the size of classes and for establishing secondary schools 

(11) Hoffman, Op. cit., P. 33. 
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for everyone, separate from primary schools. It went on to cast grave 

doubts on the huge size of the multilateral schools,. and concluded by 

stressin·g the need to maintain the high standards of the grammar schools. 

Indeed, there was little to choose between the two parties at 

this time. Peter Wann(l2) describes 1944-48 as the Honeymoon Period 

as .far .. ~s the educational aims of the_ two parties was concerned. Then 

between 1948 and 1950 a few differences arose, though none was of any 

substance. The real difference began durin~ the parliament~ debate 

abou~ comprene~sive ~ducation. 

Actually, the Commons on_~th July 1951 was debating the annual 

report o_f the Ministry of Education. Miss Florence Horsbrugh (the 
- . . 

opposition Spokesman on Education) was the opening speaker(l3) and for 
. . -

the first time the Conservative view on secondary education and selection 

was officially stated in parliament. She began this part of her address 

by refe~ing to the 1~+ e~mination, and conceded that there might be a 

better method of selection. BUt as for selection itself she urged that 

the tri-partite system should be given a chance to succeed, and that 

experiments with comprehensive schools should be few. Speaking of a 

comprehensive scho~l with 2200 pupils, she described it as· "a monster 

of mass education". Finally Miss Horsbrugh suggests that the Labour 

Party's motives are not just educational ones but that the party is 

see~ing a means of obtaining social equality. The Conservative attack 

at this time is clearly aimed, not a~ the Labour government (George 

Tbmlinson is still defending the tri-partite system), but at elements 

in the Labour Party who are clearly going to be in the ascendancy in 

the party in the near future, and whose motives are social rather 

than educational. 

(12) Peter Wann "The Collapse of Parliamentary Bi-partisanship in 
Education 1945;...52" in Journal of Educational Administration· and 
History,_Vol. 3, No~ 2, June_l971, P. ~. 

(13) Vol. 491, H. C. Deb, 24/7/51, Cols 225, 227, 230. 
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Chapter 5 

Seconda.r:y Education·: Divergent Views, 1951-54 

After six years in the wilderness the Conservative Party found 

itself, in October 1951, back in power, but possessed of a majority of 

only 17 seats. Winston Churchill was Prime Minister once more and 

R. A. BUtler, Minister of Education· turned policy-maker, now found 

himself promoted. The new Conservative policies included the use of 

Keynesian ideas for managing the economy, and Butler was appointed 

Chancellor of the Exchequer where he would have the opportunity to 

employ these methods. Within a fortnight he had initiated his policies 

with an increase in the Bank Rate. While in opposition BUtler had been, 

pre-occupied with higher things and Churchill had appoin·.ted Miss Florence 

Horsbrugh to be the Opposition Spokesman for Education. Now, with the 

Conservatives back in power, Churchill retained Miss Horsbrugh as 

~Rnister of Education. 

The first half of the 1950's was notable fo~ an increasing 

consensus between the policies of the two major parties. Neither 

party was completely united within itself. On the contrary, there 

were divergent views and even conflict. But eventually clear majority 

views emerged in each party, and these had much in oommon. In the 

Labour Party the conflict was between the followers of Aneurin Bevan 

and· those of Attlee, Morrison and Gaitskell. (l) The Bevanites stood 

for the traditional views of socialism while the others were for 

adapting policy to meet modern conditions. When Attlee retired from 

the Commons in 1955 Gaitskell succeeded to the leadership of the party, 

(1) David Thomson, "England in the Twentieth Century" (Pelican), P. 245. 
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beating Bevan by a clear majority. Gaitskell went on to unite the 

party, with a moderate policy. 

In the Conservative Party also there was more than one view on 

policy. The One Nation group has already been mentioned, with its 

views on social services. But, in general, Butler was leading the 

way with his liberal views. Both in foreign affairs and in home policy 

he had much in common with Gaitskell. The Conservatives were certainly 

committed to the idea of a Managed Economy and they had clearly accepted· 

a considerable degree of nationalisation and the notion of the Welfare 

State. Their subsequent expend~ture on social services indicates their 

considerable commitment to them.( 2) 

With Butler, the left-wing Tory, and Gaitskell., the right-of-centre 

socialist, the consensus in policy came to be known as Butskellism. 

Thomson suggests(3) that when the Conservatives returned. ~o power in 

1951 th~ appeared to support policies initiated by Labour, but in 

reality it was simply a matter of havin·g too small a majority to attempt 

to repeal legislation initiated by the previous government. Samuel Beer 

explains the consensus in a rather different wa;.(4) These policies 

were obviously formulated in the Conservative Far~ some time before 

the 1951 election with its slender majority for the Conservatives, and 
. -

Beer suggests that th~ so desired to return to power that they moulded 

their policies to conform to the wishes and demands of the electors. 

Beer is certainly closer to the truth in that Butskellism was not 

invented merely as a result of the slender majori~ of the 1951 election; 

but probably had its origin as far back as the Tory defeat in the 1945 

(2) S. H. Beer, "The FUture of British Politics - An American View" 
in Political Quarterly, 1955, Vol. 26, Pp. 33-43. 

(3) Thomson, Op. cit., P. 243. 

(4) S. H. Beer, "Modern British Politics", P. 357. 
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election. But whether Beer does justice to Butler's motives remains 

a moot point. 

This consensus between the liberal, open-minded policies o£ each 

party included their views on much o£ education·, though not entirely on 

secondary education. YDreover, in the latter case the limited consensus 

did not survive long a£ter the change o£ government. We have already 

seen how Ellen Wilkinson and George Tomlinson were both convinced that 

the tri-partite system was the right one and that comprehensive schools 

were a threat to the very existence of the grammar schools, with their 

high academic standards. The Conservative document "The Right Road for 

Britain", published in 1949, took a similar view, seeking to sa£eguard 

the grammar schools and suspicious o£ the huge size of the comprehensive 

schools, while the 1951 mani£esto "Britain Strong and Free" said the 

same thing(P. 28), though with the usual caution o£ a manifesto. 

We have already noted that while Labour was in power between 1945 

and 1.951 confiict arose in the matter of' secondary education between 

Labour's Annual Conference and the Parliamentary Labour Party. MOreover, 

because the latter were in power their idealism had to be tempered with 

practicality. Indeed, this may be the explanation of the conflict. 

But now they had lost power but were free once more to indulge in 

idealism without worrying too much about the practical problems involved. 

The party now experienced a lessening of conflict within the ranks, and 

took the opportunity to sort out some o£ the misunderstandin·gs and 

contradictions that had bedevilled them in this subject during the 

past few years. 

Just before the election a party committee had declared that "the 

tri-partite system doe~ not provide equality of opportunity and is 

therefore out o£ tune with the needs· of the day and the aspirations of 
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socialism".(5) This was followed soon after the 1951 election by a 

Labour Party pamphlet ''A _Po~ icy for Secondary Education". ( 6) The 

pamphlet committed the party to a policy of comprehensive re-organisatiom. 

There does not appear to have been any opposition to it from within the 

party, and at Labour's Annual Conference in 1952 it was whole-heartedly 

approved. Abreover, Labour-controlled L.E.A.'s were asked to take note 

and implement the policy. 

Miss Horsbrugh took over the post of Minister of Education· at a 

time of financial stringency. Within weeks of becoming Chancellor of 
' . . 

the Exchequer R. A. BUtler had to begin cuts in public expenditure and, 

ironically, education was in the forefront of these. In December 1951 

a three month moratorium was imposed on school building projects. It 

was ostensibly to ease ~he burden on the building industry, but it had 

economic advantages too. At· the same time Miss Horsbrugh asked the 

L.E.A.'s to cut their current expenditure by 5%.(7) At this time 

several other proposals were being suggested to curb educational 

expenditure, such as lowering the school leaving age and raising the 

age of admission. It is to her everlasting credit that Miss. Horsbru·gh, 

almost alone, fought successfully against the strong forces that 

favoured economies in education, which could have had disastrous 

effects on the very heart of the educational sys~em.(B) 

In her first twelve months in· office Miss Horsbru·gh was pre-

occupied with fighting these economies, while planning to meet·~the 
. - ' 

needs for more school places, improving teachers' salaries and the 

need for extending facilities for higher technical studies. She said 

(5) M. Parkinson·, "The·Labour Party and the Organii.sation of Secondary 
Education. 1918-65'", . P •. 47. 

(6) Parkinson, 0p. -cit., P. 71 and P. 133. 

(7) "Education in 1951", M:i.nis:try-of Education Cmd. 8554, P. 2. 
(8) "Education" JC?urnal of A.E.C., 12th. December, 1969, P. 1536. 
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little about comprehensive schools until the Conservative Party 

Conference at Scarborough in October 1952, but then she was quite 
. . 

clear. She wanted to use educational criteria, she said, for judging 

the merits of comprehensive schools. This was probably meant as a 

criticism of Labour, that their 1951 policy document used ideological 

and ~ga~it~rian criteria, not educational ones. She emphasised that 

"as yet, I s~e no educational advantage in the comprehensive schools 

that co~d possibly outweigh the obvious disadvan_tage· in connexion 

with their enormous size, disadvantage to the children, to the teachers 

and the whole organisation''· (9) She stated that she was prepared to 

allow limited experiments by L.E.A.'s who wished to do so. However, 

not many favoured the comprehensive idea, she said, judging by the plans 

which had been submitted to the Ministry of Education. Only 11 L.E.A. 's 

out of 93, whose developmen·t plans had been approved before she took 

office, planned to be part or wholly comprehensive. Miss Horsbrugh 

recognised that selecting children for different types of school posed 

problems, but the problems should be tackled not evaded. Selection 

methods should be improved and more flexibili~ introduced into the 

system. There could be additional transfer at 13+ for those found 

suitable. 

The Minister went on to tell her audience that there were already 

25 new comprehensive -schools which had been given their Section 13 

approval by the previous administration and she had no legal power to 

interfere with these. (Section 13 of the 1944 Educatio~ Act lays down 

the provisions for establishing or discontinuin·g county or voluntary 

schools, and among other provisions the consent of the minister is 

required.) She would examine very carefully each cas·e, she said,. and 

(9) Verbatim Report of Conservative Party Conference 1952, P. 95. 
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discuss each development plan with the local authority concerned, but, 

"I have not, and I shall not, approve any proposal that the secondary 
- - -

school provision of an area should take the form of comprehensive 

schools and nothing else".(lO) There followed a question in the 

Commons put by the Opposition and asking the Prime Minister whether 

the ~finister of Education's ~peech at Scarborough represented the 

government's policy. The government spokesman replied that it did.(ll) 

Another twelve months passed by with no more than an oceasional 

reference in the Commons to comprehensive schools. In January 1953, 

in a written answer, Miss Horsbrugh confirmed her policy for comprehensive 

plans: she is prepared to sanction limited experiments with comprehensive 

schools, but would not al~ow secondary education to be exclusively 

comprehensive in any ar_ea. (l2) Then in July Miss Bacon tried to 

criticise her policy.(l3) Wasn't Miss Horsbrugh aware, she said, that 

11+ selection-causes greater dissatisfaction among parents than~ 

other educational problem? The minister retorted that she understood 

they disliked comprehensive schools still more. 

In October 1953 Miss Horsbrugh began her third and final year 

as Minister of Education. It began auspiciously when she was promoted 

to cabinet ranks - the first Conservative woman cabinet minister. But 

perhaps the pro~tion served to give her added status for the troubles 

that were obviously approachin-g, rather than being a measure of success. 

Mi.d-Ooi;o~er saw the Conservative Conference 1953 repeating the 

same arguments. The debate acknowledged the problems of the 11+ 

examination. "But to solve this problem"·, said Angus Maude, "it is. 

(10) Verbatim. Report, P •. 96. 

(11) VoL 505, H. c. Deb, 30/10/52, Col. 2084. 

(12) VoL 510, H. c. Deb, 22/i/53, Col. .!!:2• 
(13) Vol. 518, H. c. Deb:, 30/7/53, Col. 1529. 
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not necessary to destroy the grammar schools, among the finest in the 

world. "(l4 ) Miss Horsbrugh re-i tara ted her policy: 1 et there be 

limited and care:t\tl experiments with comprehensive schools. But in 

the meantime we nru.st not neglect to tackle the problems posed by the 

tri-partite system and the selection process, because this is relevant 

to 99% of the children. (l5) She called for fl.exibili ty in transfer of 

children between different types of schools, and she urged that 

seconda~ modern schools be given a chance to prove themselves. 

Miss Horsbrugh's reputation for public relations was never high; 
- . . . 

some of her actions were ill-conceived, some were ill-timed(l6), and 

her next action could best be described as ill-judged. On 26th October 

1953 she gave an address at the Caxton Hall to a conference of London 

Conservative Women. She said that she disapproved of very large schools, 

such as city comprehensives. She could see a case for comprehensive 

schools in country areas but the London Coun~ Council comprehensive 

schools were a different matter. She told her audience that there was 

nothing she coUld do at this late stage to prevent their being built, 

but she could intervene in the closing of existing schools, provided 

that any ten electors lodged objections. It is now up to you, she said.(l7) 

Her speech caused an uproar. "It was as. ne~r incitement as possible," 

wrote one commentator. Questions were as·ked in the House enquiring 

whether the speech represent.ed government policy, and the Prime Minister 

replied(lB) somewhat tautologously that it was not an attack on the 

London School Pian or on ~omprehensives as such but on the large size 

proposed for some schools. The Opposition pointed out, however, that 

(14) Verbatim Report of the Conservative Party Conference 1953, P. 37. 

(15) Con~ervative Conference,.Op. oit., Pp. 41-42. 

(16) T.E.S., 22/10/54, P. 993, Editorial on the occasion of the 
resignation of Miss··Horsbrugh. 

(17) T.E.S., 30/10/5·3, P. 922. 

(18) Vol. 520, H. C. Deb, 10/ll/53, Col. 777-9. 
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the minister had no right to be inciting local groups to object to 

parts of a plan which had been approved by the Ministry at an earlier 

date. Wnder Section 13 she would be acting in a quasi-judical role, 

and should therefore be neutral at all times. Miss Horsbrugh had 

clearly laid herself open to criticism, with her judgement perhaps 

obscured by the knowledge that in a few months time she would be called 

upon to make a decision which would certainly be controversial. 

London's answer to the 1944 Education Act's demand for secondary 

education for all had been to devise a plan for comprehensive schools 

throughout London'. In 1947 the London County Council adopted its 

London School Pian which was subsequently approved by the Ptlnister of 

Education in February 1950. The plan envisaged(l9 ) that the L.C.C. 

would develop its own existing system of schools serving secondary 

pupils into 67 county comprehensive high schools. A number of voluntary 

grammar schools would have a 'county complement' school built nearby to 

form a multilateral unit; but some 500 free places would still be taken 

up each year by the L.C.C. in independent and direct grant grammar 

schools. It was obvious that it would be many years before 67 purpose-

built comprehensive schools would be completed: a start would have to 

be made by improvising with existing buildings grouped in twos and threes. 

Meanwhile, the first purpose-built comprehensives were being planned and 

erected. 

As 1953 drew to a close Miss Horsbrugh knew that the first of 

these - Kidbrooke, a comprehensive school for 2160 girls - was nearing 

completion. On her desk la.y an application from the L.C.C. requestin·g 

her ministerial approval, under Section 13 of the 1944 Education Act, 

(19) "Re;..plamiing London. Schools" by L. C .c., 194 7, P. 25, P. 36, 
P. 37, P. 39 and P. 40. 



40. 

for the opening of the new school and the closure of several. smaller 

schools including Eltham Hill Girls' Grammar School. She had no 

intention of closing a gra~ school and it was in her anxiety to be 

sure that she was given sufficient grounds to oppose the closure that 

she had given her ill-judged speech at Caxton Hall. Her audience 

needed no encouragement. In the event, numerous objections were lodged 

and on 2nd March 1954 the minister announced that she refused to agree 

to the closure of Eltham Hill School. She was strongly criticised at 

question time in the House on 13 May(29}, but she gave an accoun-t of 

her motives. She claimed that she had considered the L.C.C. 's argumen>ts 

for closure, the objections raised against the L.C.C., the L.C.C.'s 

observations on the objections, and finally Eltham Hill's reputation 

and success. "I considered it would not be educationally advantageous 

to close it", she said. Then the Opp·osition again accused her of 

encouraging objectors~, and indicating that she would support objections. 

Miss Alice Bacon concluded the Opposition's attack by pointing out that 

it was impossible to run a grammar-school and a comprehensive side by 

side when the grammar~·school is creaming off the able children from the 

comprehensive school. Miss Horsbrugh retorted that the L.C.c.•s London 

School Pian thought that it could be done. L.C.C. hadn't originally 

intended to close Eltham Hill, she said, (it was originally going to 

join in with a different comprehensive school) and when they proposed 

to do so they offered 80 grammar school places elsewhere to parents who 

wished to make use of them. But she hadn't ~swered Miss Bacon's 

objection, and Labour wasn't satisfied with her explanation of her 

decision, either. 

The matter was raised again by means of an Adjournment Debate in· 

(20) Vol. 527, H. C. Deb, 13/5/5.4, Col. 1417. 
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the House on 4th June. (21 ) Referrin·g to her Caxton Hal~ speech she 

said that she was entitled to explain to people their right to object 

under Sectio~-1:.3· Regarding Kl.tham Hill, she believed _that she had 

made the right .decision, and on educational grounds. She will allow 

L.E.A.'s to experiment with comprehensives but not a plan with 

comprehensives only. In London, she said, there are at present 17 

comprehensive school projects, 10 of which do not include closing a 

grammar school. Kidbrooke was planned to be in this category, and this 

decision puts it there. She asserted that it is a fairer experiment to 

begin with the first form and not include those who have already been 

in a grammar school' but Miss Horsbrugh seems to have overlooked the 

fact that if the results were to be comparable the comprehensive would 

need to have an equal share of able children as the grammar school, 

that is, a normal, un-creamed, cross-section of abili~. The opposition· 

closed their attack on her by accusing her of interfering with the 

freedom of L.E.A.'s. 

A month later, on 6th July, the mind.ster re-opened the issue when 

she refused to allow the L.C.C. to enlarge the Bee Grammar School at 

TOoting and turn it into a comprehensive. Later in the month she 

defended her decision in an education debate in the Commons.<22 ) She 

was at pains· to show that she was not against reasonable experiment 

with comprehensives: of 21 comprehensives currently building in· 

England and Wales she had approved and programmed 18 of them, and of 

12 building in London she had sanctioned 10. She explain-ed that she 

had rejected the proposal for the Bee School because it was a good 

grammar school; "I want to see experiments all the time, but I will 

(21) Vol. 5.28, H. C. Deb, 4/6/54-,.Col. 159~1639, especially 1632-39· 

(22) Vol. 531, H. C. Deb·, 26/7/54, Col. 152~. 
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not agree to destroy what has proved to be good." 

Meanwhile, in two answers given on 20th May Miss Horsbrugh referred 
. . . 

to her continuing preference for the selective system. She promised to 

encourage L.E.A.'s· to provide sufficient grammar school places for the 

increasing number of chi~dren and to develop a variety of courses within 

schools of different ~es.(23) In the other answer she spoke of the 

need to increase facilities for G.C.E. work in secondary modern sehools, 

and of the need to increase opportunities for transfer from one type of 

secondary school to another if it is in the interest of the child to do 

this.( 24 ) The introduction of General Certificate of Education work 

into the secondary modern school was a n·ew concept. In 1946 Ci!rcular 103 

from the Ministry of Education had fixed 17 years as the minimum age for 

any but a grammar school pupil to take an external examination,. This 

effectively and deliberately excluded secondary modern schools from 

entering candidates for the School Certificate examination or for the 

G.C.E., after it was established in· 1951. But in 1952 Miss Horsbrugh 

herself was instrumental in changin·g this ruling. Her Circular 251, on 

25th April 1952, laid down that flexibility would be allowed in 

determining the minimum age for entering for G.C.E. "0"; level. This 

change very soon began to have, not a large, but a significant effect 

on the secondary modern schools. But that can be examined at a later 

stage. 

It was in October 19.54 that Florence Horsbrugh was succeeded as 

Minister of Education by David Eccles. She had held the post during a 

very difficult time of national econonw and it is doubtful whether 

anyone could have grown in political stature in these circumstances. 

Her poor public relation~ ensured that she didn't. BUt at the time of 

(23) Vol. 527, H. C. Deb, 20/5/54, Col. ll· 
{24) Vol. 527, H. C. Deb, 20/5/54, Col. 2279. 
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bravely and_tenaciously she ha~ f~ught to preserve the education, system 

from the ravages of national economies. W. P. Alexander observed that 

"she has ensured that no permanent damage has been done to the 

servfce."{25) In 1969 her obi.tuary(26 ) in "Education," said that "she 

bravely withstood these pressures and managed to preserve the essential. 

structure of school education•. · Education• thus stood on a firm 

foundation when Sir David Eccles took over on her resignation from 

office in 195lf.." As for her policy on comprehensive schools, she had 

once accused her opponents { 21) of sayi.n·g that if children in different 

parts of the country can't have equal chances of getting to a grammar 

school, then give nobody the chance - abolish them. Whether this was 

fair comment or not is open to question, but she certainly was at 

pains to avoid such a solution. Grammar schools should be preserved 

and developed for the able children, she believed, and an equally good, 

though different type of school should be developed to meet the 

requiremen~s of the less able child. She was true to her convictions 

to the very end. 

( 25) "Education", 22/10/54, P. 609. 

{26) "Education",. 12/12/69, P. 1536. 

{27) Verbatim Report of the Conservative Par~ Conference 1953, P. 41. 
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Chapter 6 

1954-57: Educational Expansion': Limited Experiments with 

Comprehensive Schools 

On 18th October 1954 Churchill appointed Sir David Eccles Minister 

of Education with the express purpose of expanding education and 

increasing its· importance in the mind of the government.(!) Since 1951 

the Conservative Government's ~irst priority had been hous.e-building, 

in an attempt to reach the unrealistic target of 300:iOOO houses· a year, 

a figure which had been arrived at by acclamation at the annual colrl'erence 

in 1950. The financial strain of achieving this, added to the already low 

state of the nation·'s finances, had led to the educational economies from 

which· Florence Horsbrugh had suffered. Materially, all she had achieved 

was to build some extra schools and employ the extra teachers required by 

the increasing number of children: she could do nothing to. improve the 

quality of education·. But funds were now available, and Churchill chose 

Eccles to preside over the lon-g-awaited expansion in the education 

service.(2) 

When forming his 1951 government Churchill had appointed Eccles 

to the post of Minister of Works after being impressed by one of Eccles• 

constituency speeches during the election. It was the latter's good 

fortune that the Queen's Coronation occurred durin·g his tenure of office 

and to the Minister of Works fell a major share of the organising of this 

great event. He u~ed his considerable organising ability, flair and good 

taste very effectively; the result was an enhanced reputation and a 

lmighthood as a K.c.v.o. 

(1) Lord Boyle, interview at Leeds, '2J./1/74, P. 2. 

(2) Cf.,. "Education·", 23/10/59, P. 639; Pp. 643-5 for details of Eccles' 
oackground. 
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Before entering politics in 1943 Eccles had already made a 

reputation (and a fortune) as a brilliant young businessman·, and his 

future in•. politics now seemed secure. His talents also included an 

interest in rare books and ~aintings, and with his sense of good taste 

and his habit of being well-dressed the new Minister of Education 

presented quite a cultured image. 

After the opening of the new session of parliament in November 

1954, during the debate on the Queen 's Addre.ss Sir David~spoke about 

his policy.(3) The general policy had been one of strict econo~, he 

said, in which building had been restricted to basic needs, sue~ as 

schools for new housing areas, and elsewhere to cope with the increasin·g 

number of pupils. BUt this task was in hand and it was now possible to 

look.to improving the service. He then gave a list of his priorities. 

These included: secondary schools for urban areas; Radow re-organisation 

in rural areas; grants for village halls, community centres and school 

playing fields; and a substantial expansion in technical education·. For 

a start he announced a 5-year plan for rural areas to eliminate all-age 

schools, and an additional £2f million for technical education for the 

year 1955-56. 

A few. weeks later Sir David stated his policy on comprehensive 

schools (4 ), when he told Miss Bacon that he would consider proposals to 

build comprehensive schools on their merits. And to Mr. Short's quest::ilon 

about 11+ selection methods, the Minister said that that was an L.E.A. 

responsibility, and he would leave the L.E.A. 's to find the best method. (5.) 

But it seems that Eccles was aware of the problem and its political 

(3) Vol. 535, H. C. Deb, 30/11/54, Col. 127 et seq. 

(4) Vol. 535, H. C. Deb, 16/12/54, Col. 174. 

(5) Vol. 535, H. C. Deb, 16/12/54, Col. 1952. 
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implications because he was reported to be warning his party's back-

benchers at this time that the 11+ was beginning to cause very hard 

feelings. ( 6) 

December 1954 saw the publication of a report of the Central 

Advisory Council for Education which was to have considerable significance. 

The report "Early Leaving"( 7) gave the first official recognition of the 

influence of social class background on a child's school performance. 

The committee commissioned its own survey, but the report itself was a 

faithful reflexion of the work of educational sociologists and 

psychologists who had been examining this problem for some time. The 

latter now held the view that given two children who had equal measured 

ability at a given age but were of different social backgrounds, then· 

the child with the better background stood a much better chance of 

subsequently improving his performance than did the child from a socially 

poorer background. This was because of the encouragement that the child 

would receive from better-class parents and because of the general 

stimulus that the child would receive from the socially better 

environment. These discoveries, backed up by this and later official 

reports, were to have a considerable influence on the educational. 

thinking of the next decade. 

During the next few months David Eccles spoke on several occasions 

about his aspirations in the field of secondary education. At a speech 

in London to the Associations of Assistant Masters and Mistresses on; 

30th December he spoke strongly in defence of the grammar sch9ols.(8 ) 

He and his colleagues, he said, would 'never agree to the assassination 

(6) 

(7) 
(8) 

Lord Boyle, "The Politics of Secondary School Re-organisation'" in· 
Leeds Univer·si ty' s Journal of Educational Administration and 
History, P. 30. 

J. Stuart .Maclure, "Educational Documents 1816-1967", P. 233. 

T.E.S., 7/1/55, P. 14. 



of the grammar schools". He added that they had made an irreplaceable 

contribution to ~e character., reputation and strength of the country, 

and he wanted this to continue. It was a choice between justice and 

equality, and the government preferred justice. In the Commons on 

24th February 1955 he gave an assurance (9 ) to Miss Bacon that he would 

encourage the L.E.A. 's to make sure that an adequate percentage of 

secondary school places would be grammar school ones. Nor did he miss 

the opportunity of chiding her for simultaneously supporting both 

grammar schools and comprehensives. But it wasn't altogether a fair 

aceusation:. She was a supporter of comprehensive school.s., but in· the 

case of areas that in fact operated a selective system it was only right 

that she should pres~ for some sort of a balance between the number of 

places available in grammar schools and the number available in· secondary 

modems. 

Meanwhile, on 11th February the Minister had addressed(lO) the 

parent-teacher association of Chippenham Seconclary Modern School. In a 

speech given over entirely to secondary education he spoke with great 

optimism about the development of secondary modern schools. He felt 

that in time they would offer such a good alternative to the grammar 
. . 

school that 11+ selection would be very much influenced by parental 

choice. 

On 5th April 1955 Sir Winston Churchill, amid disquiet in the 

party, decided to step down from the premiership, and on the following 

day Anthony Eden, long regarded as the heir-apparent, took over the 

leadership of the government. He made the minimum of changes, merely 

(9) Vol. 537, H. C •. Deb, 24/2/55, Col. 188. 

(10) T'.E.S., 18/2/55·, P. 176. 
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-
appointing Harold Macmillan to the vacancy at the Foreign Of~ice. 

Eccles continued at the education ministry. 

A week later the minister made a speech to the N.U.T. Con~erence 

at Scarborough(ll), which was important in· that it developed the ideas 

he had been speaking about during the-preceding months, and laid down· 

some clear guide-lin·es. He told delegates that the alternative to a 

grammar school was no longer the "definitely in~erior'' thing that it 

used to be. A wide ran-ge o~ secondary schools were being made available 

so that parents, with the advice o~ the teachers, would be able to 

decide which school was likely to suit their child best. He then gave 

some guide-lines. There should be between 15% and 25% o~ selective 

places (i.e. grammar plus technical school places); he would approve 

the building o~ new technical schools where there was a good case ~or 

it; secondary modern schools would be encouraged to develop extended 

courses and to strengthen their links with grammar and technical schools 

and with FUrther Education·,; trans~ers should be used more freely to JJUt 

right 11+ errors; and ~inally he said that comprehensive schools would 

be approved asl experiments when all the conditions were ~avourabi.e, 

and no damage was done to any existing school. 

Sir David stated that where a rural area or a new housing est~te 

needed both a new grammar school and several new secondary modern• schools, 

if. local opinion really wanted a comprehensive school, he would agree. 

But he went on to speak about the problems o~ comprehensives: purpose-

built ones that were too big with 2000 pupils; improvised ones, which 

were too small, in converted buildings; and finally split-site 

comprehensives. "From all poin·ts o~ view this is the worst o~ solutions," 

he said. 

(11) C~., Notes on Current Pblitics, 13/2/56, Pp. 16-18~ The speech was 
made on 13/4/55. 



A fortnight later, in the Commons, he returned to the theme of' 

secondary education.{l 2) He now developed further a new idea that he 

had introduced at Scarborough. He referred to the link between grammar 

schools and universities, to the one bein·g a preparatory school f'or the 

other. Eccles was afraid of' any large scale development of' either of 

them as this, he believed, would change their character and ruin them. 

But he obviously realised that there needed to be an expansion of 

opportuni~ both at secondary and at tertiary level of education so 

he conceived the idea of' secondary modern schools, of high standard 

and esteem, leading· on to expanded opportunities. in higher technical 

education'. Parallel with the grammar school/university structure there 

should be "many strong and various streams leading from the secondary 

modem s.chools to the technical colleges, technological institutes, 

and all other forms of higher education·". 

Sir David also on this occasion developed his ideas on parental 

choice. His hope was that in areas of large population there would be 

several secondary modems, each specialising in a different area of the 

curriculum. Parents would have a choice between these schools. In the 

matter of a choice between secondary modems and grammar schools he was 

the supreme optimist. "As the secondary modern develops", he said, 

"I am convinced, from what I have seen ~self already, that some parents 

will prefer it to any grammar school to which their children might go." 

In May 1955 Anthony Eden judged that the time was opportune to 

call a general election and try to increase his party's majority. Amid 

the flurry of election speeches, Sir David Eccles wrote about the 

Conservative Party's education programme. {l3) He made the· poin·t that 

{12) Vol. 540, H. C. :Peb, 26/4/55, Col. 789-192. 
{13) T.E.S., No. 2086, 13/5/55, P. 481. 
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during the past few years educational policy had been concerned with 

s~tisfying the basic need of providin·g new school places, and the parties 

were in agreement about that. Now that this need was almost fulfilled, 

however, the parties were going their own more separa.te ways. Labour, 

he said, was in· favour of comprehensive_ schools. Then he stated the 

Con~ervative princi~les_and programme. The guiding principles were 

two-fold: first, to develop the technical skills of the nation, and 

secondly, to preserve and develop the common· stock of II!Oral principles. 

The programme listed such aims as: reducing the size of classes, 

re-organising all-age schools in urban a.s well as in ;rural areas, 

replacing slum schools, and finally, ex:pandin·g technical education. 

He criticised Labour for what he described as the impractical idea of 

trying to impose a comprehensive school system on an existing system 

already equipped with rather small buildings. Eccles con·cluded with 

an appeal to make all secondary schools matter, and referred again to 

the link between secondary modern schools and a technical career. 

The Conservatives won the geDeral election with an increased 

overall majority of 58 seats. Once again Eden decided to make no changes 

in the composition of his government, at least not until the end of the 

year. So Eccles continued as Minister of Education. He had by then 

made his position clear in the matter of comprehensive schools and from 

this time forward he said little further about the subject, merely 

acting according to his principles, as occasion' arose. Sir David had 

made clear in his Scarborough speech to the N.U.T. in April that he was 

strongly opposed to comprehensive schools split between two or more 

buildin·gs, and he had expressed his opposition again during the election 

campaign. Now he rejects the comprehensive plan for Manchester, 

Withenshawe. He did this, he said,(l4.) because it was intended that 

(14) Vol. 545, H. C. Deb, 27/10/55, Col. 358-9 and 84-6. 
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the school would be on split-sites with the two buildings a half a 

mile apart. The conditions, he felt, would not be suitable for fair 

experiment. 

Since becoming minister Eccles had been considering the need for 

a substantial extension in technical education. There was little more 

he could do about secondary education· except to wait for the secondary 

modern schools to grow in stature and esteem, and he now appears to 

have turned his attention almost exclusively to the problems of technical 

education, but without neglecting the notion of the link between 

secondary modern schools and technical education:. 14th July saw the 

establishment of the National Council for awards in Technology, (later 

to be the C.N.A.A.), awards which were meant to be comparable to 

university first degrees.(lS) In that same month the House of Commons 

debated the national shortage of scientific and technical manpower.(l6 ) 

During the remainder of that year preparations were being made for a 

major development in technical education because it was considered that, 

even if the universities were expanded, they would be unable to meet 

the nation ~s n'E!eds in this matter. (l7) 

Early the next year the Prime Minister spoke up to support the 

ideas of his education minister. Sir Anthony Eden, speakin·g to Bradford 

Conservatives on 18th January 1956 said that(lB) a white paper was to be 

published before the end of February in which the Minister of Education: 

would describe the details of a five year plan• for developing technical 

education. Eden took up the theme that Eccles had been developing since 

his speech at Scarborough in April 1955 - the link between the secondary 

(15) "Education in 1955", Cmd. 9785, P. 3. 

(16) ''Education in 1955", Cmd. 9785, Pp. 44-45. 

(17) Ibid. 

(18) T.E.S., 20/1/56, P. 68 
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modern school and technical education. The Prime Minister's way of' 

pu.tting it was tha.t we are aim:j.ng "to build a high road that runs from 

school to the highest positions in indust~ and commerce; to make it 

possible for every boy and girl to join that road at the point that 

suits them best and to travel on it as far as their talents and 

perseverance would take them". Eccles' policy was clearly the 

government's policy. 

Late in February Eccles produced his white paper(l9 ) in which he 

described his aim to increase the output of' the advanced courses at 

technical colleges from 9000 students each year to 15000. £10 million 

were to be spent on this over five years. In June the &finistry of' 

Education 1 s Circular 305 described the future organisation of' technical 

colleges. There_ were f'~ur grades:: loc_al, area, regional, and colleges 

of' advanced technology - the latter instituted to do work which the 

universities should have done, had they been willing.( 20) 

During 1956 there were brought out into the open some of' the 

philosophies that lay behind the parties' policies on secondary education·. 

Early in the year Labour published a policy statement called "Towards 

Equality 11
• (

21 ) It was a direct attack on the social inequalities that 

allegedly follow from the tri-partite system. The document claimed 

that the grammar schools were the gateway to professional positions and 

that the secondary modern schools led merely to working class jobs. 

Sir David Eccles, in a debate in the Commons( 22 ), criticised the 

Opposition for describing secondary moderns as working class schools. 

He accused them of' merely perpetuating class division·. He went on to 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

29/2/56, White Paper on Technical Education (Cmd. 9703), 
Referred to in. "Education in 1956" (C~d.223), P. 2. 

Cf'. Noel Annan, · "The . Reform of' Higher Ed.uca tion" in Political 
Quarterly, 1967, Vol. 38, Pp. 2.3&.-52. 

M. Parkinson·~ "The Labour Party and the Organisation of' Secondary 
Education, 1918-65", P. 78. 

Vol. 557, H. C. Deb, 25/7/56, Col. 449. ·. 
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explain that children 's needs vary, a.nd that a grammar school educa tion• 

is suitable for only a proportion of the children. The secondary moderR 

school provides an educ~tion suited ~o the others. Mr. Vosper, the 

Parliamentary Secr~tary, looking back to a speech he'd made in June( 23), 

made a plea(Col. 53B) to give secondary moderns a chance. They've done 

very well in ten years, he said, despite financial crisis and the 

population· explosion. But they need encouragement and positive help if 

they are to continue to develop. Sir David concluded by poin•tin·g out 

that the Opposition· were "more concerned with social policy than with 

education•". (Col. 4.53) And indeed they were. At this poin't there is no 

evidence that they had considered comprehensive education as anything 

other than a useful tool to achieve a political or social purpose. 

Even An•thony Crosland, who later became a very successful Minister 

of Education under Harold Wilson, gives this same con·stricted attention 

to the objects and aims of the comprehensive school. Crosland in· 1956 

published 11The Future of Socialism 11
(
24 ), a study of socialist philosophy. 

11The main· prop of tradition~ egalitarianism", he writes ( 25), 11has been 

lmocked away by its own success." Extremes of wealth are very rare now, 

and he doesn't think that any further re-dis~ribution of wealth can' make 

much difference, economically. But further re-dis.tribution would have 

social advantages. Resentment and discon:ten.t arise now not so much out 

of concern for wages or condi Uons, but with poi.nts of prestige and 

power - with a desire for an enhanced social status and dignity, a wish 

to be consul ted. Those in certain social classes are consciou·s of their 

inferior life-style and of the fact that it arises from an educational 

handicap.( 26 ) This then was how Anthony Crosland assessed the present-day 

(23) Vol. 554, H. c .. Deb, 12/6/56, Col. 540. 

(24) c. A. R •. Crosland,. "The Future of Socialism11
·, 1956. 

(25) Crosland, Opo cit.,.' P. ·190. 

(26) Crosland, Op. cit., Pp. 19~-200. 
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aims of socialism, and in his chapter "The Inf'luen·ce of Education" he 

went on· to examine the role o~ education; in' achieving them. .Af'ter 

discussing how he would limit the advantage enjoyed by the public schools 

(by removing their tax privileges) he goes on to discuss the role o~ the 

comprehensive school. He sees it as an instrument of social engineerin·g •. 

"The object of having comprehensive schools is not to abolish all 

competition and all envy ••• but to avoid the extreme social division 

cau·sed by physical segregation into· schools of widely divergent status, 

and the extreme social resentment caused by failure to win a grammar . . 

school place, when this is thought to be the only avenue to a middle­

class occupation• ... (27 ) · 

As i~ to remind everyone that they, too, had a contribution to 

make, but that no one was listenin·g much, the educational sociologists 

came on the scene in· 1956 with the publication of a report "Social Class 

and Educational Opportunity" by F1oud,. Halsey and Martin. (28 ) It was a 

report on a survey that had recently been taken in two areas of England 

to examine the ways in which the current educational system affected 

the process of social selection·. The report also hoped to throw light 

on the problems of providing equali~ of opportunity instead of social 

selection•. 

In the introduction the authors summarise the development of the 

present system of secondary education and refer to the work that 

sociologists and psyc}?.ologists have already completed. Commentin·g· on 

the findings of their latest research they wrote: "This picture of the 

position after a decade of 'secondary education· for all' illustrates 

the cumulative effects not only of the distribution of opportunity at 

(27) 

(28) 

Crosland, Op. cit., P. 272. 

J. E. Floud.(Ed.): A. H. Halsey: F. M. Martin, "Soci~l Class 
and Educational Opporti:Uli ty", 1956. 
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the moment of entry to the schools,"· (which they considered was unbiassed) 

·~ut of a process of social selection going on within them. Working-class 

children tend to leave early rather than late, and are under-represented 

in the upper-forms of the schools ... ( 29 ) The report concludes by iden tifybrg 

the many sectors of this field that still need to be investigated, but the 

llleSSage is clear: Sociologists and Psychologists feel that they now have a 

great deal of information which is relevant to the comprehensive school 

depate. 

During the first year of Eccles' tenure of office the number of 

comprehensive schools in England and Wales increased from 16 to 31 and 

the number of pupils in them rose from 15,891 to· 27,315.< 30 ) The second 

year showed a similar increase. Some of these schools no doubt would be 

improvised, and comprehensive in little more than name, but not all. 

FUrthermore, some in London were grammar schools turned comprehensive.(3l) 

During his term of office Eccles(32) gave his approval to seven proposals 

for comprehensive schools and rejected three, so it was clear that he was 

examining each case on its merits and exercising some flexibili~. Lord 

Boyle asserts (33) that in_ the Ministry the problems of selection· too-k-new~ 

importance when Eccles became minister. He also reports(34) that just 

before Eccles left the Ministry he brought in Robin Pedl~ for a eonference 

with his officials. Pedley was a leading exponent of comprehensive 

education, and author of a widely-read paper-back on the subject. 

(29) Floud, Op. cit.,. P. 27. 

{30) Ministry of Education·, "Education in 1955", Cmd. 9785, P. 107, 
"Education in 1956", Cmnd. 223, P. 89. 

(31) H. R. Kin·g, "The London School Plan", in "Forum for the discussion 
of new trends in education", . .AutuDm 1958, No. 1, P. 8. 

(32) Vol. 563, H. C. Deb, 24/1/57, Col. 363. 

(33) Lord Boyi e·, i•The Politics of Secondary School Re-organisation", 
Supra, P. 30. 

(34) Ibid, also: R. Pedley, "The Comprehensive School", 1970 Edition,. 
P. 52. 



56. 

With this final act Eccl.es bowed· ou·t. 1956 had seen Egypt seize 

the Suez Canal, Israel invade Egypt some mon~hs later, and Britain and 

France invade the Canal Zone. A week after this invasion Sir Anthony 

Eden was forced by international pressures to halt the operation~. The 

humiliation= and recriminations that were subsequ=ently heaped upon him, 

coupled with a break-down in health, led to his retirement on 9th January 

1957. With this resignation, Sir David Eccl.es, moved on from Edu·cation. 

The Times Educational Supplement wrote that(35) he was a good minister 

and gave more positive direction from the centre. "Education", it said 

"is now to the fore in the national struggle to keep afloat. n· 

(35) T.E •. S •. , 18/l/57, P. 45. 
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Chapter 7 

Boyle Concerned About Eleven-Plus Selection 

On- 13 January 1957 Harold Macmillan formed a government and ushered 

in- a new era for Britain. He was to lead the government for six and a 

half years during which time he quietly but swiftly buried Suez. and its 

aftermath, and carried on to create the image of a comfortably prosperous 

Britain. This image did not go unchallenged, but whether it was tru·e or 

not he certainly gave positive and distinctive leadership to the country 

during years which saw considerable chan·ge in the institutions and 

character of the nation. 

In his first government Macmillan appoin·ted Lord Hailsham as 

lfinister of Education and Sir Edward Boyle to be his Parliamen.tary 

Secretary. Both were new to the field of education, but were welcomed 

nonetheless. Lord Hailsham was an eminent barrister with a distinguished 

academic career and a reputation' as a brilliant speaker. (l) Moreover, he 

could claim a connexion with the world of education• through his grandfather, 

the founder of the Regent Street POlytechnic. While the press had little to 

say about the new minister, their account( 2) of his firs~ engagement throws 

some light on· his character. Sir David Eccles had con·sented to perform the 

opening ceremony of the Grey Court Coun·ty S.econdary School at Ham. On his 

appointment as minister Lord Hailsham agreed to fulfill the engagement 

despite a Cabinet meeting which would neoessi tate an· early departure. 

After being accorded a warm welcome Lord Hailsham proceeded to make his 

speech which must have been well above the heads of the more you·thf'ul 

members of his audience. He stood there, a portly figure, with his hands· 

on his hips peerin'g down at the hall over spectacles perched on the end 

(1) Educat:J,on', 23/i.0/64, P. 688. 

(2) T·.E.S., 25/1/57, P. 94. 

c 
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o~ his nose, and proceeded to give a study o~ the ~hilosophy o~ education. 

He spoke about the Opportunity State which would do away with anythin·g 

that could be called a proletariat. But opportunity to gain· mon·ey, 

infiuence and power would not be enough, he said. Man needed an· 

opportunity ~or service to others, and a chance to pursue per~ection -

perfection in seekin·g truth, beauty, utility, and love ~or others. These 

he believed made li~e worth living, and were the tru·e ends o~ education·. 

When Lord Hailsham had ~inished speakin'g he was presented with a huge, 

inscribed silver soup spoon·. Beaming like a school boy, he asked ~or a 

school holiday and hurried of~ the plat~orm to his waitin·g oar. Too late, 

the chairman realised that the minister had ~orgotten to declare the school 

open·; and a small beech tree stood forlornly in a hole in· the garden 

waiting to be plan ted. But the minister had gone. 

It summed him up quite well. He had thought out his educational 

principles thoroughly, but when it came to trying to apply the principles 

to the re~i ty o~ life he wasn't really very practical. In the short 

time he stayed in the educational world he never seemed to get to grips 

with reality. Perhaps this was due to his short sojourn, or to the ~act 

that he belonged to the Lords, not the Commons; or was it tha.t he just 

wasn't o~ a practical tu·rn of mind? 

With the minister in the Lords it was essential to have a good 

parliament&r.y,\ secretary because the entir·e task of expoundin·g and 

defendin·g the policies o~ the Ministry o~ Education in the Commons would 

~al.l to him. Macmillan's and Hailsham's cho·ice was Sir Edward Boyle. 

Boyle at this t~me was only 33 years old, yet he had already held j'unior 

government posts for six years.( 3) He had been educated at Eton and was 

a scholar of Christ Church, Oxford a~ter war-time service in the Foreign 

(3) T •. E.S., 25/1/57,. P. 94, (sic). 
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Office. In the summer of 1948 he was elected President of the Oxford 

Union· and in· the same year unsuccessfully fought a by-election•. But 

this intense pre-occupation with politics and debating played havoc with 

his studies and in 1949 he went down with only a Third, in Modern History. 

His ability cou~d not long be obscured by this lack of academic 

success, however, and in the following year, at the age of 27, he entered 

parliament as the Con·servative member for the Handsworth division of 

Birmingham. One year later Churchill made him parliamentary private 

secretary to the under-secretary for Air,. in 1952 P.P.S. to the 

parliamentary secret~ry to the Ministry of Defence, and in 1954 he became 

parliamentary secretary to the Ministry of Supply. In April 1955 he 

stepped up to the post of Economic Secretary to the Treasury working 

first under R. A. Butler as Chancellor, then from December 1955 under 

·Harold Macmillan. Durin·g this latter period two facets of Boyle's 

political character made themselves obvious for the first but not the 

last time. One was his lack of doctrinal inhibitions. "This Macmillan-

Boyle team at the Treasury was rather demonstrative about its lack of 

doctrinal inhibitions on matters like the re-imposition' of buildin·g 

licensing, which filled many of the party faithfUl with almost religious 

horror. They were even it seems prepared to defy the party's strong. 

feelings on· the subject of income tax ... (4 ) The other facet of his 

character was Boyle's determination to act in accordance with what he 

felt to be right, irrespective of party policy or the consequences to 

himself. Consequently, when British and French troops landed in Egypt 

on' 1st November 1956 Boyle resigned from his post of Economic Secretary 

and, in a letter to Anthony Eden·, he said that as a minister he did not 

feel that he could honestly defend the government's recent policy over 

(4) Andrew Sampson·: "Macmillan", P. 113, (Pelican Books Edition), 
quoting .Andrew Shonfield. 
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Suez. There were moves both within the party and in his constituency 

party to take him to task f'or this, but partly becau'se he was not alone 

in his rebellion(5), and partly because of his obvious sincerity these 

ef'forts came to nothing. TWo months later it was clear that Macmillan· 

felt he could over-look the matter as he turned to his former colleague 

at the ~e~su_ry and of'fered him this important position in' Edu~ation. 

For this bri~liant and already successful politician, still young in 

years and in looks, the stage was set for a f'urther political career of 

almost 13 years. During this time he would spend 10 years in direct 

con·tact with the politics of' education'. Always the keen interest and 

concern were evident, and n·ever was he without the two principles which 

we have already seen· were part of' his political make-up. 

In his first speech as Prime Punister(6) A~. Macmillan spoke of' 

the Conservative Party's concern f'or education - sch~9ls, universities 

and technical colleges. He spoke about the party's good record in 

financing such developments, of the importance of' education f'or the 

f'u·ture of' the nation, and, in· ef'fect, he gave Education• pride of place 

along with Fbwer and Def'ence. But the Opposition's main· concern was to 

discover the new minister's views on comprehensive education•. At 

Question Time in the Commons on 24th January they launched into Sir 

Edward Boyle. Af'ter offering con-gratulations to the minister and his 

parliamentary secretary they expressed the hope that th~ would be more 

open and broadminded about comprehensive schools.(7 ) Sir Edward assured 

them that "his noble f'riend would not approach this issue in a doctrinaire 

spirit". 

(5) Cf. Robert J. Jackson, "Rebels and Whips", P. 147. 

(6) Broadcast, 17/l/57,.reported in N.C.P., 18/2/57, P. 14. 

(7) Vol. 563, H. C. Deb, 24/1/57, Col. 363. 
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Then came a question; about selection•. Sir Edward answered this 

one(B) by following the usual Conservative line of thought. "Selection 

at 11 years of age", he said, "is difficult only if it is thought of as 

finally determining educational opportunities. " BUt he envisaged the 

use of late transfers, the developin·g of wide ranges of courses within 

the various secondary schools, and the strengthening of links between 

schools and further education. All of these would help to make 11+ 

selection less final. A few minutes later he was up again answering a 

question, this time on intelligence tests.(9) It was suggested that 

educational psychologists were not in agreement about the value of such 

tests. An official enquiry was requested. BUt Boyle declined to set 

on·e up because the National Foundation for Educational Research was 

already engaged in examining the matter. 

In February Lord Hailsham took an opportunity to express his views 

on the subject of comprehensive education and he came down strongly in 

favour of local freedom. At a Conservative party meetin·g at Blackheath 

he had been asked <,10 ) what would he do to free children from the tyrBlll'lly 

of comprehensive schools. He replied that the decision lay with the 

L.E.A. He observed, however, that no comprehensive school was older 

than four years, whereas we had grammar schools that had stood the test 

of time. BUt he would uphold local freedom in this matter. 

An interesting article appeared at this time in the T".E.S •. , 

shedding light on some of the problems facin·g the new comprehensive 

schools. It was entitled "London Comprehensives - Impressions of a 

parent"· (ll) The author praised the facilities in• the large purpose-

(8) Vol. 563, H. c. Deb, 24/1/57, Col. 374-5. 

(9) Vol. 563, H. c. Deb, 24/1/57, Col.. 376-7. 

(10) Times, . 12/2/57, 3c. 

(11) T.E.S., 1'5/2/57, P. 205. 
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built comprehensive - provision which was generous because of the size -

but noted the disadvantages that followed from the size. He remarked on 

the remoteness of the head-teacher: good deputies helped to compensate 

but there was still no clear cohesion between the various parts of' the 

school. In the case quoted, the comprehensive school had started from 

scratch and had inherited no grammar school traditions. The p~rent 

described the school as lacking any tradition of' application to work, 

or even regarding homework. The situation was not improved, he said, 

by the fact that most of' the pupils were 11+ failures. Presu·mably this 

was due to the continuance of' graminar schools alongside so-called 
' . 

comprehensives. The parent went on to discuss the influ·ence of a less 

promising child on a more able one when the former leaves school early 

and is soon in possession of' leisure and money. As a result the more 

able child tends to neglect homework and be dissatisfied with school. 

The article was sympathetic, but'identified some formidable problems. 

Not all of these, however, could fairly be applied to all comprehensives. 

Some of the problems quoted were peculiar to the situation where grammar 

schools were creaming off a fUll quota of pupils from the other.secondary 

schools which nevertheless were called comprehensive, as in London. 

Early in March Lord Hailsham expounded his views on technical 

schoois. Speaking at Brighton to the Association of Heads of Secondary 

Technical Schools, he said(l 2) that his idea of technical schools is 

that they are not f'or children of second-rate ability, but for first-rate 

children wanting a different slant of education,. In addition to giving a 

good grounding in technical subjects these schools ought to give a good 

coverage of the humanities, too, he said. In makin·g this speech was 

the minister preparing to use technical .schools to compensate for the 

(12) T.E.S. ,. 15/3/57, P. 333 and P. 352. 



shortage of grammar school places in some areas? Or was it pU'rely a 

coincidence that a month later during the education debate in the House 

Sir Edward Boyle was adding technical school places to grammar school 

places and declaring that the combined total should represent 15% to 

25% of the total number of children? 

But more to the point for us, Sir Edward in this debate(l3) 

discussed in: some detail the problems attached to 11+ selection and 

frankly expressed concern about them. He began by agreeing with the 

Opposition that the present methods of selection were causing increasing· 

anxieties in many quarters though, as far as accuracy was concerned, he 

believed that they were as accurate as could reasonably be expected. 

(The N.F.E.R. report would soon dispel this confidence.) The Parliamentary 

Secretary expressed concern at the influence that 11+ selection exercised 

over the curriculum of the primary schools, and moreover he was concerned 

about the very principle of selection: "I should be the last to wish to 

skate over the wider social implications and disadvantages of our present 

system. 11 But having said that, he then looked at the other side of the 

question. Children vary in ability and capacity and if each is to be 

developed to the full it ca.n only be by grouping them and teachin·g them 

in groups of similar capacity, he argued. Then he went on to repeat the 

standard list of problems that would arise from trying to make 

comprehensive schools out of the existing school buildin·gs. He felt 

that there was more justification for esta:blishing comprehensive schools 

in count;ry districts or in areas of new housing, but elsewhere other 

remedies should be tried. The Opposition said that this part of Boyle's 

speech had less conviction - as though he were reciting someone else's 

views. However, the speech was important in as much as it was the first 

(13) Vol. 568, H. C. Deb, 5/4/57., Col. 759 et seq. 



indication that anyone in the Tory party was seriously considering the, 

short-comings of the selective system. Boyle added that he hoped that 

the 1-.E.A. 's would be allowed. to make the decisions - not the central 

authority, acting on doctrinaire grounds - and he assured the House 

"that my noble friend will consider proposals for comprehensive schools 

with an open mind and on their merits, though he will naturally wish to 

know the educational grounds on which the proposal i.s justified." 

At this point, as if in answer to a Tory prayer, Leicestershire 

L.E.A. announced that it was introducing an experiment which would 

eliminate 11+ selection, reta:f.n in·;tact the essential character and 

traditions of the grammar schools, and have the advantages of comprehensive 

education while avoiding large schools. The idea had already been 

expounded the previous year by Robin Pedley at his meeting with Eccles 

and his officials(l4) but now an L.E.A. with an imaginative chief officer 

was prepared to try it. Stewart Mason subsequently described the 

experiment in his book "The Leicestershire Experiment and Plan".(l5) 

The basic idea was that all pupils would transfer from the primary school 

at 11 + to a former s·econdary modern school, now to be a junior high 

school. After three years in this school all were given an opportunity 

to transfer to the senior high school (formerly the grammar school) 

provided that they agreed to stay for at least two years. If this 

undertaking was not given by the parents the child would complete his 

course at the junior high school. Coming at a time when selection· was 

becoming an increasing problem, this plan raised considerable hopes. 

Of course it didn't solve the problem but postponed it to 14+. At that 

age all who wished to could transfer to the grammar school, but for 

talented children of poor parents there was s·till the problem - the 

(14) R. Pedley, "The Comprehensive School", 1970 Edition, P. 52. 

(15) Cf. C. Benn and B. Simon, "Half Way There", 2nd Edition,, P. 194. 



temptation to leave school early and have freedom, leisure and money. 

Sir Edward B'9yle was obviously interested and impressed by the 

idea. In a speech in Birmingham on 15th April 1957 he made reference 

to it, describing it as "an important new experiment". (l6) On many 

occasions after this he made reference to the Leicestershire plan as 

one which solved many of the problems of secondary educ~tion•, while 

keepin·g the grammar schools essentially intact. 

B'esides this sign~ficant new development, 1957 saw the publication 

of two important pieces of the research.which. shed light on ~he system 

of selection for secondary education·. "Se~.ondary S.chool Selection", 

edited by P. E. Vernon,. was. the work of a group of leading educational 

psychologists. In this book they traced the history of intelligence 

testing and reported on recent research into the validity of the methods 

used. Sir Cyril Burt and Professor Godfrey Thompson(l7 ) had, in the 

1920's and 1930's, developed ideas for measuring intelligence and were 

convinced that a child's future intellectual powers could be accurately 

predicted at quite an early age. They devised intelligence tests to use 

with 11 year old children for the purpose of determining what kind of 

secondary education· a child should be given. The 1926 Hadow Committee 

and the 1938 Spens Committee had been guided by the advice given by 

these and other psychologists of the time, and the committees recommended 

that there should be different types of secondary school to meet the 

different needs of the children. Then, in 1943, the Norwood Report 

declared that three distinct types of child could be discerned, and 

this gave further support to the notion of having three types of 

secondary school. "Secondary School Selection:" now went on to show 

(16) N.C.P., 3/3/58, P._20. 

(17) P. E. Vernon (Ed.), "Secondary School Selection", 1957, P. 23 et seq. 
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how the psychologists had come to revise their opinions. The notion 

of three distinct types of child had been• disproved by BU·rt in 1943. {l8 ) · 

In the decade after the war considerable research was undertaken· to 

determine the influence of environment on the developmen:t of in-telligence. 

This work showed that ability was only partly innate. The rest was 

acquired during childhood under the influence of environment and 

schooling. {l9) Consequ·ently social class is a determining factor too. 

As for the tests themselves, pioneered by Burt and Thomson and later 

standard.ised by Moray House, these were further discredited in· 1952 

when it was seen to what extent coaching and practice could improve a 

child's performance in these tests.{ 20) 

The other important research in this field to be published in- 1957 

was a report on a large-scale investigation by the National Foundation 

for Educational Research into the accuracy of 11+ selection tests. · 

The report stated that 12% of children were wrongly allocated as a 

result of' these tests - 6% were sent to grammar schools who were not 

suitable for this type of' eduaation and another 6% of pupils were 

allocated to secondary modern schools who could have benefitted from 

a grammar ~chool education.(2l) Far from being contradicted, this 

finding was supported by other research at that time.< 22 ) 

After the publication of these reports in 1957 it must have been 

evident to anyone with an open mind that the original foundation of : 

the tri-partite system was rapidly disintegrating; indeed it no lol'l•ger 

existed. It could not now be claimed that a psychologist could accurately 

{18) Op. cit., P .• -39. 

(19) Op. cit., Pp. 101-6. 

{20) Op. cit., P. 33. 
(21) cr. n.·Rubinstein and B. 

School, 1926-66", P. 66. 
Simon, "The Evolution of the Comprehensive 

(22) Ibid. 



predict a child's fUture ability because, first of all, that depended 

on the factor of environment, which could be manipulated, and, secondly, 

the intelligence tests were now seen to be 12% inaccurate. It was 

obvious that· to implement the 1944 Act's requirement to give children 

a secondary education suited to their "different ages, abilities, and 

aptitudes"(Section 8 ) was not as simple a matter as it had first 

appeared to be. So, if the original foundation for the selective 

system was gone, either the system had to be replaced by such as the 

comprehensive syste_m or a new foundation would have to be found. If the 

selection process could not predict a child's future performance, its 

supporters ·would have to be content to· select according to the child's 

present performance, and any late developer who had been allocated to 

a secondary modern school would have to be offered courses there which 

would compare favourably with those offered by a grammar school. Only 

thus could there be anything approaching justice, or anything more than• 

lip-service be paid to Section 8 of the 1944 Act. For many years yet 

to come Conservatives were to live in hope that the secondary modern 

schools would thus provide for the late developers and for those wrongly 

allocated to them, as well as provide an education properly suited to 

the need·s of the remainder. But at this time there was little room for 

complacency in the matter• 

The secondary modern schools were virtually: a new creation after 

the war and their development had been• much del.ayed due to capital 

resources being required first for replacin-g war-damaged schools, then· 

for raising the school leaving age to fifteen, and only after that cou~d 

secondary modern needs be considered. However many of them were now 

established and in purpose-built premises. But were they a success? 

TWo speeches by the minister at this time are significant. 
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At the N·.u .T. Annual Conference held at Margate in April 1957 

Lord Hailsham said, among other things ::(23 ) ''Every child has a moral 

right to the educational environment which would give him the best 

chance to make the most of his congenital qualities. 11 He added, "in 

particular, give me the buildings, the teachers and the equipment which 

will make the secondary modem schools what they were designed to be and 

what they must be mad.e, and all the stin·g will be taken out of selection. 11 

The implication was very clear: secondary moderns hadn't yet been given 

the necesse.ry resources, and ~s a result they had fallen f'ar short of 

what they were intended to be. 

Six months later, in a speech made to the party conference just 

after he had resigned from his post in order to become Conservative party 

chairman, Lord Hailsham( 24) was even more frank about the failure to date 

of the secondary moderns. One of the main educational problems, he said, 

was that the.system was bursting at the seams. With regard to secondary 

education~ he felt that some sort of selection was inevitable because of 

children's differing needs and abilities. The problem, he said, arises 

from the inequality of facilities offered after selection. There were 

inequalities between areas, but universally there w~s a need for better 

facilities in secondary moderns. He went on to speak about the courses 

available in these schools. Most were lacking in imagination and were 

still fettered by the limitations of the old elementary system. 

In these two speeches Lord Hailsham was .frankly confessing that 

the secondary modern schools had so far failed to match up to expectations, 

mainly du.e to lack of resources, but he was determined to make available 

the resources and thereby solve the selection problem. Sir Edward, 

however, did not see the problem in· such simple terms. He was concerned 

(23) T.E.S., 26/4/57,-P. ·566. 
(24) T.E.S •. , 11/10/57, P. 1320; Times, 10/10/57·, 6°. 



about the social problems caused by selection, but felt that the best 

way to mind.mise them was by seeking parity of esteem among all types 

of secondary school. But he subsequently wrote that parity of esteem 
. . . 

for the secondary modern schools at this time had proved a delusion·. ( 25 ) 

On this sombre note Lord Hailsham left educ~;~.tion,, thou·gh not for 

· good. The A.E.C. journal "Education1"( 26 ) spoke of the great hopes that 

Hailsham had inspired and also about the decision to reform teacher 

tra~ning. It had seemed that the minister had what it takes to make 

education' matter. It lamented his quick departure to become chairman 

of the Conservative party organisation. 

(25) Lord Boyle, "The Politics of Secondary Re-organisation", 
article in the Leeds University's "Journal of Education·al 
Administratipn .and. Hist.ory", June 1972, P. 30. 

(26) Education, 13/9/57, P. 311. 
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Chapter 8 

The Con·servatives Seek Parity of Esteem for. the 

Secondary Modern Schools 

To fill the post of' Minister of Education· Mr. Macmillan· now turned 

to one of' his colleagues of' long experience: Geoffrey Lloyd. He was of 

the usual public school, Oxbridge background (l.) and had been, president 

of the Cambridge Union Society in 1924. Ha.vin·g entered politics, he 

rose rapidly and during the 1930's Lloyd held several junior government 

posts. He held several ministerial posts durin'g the war, then in 

Churchill's 1951 government he was Minister of Fuel and Fbwer. He was 

Minister of Education from October 1957 for two years. 

Geoffrey Lloyd's only statemen·t during the remaining months of 1957 

on the subject of comprehensive education· was at the Conservative Annual 

Conference at Brighton( 2) in October. "We would be fools", he said "if· 

we did not carry out a certain degree of experiment ~th comprehensive 

school!J, as long as it is directed to the educational value and to the 

future lives of the boys and girls affected." This could certainly not 

be called a concession to comprehensive supporters. On the contrary, 

it was a measure of what was to follow. 

But i,f the_ Conservative Party had at this time nothin·g more than 

this to say about comprehensive schools the same could not be said abo'U!t 

the Labour Party. Parkinson relates(3) how there was constant discussion 

of' the matter at a high level in the Labour Party. A significan·t 

development occurred in 1957 as a result of a public opinion poll, the 

(1) Who's.Who 1974 •. 

(2) Times, 14/10/57, 6g. 

(3) M. Parkinson, "The-Labour Party and the Organisation of Secondary 
Education 1918-65"; Pp. 80-82. 
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Abrams su·rvey, commissioned by the party. This survey revealed two 

important facts. (4 ) First, it showed that a large p~oportion of the 

population· appeared to be ignorant as to what comprehensive education 

was all about, .and secondly, only 10% of the poll thought that the 

selective system of education· was socially undesirable. Yet, for ten 

years and more, the Labour Party had been seeking comprehensive education 

for egalitarian rather than educational reasons. During the latter part 

of the 1945-51 Labour government, the National Executive Committee of 

the Labour Party had criticised thei:r Minister of Education, Mr. Tomlinson·, 

becaase of his support for tri-parti tism. In one of their statemen•ts in 

1950 they said "the tri-partite system of education' does not provide 

equality of opportunity and is therefore out of tune with the needs of 

the day and the aspiration·s of socialism ... (5) Or again in 1956 in· their 

policy document, "Towards Equality", Labour's policy on comprehensive 

education, still viewed tri-partitism from an egalitarian point of view 

and did not consider educational or economic advantages that might 

follow from a non-selective system. (6) Parkinson, in discussing this 

feature of Labour's policy(7), observes that the educational disadvantages 

of the tri-partite system were real enough but were seen in terms of 

injustices to individuals; the selection process was not able to cope 

with the task of accurately allocating children to a sui table type of 

education, and some children thereby suffered in·justice. BUt he poin·ts 

out that political parties need greater motivation• than this. So Labour 

had seized upon the idea of comprehensive education as a means of 

improving the lot of the working class as a whole. Thus education is 

seen as a means to an end, the end. being a social or political aim. 

(4) Op. cit., P. 81. 
(5) Op. cit., P. 47. 
(6) Op. cit., P. 78. 
(7) Op. cit., P. 70. 
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But now a~ter this public opinion poll in 1957 it becomes clear 

to Labour's policy-makers that the general public, though not very well 

in~ormed about the issues, are nevertheless impressed more by the 

educational considerations than by egalitarian ones, with only 10% 

expressing the opinion that selection was socially undesirable. 

It is clear also that(8a) many o~ the L.E.A.'s who were Labour 

controlled were "strongly and sincerely opposed" to re-organisation'. 

'lbeir reasoning was quite simple, and was based on education·al grounds. 

They recognised that the selective system produced some educational 

disadvantages and individual injustices, but the over-ridin•g ~actor 

was that the grammar schools were providing an excellent education ~or 

the able children of the working classes, and comprehensives would be 

unlikely to maintain this high standard. The workin·g classes could 

compete more success~ully with the middle classes in a grammar school 

context than in a comprehensive one, ~rom which the middle classes would 

probably opt out. To many Iiabour councillors this seemed good socialism. 

Against this background of a general population, ignoran·t about 

the issues of comprehensive education, and both the general public and 

local Labour Party members quite satisfied with the tri-partite system, 

the party advisers came up with a two-~old recommendation.(8b) First, 

there must be a sustained and intensive campaign to in~orm people about 

comprehensive education, and secondly the arguments used must be 

educational ones rather than doctrinaire, egalitarian ones. It must 

have been abundantly clear to these advisers that, as Parkinson points 

out, people cared about the educational aspects because these af~ected 

them and their children in a personal way. Gone were the days (i~ they 

(8a) Op. cit., P. 82. 

( 8b) Op • cit. , P. 81. 
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ever existed) when workin-g men campaigned for better conditions with 

a sense of solidarity among the entire working-class. There certainly 

was no such solidarity now.- 1957 was notable for a number of extensive 

strikes. In March both the Engineers' and the Shipyard Workers' Unions 

were on- national strike. In July it was the turn of the provincial 

Busmen.(9) If there was any solidarity to be found it was within 

individual uni.ons, not between them. The pattern now was for Ol'l.e union 

to be vyin·g with another for the betterment only of its own members. 

And this attitude tended to spread to the smallest units until there 

was a tendency, more than ever before, for each man to be concerned 

first about his own well-bein-g. It is a common' experience that when-

our present needs and desires are fulfilled we are seldom satisfied. 

So perhaps the developing prosperity of this era had some influence on 

people's attitudes. This was the beginning of Macmillan's "you've never 

had it so good" speeches. (lO) And they weren't merely a gimmick. The 

next two or three years were in· fact years of con·siderable prosperity 

and at'fiuence. So, whatever the causes, the fact was that people were 

concerned about the policies that impin-ged upon• their own lives, and 

those of their children.- They oared much less about politica.l ideals. 

The advice, then, of the Labour Party's policy-makers was that the party 

should consider comprehensive educat:iion' with this in mind; ooRsider the 

educational implications, since these concerned individuals; and then 

try to persuade the_ general public, as well as the party members, that 

on educational grounds the advan·tage lay not with the tri-partite system, 

but with comprehensive education. And there wa~ now oon·siderable, solid, 

evidence to assist them in this task. 

(9) D. BUtler and J •. Freeman, "British Political Facts", 1968. 

(10) A. Sampson, "Macmillan", Pp. 159-163. 
D. Thomson·,- ''En·gland in the 20th Century", (Pelican), Chap. 10, 
esp. Pp. 260-2. 
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Early in 1958 the policy of the n.ew Minister and of his .Parliamentary 

Secretary began· to emerge. At Question· Time in· the Hou·se on• 13th February(ll) 

Sir Edward Boyle made it clear that he believed that "as our systein of 

secondary education becomes_ better, _selection must play a bigger part 

because children differ in their abilities and aptitudes", and he reminded 

members about the L.E.A.'s responsi~ility under Secti~n 8 of _the 1944 Act 

to provide for varying abilities and aptitudes. He had just rejected a 

request for a study into ways of abolishing selection. He agreed that 

there should be experiments to seek and evaluate alternatives, but plenty 

of these already existed. 

Geoffrey Lloyd made his first major speech on secondary education 

on 20th March, in the Commons. (l 2) His theme was concerned with 

developing the tri-partite system. He noted that the grammar schools had 

experienced a strong swing to scientific subjects and they would need to 

be adequately equipped to meet these requirements. Moreover, 100 new 

grammar schools, he said, had been built since the war and 80 more were 

being planned. He mentioned, also, the fact that children· were now 

tending to stay longer at the grammar schools. Then the minister made 

a reference to technical schools, describing them as grammar schools in 

a modern idiom. Finally, he expressed satisfaction at the way secondary 

modern schools had taken root. There could be no doubt as to where 

Lloyd's sympathies lay. It certainly wasn't with comprehensives. 

On that same day the Parliamentary Secretary(l3) said that it was 

generally agreed that there must be a substantial element of selection 

in secondary education but, he said, the government was far from 

(11) Vol. 582, H .• C •. Deb, 13/2/58, Col. 552. 

(12) T •. E.S., 28/3/58, P. 503. 

(13) T.E.S., 28/3/58, P. 504. 
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complacent about the existing methods. The Ministry was aware that 

many L.E.A. 's were experimentin·g with re-organisation plans and it was 

willin·g to encourage these experiments provided they were educationally 

sound, and that caution was exercised in relation to good existing 

grammar schools. 

A week later Boyle was on his feet in the House again, this time 

answering a request for research into the experience of comprehensive 

schools.(l4) There was no point in setting up a committee for this 

purpose, he replied, because there wasn't enough experience to analyse. 

Of 44 existin·g comprehensive schools only 11 had been in existence for 

as long as five.years. But he added that the Ministry was keen to hear 

reports of experiments with "selective' and non·-selective streams within· 

the same school". 

In May of that year Mr. Short appears to have nettled Sir Edward 

somewhat. The N.F.E.R. survey in 1957 had claimed that 12.% of children 

selected for secondary schools were being wrongly placed. Mr. Short(l5) 

asked Sir Edward that the 78,000 children who had been wrongly placed in 

1955 should be re-selected. It was an awkward question to answer, but 

Sir Edward said that the answer lay in both the grammar schools and the 

secondary moderns catering adequately for all these borderli.n·e cases by 

providing courses of similar standard. There was little else that Boyle 

could offer in reply to such a question•. But would his solutuion really 

work? 

A great deal of the summer of 1958 was given over to reactions to 

a Labour educational policy statement "!.earning to Live". The minister 

(14) Vol. 585, H. C. Deb, 27/3/58, Col. 586. 

(15) Vol. 588, H. C. Deb, 22/5/58, Col. 1493-4. 
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in a speech to Conservative teachers at Caxton Hall on 14th June, (l6 ) 

spoke of" the rumours that were circulating. It was expected that Labour's 

plan woul~ be f"or a nation-wide co~ulsory system of" comprehensive 

education·. Mr. Lloyd agreed that some experiment was necessary, bu·t 

that there just wasn '.t enough experience with comprehensives to justif"y 

anything more than limited use. He ref"erred to the f"act that British 

education had evolved over the years, and should be allowed to go on 

adapting itself to the changing times. 

"Learning to Live" was the result of" three years of" intensive work 

by a study group of" Labour policy-makers.(l7) They had considered the 

contents of the Abrams survey: the question· of" f"orcing L.E.A. 's to go 

comprehensive, by legislation; the ideal type of" comprehensive (in· v:iew 

of" the existing and sometimes unsuitable buildings);. the problem of" 

good, existing grammar schools; and the f"act that many·prominent Labour 

men - Hugh Gaitskell, Roy Jenkins and Emmanuel Shinwell among them -

and many Labour L.E.A. 's sympathised with some or all of the above 

problems. It was no surprise that ''Learning to Live" turned out to be 

a moderate compromise. It ref"rained from attacking tri-partitism and 

compromised on, or ignored other issues, recognising that many of" the 

above mentioned problems seemed insuperable. But, nevertheless, the 

document concluded by stating that a future Labour governmen·t would 

expect all L.E.A.'s to accept comprehensive education in principle, 

and draw up development plans. 

This document gave the minister material f"or several speeches .. 
during the summer of 1958. On 15th June(l8 ) he traced the usual 

(16) Conservative Central Office Press Release (C .c .O.J) ;·.· 
14/6/58, P. 1. 

No. 6450, 

(17) M. Parkinson, "The'Labour Party and the Organisation of" Secondary 
Educat~on 1918-~5 "', Pp. 82 et seq. 

(18) T'.E.S., 20/6/58, P. 1039. 
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arguments in favour of the existing system and the unlmOlm val.ue of' 

comprehensives. "It is quite wrong", he said, "to think in terms of 

disrupting the whole educational system for political ends." "It is 

a political plan which is not_even based on genuine educational 

considerations", he concluded. Again, at the A.E.C. Conference at 

Scarborough(l9) he savagely attacked Labour's proposals: th~y were 

ill-considered experiments ''based on out-of-date ideas about class war" 

which were "fossilised and irrelevant to any properly conceived social 

and educational policy". At a Conservative fete in Birmingham( 20) on• 

5th July, Mr. Lloyd pressed home his point. British grammar schools 

were famous throughout the world, while the American experiment with 

comprehensives was far from satisfactory, he said. Then he accused 

Labour of equating quality education with social privilege, as in the 

19th century - a system which was· now gon·e. 

Even the Prime Minister, Mr. Macmillan, ( 21 ) had a word to say on 

the matter. At University College, London on; 23rd October he spoke 

about good technical education· being based on good general education. 

Hu·gh Gai tskell had recently used the _phrase "gr.ammar school education· 

for all" which in a oomprehensi ve con-text could only mean a lowerin·g of' 

standards and the death of the traditional grammar school. In the light 

of this, Harold Macmillan continued, "the Socialists are looking back in 

anger and planning to destroy the grammar schools. This would be a 

disaster for British education•." 

Although in "Le~rning to Live" the Labour Party did pay a little 

attention to the recommendations of' the Abram·'"s report their stress was 

(19) T·.E.S •. , 4/7/58, P. 1112. 

(20) C.C.O., 5/7/58, No. 6466.; T.E.S •. , 11/7/58, P. 1146. 

(21) C.C.O., 23/10/58, No." 6537; T.E.S., 31/10/58, P. 1593. 



still very much political and social rather than educational, hence 

the vigorous reactions from Geoffrey Lloyd. It was a simple reaction 

of one against the other. Meanwhile, as the main issue in the debate 

continued to be obscured by less relevant ones, and a considered 

evaluation was delayed still further, the educational system had to 

continue to operate. Schools had to be built and in the absence of a 

decision to the contrary the majority of new secondary schools continued 

to be tri-partite. If in the future the comprehensive system was to 

become the norm then in many places it would be difficul~ or even 

impossible to implement the decision,. Great expense would be involved, 

or compromises would be made that would be educationally unsound. 

In the autumn of 1958 came news that the Conservative government 

was preparing to spend money on the secondary modern schools so that they 

could compete more fairly with the grammar schools. The news was first 

announced at the Conservative Annual Conference in October 1958. The 

education~,debate at the conference was s:till pre-occupied with reactin·g 

to Labour's "Learning to Live", until the minister began to speak. He 

revealed( 22 ) that for some months he had been working with R. A. Butler 

and Lord Hailsha.m, at the request of the Prime Minister, developin·g a 

forward policy on education. He spoke about the enormous technological 

development that had taken place in this country in recent years, and. 

how this was necessary if we were to hold our own in a competitive world. 

But this development in technology would continue only if it was backed 

up by adequate education at all levels. The minister and his colleagues 

were satisfied with the expansion that had taken place in· Higher and 

Further Education, but realised that Secondary Education, as a whole, 

had not kept pace with these. There were exceptions. The grammar schools 

(22) Conservative Party Conference 1958: Verbatim report, Pp. 71-74. 
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had developed well, as had .some of the secondary moderns, but the 

conditions in many secondary moderris left much to be desired. Adhering 

to the same policy as several previous Conservative ministers, Mr. Lloyd 

expressed a determination to remedy this state of affairs, and an 

expectation that thereby the 11+ would cease to be an issue. He referred 

to systems other than the tri-partite one, but stressed that he didn't 

wish any of these alternatives to be iMP,~sed uniformly. There were three 

experimental alternatives: Secondary modern schools grouped together 

and each with its own specialism; the Leicestershire scheme; and 

Comprehensive Schools. The aspects of the latter that frightened him 

most, he said, were their enormous size, and the fact that they were a 

threat to the grammar schools. He clearly preferred to make a determined 

effort to make the tri-partite system succeed. A White Paper would be 

issued soon to show how the government intended to tackle the problem. 

The White Paper was issued in December 1958 under the title 

"Secondary Education for All : A new driven· ( Cmd. 604.) • The situation 

was realistically assessed: "The fact is that there are, today, too 

many children of approximately equal ability who are receivin·g their 

seconda-ry education' in schools that differ widely both in quality, and 

in the range dlf courses they are able to provide ... ( 2
·3) It then stated 

the need for allocating more resources to secondary modern schools. 

Referring to the organisation of secondary education it stated that the 

_government did not wish that any uniform pattern should be imposed on 

(Section· 14) the whole of England and Vlales. The White Paper went on· to 

s~y that the govern~ent would allow experiments with comprehensive 

schools, but only for genuine educational reasons. The best examples 

were secondary schools in country areas of sparce population, and large 

(23) White Paper: "Secondary Education for All - A new drive", 
(Cmnd.604), s. 10. 
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. . (Section 15) n·ew housing areas where no establ1shed schools ex1sted. 

Section 16 gave the government's view about closing well-established 

grammar schools in order to start comprehensives: "It cannot be right 

that good existing schools should be forcibly brought to an end, or 

that parents 1 freedom of choice should be so completely abolished." 

Fu·rthermore, the White Paper expressed serious doubts abou•t the very 

. . (Section 17) large s1ze of some comprehens1ve schools. It called for a 

full development of the tri-partite system, with an overlappin·g of 

courses between different types of schools. In effect this would require 

a far-reaching development of the secondary moderns. So a fiv.:e year 

building programme, amounting to £400 million, was announced. The main 

objective was to produce an up-to-date system of secondary schools, 

especially secondary moderns. The elimination of all-age schools would 

be a part of this programme. 

The Economist(~) gave a sympathetic reaction to the White Paper, 

as did Sir Ronald Gould (N •. u. T. General Secretary) speaking ( 25) at the 

North of England Education Conference at Scarborough. He said "The 

great illusion of our time is that the stumbling block to equal 

opportunity is the 11+ examination. It is not:: the stumbling block 

is an inadequate education, system." The Economist had observed that 

extra teachers would be required if the White Paper's plans for 

secondary modern schools were to succeed. Sir Ronald went further. 

He said that not only would more teachers be needed, but even more 

money than the White Paper had announced would be required. 

The House of Commons debated the White Paper on• 22nd January 1959. 

(~) Economist, 6/12/58, Pp. 865-67. 

(25) Education, 2/1/59, P. 1. 
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Mr. Lloyd spoke optimistically( 2G) about the development of seconda~ 

modern schools since 1944, in spite of a succession of obstacles. Now 

some of them had succeeded in introducing n·ew courses leading to G .. C.E. 

This was encouraging for parents whose children had failed the 11+ 

examination·, and with the additional resources now available everyone 

could have this benefit. Sir Edward Boyle, in· the same debate spoke( 27 ) 

of the border-line group of children. Secondary modern schools ought to 

be able to adequately provide for any children of this group who failed 

to obtain·· a place in a grammar school. He observed that some secondary 

modern schools had already achieved this. 

Some years later Boyle recalls( 28 ) how in 1958 the Ministry 11thought 

it was better to keep the percentage of grammar school places down so as 

to encourage the modern schools to build up their G.C.E. courses. 11 This 

was in line with the thinking of the White Paper. But, in retrospect, 

Boyle was to give a very different judgment on the White Paper and its 

policy. The policy in itself was right, but it came too late. The 

G •. C.E., Boyle wrote, ( 29) should have been introduced into the secondary 

modern schools from the beginning, as some senior officials at the 

Ministry had urged, but they had been opposed by Her Majes~'s Inspectors. 

We shall return to this theme la.ter. 

In the middle of January 1959 Sir Edward Boyle was touring schools 

in Dorset(30) to study the problem of organising a good range of 

secondary school courses in sparsely populated country districts. The 

most widely publicised event during this tour was a speech that he gave 

(26) Vol. 598, H. C. Deb, 22/1/59, Cols. 420-30. 

(27) Vol. 598, H. C. Deb, 22/1/59, Cola. 529-34. 

(28) The Politics of Education, Ed. by M. Kogan, Penguin, 1971, P. 83. 

(29) Lord Boyle, 11The Politics of Secondary School Re-organisation 11 , 

article in Journal of· Educational Administration and History, 
Leeds Universi~, June 1972, P. 31. 

(30) Education, 9/1/59, P. 48. 
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at a public meeting at. Gillingham, Dorset, on• 14th January. (3l) In· 

this speech Sir Edward discussed comprehensive schools in some detail. 

The Minister of' Education· had just given· his approval to the L .E .. A .. 1 s 

proposal to combine two Dorset schools (Gillingham Grammar and 

Gillingham Secondary Modern Schools) to form a bilateral or comprehensive 

schooL There had been a considerable amount of opposition to the 

proposal and the parliamentary secretary was obviously trying to calm 

it down. His argument was that the L.E~A. had submitted to the minister 

a proposal which was based on educational grounds and the minister was 

satisfied that this was so. He related how the local authority expected 

three advan-tages to follow from the amalgamation•: "first, it would 

increase the number of teachers; secondly, it would allow the appoin·tment 

of more teachers qualified in specialist subjects - science, maths, 

modern languages and technical and commercial subjects, for example; 

and thirdly, and perhaps most important, it would make possible the 

provision Qf' a wider variety of courses - for example, commercial and 

technical courses ••.• " "I really do not think it can be disputed", he 

said, "that the_I?orset local education authority, in putting forward 

their proposal ••• , really were concerned first and foremost with the 

interest of the pupils and with the desirability of' increasing the range 

of' educational opportunity." 

Sir Edward continued, with tact and charm, to explain that the 

government was opposed to very large comprehensives, and also opposed 

to the policy of' "closing down a medium-sized grammar school in a borou•gh 

in order to give a bilateral school, which is already a large school, 

the monopoly of all the abler children in the area". But the Gillingham 

case was quite different, was his message: and. indeed it was. The 

(31) Education, 23/1/59, P. 154; T.E.S., 23/1/59, P. 113. 



grammar school had 312 pupils (about two forms of entry, based on a 

five year course) and the secondary modern had about 335 (about two and . 

a half forms of entry, l':S!·sed on a four year course). In a straightforward 

amalgamation {as proposed and approved) the new combined school would 

serve childr~n of all abilities from a limited area, as well as grammar 

school children from a much wider area. Thus, an equal balance between• 

academic and non-academic children would be established, unlike a school 

which was trully comprehensive, and which in most_parts of England could 

expect the academic children to be a minority. One suspects that 

Sir Edward had his ton·gue in his cheek when he told the~meetin·g tha~ 

the minister had found it a difficult decision to make. There was little 

to lose and much to gain by implementing this proposal: there would be 

no lessening _of academic efficiency, and the sixth form could be expected. 

to continue unchanged. 

This example of comprenensive re-organisation in a sparsely 

populated rural area, although it was not a true comprehensive, received 

much publicity at the time. But, as the parliamentary secretary pointed 

out, Dorset was not alone with its rural problems. In some cases the 

country grammar schools were smaller than the Gillingham one, and were 

clearly inefficient. -The Conservative policy had for some time been 

clear about these cases: they were suitable for experimenting with a 

comprehensive sys:tem. In retrospect, Boyle -is still whole-heartedly 

convinced that this policy regarding the country comprehensives was. 

correct. He said recently(32) that he thinks "one of the mistakes made 

by the party was not having a sort of drive for country comprehen·sives 

in the 19 50 ' s • ". 

{32) Interview with Lord B'oyle at Leeds University, 21/l/74, P. 6. 
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While BOyl.e was touring Dorset the Prime Minister, Mr. Macmillan, 

was in Newcastle upon Tyne, and in a speech to the Northern Conservative 

Club(~3) gave his s~pport to his Minister of Education over the policy 

of the White Raper. A few months later Sir Edward Boyle was in the 

North, this time at Sunderland, speaking to the North East Federation 

of Headteacher Associations on 18th April. His speech was concerned 

with the role of the secondary modern school. Almost three-quarters of 

children of this country, he said(~), are educated in the secondary 

modern schools, and they are of a wide range of ability. Some would 

n"ever be suitable for a traditional academic type of curriculum, whilst 

others had just failed to win a place in a grammar ~chool. The secondary 

modern had the difficult task of providing for the very different n·eeds 

of the two types of children, and all those in between them. Moreover, 

he expressed an opinion that the children thought to be less-able could 

in fact achieve more than they imagined, provided they were encouraged 

to do so. They shouldn't be allowed to do merely the practical subjects, 

but should be encouraged to tackle the theory, too, and this would equip 

them for cours·es later on at. technical colleges. Sir Edward felt that 

the building-programme announced in the White Raper would create new. 

opportunities for the secondary modern schools, and he hoped that they 

would take advantage of these opportunities and be ambitious about what 

they could achieve. 

During the summer of 1959 there was little said about comprehensives: 

Mr. Geoffrey Lloyd merely consolidated his position. In July he opened a 

new school at Chippenham, David Eccles' constituency: it was part of a 

campus school and he made the most of the opportunity to praise the 

(33) C.C.O·~·, 15/1/59, No. 6612; Reported in T.E.S., 23/1/59, P. 120. 

(34) T.E.S., 24/4/59, P. 708. 
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notion of the campus school. All the benefits of the comprehensive school 

could be obtained, but without any of the disadvantages, he declared.( 35 ) 

In the autunm during the election· campaign, Lloyd once more made 

.his position clear. In a speech at Acton( 36 ) on 29th September he 

claimed that the Conservatives wou~d preserve the grammar schools: they 

had a great record and it would be madness to destroy them. The followin·g 

day he spoke at Birmingham.C37 ) This time he took as his line of attack 

that the Socialists would destroy the grammar schools, but that the 

Conservatives, while safeguarding the grammar schools, would coJ,l·tinue 

to experiment with comp~ehensives, and he quoted examples of experiments 

that they had supported. 

As far as the Labour Party was concerned there was little bein·g 

said on the subject. Hu·gh Gai tskell had caused confusion with his 

remark that every child should have a grammar school education·(38 ), but 

otherwise nothing was said until the election was declared. Then Labour 

re-affirmed its position alon·g the lines laid down :in· its policy 

document of 1958 "Learning to Live". 

The general election in.October 1959 signalled the end of a career 

for Geoffrey Lloyd. "He has not been a popular minister" wrote one 

commentator(39 ), but what he did achieve was to produce the five year 

plan for Secondary Educat~on, and to expand the building programme for 

teacher training colleges. Edward Boyle, too, was on the move, back to 

the Treasury to become Financial Secretary. The same commentator paid 

tribute in general terms to his ability, and made special reference to 

his interest in problems related to the training of teachers. 

(35) T.E.S., 17/7/59, P. 72. 

(36) T.E.S., 2/10/59, P.-365. 

(37) c .. c.o., 30/9/59, ~o. 6983. 

(38) Cf. C • C •. 0. , 1/l/59, No. 6607. 

(39) Education, 23/10/59, P. 639. 



86. 

Chapter 9 

The_Conser.vatives Allow Local Decision-Ahking 

on Comprehensive Schools 

Michael Parkinson rightly points out(l) that by 1959 there was 

deadlock between the two main political parties over the structure of 

secondary education, and that, for some years after, the debate moved 

from national to local level. The point at issue was whether there 

should be selectio~ and segregation for secondary education, and the 

evidence referred to in the previous chapter indicates how deeply the 

parties were divided. 

Labour had stated their policy in 11Learning to Live". They were 

opposed to selection and saw universal comprehensive education as the 

alternative. However, Labour continued to make ambiguous statements 

about a future role for the grammar schools because they realised that 

the~e were many Labour Party groups who wished to retain their local 

grammar schools. The Conservative point of view had been expressed in• 

the White Paper 11Secondary Education for All 11
• They felt that selection 

ought to be retained, in the interests of the children. They pointed 

out that children~s abilities and aptitudes vary,_ and if education was 

to be suited to the children then there would need to be varied forms 

of secondary education. However, Conservatives were ready to agree to 

a limited amount of experiment with comprehensives, provided that it was 

controlled under strict conditions. One of these stated that no grammar 

school was to be closed merely to make way for a comprehensive school. 

The parties were in deadlock over this issue and it was to be some 

three years before either side moved away from these positions. During 

(1) M. Parkinson, "The·Labour Party and the Organisation of Secondary 
Education 1918-65 11

, Pp. 87-88. 
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this period they did not even talk about it to any extent, at national 

level. TWo reasons are suggested ~or this. 

First, the ~orum ~or the debate was moving ~rom central to local 

authorities because the issues had been well ex~mined by both parties 

at national level, whereas at local government level political groups 

'!er.e., in many cases, only now becoming interested in the debate. When 

they came to examine the comprehensive idea in the context o~ their own 

area, some ~ound that local circumstances left them with little choice; 

for example, sparse population might-point to a comprehensive system 

being most suitable, or the existing buildings in another area might 

suggest leaving well alone. In clear cut cases of this kind the minister 

could reasonably do little but give approval to decision·s made at local 

level. An· account o~ local decision-making is, in general, beyond the 

scope of this study, but, as we shall see later, the overall results of 

their deliberations do play a significant part in ~arming national policy 

in the Conservative Party. 

The second reason why this issue virtually disappeared ~rom the 

national scene ~or three years is suggested by Lord Boyle.( 2) The 

Minister o~ Education, he says, was pre-occupied by more urgent problems 

during this period. He lists three o~ them:. overcoming the shortage o~ 

teachers; the promoting o~ further education; and the need to expand 

higher education'. 

The Conservatives had won the October 1959 general election, this 

time with an overall majority o~ 100 seats, and Sir David Eccles was the 

new Minister o~ Education. It will be remembered that he had been a 

successful businessman before turning to politics and achieving success 

(2) Lord B·oyle, Article in Leeds University's Journal o~ Educational 
Administration and History, June 1972, P. 32. 
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there as well: now he was back as Minister of Education, the post he 

had held from 1954 to 1957. He was best remembered for his achievement 

in developin-g technical education, stressing the need for trained man-

power to meet the requirements of a developing technology·, and pointing 

to the long-term benefits that technology would bring to the nation·. 

Sir David's undoubted talent had been matched by good fortune in that 

he came to office on that occasion at a time when economic restrictions 

were being relaxed. As a result, the money was made available for him 

t9 launch his five-year programme for the development of technical 

education. Now, in October 1959, the educational press recalled his 

earlier performance and welcomed him back.(3) 

Sir David's views on comprehensive schools had not changed since 

his previous tenure of the office, as was evident when he visited the 

campus school at Walbottle, near Newcastle-upon-Tyne, in November 1959.(4 ) 

The notion of the campus school appealed to him, he said, because it 

minimised the problems of selection and segregation, but achieved this 

without destroying well-established schools. The 11+ examination· was 

no longer a burning issue, he claimed, because about h~f of the local 

authorities had already modified the "one chance only" aspect of the 

examination, and others might follow. Presumably this referred to the 

possibility of transfers at 13+ and 16+. The minister went on to give 

an assurance that the grammar schools will never be harmed. All of this 

was said in the context of the need for sound education and technical 

knowledge. Clearly, Sir David's views were very much in line with the 

1958 White Paper. This was explicitly confirmed in a speech he ma~e to 

the Commons a few days later.(5) The best way to get equality of 

(3) 

(4) 

Education, 23/10/59, ~P. 639; Pp. 643-5. 

Times, 10/II/59·, ·p. 16g; T.E.S., 13/11/59, P. 581; and Education, 
13/11/59, P. 793. 

(5) Vol. 613, H. C. Deb, 19/11/59, Col. 1315. 
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opportunity, he contended, was to make all schools good schools in• 

their various ways. 

An important education~ event was the publication·, in December 

1959, of the Crowther Report.(6) This had been commissioned in 1956 

by Sir David Eccles to advise him about the education of boys and: girls 

between the ages of 15 and 18 years. The report was significant not only 

because of its conclusions, but because of the research that lay behind 

it. The Council commissioned its own research, as well as drawing on 

the work of others. The detailed research work was published the 

following year in a second volume. .Anne Corbett writes: (7) "Two of 

its three special surveys - the general survey and the National Service 

survey - have made an important contribution to educational sociology, 

producing information not previously available on the relationship 

between ability, school career, and school and family characteristics." 

The report had been commission·ed at a time when it seemed that the 

number of school children was on the decline, resources were available, 

and it appeared to be a good time to implement more of the recommendations 

of the 1944 Education Act. With this in· mind the Council considered such 

topics as raising the school leaving age to 16, and compulsory part-time 

day education up to the age of 18. They also examined sixth form and 

higher education. Maclure(8 ) comments: "The Council believed that 

there was a great waste of talent in a situation in which only 12,% 

stayed to the age of 17, and 6% to 20. They were particularly concerned 

about the 'second quartile' in the ability range, and the extent to 

which early leaving was a social rather than an academic phenomenon·." 

(6) 

(7) 
(8) 

''15 to 18 ", Report of Central Advisory Council for Education 
(Erigland),.Vol. 1, H.M.S.O., 1959. 
Cf. (a) J. Stuart Maolure, "Educational Documents", Pp. 245-58, 

(b) Anne Corbett, "Much to do about education", Pp. 4-8. 

Anne Corbett, Ibid., P. ·4. 
J. Stuart.Maclure, Ibid., P. 246. 
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The report gave ren·ewed emphasis to this point which had already been 

inade in the Council's earlier report "Early Leaving" (1954). Another 

startling discovery was that "among the National Service men entering 

the Army, while nine-tenths of those in the top 10% in ability stayed 

at school voluntarily for at least one year more than they had to, over 

four-tenths of them (42,%) left by 16 and did not attempt the sixth form 

course to Advanced level in the G.C.E. for which their ability would 

have made them strong candidates."('9) 

David Eccles had always firmly believed that a sound education· at 

all levels of society was a necessary foundation if Britain· was to move 

successfully into the technological age. This fresh evidence of ability 

being wasted can have done no other than strengthen his resolve. In a 

speech on 11th December(lO) he described the Crowther Report as an 

historic document. He quoted it as saying that there was a bigger 

problem at 15 or 16 than there was over the 11+ examination. When the 

Commons debated the report on 21st March 1960 Eccles urged that the 

nation should accept the challenge to provide more education after the 

statutory leaving age, despite the cost. It is interesting to note 

that Eccles doesn't urge this merely for the economic benefit of the 

nation, but because it is a human right to which each child is entitled: 

"education", he said, "is the response which a free society makes to the 

claim of each individual child to be cared for, not for what he produces, 

but for what he is. "(ll) It was a change in attitude for Eccles. In his 

previous tenure of the office he had been described as stressing the 

material advantage to the nation of sound technical education, while 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

''15 to 18", P. 8, (1962 Edition). 

At the·opening of Melbourne Village College, Cambridgeshire, 
11/12/59; T.E.S~, 18/12/59, P. 748. 

Vol. 620, H. C. Deb, 21/3/60, CoL 55. 
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perhaps overlooking education as a whole and its role in civilization(l 2) 

The importance of the Crowther Report was that it pointed to this 

considerable wasting of ability. For both national and individual 

reasons this situation ought to be remedied, and the evidence showed that 

the cause of the problem was to a large extent home background and family 

attitudes. 

In general, 1960 was an uneventful year for education. February 

saw the publication of the Albemarle Report on youth work. (l3) -As a 

result, there was a considerable development by way of ~uilding and 

maintenance grants, and the establishment of a college for the training 

of youth leaders. 

In June 1957 the minister had announced that teacher training 

would in future be a three-year course.(l4 ) This meant that no newly 

qualified teachers were available in the summer of 1959 and for the 

.next 12 months the shortage of teachers continued, with the result that 

the teacher-pupil ratio in secondary schools deteriorated.(l5 ) The 

situation was made worse by the increasing number of secondary children. 

During 1960, the minister was also pre-occupied with the problem 

of expanding higher education. The University Grants Committee were of 

the opinion that a large expansion was needed and it recommended that, 

for a start, new universities should be established at Norwich and York.(l6) 

These were approved, and then in December 1960 the Prime Minister himself 

(12) Education:, 23/10/59, P. 639. 

(13) Albemarle Report: "Youth Service in England and Wales", (Cmnd. 929); 
Cf. N.C.P., 30/1/61, P. 28. 

(14) Circular 325, 17/6/57. 

(15) "Education in 1959~', (Cnind. 1088), P. 3. 

(16) N.C.P., 30/1/61, P. 16. 
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set up a committee under the chairmanship of Lord Robbins with a wide-

ranging brief to review the pattern of fUll-time higher education in 

Britain. This was commissioned by the Prime Minister because of the 

anomaly that the universities were answerable, through the U .G.C., not 

to the Minister of Education, but to the Prime Minister in his role as 

First Lord of the Treasury. 

Little had been said during 1960 about comprehensive schools, but 

the Ministry of Education's annual report for the year noted(l7.) that 
..... 

there had been a steady increase in comprehensive schools (though some 

of this was due to re-classification), and the ministry. was watchin·g 

them with special interest. H.M. Inspectorate had waited for comprehensive 

schools to settle down before inspecting them. But several inspection's 

were·planned for 1961-62. 

The Crowther Report had unfortunately been published just after an 

election, instead of perhaps two months before, at which time it might 

have attracted support for election purposes. In the event, little action 

followed the publication of the report. However, by the end of' 1960 the 

proposal to raise the school leaving age to 16 (one of' Crowther's 

recommendations) had received a limited approval, and in January 1961 

the minister published a White Paper "Better Opportunities in Technical 

Education". (l8 ) This was the field in education which had always been• 

closest to his heart, and indeed it was related to some of the findings 

of the Crowther Report. Its aim was to improve the quality of technical 

education·, and, equally important, attract youngsters to these courses: 

in other words, try to prevent the wastage of talent that the Crowther 

Report had revealed. The method chosen by the White Paper was to improve 

(17) 

(18) 

"Education in 1960"-, (Cmnd. 1439), P. 17. 

White· Paper,, "Better· Opportunities in Technical Education", 
(Cmnd. 1254), 5/1/61. 
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the quality and variety of courses at technical colleges, while efforts 

would be made to bridge the gap between school and college. It 

recognised that too much dependence on evening classes was undesirable 

because it demanded too much of a young person·, following a full day's 

work. Instead, it urged young people to move straight from school to. 

college. Sandwich courses, block release courses, and day release 

schemes should be developed. In a speech in London on publication day 

Sir David made it clear that he intended this to be an alternative route 

to a successful career, with secondary modern schools leading to advanced 

work in technical colleges, parallel with grammar schools leading to 

universities or colleg~s of advanced technology.(l9) 

An illuminating exchange took place in the House at Question Time 

on 20th April. Mr. Swingler, (Labour member, Newcastle-under-Lyme, and 

a regular inquisitor on matters of comprehensive education), asked the 

minister how many comprehensive projects he had approved or rejected 

while in office.(20) Sir David replied that he had approved 29 and 

rejected four. Swingler was obviously delighted that many more had been 

approved than rejected, and he alleged that the· minister and ministry 

were abandoning their doctrinaire opposition and that L.E·~A. 's, of 

whatever political complexion, were considering the advantages of 

comprehensive education. Eccles replied that he was being guided by the 

policy of the 1958 White Paper. Then he proceeded to destroy Mr. Swingler's 

satisfaction by stating that during the same period., he (the minister) had 

approved 460 other types of secondary schools, including 57 grammar schools·. 

The reply certainly indicated that the minister was not being 

doctrinaire in making decisions about compr"ehensive proposals: and that 

(19) 

(20) 

The White Paper.arid Sir David's speech are quoted in N.C.P., 
30/1/61'. Pp. 24-5. . 

Vol. 638, H. C. Deb, 20/4/61, Col. 1380-1. 
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was to his credit. But more significantly it showed that the L.E.A.'s 

were not in any hurry to submit comprehensive schemes. The cornmenta tor, 

quoted at the beginning of this chapter, asserted that from 1959, for 

some years, tile debate moved from the national forum to the local one. 

This is certainly true: but it is equally true that at local authority 

level considerable caution was still being exercised, as the minister's 

figures indicate. 

A different set of statistics sheds further light on to the 

discnssion at this point: the annual statistics published by the 

Ministry of Education, showing the number of children aged 11-19 years, 

by different types of school. These annual returns are gathered together 

and illustrated in a chart in the appendix. Children in each type of 

school are shown as a percentage rather than the actual number. The 

question under consideration is to what extent were local authorities 

deciding at this time (1961) to go comprehensive. Eccles had indicated 

to the House that about 7% of the projects submitted to him during the 

previous two years were for comprehensives, and 93% for tri-partite. 

In trying to interpret the chart in the appendix we find it has certain 

limitations. If an authority decided in 1961 to re-organise on 

comprehensive lines, it would be perhaps 1963 before it could implement 

this decision if existing buildings could be adapted, and probably 1965 

or 1966 if new buildings were to be used. 

Extract from the appendix: 

Percentage of 
children in 
cornprehensi ve 
schools 

1959 

3.9.2% 

1960 

4.54 

1961 

4.85 

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

5.41 6.31 6.97 8.44 11.04 

As this table shows, the percentage of children in comprehensive 

schools begins to increase significantly only from 1965 onwards. This 

1967 

14.35 
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indicates decisions made by L.E.A. 's in 1961 or 1963, depending upon 

whether they are using new or adapted buildings. So the beginning of' 

a trend by L.E.A.'s to introduce comprehensive schools dates from about 

1961, but was not yet discernible when Eccles gave his statistics to 

Swingler in April 1961. 

A further observation on the trend towards comprehensive schools 

was made by Lord Boyle, some years later.(2l) From the late 1950's 

onward, he wrote, most larger counties (which were mainly Conservative-

controlled) were progressing steadily towards comprehensive education·. 

Meanwhile, the county boroughs (which were often Labour-controlled) were 

frequently anxious to retain the grammar schools because of' the 

opportunities they afforded to able children from poor families. Thus, 

for practical reasons local political groups were often at variance with 

the doctrinaire policies of their national party leaders. 

In July 1961 it was announced that a locally-based examination, 

suitable for secondary modem schools was to be introduced:(22 ) the 

Certificate of' Secondary Education it was to be called. This was clearly 

intended for the less-able children, and desirable though it was for them, • 

it would not help the secondary modern school to achieve parity.with 

grammar schools. If anything, it would make this more unlikely. 

The minister was in trouble that same year over teachers' pay 

awards.( 23) Due to economic trouble a national pay pause was introduced 

in July, with the result that teachers had to accept a smaller rise than 

they wanted. Furthermore, it came after three months of quarrelling with 

the minister about the distribution of the £42 million available; during 

(Zl.) Lord Boyle: ·"Journal of' Educational Administration and History", 
June 1972, P. 32. 

{22) N.C.P., 11/9/61, P._13;''Ed.ucation.in 1961!•, (Cnmd. 1737), Pp. 16-17. 

(23) "Education ·in 1961 ", {Cmnd. 1737), P. 21 Pp. 67-8. 
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that time he threatened legislation to ensure that he could fulfil what 

he considered to be the minister's responsibilities· in the Burnham 

Committee's deliberations. It was a foretaste of what his successor, 

Sir Edw~rd Boyle, would pave to face in the not-too-distant future. 

The Conservative Party Conference of October 1961 gave Sir David 

an opportunity to re-affirm his belief in selection and segregation. 

These were necessary to provide for children's differing abilities, he 

said.(24) He concluded with a word about his difficulties with Burnham 

and the Teachers. 

During the closing months of this ministry, Mr. Kenneth Thompson, 

Sir David's Parliamentary Secretary, gave a speech at the opening of 

Gateacre Comprehensive School, Liverpool on 23rd March 1962. It was a 

sympathetic speech in which he described the circumstances in which a 

comprehensive school was justified, and the conditions needed for its 

success. The minister's policy was to judge each case on its merits, 

he explained( 25), and to do so he considered the following points:-

First, would the proposed comprehensive school swallow up a good existing 

grammar school? Secondly, if an existing school was not absorbed into 

the comprehensive school, could the latter survive the competition from 

the former? Thirdly, would the new school have the backing and good 

will of the neighbourhood it would. serve? He also expressed. the view 

that small secondary schools could not cope with the diversity of 

subjects and knowledge which was now expected of secondary schools, no 

matter how skilled and dedicated the staffs might be. The situation in 

this respect, he warned, had changed very much in the past 20 years. 

(24) 11Conservative Party Conference 1961 11
, Verbatim report, Pp. 107-9. 

(25) T.E.S., 30/3/62, P. 631. 
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,.,. 
In the general affairs of the nation, much had happened since 

the 1959 election. l~cmillan had declared in those days that we had 

never had it so good. They were indeed years of economic boom and 

general prosperity.( 26 ) In 1959 the prosperity was at its peak: by 

1961 it was in decline. In Commonwealth and Foreign affairs, too, 

much had changed. Through his able Secretary of State for the Colonies, 

Iain ~mcleod, Macmillan pursued a policy of granting independence. In· 

January 1960 the British Prime Minister gave his famous "Wind of Change" 

speech in Cape Town. It was greeted at home as being invigorating: but 

in Central Africa it caused distrust among the British settlers, and in 

South Africa it brought about secession from the Commonwealth in 1961.(27 ) 

But Macmillan continued with his Commonwealth and Colonial policies; by 

February 1961, however, a revolt of his own ba.ckbenchers erupted over 

his policy for Central Africa.( 28 ) 

Coinciding with these events, and perhaps intended to be 

complementary to them, came Britain's first attempt to obtain membership 

of the European Economic Community( 29 ), an event which, although it was 

this time abortive, nevertheless stirred up strong opposition from many 

parts of the British nation during the long negotiations (August 1961 -

January 1963). Because of these reasons and others, Tory popularity 

was declining. The truth was driven home to the party when it suffered 

a shock defeat at the hands of the Liberal Party in a by-election in 

the strongly middle-class constituency of Orpington on 14th March 1962.(30) 

Other election defeats followed, and Macmillan saw an urgent need to 

create a new image for himself. For once, ~mcmillan lost his unflappability, 

(26) 

(27) 

(28) 

(29) 

A. Sampson~ "Macmillan 11
, Pp. 159-163. 

D. Thomson, "England in the '1\ventieth Century", Pp. 260-262; P. 280 
et seq. 

Lord Kilmuir, "Political Adventure", Pp. 314-16. 

N. Fisher, -"Iain Macleod~', P. 170. 

D. Butler and J. Freeman, "British Political Facts, 1900-1967", 
1968 Edition, P. 222. 

(30) D. Thom~on~~ Op. cit., P. 262. 
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and was panicked into a sudden purgin·g of' one-third of his Cabinet and 

government. Commentators were unanimous in their verdict that the purge 

was ill-judged, ill-timed and ruthless.( 3l) The old loyalty, which had 

been Macmillan's watchword and that of the party, was now considerably 

weakened,. and the unrest that he had intended to dispel was merely 

increased. 

Among the many victims of this so-called "Night of the Long Knives" 

on·· 13th July 1962 was Sir David Eccles, Minister of Education since 

October 1959, and previously from 1954 to 1957. A leading article in 

T.-E.s..<32) described him as having been a "notable minister", and 

continued: 1'before last year's brawl over salaries of teachers, his 

reputation was demonstrably high". A notable success, it said, was in 

school buildin·g. It went on ·ito· relate that he made many courageous 

decisions, sometimes against his own inclinations. Sir Edward Boyle 

wrote of him:(33) "MY predecessor, Lord Eccles, made a very great 

contribution to the development of further education·, and I always felt 

that his mind and his remarkable executive capacities seemed to be 

especially well fitted to this part of the educational service II 

He wrote also about Lord Eccles' "knowledge of his brief," and "profound 

grasp of the subject". 

But what of his performance regarding comprehensive schools? He 

had made his own views clear: he believed in selection, and depended 

upon improved performances from the secondary modern schools to make 

good the deficiencies of the system. Moreover, he believed in a genuine 

sharing of power between the central and local authorities, and stood 

(31) 

(32) 

(33) 

G. Hutchinson, "Edward He~th 11
, P. 120. 

T.E.S., 20/7/62,_P. 89. 

Sir -Edward Boyle·,· "Technical Education in Britain" in "Nature", 
Vol. 198,. 27/4/63, Pp. 334-6. 
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by his promise that he would consider on its educational merits each 

case submitted to him by a L.E.A. It was perhaps fortunate for his 

peace of mind that L.E.A.'s at that time were still progressing towards 

comprehensive education with considerable caution. But very soon now a 

wind of change would begin to blow through the education world. 
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Chapter 10 

196,3: 
A 'fuming Point in Conservative Policy 

Conservative M.P.'s considered(l). that one of' the best things to 

emerge f'rom Macmillan's massacre of' his government was the appointment 

of' Sir Edward Boyle as Minister of' Education. At 38 he was the youngest 

ever as either Minister of' Education or President of' the Board. The 

boyish looks were now gone, replaced by a rather portly figure which 

belied his activity, energy and agile mind. Moreover he remain·ed a man 

of' principle, who cared a:bout public responsibility, as had been evident 

over his actions at the time of' the Suez crisis in 1956. So it was with 

enthusiasm that he was welcomed back into the world of' education. "This 

impressive appointment"( 2) was how one journal described it. 

What were the tasks that needed to be tackled? Richard Hornby, 

Chairman of' the Conservative Parliamentary Education Committee, had 

written in the previous year an appreciation of' the si tuation•. (3) 

During the f'if'ties, he wrote, the government had had to tackle two tasks 

in education: f'irst, to try to provide an adequate secondary education 

f'or all, a.nd secondly, to provide accommodation f'or a 30% increase in 

the number of' children. In the nineteen-sixties, he said, these tasks 

ha.d to be completed and others tackled: classes needed to be reduced 

in size, and. the school leaving age ought to be raised. All of' these 

tasks required not only buildings but extra teachers, and he considered 

that the shortage of' teachers would be the biggest problem that would 

need to be tackled in the early 1960's. Commentators were agreed that 

(1) A. Roth, "The Return of' Sir Edward Boyle" in "Education", 20/7/62, 
P. 74 •. 

(2) T.E.S., 20/7/62, P. 89. 

(3) R. Hornby,· "Education in the Sixties" in "Swinton College Journal", 
March 1961, Pp. 46-50. 
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this would. be Boyle's main task.(4 ) Boyle himself confirms that this 

was the way he himself summed up the situation, but other issues that 

were bound to arise were 11+, secondary re-organisation, and the need 

for more school building.(4a) 

As his parliamentary secretary Sir Edward appointed a promising 

young man, Christopher Chataway, who had entered parliament in 195.9 and 

become P.P.S. to the Minister of Power in 1961. ''Born in 1931, and 

educated at Sherborne and Oxford, he made his reputation as an athlete, 

and as television journalist before becoming a Conservative member of 

the L.C.C., and Conservative ~i.P. for North Lewisham in 1959", wrote 

Andrew Roth.(5) He was to be a loyal and _able colleague to Sir Edward 

for many years to come, both in office and out. 

Sir Edward had been away from the Ministry of Education for almost 

three years, in a position from which he could consider the evidence as 

an outsider rather than as a participant, so the press were understandably 

anxious to hear the new minister's current views on comprehensive education. 

In September 1962 the Guardian published an interview with him.(6 ) 

Sir Edward stated that there were two ways of avoiding the injustices 

arising from the 11+ system: one was to abandon selection and change 

to some form of comprehensive education·; the other was to ensure that 

the consequences of 11+ selection were made less important. He felt 

that the former solution would suit new housing areas and country 

districts with sparse population, but he preferred the latter solution 

elsewhere. It could be achieyed, he thought, by overlapping courses in· 

the different types of school. All of this was contained in the 1958 

(4) Education, 20/7/62, P. 72; P. 75. 

(4a) M. Kogan, "The Politics of Education", Pp. 81-82 • 

.(5) A. Roth, ... Education, 20/7/62, P. 75. 

(6) Guardian, 6/9/62~ P. 1 and P. 3, Lord Altrincham interviews 
Sir Edward Boyle. 
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White Paper and represented no change in policy. But Sir Edward then 

said tha.t he had reservations about the White Paper:· it needed 

supplementing in two ways. First, it had recommended that secondary 

modern schools should have some courses comparable to grammar school 

courses in order to provide for border-line children and late developers. 

But now he realised that as long as secondary modern schools were regarded 

as second-rate schools, justice would not be done to these children. The 

overlap theory might be workable as an educational plan, but there was 

obviously a social significance which would have to be examined and 

remedied, or there would never be parity between secondary modern and 

grammar schools. His second .. comment on the 1958 White Paper was that 

now he thought grammar schools should be extended to take more, not less, 

children because the evidence indicated that areas with a higher percentage 

of children in grammar schools also had a higher percentage of children 

staying on after 17. This was an interesting observation but, as 

Sir Willia$ Alexander pointed out at the time,C7) it would also have 

the effect of deprivi~g the secondary modern schools of their best 

children and make nonsense of the notion of overlapping courses. The 

minister must have taken note of this observation: he didn't make the 

suggestion again. 

In a speech to Divisional Executives o~ 20th September 1962 Boyle 

made it clear(8 ) that he intended to keep his ~tlnistry above party 

politics. All decisions that he would make under Section 13 of the 1944 

Act would be made on educational not political grounds: "I will not 

have the Ministry used in the battle for power between the pa.rties ", 

he told them. Furthermore, it was clear that he was anxious that as 

much information as· possible on comprehensives should be gathered and 

(7) Education, 14/9/62, P. 339. 

(8) T.E .S., 28/9/62, P. 362.· 
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made available for the benefit of both educationists and politicians. 

The Ministry would co-operate to the full with regard to this. 

On 26th September at Birmingham the minister made another speech(9) 

which was important in several respects. First, he revealed that he 

felt some anxiety for the less-able children. He said he could never 

be happy about any system which said that if the abler children had a 

good chance of climbing the ladder it did not matter if a certain number 

of less-able children lost their foothold. Next he spoke of the 

partnership that he hoped would exist between the central and. local 

authority. "I think educational progress is partly a matter for a lead 

from the ministry", he said, ''but, above all, a matter for constant 

co-operation and personal discussion between the ministry and those in 

local authorities who share the responsibility for educational advance." 

He also made several other points in this speech: he doubted the wisdom 

of trying to preserve a separate set of one-form-entry secondary schools; 

he expressed pride in the grammar schools in general; and he gave a 

pledge that he would always try to make decisions on educational merit. 

In deciding to give L.E.A.'s freedom to choose whether to go comprehensive, 

Boyle was following the practice adopted by Hailsham in· 1957., and Eccles 

between 1959 and 1962. Each of them personally believed in selection and 

was determined to safeguard good grammar schools. They achieved the 

latter by exa.mining L.E.A. plans in the light of' educational criteria. 

The proposed destruction of a good grammar school would make the approval 

of a plan very unlikely. 

All things considered, these two speeches together must have given 

grounds for considerable optimism in the educational world: a Minister 

of Education of ability and intellectual calibre, with new insights into 

(9) T.E.S., 28/9/62, P. 362; Times, 27/9/62, P. 9a. 
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the problems, a determination not to be shackled by political doctrines; 

a man who genuinely wished to co-operate with L.E.A.'s and everyone 

concerned in ·education rather than be·:in :confrontation with them. 

Boyle clearly had the shortage of teachers foremost in his mind 

at this time. He referred to it in a speech in October at Crook(lO), 

in Co. Durham. This is pioneer country, Tory-wise, but Sir Edward was 

speaking in support of his friend of Oxford days, Dr. Kenneth Ellis, 

the new prospective candidate for the constituency. The minister 

referred to the determined efforts that the Teacher Training Colleges 

were making to increase their productivity despite the difficulties 

caused by the new three-year course. 

During November the Prime Minister referred to educational matters, 

in support of his minister, on two different occasions.(ll) But he did 

no more than lay claim to a fine Tory school-building record, and praise 

Britain for her quality of education. This high standard must not be 

allowed to deteriorate, he said. The 1958 Vfuite Paper still expressed 

his point of view, but he restricted himself to general statements and 

seemed to be content to leave the details of the p~oblems to Sir Edward. 

The general educational scene at the end of 1962 was dominated by 

a shortage of teachers which was still acute.(l 2) At the same time 

there was increasing pressur.~ for a rapid and massive development of 

university and higher technical education:; (l3) the five-year building 

programme of the 1958 White Paper was coming to an end(l4), and it was 

(10) Education, 12/10/62, P. 533. 

(11) (a) To N.U'.T. at Bromley on 9/11/62, C.C.O. No. 7944, P. 6. 
(b) At Redruth on 30/11/62, c.c.o. No. 7975, P. 16;and P. 17. 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

Ministry of Education Annual Report, "Education in 1962", (Cmnd. 1990), 
P. 6. . 

Cf. Conservative Party Conference 1962, Verbatim report, Pp. 114-120. 

"Education in 1962", (Cmnd. 1990), P. 2. 
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intended to launch a new locally-based Certificate of Secondary Education 

in the summer of 1965. 

As far as this study is concerned the new year, 1963, was of great 

significance, because it was the year in which the Conservative Party's 

official policy on secondary education began to change quite fundamentally, 

led by Sir Edward Boyle. But before tracing the development of that shift 

in policy it would be as well to dispose of a problem that the minister 

had inherited from his predecessor- the question of teachers' salaries -

the outcome of which was to sour his relations with the teachers at a 

time when he could ill afford it. 

On 24th January 1963 the Burnham Committee recommended to the 

minister(l5) a salary increase for teachers worth a total of £21 million, 

but which tended to favour the lower paid, younger teachers. A month 

later Boyle announced(l 6 ) that he was not accepting the Burnham 

recomme~dation, not because of the overall cost, but because of the way 

the increase was to be apportioned. He said that he wanted the share of 

the total salary bill which represented additions for longer training, 

for higher qualifications, and for greater responsibility, to be at 

least maintained: prospects of advancement are as important as the 

starting pay. It was clear(l?) that not only did Boyle regard the 

Burnham proposal as a bad incomes policy, because it damaged the career 

structure, but he was also unhappy with the composition of the Burnham 

Committee - that he had no voice in their deliberations but was merely 

expected to rubber-stamp their decisions. 

By mid-March(l8 ) Burnham had declined to re-consider their 

(15) N .C .P., 18/3/63, P. 7. 
(16) N·.c.P., 18/3/63, P. 7; "Education in 1963", (Cmnd. 2316), P. 4 and 

P. 92. 

(17) Economist, 23/2/63, P. 674. 

(18) Economist, 16/3/63, P. 981. 
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recommendation and Boyle decided to over-rule them. He would initiate 

legislation to authorise a pay-rise for two years, of a type that would 

safeguard the career structure, and during that time the Burnham 

Committee would have to be re-organised, with due representation for 

the minister. The N.U.T. lobbied. M.P.'s and threatened strike action, 

while Sir William Alexander regretted that Burnham was being tampered 

with. But a month later the opposition was dying down(l 9 ) and Boyle 

proceeded with his, . .'~ill. It was passed on lOth July and the increase 

was back-dated to 1st April. 

It was against this background of acrimony that Sir Edward Boyle 

was trying to evolve a new Conservative approach to the 11+ problems. 

But what kind of support did he have from officials of the Jdnistry of 

Education? He recalls(20) that on the issue of the percentage of 

grammar school places, for example, the ministry's views were similar 

to those that he had expressed in his interview in the Guardian in 

September 1962. But how did the officials view the question of selection 

and comprehensive education? Boyle describes(2l) the situation in· the 

ministry as one in which the officials were reluctant to speak out or 

submit papers about anything that didn't fit in exactly with known 

government policy, such as the government's determination to preserve 

the top grammar schools. This practice of the officials, thi.nking and 

working within the framework of declared government policy, still 

operates, but Boyle regrets that it tended to inhibit objective thought. 

Furthermore, on that occasion, it led to some officials identifying the 

problem quite wrongly: "there were those, even high up, who were 

inclined to say 'How can we do away with the 11+ examination?' without 

(19) Economist, 20/4/63, P. 219. 

(20) M. Kogan, "The Politics of Education", Pp. 83-4. 

(21) M. Kogan, Op. cit., Pp. 115-6; P. 117. 
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realising it was separate schools at the moment of transfer from primary 

to secondary which was the point at issue."( 22) 

Boyle also refers to the two schools of thought that existed among 

the top officials in the ministry during this period: "the social 

justice tradition( 23), wanting to widen opportunity, giving people 

greater opportunity to acquire intelligence; and the technical college 

tradition- education for investment, education for efficiency." The 

former were guided by the teaching of the educational psychologists and 
, 

sociologists - Vernon, Husen, Halsey, Floud, Martin and others, and by 

the reports of the Central Advisory Council for Education. The problem 

of the technical education lobby was simply one of expansion, of bricks 

and mortar, but the social justice tradition was faced with problems 

much more complex and subtle. However, since pressure of numbers 

created a basic need for places in technical colleges, the result wa.s 

that more often than not the supporters of technical education for 

investment won the day. (21!.) 

Lord Boyle also recalls that on his return to the ministry he 

found that 90 out of 163 L.E.A.'s were working on re-organisation plans 

for all or part of their areas( 25 ), and many of these were not Labour 

controlled. Boyle was impressed by the extent of the development. 

MOreover, following up his promise, made soon after·assuming office( 26 ), 

that he wished to publicise information about experiments with 

comprehensive schools, the mi~ster in 1963 authorised( 27 ) the ministry 

to organise an inquiry into the experience gained by L.E.A.'s in the 

(22) Ibid., P. 115. 

(23) M. Kogan;, Op. cit., P. 123. 

(24) Ibid., P. 123. 

(25) (a) M. Kogan, Op. cit., P. 78. 
(b) Lord Boyle,·Article in·Journal of Educational Administration 

and_History, June 1972, P. 32. 

(26) 20/9/62, Speech to Divisional Executives, T.E .s., 28/9/62,. P. 362. 

(27) M. Kogan, Op. cit., P. 78. 
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establishing and operating of comprehensive schools. 

So it can be said that the officials of the Ministry of Education' 

were on the whole rather neutral at this time on the issue of comprehensive 

schools, but were willing to be led by Sir Edward in whichever direction he 

chose to go, though some urged that the expansion of technical education 

must not be hindered by any other policy. 

In· his first major speech in 1963, at Kettering Grammar School on 

15th February, the minister spoke about the building programme and his 

hopes for secondary education. The 1964-5 building programme that had 

just been announced would complete the re-organisation of secondary schools 

that had been envisaged by the 1958 White Paper.< 28 ) He went on to impress 

upon his audience the purpose of this building programme: it was to 

improve and equalise conditions in bot~ grammar and secondary modern 
' ' 

schools. There is no clear-cut division between children in grammar and 

in secondary modern schools, he said, so those close to each side of the 

dividing line needed the same education. Consequently, there needed to 

be a good deal of overlap, flexibility and transfer. 

Sir Edward must have suffered some anxiety at this time because of 

the, fact that this final year of the five-year plan would not be completed 

for perhaps four years, allowing for design and construction: indeed the 

second-year programme of the five-year plan would scarcely have been 

completed at the time he was speaking. Meanwhile evidence of the 

inadequacies of the secondary modern schools was becoming more abundant. 

A few days later Boyle made another important speech, this time to 

Oxf'ord University Education Society. ( 29 ) He told them that he was not 

(28) T.E.S., 22/2/63, P. 358. 

(29) T'.E.S., 1/3/63, P. 416. 



109. 

complacent about the problems of 11+ selection and the anxieties it 

caused for both parents and children. Two significant points emerged 

in his speech. He declared that comprehensives were suitable for two 

types of area: country districts with scattered population; and large 

cities, where they could exist without denying parents their freedom of 

choice. This was introducing a new idea as far as Sir Edward was 

concerned. Previously he had listed country districts and new housing 

areas as suitable for .experiment. Now large cities are mentioned and 

with a more positive statement that they are suited to comprehensives. 

But it follows from the reference to parental choice that Sir Edward 

was thinking in terms of comprehensive schools existing together with 

grammar schools in the same area - not the ideal circumstances for a 

comprehensive school but nevertheless a. shift of opinion in its favour. 

On the other hand, he said, if comprehensives were opened in areas of 

medium sized population this would mean closing grammar schools and 

limiting parental choice. He did not favour this. 

The other significant point he made in his Oxford speech was that 

one of the most important aspects of the educational system was to 

compensate for the inequalities of the children's home environment. 

It was a theme that was foremost in his mind in the months ahead -

positive discrimination in favour of under-privileged children. He 

had this partly in mind ~hen in April he made it known(30) that he was 

about to initiate a high-level sociplogical survey into the school 

. system. On 17th June he announced(3l) that he was commissioning the 

C.A.C.E., und.er the chairmanship of Lady Plowden, to report on "primary 

education in all its aspects, and the transition to secondary education". 

(30) Speech.at Plymouth, 29/4/63; T.E.S., 3/5/63, P. 936. 

(31) N.C.P., 7/10/63, P. 1.5. 
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In May of that year the minister was at pains to s·tress (32) that 

it was wrong to regard Labour as pro-camprehensives and Conservatives 

as being opposed to them. He maintained that there was real scope for 

comprehensive schools, ~articularly in large cities {as he had said three 

months earlier, with co-existence in mind). A week later in another 

speech(33) he was anxious to correct the impression that he was opposed 

to comprehensive schools. His main reservation, he said, was that he 

didn't wish to see good existing schools closed. He was now positively 

encouraging comprehensive schools for small market towns, he said, as 

well as country areas and large cities. 

The next opportunity for the Conservatives to declare their policy 

was at a meeting of the 1963 Campaign for Education held in London on, 

18th June. (34) Each party wa.s invited in turn to state its policies on, 

education·. The Prime Minister and the Minister of Education spoke for 

the Cons.ervatives. Mr. Macmillan concentrated on the party's successful 

record in the field of education, and, referring to the 11+, he. cautiously 

supported Sir Edward's policy, saying "that the government was less wedded 

to dogma in the matter of secondary school education than sometimes they 

were supposed to be".(35 ) Boyle said that he thought that good progress 

could be made towards comprehensive school organisation without 

sacrificing the really first-class grammar schools of good size. They 

had a contribution to make to our educational provision in the future, 

he said.< 36 ) Sir Edward believed "that there was a wide range of 

possibilities of which the comprehensive idea is certainly one, though 

(32) T.E.S., ~/5/63, P. 1150, Speech at Slough College, 16/5/63. 

(33) Education, 31/5/63, P. 1077, Speech at Chelmsford, "last week". 

{34) Time·s, 19/6/63, P. 6g; Guardian, 19/6/63, P. 5; T.E.S., 21/6/63, 
P. 1341 ~;tnd P. 1368; N.C.P., 10/2/64, P. 13 and P. 14. 

( 35) Guardian, Ibid • 

{ 36) Guardian, Ibid. 
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not the only one - I am thinking for example of the many experiments 

which are being carried out on the basis of a sort of campus plan". 

"I think it is much too early to argue as yet that any particular pattern 

of organisntion has established itself as the answer to the 11+ • .,(37) 

The T.E.S. reported that on this occasion Sir Edward declared that the 

bi-partite system was not .the norm; nor were grammar schools sacrosanct 

if they were bad schools. (38 ) 

The minister made an even clearer statement of his policy on 

5th July at the annual conference of the Association of Ed.ucation 

Committees, meeting in Belfast. (39 ) He referred to the L.c •. c. 's recent 

decision to change from an 11+ examination to selection by assessment, 

and expressed his approval. Then he proceeded. to discuss the \vhole 

question of selection at 11+. He spoke first in defence of the secondary 

modern schools: "To write off the modern schools in general as failures, 

as some people do, seems to me both unfair and unsupported by the facts." 

But, he continued, "Let me assure you that neither I nor my colleagues in· 

the government are wedded to any particular pattern of secondary school 

organisation; none of us believes that children can be sharply 

differentiated into various ~es or levels of abili~; and I certainly 

would not wish to advance the view that the bi-partite system, as it is 

often called, should be regarded as the right and usual way of organising 

secondary education, compared with which everything else must be 

stigmatized as experimental." He felt it was too early to judge between 

the different systems: perhaps in two or three years' time this might 

be possible. Meanwhile, where the system was a selective one it was 

(37) N.C.P., Ibid. 

(38) T.E.S.; 21/6/63, P. 1368. 

(39) Education, 12/7/63, Pp. 101-2, Verbatim account of speech. 
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important for the schools 11to recognise the varying abilities of their 

pupils - for the modern schools to stretch their brighter children, and 

for the grammar schools not to concentrate on their high fliers 11
• 

These tw~ speeches together constitute a mile-stone in the 

development of Edward Boyle's policy on the structure of secondary 

education. Whereas formerly he had considered the selective system as 

the only acceptable one, with other ideas as merely experimental, now 

he considered that the bi-partite system (as he preferred to call it) 

was no longer the norm: there were now several systems in existence, 

each of which was on trial. For the present, he considered it would be 

wise to keep all the options open. 

It is worth trying to summarise the factors that led him to this 

change of policy. Writing in 1972(4o), Boyle looks back on this period 

and discusses the influences that were at work. 

One factor that he refers to was the change in the theory behind 

selection. The pre-war theory of measuring and predicting intelligence 

by an examination at the ~ge of eleven years had been refuted:: it was 

now known that ability was not purely hereditary but was very much 
. . 

influenced by environment. The work of the educational psychologists 

and sociologists had been supported by independent research and study 

made by official reports - 11Early Leaving 11
, Crowther, and soon by 

Newsom. It is clear that Boyle was becoming more and more convinced 

that 11positive discrimination 11 in favour of underprivileged children 

wa.s the logical and just action that should follow from this new 

awareness of the interaction between innate ability and environment. 

He had already stressed the importance of positive discrimination in 

(40) Lord Boyle, Article in 11Journal of Ed.ucational Administration 
and History 11

, June 1972, Pp. 32-3. 
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-his speech at Ox:f'ord in March of that year: he was about to do so 

again in the notable support that he gave to- the Newsom report - "all 

children should have an equal opportunity of acquiring intelligence, 

and of developing their talents and abilities to the full" he wrote in• 

the foreword. He must have had the same theme in mind again when he 

commissioned the Plowden Committee in August 1963. This new understanding 

of the relationship between innate ability and environment undoubtedly had 

a considerable influence in the development of Boyle's policy on secondary 

education·. 

A second factor that he refers to in his article, and which we have 

already noted, concerns the policies and actions of local education 

authorities. On his return to the mlnistry Boyle learned that 90 out of 

163 authorities were working on comprehensive re-organisation plans for 

all or part of their area.(4l) Boyle had always kept in close contact 

with L.E.A.'s- he visited 146 of them during his two and a half years 

as parliamentary secretary(42 ) - and he respected their views. He also 

noted that the counties with the most successful secondary modern schools, 

such as Hampshire, considered that comprehensive education was the next 

logical step for them.(43) 

But by far the most telling factor to influence Boyle was the 

changing attitude of the parents towards the secondary modern schools 

and his own growing realisation that these schools hadn't measured up 
- . 

to expectations. He recalls(44) that parental pressure groups were now 

common, and that many of the parents were expressing their views in a 

very articulate manner. In general, children were staying on longer 

(41) M. Kogan, "The Politics of Educa.tion 11
, P. 78. 

(42) A. Roth, Education, -20/7/62, P. 74. 

(43) Lord Boyle, Op. cit., P. 33-. 

(44) Lord Boyle, Op. cit., Pp. 32-3; 34· 
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at school and expecting more ambitious courses:· but the opportunities 

were simply not available for them in the secondary modern schools. 

Sophisticated and ambitious parents were not prepared to accept the 

secondary modern school for their child, especially if that child had 

narrowly failed the 11+ examination, or had been allocated to a 

secondary modern because of a shortage of grammar school places. 

Furthermore, the secondary modern school was unacceptable to these parents 

because frequently it was a one-class school - a working-class school -

and as far as parity of esteem was concerned, instead of being on a par 

with others it was often bottom of the league. 

The children who just failed the 11+ - the border-liners - obviously 

caused Boyle a great deal of anxiety. It is worth quoting at some length 

what he said recently(45) on this point i-n the course of a conversation 

with the present author. "There was considerably greater reason for 

scepticism about the selection process, but I would actually lay still 

more stress on what I said now: the difficulty about the 11+ was always 

the bord~r-liners. I always remember Weaver at the ministry saying to 

me once : 'Imagine two children, border-liners, one at Number 2 and one 

at NUmber 4 from, roughly speaking, identical equal-income households, 

and suppose the examination shows a few marks difference between the two 

children, it is still awfully difficult to justify, to say you who are a 

few marks higher go to a school where roughly three-quarters of the 

teachers are graduates, and you with a few marks lower go to a school 

where one-fifth of the teachers will be graduates;' and it will be the 

more difficult (and this is what I mean by calling it an arbitrary 

border-line) because percentages of grammar school places differ very 

much(~6 ) from one authority to another. In other words, a performance 

(45) Interview with.Lord Boyle, .Leeds, 21/1/74, Pp. 12-13. 

(46) A. Yates and D. A. Pidgeon, "Admission to Grammar Schools", N.F.E.R., 
1957. Discussing, on page 175, the availability of grammar school 
places, the authors say that this varied from 10% to 45% in different 
part·~· of the country. 
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that would get you a. grammar school place in one authority did not get 

you a place in another author~ty. So over and above all the arguments 

of' the educationists and the psychologists' arguments (and I think they 

were certainly relevant) here we had a serious practical difficulty. 

"So many more parents now cared about education. The bi-partite 

system was alright when only about a quarter of the parents cared about 

secondary education, but when you had about 60% of' parents really minding, 

it became much harder to justify this differential treatment of' the 

bord:er-liners. There were of' course some arguments on the other side", 

and he proceeded to discuss the reasons why he was anxious to preserve 

the good grammar schools. 

But Boyle summed it u,p well when he wrote (4 7) in 1972: "It was 

not the failure but, rather, the very achievements of' the period 1951-64 -

the growth of a 'middle-income' society, the rise in educational standards, 

and the expansion of' the universities - which had mad.e the continuation· of' 

a fixed bi-partite system less and less viable, in terms both of' politics 

and of educational good sense." 

It must be noted, however, that despite his view that the tri-partite 

system should no longer be regarded as the norm Sir Edward, in his London 

speech in June, made one important reservation: progress towards a 

comprehensive system, he said, could be made without sacrificin·g first-

class grammar schools of good size. He clearly had in mind a substantial 

number of grammar schools in urban areas, with.a view to their continuing 

to exist side by side with comprehensive schools. In justification of' 

the grammar schools he had spoken about pare~tal choice, (T.E.S., 1/3/63, 

P. 416) and about the need f'or good schools f'or very able children of 

(47) Lord Boyle, in "Journal of Educational Administration and History", 
June 1972, P. 36. 
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whatever background (Leeds interview: P. 14). Neighbourhood comprehen-sive 

schools, he said, would not give justice to an able child of poor background. 

In time Boyle supported this concept of parental choice less and less, and 

sought other solutions for the problem of neighbourhood schools (bandin·g, 

and sixth-form colleges). That left the question of whether or not good 

comprehensives could "stretch" a very able child. 

In his speech to the A.E.C. at Belfast, Boyle had first of all 

spoken in defence of the secondary modern schools - to write them off as 

failures, he had said, seemed botp unfair and unsupported by the facts.<48 ) 

In the light of the evidence above, the minister must have been speaking 

about only the better secondary modern schools. We've seen him quote 

Hampshire(49 ) as an area that had achieved notable success with its 

secondary moderns: and there were others, too, but they were in a 

minority. 

Further evidence as to the state of the secondary modern schools 

was published in two different reports during the summer of 1963 - an 

N.U.T. survey: "The State of our Schools", and the Newsom Report: 

"Half our Future". The first of these, published by the National UnioJ.T 

of Teachers, was the result of a. survey that the union commissioned. 

It left no room for complacency, painting a picture of inadequate and 

often ancient buildings, over-crowding, lack of equipment and, perhaps 

most important, unsatisfactory staffing. The secondary buildin·gs, 

admittedly, were better on the whole than the primaries(5o), but 

nevertheless many were old and squalid:: specialist rooms were limited (5l), 

and in general most secondary schools suffered from over-crowding - with 

(48) Education, .12/7/63, .P. 102 •. 

(49) Lord Boyle, Op. cit., P. 33. 

(50) N.U.T.,. "The State of our Schools", 1963, P. 11. 

(51) Op. cit., P. 26. 
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at least 40 pupils per classroom in 20% of the schools. Some of the 

staff seemed to be content with the equipment, but objective details 

of the equipping of the schools indicate that they were not well 

equipped for the job they had to do, and much of the equipment th~ did 

possesswas not provided by the L.E.A.(52) 

The staffing situation in the secondary modern schools was poor. 

They were under-staffed: hence the large size of the classes. But 

more than that: 4% of the teachers were completely unqualified while 

only 19% were graduates, or graduate-equivalent: moreover there was a 

shortage of specialist teachers.(53) Added to this w~s the problem of 

the rapid. tum-over of staff and, the report said, the poor quality of 

newly qualified teachers. It is not surprising that in such circumstances 

the secondary modern schools were unable to offer the quality and variety 

of courses that the grammar schools could offer, or to win the esteem 

enjoyed by the latter. 

The Newsom Report; "Half our Future"(54) ,. was another in the series 

of reports by the C .A.C .E., this time examining "education between the 

ages of 13 and 16 of pupils of average or less than average ability". 

It w·as based on the research of the Crowther Report, together with 

Newsom's own 1961 Survey of Secondary MOdern and Comprehensive Schools -

their pupils, staff and buildings. The N.U.T. buildings survey was also 

taken into account. Individual verbal evidence was given by Basil 

Bernstein and Jean Floud among others, while written evidence was 

considered from many other individuals and groups. The committee 

confirmed the theories that had been evolved by the educational psychologists 

(52) Op. cit., Pp. 16-17", P. 26. 

(53) Op. cit., Pp. 12-13, P. 20. 

(54) C.A.C.E., Newsom Report: "Half ·our Future", H.M.s.o., 1963, 
(Foreword written August: Published in October). 
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and sociologists, during the previous decade and more, concerning the 

impact of environment on the development of the child. It showed that 

many children were not achieving their full potential because of a poor 

environment at home, and often at school, too. The committee found 

"that these children received less than their share of' the resources 

employed by the education service and that the turn-over of' teachers -

on the whole the least well-qualified teachers - was fastest in the 

schools they attended.(55) Chapter 24 gave information about the 

staf'f'ing of' these schools and expressed concern at the high tum-over 

of' staff'; appendix 3 examined some of' the causes of' the difficulty in 

recruiting staff to secondary modern schools, especially in poorer areas, 

and then discussed possible solutions to the problem. The conclusion was 

that there would be no improvement except by salary dif'f'erentia.ls - the 

method which was subsequently adopted f'or the E.P.A.'s by the Plowden 

Committee. As f'or buildings, the Report predicted that by the end of' 

the decade nearly two-thirds of' the secondary pupils would be adequately 

housed. (56 ) But at the time of' the survey the situation was bad: "the 

overall picture is that one-f'if'th of the modern schools are generally up 

to standard, but two-fifths are seriously deficient in many respects."(57) 

Most reports of the C.A.C.E. contain a foreword by the current 

Minister of Education which is no more than a formal word of acknowledgment· 

and thanks·. On this occasion, however, Boyle made it clear in his foreword 

that he had studied the report and that its findings and recommendations 

had his full support. He laid emphasis on the point that all children 

should have an equal opportunity of' acquiring intelligence, and of 

developing their talents and abilities to the full. 

(55) J. Stuart. Maclure, "Educational Documents 1816-1967", P. 279. 

(56) Newsom Report, P. 12. 

{57) Newsom Report, P. 259. 
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The Newsom Report had painted a gloo~ picture of the condition· 

of the secondary modern schools, and had declared that they had not 

been given their fair share of resources. Moreover, increased resources 

would not be all that would be required:· examinations and curriculum 

needed to be revised. But was that all? Were there not, perhaps, other 

problems that were impossible to solve? The Newsom Committee remained 

silent on that: they appeared reluctant to pass judgement on either 

seconda~ modern schools or on comprehensives<58 ), since neither had 

been in existence·long enough, they said, for their merits or weaknesses 

to be assessed. 

A week after his address to the A.E.C. Conference in Belfast Boyle 

was answering a question on the subject in the House of Commons. He was 

asked to encourage the L.E.A. 's to experiment with comprehensive schools·. 

In reply(59), he quoted from his A.E.C. speech indicating that this 

represented the government's view. Now it was up to each L.E.A. to 

initiate its policy in this matter. 

Throughout the remainder of the summer of 1963 the Conservative 

Party was pre-occupied with ~oubts about its leadership. Macmillan had 

massacred his government in July 1962 out of a sense of insecurity, but 

his ruthlessness in doing so destroyed any confidence that he would 

otherwise have gained by a change in his team. Then there followed 

a security scandal(6o) caused by the Admiralty spy, Vassall, which 

culminated in a tribunal of inqui~. In November 1962 the Conservatives 

fared badly in five by-elections. The new year brought more bad news, 

with De Gaulle placing his veto on Britain's application to join the 

E.E.C .• 

(58) 

(59) 

(60) 

These misfortunes were followed, in the spring, by the ProfUmo 

J. Stuart Maclure, Op. cit.,.P. 279. 

Vol. 680, H. C._ Deb, 11/7/63, Col. 161-2. 

This and subsequent details are listed in either:-
D. Butler and J. Freeman:, "British Political Facts, 1900-1967" 

or:- D. McKie and C. Cook, "Decade of Disillusion·"· 
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scandal, by another security ~iasco involving Philby, and by the 

discovery o~ corruption and immorality associated with Rachman, Stephen 

Ward and others. The government was well-nigh·i:discredi ted, and pressure 

was rising ~or Macmillan to resign. However he had achieved some 

diplomatic success ~irst in rejectin·g the idea o~ a mixed-manned Nato 

~leet, and then in negotiations ~or a Test-ban treaty, and encouraged 

by these he announced in June that he would remain in o~fice until the 

General Election. However, as the autumn approached, the Prime Minister's 

health unexpectedly deteriorated and on· 13th October he announced his 

retirement. There was no obvious successor, and the party was unprepared 

~or the task of ~inding a new leader. Macmillan from his sick bed 

conducted the usual sounding o~ opinion with a view to advising the 

Queen, but it soon· became clear that there were several contenders, not 

one o~ whom could muster majority support. The annual con~erence of the 

Conservative Party was held during this period, but everyone's mind was 

distracted. by the struggle ~or the ~eadership. The principal candidates 

and their supporters were there, attempting to gain extra support -

o~ten with little dignity. Soon it was apparent that there was deadlock 

and an outsid.er, Lord Home, was persuaded to stand. At first the main 

contenders and others (including Boyle) declined to support him, but 

eventually all except Macleod and Powell agreed to give their support. (6l) 

He renounced his peerage, and as Sir Alec Douglas-Home ~ormed the new 

government on 18th October. Sir Edward Boyle'carried on as ~ftnister of 

Education. 

George Thompson, a Labour Member of Parliament, reviewing the 

Conservatives' record for the years 1959-63(62 ), is critical on most 

issues, but education· was an exception: "They can ~or example legitimately 

( 61) N. Fisher, "Iain Macleod", Pp. 241-2. 

(62) G. Thompson', "1959-63: · The Conservatives" in Political Quarterly, 
1963, Vol. 34, Pp. 249-255· 



121. 

claim that they have transferred national resources from arms to 

education." 

In January 1963 Mr. Harold Wilson had been elected leader of the 

Parliamentary Labour . Party, and thus Leader of the Opposition,, following 

the sudden death of Hugh Gaitskell. In September 1963 at the annual 

conference of the Labour Party, Wilson made his famous "Science and 

Socialism" speech(63) in which he discussed the vaJ.ue of education to 

Britain as a d·eveloping technological nation. Following the advice of 

the 1957 Abrams survey, he used this economic argument to support. 

Labour's views about comprehensive schools, in the belief that this 

would probably carry more weight with the electorate than would the 

egalitarian arguments formerly used. Mr. Wilson in this speech also 

stres~ed the importance of efficient technical education, but in placing 

the stress on economic arguments at both secondary and tertiary levels 

in education he gave his opponents grounds for criticism. 

\Vhen the Conservative annual conference began at Blackpool in 

October 1963.most Conservatives were pre-occupied by the leadership 

question. Boyle w~s no exception but he nevertheless gave a noteworthy 

speech in the education debate. He began by chiding Mr. Wilson· about 

his new-found interest in technical education:<64 ) Conservatives, he 

said, had been active in developing technical education throughout the 

last two parliaments. He went on to say that Mr. Wilson had "rather 

left out the warm human aspect of the education service".(65) "But 

while we all recognise the economic importance of the education service, 

I hope we shall never lose sight of its social and human importance." 

(63) M. Parkinson, "Th~ Labour Party a.nd the Organisation of Secondary 
Education, 1918-65", P. 88. 

(64) "Conservative Party Conference, 1963", Verbatim Report, P. 18. 

(65) Op. cit., P. 19. 
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''VIe wan•t each individual to achieve a sense of personal fulfilment; ••• 

we want every child to have the same opportunities for acquiring 

intelligence." He spoke about the effect of an adverse home environment 

on a potentially gifted child, and how school can to some extent 

compensate. Sir Edward also made an appeal for a renewed effort to make 

a success of the secondary modern schools:' the new C .s .E. examination·, 

he said should help.<66 ) 

Late in October came the official publication of the Newsom Report 

with its recommendations for helping the average and less than average 

child - recommendations for raising the school leaving age, for a fair 

share of·resources for secondary modern schools, for action to relieve 

the staff crisis in these schools. Following closely on the heels of 

the Newsom Report came the Robbins Report on Higher Education,. (67) It 

was a vast multi-volume work based on extensive research, associated 

with people like Claus Moser, D. V. Glass, J. W. B·. Douglas, P. Vernon, 

Jean Fl.oud, and R. K. Kensall. Although it was concerned with higher 

education it had a relevance for secondary education· because it re-affirmed 

the reality of certain facts. "Our investigations have suggested the 

existence of large reservoirs of untapped ability in the population·", 

it said.<68 ) The report recommended a huge programme of university 

expansion, and it maintained that this could be achieved without lowering 

academic standards, such was the reserve of ability that was being 

neglected and wasted. The report re-iterated what earlier reports had 

said: that social rather than genetic factors were limiting the flow 

of students. ( 69 ) 

(66) Ibid. 

(67) Robbins .Report, "Higher Education", (Cmnd. 2154). 

(68) Op. cit., P. -268; Pp. 49-54. 
(69) Op. cit., Pp. 49-54. 
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The Robbins report had been commissioned by the Prime Minister 

and was not the work of the official C.A.C.E •. Now, after its publication, 

it was immediately given the support of the government and., more important, 

of the Treasury - to the tune of £3,500 million. 

In the closing months of 1963 another educational issue was comin·g 

to the fore: whether the universities should be brought under the control 

of an up-graded Ministry of Education. At that time they were financed 

from the Treasury through the University Gran·ts Committee. It seemed 

agreed that they should have a minister of their 0\m {instead of a 

financial minister) but should there be one or two ministers for education? 

The Robbins Report had considered the question and it favoured a separate 

minister for Arts and Science, and recommended that universities, colleges 

of advanced technology, schools of education and any other autonomous body 

in higher education should be placed under his control, with a re-organised 

U.G.C. in an intermediary position. 

Some people favoured a unified and extended Ministry of Education, 

embracing everything in the education field, and with :Boyle as minister. 

Others favoured two ministries, with Quintin Hogg as minister for Arts 

and Science, while :Boyle continued as before.(70) 

In March 1964 the Prime Minister announced that from 1st April 

the Ministry of Education would be re-structured(7l): all higher education 

would in future be controlled by the same minister as the rest of the 

education structure in England. The post would rank as a secretary of 

state and the ~finistry of Education would become the Department of 

Education and Science. TWo ministers would serve under the secretary 

of state. Quintin Hogg, fo·rmerly Lord Hailsham, was to be in the top 

(70) Education., 22/11/63, P. -949; Economist, 21/1.2/63, P. 1267. 

(71) T •. E.S., 13/3/64, P. 662. 
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position, with Sir Edward Boyle and Lord Newton as the Ministers - Boyle 

for Higher Education and Newton for Schools. The apportionment of the 

responsibilities caused disappointment to those connected with primary 

and secondary education, because they had never heard of Lord Newton, 

but in practice the division proved to be quite flexible. 

Boyle stepped down from the leadership in education after on'e year 

and nine months. Summing up Boyle's· progress during this period, Kogan(72) 

pointed to Boyle's preface to the.Newsom Heport- equal opportunity for 

all children: then Kogan traced the notion of equality as it was 

understood in the 1920s and 1930s, and implemented by 11+ selection•; he 

showed how in the 1950s that interpretation of equality was seen to be 

inadequate, and selection was hindering rather than assisting the "able 

poor". Then, between the early fifties and the early sixties a great 

transition· took place - beginning with the intelligensia, the sociologists, 

the educa.tional psychologists a.nd the economists, who created a climate of 

opinion that later on Boyle, the radical, Conservative, was able to confirm 

as policy. 

But Kogan had omitted to mention Boyle's reseryation about the good 

grammar schools. Perhaps he did not think that it placed a signifj_cant 

limitation on the comprehensive policy: or perhaps Kogan believed that a 

comprehensive school system could function effectively alongside good 

grammar schools. Experience would show otherwise. 

Boyle had accepted the basic message spelled out by the experts: 

nov1 he needed to take it to its logical conclusion. 

(72) M. Kogan, "The Politics of Education", I?P· 92-3. 
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Chapter 11 

Comprehensive? Yes, but not the grammar schools 

There now followed a short, but not insignificant interlude, durin•g 

which Quintin Hogg was in charge of policy-making, but with Edward Boyle 

obviously exerting influence, though in a discreet manner. Hogg had 

changed little since his last tenure of the education ministry, and at 

the end of six months we are left wondering ,just where does he really 

stand in this debate. 

On the first day of the re-organised ministry it was Sir Edward Boyle 

who set the ball rolling. He was speaking to the N.A •. S. Conference at 

Folks tone (l), discussing the question of education justifying itself by 

showing that it was giving value for money. He said that he could not 

imagine a more worthy purpose than giving all young people the chance to 

develop their capacities to the fUll. A second point concerned primary 

schools. Mr. Hogg and he were agreed that primary schools should be 

accorded a high priority, and he revealed that funds would be available 

for them in the near fUture. 

Mr. Hogg's first statement was made at Question· Time in the House, 

a few days later.( 2) He was questioned about recent research by Douglas 

into the disadvan-tage suffered by workin·g class children in 11+ selection' 

/J. VI• B. Douglas: "The Home and the Schoolj7. Hogg dismissed the 

evidence as small, and its significance as unclear. But although he 

wouldn't be drawn on this question·, a mon·th later in a wri:tten· reply in 

the House he gave a clear statement(3) of his policy for comprehensive 

(1) T.E.S., 3/4/64, P. 854. 

(2) Vol. 692, H. C. Deb, 9/4/64, Col. 1181-2. 
(3) Vol. 694, H. C. Deb, 7/5/64, Col. 173. 
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schools. He said that he stood by Sir Edward's policy as stated in· 

the Commons on 11th July 1963, when he referred back to his A~E.C. 

speech in Belfast. "That answer", said Mr. Hogg, "set out in some 

detail the government's attitude." 

A week later Mr. Hogg. was once more answerin·g a question about 

comprehensives. It was a request for an objective report to assess all 

the experiments that had been made with comprehensive schools; surely, 

su·ch an enquiry would be invaluable in view of the breakdown of' the tri­

partite system. Mr .• Hogg declined (4 ) to set up an enquiry (all the 

experience gathered by the D.E.S. was available to the L.E.A.'s, he 

said) but he made the remarkable admission that the tri-partite system 

had alrea~ broken down seven years before, when he was first Minister 

of Education. He was probably referring to a speech that he made to the 

N.U.T. in· April 1957, when he implied that the secondary modern schools 

had not come up to expectations, due to lack of' money. However he was 

determined, then, to put this right. 

He spoke sympathetically again about comprehensive schools when he 

addressed the A.E.C. at Harrogate on 26th June.(S) Following recent 

Conservative policy, he stressed that he thought it would be disastrous 

if the D.E.S. were to impose upon the L.E.A.'s a fixed policy for 

secondary education. Each L.E.A. ought to be free to make its own choice, 

but he hoped that the decision would be soundly based on educational 

considerations. He added however that he envisaged denominational and 

direct grant schools existing side-by-side with comprehensive schools 

and serving as a safety valve for minorities and for talented children. 

During the month of' July 1964 the government placed a short education, 

(4) Vol. 695, .H. C. Deb, .14/5/64, Col. ~77-8. 

(5) Education, 3/7/64, P. 57. 
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bill before Parliament. Its main aim was "to enable L •. E .. A. 's in England 

and Wales, and Voluntary Bodies, to experiment with new schools, but only 

new schools, in varying the age of transfer, subject to the approval of 

the Secretary o.f State". (6 ) The purpose of this was to legalise 

experiments with middle schools. These provided for children from 8 

years of age to 12, or from 9 to 13, whereas the existin·g law stated that 

transfer from primary to secondary education should take place between 

the age of lOf and 12 years. Lo;rd Boyle reca.lls (7) that Sir Alec Clegg, 

Chief Education Officer of the West Riding, had lon·g been pressing for 

this. "It seemed to me~~· wrote Boyle "as to my most loyal and able 

Parliamentary Secretary, Christopher Chataway, that here was a pattern 

of secondary re-organisation which might well fit the needs, and the 

existing resources, of a number of L.E.A.'s." By the end of the month 

the bill was on the statute book and the Conservative Government had made 

a practical contribution to comprehensive education, encouraging a method 

which they thought had considerable potential. 

It is natural that any public speaker will tend, to some extent, 

to adjust the stress of his arguments and views to meet with the 

sympathies of his audience. However at the end of June, when Sir Edward 

Boyle was speaking at a public meeting a.t Isleworth Grammar School, he 

didn't confine his attention to the able child(8), but firmly reminded 

his audience that a great many boys and girls are written off at a level 

below their potential. The Minister of Education has a duty to ensure 

that all boys and girls are given an equal opportunity to develop their 

intelligence to the full, he told them-~-

(6) 

(7) 

Education Bill 1964 (H.L.) 2nd reading, Vol. 697, H. C. Deb-, 
1/7/64, Col. 1413 et seq. 

Lord Boyle, Article· in·· "Journal of Educational Administration' and 
History", June .1972, P. .34. 

(8) T'~E .. S., 3/7/64, P. 19. 
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A fortnight later Mr. Hogg took the opportuni.ty, at the summer 

f~te of the Quintin. School.,. St. Ma.ryl.ebone, to speak about talent and 

the gifted child.< 9) He was usually good when philosophizing in this 

manner. We should not be asha.med of talent, he began, nor can demecracy 

afford· te neglect it.. But brains are a responsibility not a privilege -

a responsibility that calls for s·elf-discipline, self-sacrifice and 

effort. But at this point Mr. Hogg became careless: in London there 

are good grammar schools, good comprehensive schools and good modern 

schools, he said... There are schools in each of these categories that 

are less good. Then he claimed:· "But the good of each kind can co-exist 

with one,another. There is no reason why one shou!ld oust the other. 11 

It was a consoling thought for his audience that day,. but was it not 

rather misleading? He clearly had in mind the prestige comprehensive 

schools of Inner London - Wandsworth, Highbury Greve and the others. It 

wa.s true that they could compete with grammar schools of average calibre •. 

What Hogg omitted to say was that the remainder o~ London's comprehensive 

schools were little more than secondary moderns. Moreover, these 

comprehensive schools were ''less good 11 because they had a. poor start in 

life and, even more important, they had no chance of attractin·g able 

children·. This was the fault of the system. They were ''less good 11 

because grammar schools were functioning in competition with a. comprehensive 

system- a. contradiction in terms - and the result was clear for all to see. 

Mr. Hogg's statement was a. misleading simplification. 

Then, on 30th July, at the very time when the new education bill 

became law, thereby facilitating comprehensive re-organisation, Mr. Hogg 

allowed himself to be led. by one of his own party into a. defence of the 

grammar schools.(lO) The implication was that grammar schools were being 

(9) c.c.o., No. 8688, 18/7/64. 

(10) Vol. 699, H. C. Deb, 30/7/64, Col. 367. 
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closed behind his back~ and he replied by pointing out that the opening 

or closing of a school could be lawful only·if it had the approval of 

the Secretary of State for Education, and "I would certainly look 

carefully at any proposal to destroy an existing school with a successful 

record which was valued by parents." 

A general election had been called for October 1964, and the election 

manifesto gave another statement of the Conservative policy on comprehensives, 

but one which must be approached with caution. Election manifestos are 

written for the purpose of winning votes: they have to make the party·' s 

policy look as attractive as possible, and they seldom give a balanced 

statement of the real policy. This one was no exception. On the issue 

of comprehensive education the Conservative election manifesto of 1964(ll) 

made it appear that the electorate had a choice between the Labour policy 

of compulsory and universal compre~ensive education which would inevitably 

destroy the grammar schools, or the Conservative policy of encouraging 

"provision in good schools of every description, of opportunities for all 

children to go forward to the limit of_ their capacity 11
• It was left to 

Boyle, in an article in the T.E.S., (l2) to elaborate on the manifesto and, 

in; the light of the policies that he had evolved during the previous 15 

months, explain what his party was prepared to accept in the field of 

comprehensive education, and what they would reject. 

One final and significant event before the election was the 

establishing of the Schools Council.(l 3) Its purpose was to study and 

encourage the development of school curricula and examinations. Here 

was something that Sir Edward felt was of theuutmost importance for all 

(11) Conservative Party Election Manifesto, 1964, "Prosperity with a 
purpose". 

(12) T·.E .S., 25/9/64, P. 457. 

(13) Circular 13/64; 11Ed.ucation in 1964" (Crnnd. 2612), P. 11 and P. 33. 
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children, but particularly for the average and less than average child. 

The project received his fUll support from the beginning. The Schools 

Council wasn't making a completely new start in this field; it was taking 

over some work formerly done by the Secondary School Examinations Council, 

but now the work was to be extended, and a complete coverage would be 

given in matters of curricula and examinations. The Schools Council was, 

moreover, being established in such a way that it fully represented those 

concerned in the work - the Central and Local Authorities, and above all 

the teachers themselves.(l4) 

But the nation was now preparing to go to the polls to pass a 

verdict on the recent performance of the government. In thirteen years 

of Tory rule Britain had risen to a state of considerable prosperity 

under Macmillan, and then public life, under that same leadership, had 

appeared to become tainted, perhaps by that very prosperity. Even before 

Macmillan's retirement on account of ill-health there were clear signs 

that the nation was d.isenchanted with the government and everything 

connected with it. During the struggle for the leadership of·~:the party, 

after Macmillan's resignation,.a number of senior members of the 

Conservative Party expressed the view that Sir Alec Douglas-Home didn't 

have what was needed to lead the party to victory in a general election·. (l5) 

Respected though. he was on account of his integrity and his talent in 

foreign affairs, Sir Alec did not project a personality,that would of 

itself attract votes. But could anyone have led the party to victory on 

this occasion? Or did the weakness lie in the state of the party and its 

members, rather than in the leadership? The inquest would answer that. 

In October 1959 the Conservatives had won with an overall majority of 

100 seats. Fi·V:e years later, all of that was gone, and now a Labour 

(14) Education, 19/6/64, P. 1185. 

(15) N. Fisher, "Iain Macleod", Pp. 237-41. 
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government was returned, though its majority was a mere four seats. 

The verdict on Quintin Hogg's ministry was one of disappointment 

as it had been after his first tenure of the education portfolio. 

Between his two spells at Curzon Street(l6) he had acquired a reputation 

for erratic outbursts and behaviour. This militated against him in 

education. But in a farewell to Boyle the same commentator wrote: 

"By contrast, Sir Edward Boyle, in spite of the damaging errors which 

led him into a head-on collision with the Burnham Committee, managed to 

retain to the last the goodwill and respect of all sections of the 

educational community. His reasoned criticism is going to be invaluable 

in opposition and his friends will hope that he will continue to keep 

himself in close touch with what goes on·. No one will believe that his 

connection wi th·• the Department of Education and Science ended for good 

last Thursday. ,.·(1 7.) 

(16) Education, 23/10/64, P. 688. 
(17) Ibid. 
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Chapter 12 

TOry dilemma : QuaJ.i ty versus EguaJ.i ty. 

A new role for the grammar schools. 

We have now seen how Edward Boyle during the previous 15 mon;ths 

had evolved a new, liberal, Tory education· policy - one which he b-elieved 

was free from political dogmatism and based on the principle of social 

justice. At the same time he was convinced that a policy of equal 

opportunity must not be carried ou .. t at the expense of educational 

standards. There had to be a balance between the two. Boyle had by this 

time persuaded his leader to support him in this policy, and the next 

task was to win· the support of the members of the party. This was not 

going to be easy, because many of them held traditional right-wing views 

and were very suspicious of egaJ.i tarian ideas. TO them., equality was a 

socialist watchword which suggested bringing some things down and others 

up to a standard level. Many of these traditionalists feared they would 

be the victims in this process. A second problem that Boyle would meet, 

now that the party was in opposition, was that the rank and file members 

would tend to react against Labour policy in a party-political manner, 

thus making it particularly difficult to introduce liberal policies to 

them. So the next five years were for Boyle a struggle against certain 

factions in his own party on the one hand, and on the other hand a 

struggle against Tory political reaction to the Labour government's 

policies. 

Immediately after the electoral defeat Sir Alec and other leadin·g 

Conservatives felt that a swift and thorough examination of the party's 

policies was necessary.(l) The Advisory Committee on Fblicy was given 

(1) (a) G. Hutchinson, "Edward.Heath", P. 133. 
(b) D. Butler and M. Pin·to-Duschi:risky~ "The British General 

Election 1970", Chapter 3, Pp. 66-68. 
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the task, and Edward Heath was appointed chairman in· place of R. A. Butler 

who had held the post since 1945; Edward Boyle became vice-chairman. 

Policy groups were established to deal with different topics and these 

groups were augmented by outside experts, including academics. It was 

going to be a searching·review. Later, when Heath became leader of the 

party, the work of chairing the meetin-gs frequently fell on Boyle as 

vice-chairman•. There is no evidence that Boyle was particularly 

enthusiastic about this kind of work, but he was in fact an expert on• 

Conservative philosophy and policy, and his position in· this particular 

exercise is an indication of his influence and of the esteem in which he 

was held by the leadership of the party. 

Michael Stewart was appointed Secretary of State for Education in 

the new Labour Government, and on 12th November 1964 he informed the 

Commons that the new government intended to encourage the comprehensive 

form of secondary education·. (2) At the same time, he said, they would 

preserve what was valued in the grammar schools, broaden the curriculum 

of these schools and make them available to more children. A fortnight 

later he was on- his feet again saying tnat the government accepted that 

it could not be done overnight, nor by any one method.(3) On this 

occasion, Mr. Hogg, the Opposition Spokesman for Education, asked some 

questions about whether the government would force L.E.A. 's to go 

comprehensive and whether it would restrain over-enthusiastic L.E.A.'s 

from attempting to implement unsound schemes.(4 ) He added that he had 

"no hostility towards a. purpose-built comprehensive system, deliberately 

chosen by a local 90mrmmi ty", but he urged that there should be less 

haste and more consultation. 

(2) "Education in 1964", (Cmnd. 2612), P. 11. 

(3) Ibid. 

(4) Vol. 702, H. C. Deb, 27/11/64, Col. 1795. 
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The whole question of the comprehensive system and its relation 

to the grammar schools was debated in the Commons on 21st January 1965. 

Hogg spoke strongly against Labour's policy, pointing out that the 

Secretary of State had no power to force L.E.A.'s to follow this policy 

and it would be quite wrong to use his Section 13 powers to put pressure 

indirectly on ~he L.E.A.'s for this purpose.(5 ) He went on to quote 

various authorities as being opposed to Labour's proposals - the Crowther 

and Newsom Reports, the N.U .T., the Join,t Four, and the Senior Chief H.M.I. 

Hogg agreed tha-t the original basis of the tri-partite system - that there 

are three distinct types of children - had been proved wrong but, he 

claimed, the system was not a tri-partite one. We basically had two 

types of school, he said, and they overlap. 

Sir Edward Boyle was there, supporting Hogg as far as he could, 

. . (Col. 510-16) but stating his case ~n a more prec~se manner ~, • For example, 

while he agreed with Mr. Hogg that selection had a role to play he also 

made it clear that he was against taking a final decision on a child.'s 

ability at the age of 11. He pointed to the overlapping of courses 

between grammar and secondary modern schools as being the method that 

Conservatives favoured for achieving this aim. He also stressed the need 

to provide adequately for the very able children, and for the least-able. 

The latter are usually best provided for in a small school. Finally, he 

said, the nation could not afford an expensive building programme for 

comprehensives when there was an urgent need to improve primary schools. 

On· the following day ldchael Stewart moved on from Education to 

become Foreign Secretary because Patrick Gordon-Walker had failed a 

second time to win a seat in the Commons. Stewart was succeeded as 

(5) Vol. 705, H. C. Deb, 21/1/65, Col. 413 et seq. 
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Secretary of State for Education and Science by .Anthony Crosland who 

held the post. for the next two and a half years and came to be regarded 

as one of the best education ministers that Labour had had for many 

years. Crosland was one of the leading intellectuals in· the Labour Party 

at that time. In 1956 he had published "The Future of Socialism"(6), a 

stimulating study of the philosophy of Socialism. In particular he had 

analys·ed the notion of equality - how it was understood by Socialists in· 

the early part of this century, and. whether this was still relevant. He 

analysed factors, other than mal-distribution· of wealth, which offended 

ags.in·st the idea of equality. A new elite has arisen - a new class 

structure - based not on inherited wealth but on acquired wealth, 

influence and power of many kinds. This eliteness needs to be minimised, 

he said: public schools and the tri-partite system were major contributors 

to this new eliteness. Now, on his appointment as Secreta~ of State for 

Education and Science, he was in possession of the means to implemen·t his 

ideas. After surveying the scene, he decided that comprehensive 

re-organisation would need to be introduced at a moderate pace since the 

path ahead "was studded with obstacles, the shortage of public build.ings, 

the state of public opinion and the fact of local self-determination". (7) 

Labour's stated policy on comprehensive education soon gave cause 

for alarm. In Februa~ 1965, within days of the new minister taking 

office, Mr. A. B. Clegg, chief education officer of the West Riding, was 

sounding a warning.(8 ) In his presid~ntial address to the Association 

o·f Chief Education Officers he said that it was because he believed in· 

comprehensive schools that he was opposed to their being established at 

all costs. He continued: "I am alarme·d at the speed and expediency 

(6). C. A. R. Crosland, "The Future of Socialism", London, 1956. 

(7) Quoted by M. Parkinson, "The· Labour :Party and the Organisation of 
Second1;1ry Educ~tion 1918-65", P •. 89. 

(8) ~.E.S., 5/2/6~, P. 357;_ also in New Society, 11/2/65, Pp. 20-22. 
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with which some authorities are proposing to push through any old 

re-shuffle that will avoid the examinations at eleven." In particular 

he condemned schemes whereby children remained for only two years in 

one school :· transit camps, he called them. Nor did he like the 

establishing of a comprehensive school in widely separated buildin·gs. 

As for selection at 14 (the Leicestershire scheme) this would have the 

social effect of putting the clock back 40 years, he said. 

On 6th March 1965 Sir Edward Boyle, who had now succeeded .Mr. Hogg 

as Opposition Spokesman ~or Education, re-stated the Conservative view.(9) 

In a speech to the Central Council of the Conservative Party he referred 

back to the 1958 White Paper, spoke of the suitability of comprehensive 

schools in rural districts or new housing areas, but expressed opposition 

to comprehensive schemes in large cities which involved "the loss of 

integrity of established schools of real excellence.... He also spoke 

about priorities in the use of limited financial resources. He listed 

four things that should take preference over comprehensive schools:. 

more teachers for primary schools; replacement of old school buildings; 

post-school education in every field; and finally the content of education 

at all levels. Later that month Boyle discussed the subject again at the 

Conservative Local Government Conference. (lO) He expressed his support 

for the stand taken by Mr. Alec Clegg the previous month, and he added 

that Conservatives and others need to be convinced that the able child. 

would not be held back in ''comprehensive factories'. They wanted children· 

in all schools to get the right kind of education, but were opposed to any 

levelling down. That was the point at issue between the two main parties. 

Boyle did not condemn the comprehensive system outright but was convinced 

(9) N.C.P., 12/7/65, P. 399 and P. 402. 

(10) Times, 20/3/65, P. 8; T.E.S.,. 26/3/65, P. 942. 
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that care was needed in its introduction.(ll) 

In April of that year the new Secretary of State made an important 

policy statement concerning higher education. Mr. Crosland in a speech 

at Woolwich Polytechnic(l2) said that the government had decided to 

develo-p a binary system in higher education and, to this end, no more 

universities would be created during the next 10 years. Since 1956, when 

Eccles issued a White Paper on technical education, there had been an 

increasing demand for more places, and for increased quality. Ten 

important technical colleges had been raised in s.tatus to Colleges of 

Advanced Technology. These, in turn, were now in the process of becomin·g 

universities in their own right. BUt Mr. Crosland was about to put an 

end to this development. In future, when it was thought necessary to 

increase the status of a technical college, it would become not a 

university but a polytechnic, which he later defined as "a comprehensive 

institution of higher education embracing full-time, part-time and 

sandwich students". (l 3) 

At first glance this policy appears to be a step to establish a 

bi-partite or selective system in higher education. Noel Annan takes 

this interpretation·(l4 ) ,. likening the binary system in' H.E. to the tri-

partite system in secondary education, with the universities in the role 

of the direct grant schools. But perhaps there is room for another 

interpretation. Selection had long been practised in tertiary education: 

the more able students proceeded to university, while the less able were 

offered courses at their local technical college. Furthermore, while in 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

Guardian, 20/3/65, . P. 3. 

T'. E. S • , 30/4/6 5, P. 1328. 

White ·Paper(· "A plan for Polytechnics and other colleges", 
(Cmnd. 3006), May 1966. 

Noel Annan·, "The Reform of Higher· Education n·, article in• 
Political Quarterly 1967, Vol. 38, Pp. 234-52. 
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the latter the courses were vocationally orientated (and these associated 

with less-able students} the universities perpetuated the image of 

learning for its own sake, culminating perhaps in research work, and 

associated this with the very able student.. Selection·, then, already 

existed and Mr. Cro~land might well have seen polytechnics in the role 

of comprehensive schools, trying to supplant the university as the 

comprehensive was trying to supplant the grammar school. It would try 

to achieve this· by raisin·g vocationally orientated technical courses to 

the academic level of the universities. In his Woolwich speech he gave 

an indication of his motives, and they are in keeping with this 

comprehensive interpretation. It was desirable in itself, he said, 

that a substantial part of the higher education system should be under 

social con·trol, directly responsive to social needs. 

It was common· knowledge that the Secretary of State was preparing 

to issue a circular about comprehensive schools·. (l5) So, before the 

government committed itself to a policy, Sir Edward Boyle asked the 

minister(l6) for an assurance that projects purely to implement 

re-organisation would n~t be given priority over further projects to 

replace primary schools. Mr. Crosland gladly gave that assurance. It 

is interesting to note that no British government from that day to this 

has ever(l7) sanctioned pro·jects purely to implemen-t comprehensive 
. . . 

re-organisation. The cost of re-organising the entire country would 

be vast, and if funds were made available for one project they would 

have to be given for all. 

(15) N.C •. P., 12/7/65, P •. .401. 

(16) Vol. 715., H. C. Deb, 1/7/65, Col. 796. 

(17) A small exception to this was allowed when in January 1968 the 
raising of the school. leaving age was deferred. In· cases where 
R.O.S.L.A. money was also achieving comprehensive re-organisation, 
projects were. cl.lowed to continue. /_As this thesis was bein·g 
typ~d, the goveniment announced that £25 million was to be made 
available for comprehensive re-organdsation~ 
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The lon·g-awai ted circular wa~ published on 12th Juily 1965 -

Circular 10/65. It was an attempt to lay down a national policy on 

comprehensive re-organisation, which all L •. E.A.'s were expected to 

accept. The circular declared that the government's policy was to put 

an .end to selection at 11+ and eliminate separatism in secondary education•. 

All L.E.A.'s were requested to submit plans to show how they intended to 

implement this policy and, to assist the authorities in drawing up plans, 

six different types of organisation were sanctioned, two of which however 

could be accepted only as interim schemes. The fact that there was no 

money available was mentioned, and the document stressed that there must 

be consultation and co-operation with parents and teachers (840-42). 

This underlined the general approach that the Secretary of State took 

towards the entire matter.(lB) He realised that there was no money 

available solely for this purpose, but· he considered that, given good 

will on the part of L.E.A.'s, steady progress could be made by 

resourcefulness and ingenuity, particularly when resources were available 

·for replacing old buildings. Moreover, he believed that the coun·try was 

behind Labour in this comprehensive policy and that the aim could be 

achieved by consultation and persuasion, without having recourse to 

legislation. 

Boyle subsequently summed·up the Conservative reaction to the 

circular under three heads:(l9 ) middle-class parents who were sure that 

their child would win a grammar school place Vlanted to keep it that way; 

there was a fear of "botched-up" schemes, due to lack of resources; and 

some feared comprehensives lest they became too egalitarian. As a 

result of this reaction, many Conservatives looked to Boyle to resist 

with a hard line. But, while he was opposed to a compulsory imposition• 

(18) Tyrrell Burgess, "Obituary for 10/65", T~E.S., 3/?t/70, P. 75. 

(19) Lord Boyle in Journal of Educational Administration and History, 
Leeds University, June 1972, Pp. 34-5. 
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of comprehensive education,, Boy~e recognised the need to move away 

from selection at 11+. The Conservative Party was in a dilemma regarding 

its policy on second·ary education and Boyle said so at the party annual 

conference in October. 

Early in October the Conservative Party published its new policy 

document "Putting Britain Right Ahead".( 20) It was the result of the 

work of the party's Advisory Committee on· Policy which had set about 

this task under its new chairman, Edward Heath, after the election defeat 

in the previous year. Heath, by now the leader of the party, had done 

immense work, with Edward Boyle as his chief assistant, to marshal the 

policy-groups, sub-groups and other consultation machinery throughout 

the party. The document was the fore-runner of the election manifesto 

of 1\fa.rch 1966 when it was said that Heath 1 s party "had perhaps the most 

radical programme advanced by any since the war. It represented not 

just a break with the past, but with the past of the Conservative Party 

as well. ,.( 2l) But in matters of education the Advisory Committee on 

Policy was faced with a grave problem. It was perhaps best summed up 

in the following: ·~e have long recognised that·eleven is too early an 

age at which finally to decide the kind of·. course of which a boy or girl 

may be capable. But while acknowledging this, and accepting that a 

comprehensive pattern is best suited to certain areas, we do not believe 

that the academic standards set by our grammar schools, which are widely 

admired outside this country, can be maintained if all these schools are 

to lose their separate identity. "( 22 ) The only solution that could be 

suggested for the problem was to say that the consequences of selection· 

at eleven should not be final. But was this feasible? Attempts had 

(20) "Putting Britain Right Ahead", Conservative Central Office, 
October 1965. 

(21) D. McKie and C. Cook, "Deca.de.of Disillusion", P. 42. 

(22) "Puttin·g Britain Right Ahead"·, P. 17. 
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been made for some years to minimise the effects of wrong selection at 

eleven, but with little success. 

This document· was fresh in the minds of party ~elegates who attended 

the annual conference of the party at Brighton in the middle of October 

1965. In the education debate the motion first of all deplored the outs 

in expenditure that Labour had imposed on education in July, then it wen·t 

on to condemn ill-conceived schemes which were being submitted by some 

L.E.A.'s and accepted by the government. There was an acceptance however 

that comprehensive schools could be of value in certain circumstances. 

Sir Edward Boyle, the Shadow Spokesman for Education, was well received 

when he made the concluding speech of the debate. His theme was a 

development of the policy document of the previous week.( 23) He echoed 

the words of several previous speakers when he admitted that the 

Conservative Party was in a dilemma in this matter of secondary 

re-organisation·: eleven was too early to segregate children according 

to ability, yet the comprehensive alternative meant the death of grammar 

schools and a lowering of academic standards. This, he said, was the 

reason why Conservatives had not been dogmatic in the policy document, 

and were not being dogma.tic now. He declared that he did not believe 

that the time had come for·rapid and universal imposition of the 

comprehensive principle. A little later he added that there were 

reasons for not going too fast; his proposed solution was that there 

should be a s1ower process of evolution in this matter. In conclusion, 

and to lift the debate above the level of party dogmatisms, he reminded 

the delegates of a principle laid down by an earlier, distinguished 

TOry education leader - Lord Butler. "I have always believed", said 

Boyle, "that the Butler Act and all that has followed from it, has been 

(23) "Conservative Party Conference 1965", Verbatim report, Pp. 56-7; 
T·.E.S., 22/10/65, P. 829; P. 832~ 



142. 

one of the greatest chapters in the history of our Party. Let us firmly 

stand by our ideal of secondary education for all and do not let us ever 

give the impression that we are interested only in the secondary education 

of one section." 

During the early months of 1966 there were signs of dissent within 

the Labour government. The economic situation was still bad, and this 

time the axe f'ell on Defence. But despite a ministerial resignation 

Harold Wilson felt that the wind was generally blowing in the right 

direction for his party and he called a general election for March. So 

these months were important ones for the parties to decide upon·, and 

propagate their election policies. There have been times when the major 

political parties, or individuals in them, have had a great deal of 

policy in common·. Butskellism in the 1950's represented a consen·sus of 

opinion between large sectors of each party over broad areas in policy: 

and now it was evident that there was a great deal that Crosland· and 

B'oyle had in common in educational matters. Many of the party faithful 

felt (and still do) that elections can be lost if there are too many 

areas of grey, instead of clear-cut black and white, in matters of policy -

too nruch common ground instead of opposing policies. Critics in the 

Conservative Party felt that Sir Edward would have to be watched. They 

didn't have to wait long. The North of' England Educa.tion Conf'erence met 

that year at Harrogate and on 6th January 1966 B·oyle and Crosland. were 

together on the platf'orm answering questions on their parttes' policies. 

In· reply to a question as to what the Conservatives would do about 

Circular 10/65 if they were to return to power in the sprin·g Sir Edward (24 ) 

said that he would not immediately withdraw the circular, as he would be 

interested to learn what ideas the authorities had to off'er. Further, 

(24) C.C.O., 6/1/66 (Wrongly dated 6/1/22), No. 98~. 
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he recalled that the Plowden Committee was expected to report in the 

autu!lD'l concerning the age of' transfer, so it would seem wise to wait 

until after that, before finalising plans. A Conservative government 

of course would not make the same drive in a comprehensive direction, 

but on the other hand he had no intention of send:i,ng out a circular 

urgin·g secondary organisation on a bi-partite pattern. "I should continue 

to judge individual proposals of local authorities for re-organisa.tion' on• 

their merits as n~ predecessors and I always did." 

Obviously, Sir Edward's first statement - that he wou•ld not 

immediately withdraw Circular 10/65 -would need clarification, because 

that circular expected all L.E.A.'s to make plans to become comprehensive, 

but Boyle's second statement implied that the L.E.A.'s would be left to 

choose for themselves whether or not to· do so. Early in February he was 

reported( 25) to be in trouble with his political activists over this 

speech. On 24th February he mad.e his view clear, in the House( 26 ), that 

Circular 10/65 had no force whatsoever in law. Then, at the beginning 

of March, during the debate on comprehensive schools ( 27.') he explained 

his point of view very fully. The Conservatives, he said, would make 

teac~er supply and primary education thei~ main priorities, not 

comprehensive schools. In his view, the government should not waste 

money duplicating secondary schools of a comprehensive type where adequate 

secondary provision already existed, albeit in a bi-partite.form. The 

shortcomin·gs of selection, which are associated with bi-partite school.s, 

should instead be minimised by the overlapping of courses between the 

grammar and modern schools. He warned the House that neighbourhood 

schools in the poorer quarters of large cities would do less than justice 

(25) Education, ll/2/66,.P. 297.. 

(26) Vol. 7.25, H. C. Deb, 24/2/66, Col. 607-8. 

(27) Vol. 7.25, H. C. Deb, 2/3/66, Col. 1385-1438. 
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to the able children of those areas. Sir Edward conceded to Mr. Prentice, 

however, that there were evils arising from 11+ selection which could. not 

be overcome merely by overlapping of courses between schools: there VI~S, 

for example, the problem of the early sense of failure engendered in· a 

child who failed to obtain a grammar school place. 

Despite Boyle's assurances that he disagreed with La"Qour on many 

points_of their comprehensive policy, his critics within the Conservative 

(28) Party wanted. no compromise. Possibly their voices would have gone 

unheard had not Mr. Crosland intervened at this point with another 

circular about comprehensive school.s. Circular 10/65 had simply requested 

L.E.A. 's to prepare and submit plans for comprehensive schools: this 

one - Circular 10/66 - was an attempt to use indirect methods to coerce 

the L.E.A.'s. There was no law that the Secretary of State could use to 

force L.E.A. 's to submit plan·s, but Circular 10/66 indicated that he was 

prepared to use financial sanctions. In future, he said, he would not 

include on a building programme any secondary school project that was 

"incompatible with the introduction of a non-selective system of secondary 

education'"• But the timing of the circular was crucial - a mere three 

weeks before the election. The Tories had to react. Within the week 

Mr. Heath did. At an election press conference he declared( 29 ) that if 

the Conservatives were returned to power they would withdraw both of 

these circulars- 10/65 and 10/66. Instead L.E.A.'s would be invited 

to choose for themselves whether to go comprehensive or not. A 

Conservative government would however reject any ''bogus schemes" that 

were proposed. ~ this Mr. Heath meant the grouping together of small 

schools to form a split-site comprehensive school. However, the 

(28) T.E.S., 4/3/66, .P. 642 •. 

(29) T •. E.S., 18/3/66, P. 826. 
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Conservative election' manifesto had already been produced(30) and it 

contained. none of these recent reactionary ideas. Indeed it is douhtful 

whether Mr. Heath's late intervention had much effect: the electorate 

wen·t to the polls with the impression that there was little to choose 

between the parties in educational matters. Certainly, education did 

not emerge as an election issue.(3l) 

Despite this alleged failure by Crosland to bring about a 

divergence of educational policies, for election purposes, a slow 

evolution was nevertheless taking place that would leave the two parties 

far apart in the matter of secondary education. \Vhen Crosland became 

Secretary of State for Education and Science he needed no persuasion to 

accept the comprehensive principle: he had advocated it for years. 

Sir Edward Boyle had gradually come to share this conviction, though he 

had arrived at this position by a rather different line of reason. Even 

in the matter of preserving grammar schools there was a certain agreement. 

Boyle was urging moderation> and a slow evolution towards comprehensive 

education in order to avoid a mass closure of grammar schools. Crosland 

came to office with a statement calling for a "moderate pace" towards 

comprehensive re-organisation because of the obstacles that lay ahead 

(Parkinson, P. 89). One of the obstacles he mentioned was the state 

of public opinion - presumably a reference to esteem for the grammar 

schools. 

However in 1965 Labour took the plunge. It could be said that 

the two parties were faced with a choice between equal opportunity for 

all children or the maintaining of high standards. Not everyone would 

agree that comprehensive schools mean lower standards. Some see the 

(30) "Action not Words'', Conservative Party's election manifesto, 1966. 

(31) Education, 25/3/66, P. 613. 
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comprehensive system as one which merely spreads out the high concentration' 

of able pupils and highly qualified staff into s~ller, though viable, 

units. With this line of argument in mind Labour chose to abandon the 

grammar schools and work all out to achieve equal opportunity for all 

children through the medium of comprehensive education. Circulars 10/65 

and 10/66 were the result of this decision. 

On the other hand Boyle, afraid lest comprehensive schools would 

fail to maintain standards, was in a dilemma over the choice. His 

initial rea.ction (at the annual conferenc·e 1965) was to urge a retardin·g 

of the process of re-organisation. Since that time he had sought to 

discover schemes whereby grammar schools could be given a role within 

a comprehensive scheme. Transfer of pupils at ages later than eleven 

suggested that grammar schools might find a role in comprehensive systems 

as upper-tier schools or as sixth form colleges. This was to be Boyle's 

approach to the problem in the years ahead. 

The Conservatives fought the 1966 election with a set of policies 

which had. been devised since 1964 under Mr. Heath's leadership;. They 

were radical enough, (32) but nevertheless failed to capture the imaginatiort 

of the nation. Moreover, Heath's popularity was not great, while Wilson's 

had increased due to his repent handling of U.D.I. in Rhodesia. The 

result was that Labour won the election, increasing their overall majori~ 

from 4 seats in 1964 to 96 seats. 

With the election over, there was no longer the need to speak with 

vote-catching in mind. Sir Edward was able to return to his two-fold 

task of trying to convert the extreme elements of his own party to a 

more moderate view, while at the same time trying to persuade the 

(32) D. McKie and c~ Cook, "Decade of Disillusion II' P. 42. 
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government to be less dogmatic, and more practical and realistic in this 

matter of comprehensive sch~als. Educational standards must be maintained 

in the process, he insisted. 

Boyle launched into his task without delay, in the Commons debate 

on Education· and Technology in April of that year. His first point(33) 

was to remind members that educational demands were outstripping resources, 

and therefore it was essential to determine an order of priority. 

Conservatives would begin with expansion of teacher supply, and then go 

on· to improve and expand primary education, restore the cuts in higher 

education while improving further education, increase resources for 

special schools, and finally spend more on the Newsom sector. He spoke 

about the need to assist schools, espe.cially primary schaols, in, the 

twilight zones of towns and cities - a theme that received much publicity 

and attention later in the year when the Plowden Committee reported its 

findings. Boyle had pointedly omitted any reference to comprehensives in 

his list of educational priorities but now he proceeded to discuss several 

points connected with them(Col. 394- 8 ). Conservatives were not committed 

to selection as a matter of principle. They were prepared to experiment 

with comprehensives in the search for an alternative to selection, but 

not if it involved the destruction of good schools. Boyle quietly made 

other small but telling poin-ts. Shortage of money, he asserted, would 

lead to over-enthusiastic L.E.A.'s proposing make-shift schemes: these 

must be resisted. Some L.E.A.'s were doing quite well in overcoming the 

short-comin·gs of the bi-partite system, and they wanted the opportunity 

to continue experimenting on these lines, and with recently established. 

secondary modern schools. Section 13 of the 19lt.4 Education Act gave the 

Secretary of State a useful power to examine all proposed developments 

(33) Vol. 727, H. C. Deb, 25/4/66, Col. 387-99. 
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in the educational system, but Circular 10/66 would be a mis-use of this 

power. Then Sir Edward posed the question whether comprehensives were 

capable of stretching the capacity of the top 5% of children in the 

ability range, while at the same time providing for the bottom 10%. He 

agreed that perhaps there should be more comprehensives but, even in the 

long term, he could not support unconditional abolition of selection. 

He concluded with a plea for direct grant schools, which were being 

threatened by the government. Eventually, if the government's policies 

were impiemented, there would be two extremes:- on the one hand a non-

selective state school sector, and on the other the independent sector 

of education·. He saw the direct grant schools as a bridge between these 

two sectors. They were both an educational and social li~k. Why destroy 

this bridge which was so useful to the nation, he asked. 

In the Debate on the Qu·een's Speech, early in: May,(34) Mr. Crosland 

made a notable change in policy regarding the 3-tier (middle school) 

system. The Education Act of 1964 and Circular 10/65 had sanctioned 

this system of comprehensive education, but only in limited circumstances. 

Now the restriction was to a large extent lifted. It was rather late to 

be doing this, as authorities had now been working on their plans for 12 

months, but it was a decision welcomed in many quarters. 

Later that month the Secretary of State issued a White Paper settin·g 

out his plans for Polyteqhnics(35) -the ideas that he had discussed in 

his Woolwich Speech of April 1965. This was followed by an ann·ouncement 

that the government was allocating an additional £33 million· each year, 

for three years, to prepare for raising the school leaving age to 16.(36 ) 

(.34) Education, 6/5/66, P. 945. 

(35) Cf. "Education in 1966", (Cmnd .• 3226), P. 22. 

( 36) Op • cit • , P. 14. 
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Sir Edward Boyle had already, at election time, ·made clear his support 

for this.(37) Again at the Conservative party conference in October the 

Conservatives showed their approval that priority be given to this policy 

which aimed at preventing children from opting out of education before 

their full potential had been reached.( 38 ) Sir Edward was given his 

usual warm reception by the delegates, and while he did not condemn· 

comprehensives as such, he warned(39 ) the government about the damage 

that could: be done to educational standards by the hasty plans that _were 

resulting from the government's pressure. Once more he declared the 

priorities that he felt should prevail in educational spending. As if 

in· reply to this, the Secretary of State in November made_it clear to 

the House that he would. in no circumstances divert financial resources 

merely to implement comprehensive re-organisation, because that would be 

at the expense of the slum schools, especially the primary ones.(40) 

Sir Edward on that occasion approved Mr. Crosland's firm stand, but 

added: "is it not clear that comprehensive education should not be 

rapid+y and universally imposed?" 

During this· period Sir Edward referred on several occasions to the 

view that eleven was too early an age for the decisive act of selection 

in secondary education. At the party conference in October he declared 

that(4l) the Tories supported this view which, he said, was upheld by 

the majqrity of educational and popular op~n~on. Again in December, at 

Bristol University,C42 ) speaking about direct grant schools, he said 

"Everyone knows that sooner or later there has to be selection,; but the 

(37) T.E.S., 25/3/66,_P.-903. 

(38) T.E.S., 14/10/66, P. 875 and P. 863. 

(39) "Conservative Party. Conf'erence 1966", Verbatim report, Pp. U-44. 

(40) Vol. 735, _H. C. Deb, 3/11/66, Col. 641-2. 

(41) "Conservative Party.Conference-1966", Verbatim report, P. 43. 

(42) C.C.O., 2/12/66, No. 10,687', P. 3. 
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question is: 'How soon?' I think that the majority of opinion has come 

to feel that eleven is too early an age for the most decisive act of 

selection. to take place, and this indeed is my own view." He suggested 

that 13, or 15 or 16 might be a more acceptable age, and that direct 

grant schools might develop a neVI role in this connection. 

A further possible development of this theme was suggested two 

months later in a Conservative discussion document "Education and the 

Citizen". It repeated that(43) eleven is too early an age for selection 

but, without committing the party either for or against comprehensive 

schools, it stated the principle that educational standards must not be 

allowed to fall during the experimental or transitional stage. Then it 

expressed "grave doubt whether the 'high fliers' - the top 3 or 4 per 

cent in ability - could be adequately catered for in a completely non-

selective system." Support was given once more to direct grant schools. 

Meanwhile in January 1967 an important educational event was the 

publication of the Plowden Report.{44) During the previous eight years 

many aspects of education had been the subject of reports - notably the 

Crowther, Newsom and Robbins reports. Now it was the Plowden Committee, 

examining all aspects of primary education. The committee had done its 

job thoroughly: most educational experts, in one field or another, were 

given an opportunity to contribute, either as members or in an advisory 

capacity; extensive research was commissioned, a.nd the committee, after 

examining the problems, listed its proposed remedies in order of priority, 

and coated them. 

The main theme of the report was a stress on the effect of social 

disad.vantage on educational opportunity. Perhaps understandably, since 

(43) C.:P.C., ·Ma.sterbrief series, No. 4, "Education a.nd the Citizen", 
Pp. 5-6 •.. 

(44) C .A.C .E., "Children and their Primary Schools", (Plowden Report). 
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its terms of reference were for primary education, the Plowden: Committee 

after pointing to the decaying, twilight areas of the big cities as the 

principle places of social deprivation•, declared that the effects of this 

deprivation on a child's educational opportunity were felt more 'at primary 

level than at secondary. The Committee quoted research evidence to show 

that social deprivation begins to affect educational. opportunity at pre­

school age. (45) Consequently these areas should have priority in· nursery 

school programmes. After that there should be positive discrimination(46 ) 

at primary school level to try to redress the balance for these child.ren•. 

Their neighbourhoods should be designated as Educational Priority Areas 

so that they would receive preferential treatment in both buildin·g and 

staff provision. Moreover, attempts should be made to involve parents, 

in· these areas, more fully in the education of their children'. <47) 

The report was accepted by parliament in· a debate in the Commons 

on· 16th March.(4B) The main differences of opinion concerned the 

financial aspects : how to a.rrange financial inducements for staff in 

the deprived are~s, and even the question of fees for nursery education·, 

in the case of those who could afford to pay - a strange point to raise 

when discussing deprived areas, where the main problem would be to 

persuade parents to make use of nursery schools. The Conservatives had 

b:een· advocating for some time that educational resources should be 

directed first to replacing old primary schools. Now this report added 

a great deal of strength to their argument: old primary schools suffered 

not just from age, but they tended to be associated with areas of social 

deprivation. So it was doubly important that priority should be given 

(45) Op. cit., P. 63, and Chapter 9. 

(46) Op. cit., Chapter 5, especially Pp. 57-59· 

(47) Op~ cit .• , Chapter 4. 
(48) Vol. 743, H. C. Deb, 16/3/67, Col. 734-74 7. 
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to their replacement. Boyle wound up his speech in• this debate with 

the statement "It is our view that the main Plowden recommendations 

ought to be given a clear priority over resources for comprehensive 

re-organisation in those areas where there is already sufficient secondary 

provision available." Sir Edward was tryin·g to ensure that the Secretary 

of State would not renege on his pledge that there would be no resources 

made available purely for comprehensive re-organisation'. This at least 

would be one way of ensuring a partial slowing-down of re-organisation, 

a reduction in momentum which he felt v,ras essential if the high educational 

standards were not to be destroyed. 

In February of that year the 1967· Education Act became law.<49 ) 

Among other things this Act permitted the Secretary of State to increase 

grants for the building or enlargement of Voluntary Aided and Special 

Agreement schools from 75% to 80%. The need for this followed from 

Circular 10/65. "Since this 'comprehensive' plan would eventually entail 

the provision of great numbers of new and larger schools", wrote on·e 

commentator, (50) "the denominational bodies were .naturally concerned, 

and the Roman Catholic authorities, in particular, made it clear tha.t, 

although they were not opposed in principle to the new policy, they would 

expect the state to ensure that they •·were not financially worse off if 

they decided to fall in with the scheme.' (T .. E.S •. , 8/5/64, P. 1250)." 

What was the view of the leading members of the Conservative Party -

the· Shadow Cabinet - on this matter of selection• and comprehensive 

education? A Conservative minister or opposition spokesman was normally 

responsible for formulating the policy of his department, under the 

(49) G. Taylor.and J. B. Saunders, "The New Law of Education·", P. 308. 

(50) J. Murphy; "Church, State and Schools in Britain•, 1800-1970", 
Pp. 123-4. 
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watchful eye of his leader, and so long as that policy did not involve 

another department the minister would not usually submit it to the Cabin·et 

or Shadow Cabinet, unless it became a political issue. (5l) Boyle recalls 

that, since comprehensive education had by this time become a political 

issue within the party, early in 1967 he submitted a paper on the subject 

to the Shadow Cabinet. Boyle reminded his colleagues in the Shadow 

Cabinet(52) that when the Conservatives had been in power they had 

approved a number of comprehensive mergers (involving grammar schools) 

in country districts, and had legislated to make middle schools a 

possibility. Moreover, he said, there were many Conservative-controlled 

L.E.A.'s who wanted to go comprehensive. Boyle's paper was favourably 

received and discussed. The result was that the Conservative Shadow 

Cabinet resolved(53) that the 11+ examination ought to be abolished, but 

that L.E.A.'s should be allowed to choose for themselves between the 

comprehensive or selective systems; more attention should be given to 

primary education, and the demand for an expansion of further and. higher 

education must be met. 

In March 1967 the political parties were preparing themselves for 

the local government elections. The policy on secondary education 

publicised by the Conservatives(54 ) now stated that selection at 11 or 

12 years of age should be aband.oned, but they were not opposed to having 

it at a later age. They seem to have moved away from the defence of the 

(51) E. Boyle, A. Crosland, M. Kogan, "The Politics of Education", 
Pp. 104-5. 

(52) Lord Boyle, "The Politics of Secondary Re-organisation" in Leeds 
University's Journal of Educational Administration and History, 
June 1972, P. 35. 

(53) D. Butler and M. Pinto-Duschinsky, "The British General Election· 
1970 II' P. 71. 

(54) (i) 

(ii) 
(iii) 

Conservative Research Department, "Conservative Campaign 
Guide: Local government elections 1967", March 1967. 
T.E.S.; 10/3/67~ P~ 808. 
T.E.S., 10/3/67, P. 831. 
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grammar school to a defence of' the sixth f'orm. On several occasions 

during the previous few months (at the annual conf'erence in October, and 

at Bristol University in December) Boyle had spoken about the need to 

maintain the high standards of' the sixth f'orms. In January 1967, in a 

speech at Cambridge(SS), he suggested. that there should be more 

experiments with sixth f'orm colleges. 

It is not uncommon for a party in power in Westminster to begin to 

lose influence in local government after a few years. Some changes were 

theref'ore expected in the local government elections of 1967. But no 

one ever dreamed that Labour would lose control of the Inner London 

Education Authority - the equivalent of losing control of' the old. London 

County Council - a traditional Labour stronghold. Yet that was the 

outcome of the London elections held that April.(S6) The I.L.E.A. was 

regarded as the premier L.E.A. in the country. Events there would now 

be regarded as reflections of Conservative national policy. Indeed, the 

appoin-tmen•ts to the key posts were expected to be influenced by the 

national leaders. The choice for leader of I.L.E.A. fell on Christopher 

Chataway, Boyle's one-time parliamentary secretary. Chatawa.y was a 

liberal-minded educationist of the Boyle type, who had worked well with 

Boyle, showing both ability and loyalty. The appointment indicated that 

within the Tory party Boyle's views were clearly in the ascendancy. 

Moreover the party now had an opportunity, on a minor scale, to put 

their policies to the test. Now was the time to find out whether they 

were workable, and acueptable. 

The 5th May 1967 saw the remainder of the local government elections. 

The result was a considerable victory for the Conservative Party. In many 

(55) T.E.S., 6/1/67, P. 26. 

(56) Education, 2J./4/67, Pp. 759-60. 
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cities and county areas Conservatives found themselves in power a.nd had 

to address themselves in a. responsible manner to the problem of secondary 

re-organisation. In some places comprehensive plans were being 

implemented, in others L.E.A.'s were busy formulating plans in response 

to directions from the Secretary of State. Should Conservatives stop 

all this? Tory chairmen were looking to their leader for guidance. A 

few weeks later~~. Heath gave it to them. In a major speech at the 

conference of the Conservative Advisory Committee on Education the Leader 

of the Opposition gave the official party position.(57) 

Instea.d of a speech in· defence of the grammar schools, as some had 

expected, Mr. Heath ranged over the whole field of secondary education, 

and showed himself to be in full support of the views of Sir Edward Boyle. 

He began by stating that the Conservative Party accepted the trend of 

educational opinion against selection at 11-plus. It followed from this 

that there would have to be some re-organisation of a.t least the early 

years of secondary education. The choice of a system must however rest 

with the L.E.A. Then he paid tribute to the grammar schools, to their 

great achievements and traditions. They had chan-ged and evolved in the 

past, and he warned that they would need to ad.apt again, now and in· the 

future, if they were to survive. They would need to seek a new role. 

Mr. Heath suggested that in some cases this might be achieved as a sixth 

form college, and in others it might be as the upper part of a two-tier 

comprehensive school. He had in mind the Leicestershire scheme with 

guided parental choice at 13 or 14. years of age. Furthermore in areas 

where no good grammar school existed he felt he could support an all-

through comprehensive school, provided that it was purpose-built. 

(57) c.c.o., 17/6/67, No. 488/67, Heath; and 492/67. 
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Then Mr. Heath proceeded to set out guide-lines upon which, i:n 

his view, any sensible scheme of re-organisation should be based. The 

scheme should above all be in the interest of the children - the present 

generation as well as future ones - and it must be such as would attract 

first-class teaching staff·. It must avoid using resources which rightly 

belonged elsewhere, and it must fit existing buildings rather than try 

to link together wid.ely-separated buildings. (This seemed to restrict 

all-through comprehensives to developing areas which could both command 

the resources for a purpose-built school, and be free from the 

restrictions imposed by an existing grammar school.) Mr. IIeath said 

that a proposed scheme ought to be closely examined for its likely effect 

on the sixth form, and there must be provision for the brightest children. 

He e~so spoke in support of direct grant and independent schools being 

retained and encouraged, and also parental choice. Those were the 

criteria that Conservatives should follow in judging or devisin·g 

re-organisation schemes, said Mr. Heath. 

Boyle states(5B) that A~. Heath's speech, in which he acknowledges 

the trend away from separate schools at eleven, fairly reflected the 

discussion that the Shadow Cabinet had had earlier in the year: indeed 

Mr. Heath seems to have gone further than the Shadow Cabinet did. Clearly, 

Boyle had won over his leader and his sen-ior colleagues to his liberal 

point of view in this matter. Therefore, in accordance with the 

constitution of the party Boyle's views were now official party policy, 

since they had the approval of the leader. There remained one problem: 

were they acceptable to the rank-and-file members of the party? It is 

true that by tradition and. constitution the Conservative Party accepts 

its policy fr.om its leader. But if the members don't like his policy 

(58) E. Boyle, A. Crosland, M. Kogan, "The Politics of Education·", 
P. 105. 
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they are free to revolt against him. In this case there were certain 

elements within the party who did take exception· to this policy on 

secondary education, and Boyle was to spend the next two years trying 

to win them over. But before following up that story it is worth 

examinin·g how Christopher Cha taway tackled his problems in the I.L • E • .A. 
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Chapter 13 

The Conservatives control I.L.E.A.: an experiment in co-existence 

The Inner London Edu~ation Authority of which the Conservatives won 

control in April 1967 was the education authority for the twelve inner 

London boroughs, together with the City of London-. The Greater London 

Council had been established by the London Government Act of 1963(l), 

and the twenty outer boroughs were considered suitable to be education· 

authorities in their ovm right. However the twelve inner boroughs of 

the G.L .C. were thought to be sufficiently homogeneous to warrant bein·g 

grouped as one education authority, the I.L.E.A. This, in fact, was a 

special sub-committee of the G.L .C., but virtually autonomous ( 2): its 

members were drawn from the G.L .C. and from the borough councils, Vlhile 

the financing was done by the boroughs through the G.L.C. 

The I.L.E.A. covered an area which was more or less the area of 

the old London County Council. The latter had been Labour-controlled 

for 30 years, which explained the Conservative jubilation at their 

unexpected success. Christopher Chataway, whom they appointed as 

chairman of the I.L.E.A., had become a member of the L.C.C. in 1958 and 

member of parliament. in 1959.(3) Then he had served as Parliamentary 

~nder-Secretary for Education, with Sir Edward Boyle, from 1962 until 

1964. So he was well fitted for the challenge that had come the way 

of the Conservatives in London. Speculation was rife: would the I.L.E.A. 

enter into a frontal clash with Mr. Crosland and, Vlith other authorities 

recently won by the Tories, force him to legislate over comprehensive 

education?(4 ) It was reasonable to suppose that Boyle had not worked 

(1) Keesing's Contemporary Archives, P. 19902, P. 19904 and P. 19906. 

(2) "Municipal Yearbook, 1973", P. 875. 

(3) Education, 20/7/62, P. 75. 

(4) Education, 21/4/67, Pp. 759-60. 
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in vain, especially with Chataway. Boyle's confidence was not misplaced. 

As soon as Chataway was appointed he put a.n end to the speculation~. (5) 

He announced that he was not hostile to comprehensive schools, but he 

thought that there was room for a certain percentage of children to go 

to grammar schools. He seemed particularly impressed with the 

educational system of New York where most children go to comprehensive 

schools, but about seven per cent (not necessarily the most able children) 

go to selective schools, and he felt that a similar system could work well 

in London, though sev-en might not be the right percentage. It was clear 

that the scheme which had been drawn up earlier in the year by the Labour 

controlled comnd. ttee, in response to Mr. Crosland's Circular 10/65, 

would be vrlthdrawn and amended by the Conservatives under 1~. Chataway. 

BUt how radical would the amendment be? 

A fortnight after taking office it was reported(6) that 

"Mr. Christopher Chataway has wasted no time in dashing the hopes of 

backwoodsmen among his supporters. 11 He had announced that plans to turn 

seven I.L.E.A. grammar schools into comprehensives were to proceed. The 

report went on: "It is Mr. Chataway's first contribution to the concordat 

which he and Mr. Crosland show every sign of reaching. That it makes 

sense is also important. The Conservatives recognise that there are no 

votes in posing as defenders of the eleven plus." However as far as 

these seven w&re concerned, Chataway's primary consideration seems to 

have been tha.t it was too late to change the decision that Labour had 

made to re-organise these grammar schools. To unscramble the plans at 

this late stage, he said, would be harmfUl to the children involved, and 

would be an irresponsible act. 

(5) Education, 28/4/67, P. 811. 

(6) Education, 12/5/67, P. 890. 
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In October the Conservatives 1 revised plan for secondary education• 

in the I.L.E.A. was published. This first draft proposed that the number 

of grammar schools be reduced from 68 to 40 over the n·ext eight years. (7) 

This would reduce the percentage of children in selective schools f'rom 

19% to 10%. It would certainly be a major step in the direction of 

comprehensive education•, though with a clear reservation that some good 

grammar schools were to be retained. This was the explanation· that 

Chataway gave to his supporters (and. it probably was a true account of 

his intentions), while to the Secretary of' State, who was now Mr. Patrick 

Gordon Walker, he declared that 1975 was as far ahead as anyone could 

reasonably plan, in view of the uncertainty about resources. I .I, .• E .A. 1 s 

plan, then, was a firm commitment to a limited number of good grammar 

schools co-existing alongside a comprehensive scheme for 90% of children. 

In February 1968 when the plan was in its f'inal stage of bein·g 

approved, Chataway stated(8 ) that he believed this kind of' co-existence 

was both possible and desirable. However, he admitted that many other 

people felt that secondary education should be 100% comprehensive. For 

their peace of mind he pointed out that this plan did not pre-judge that 

issue. It merely implemented as many comprehensive schools as expected 

resources in the next few years would allow. Indeed, he warn·ed that the 

recent £100 million cuts in educational spend.ing, especially the postponin·g 

of the raising of the school leaving age, might well slow up the 

implementing of the new I.L.E.A. plan. 

Havin·g stated its commitment to co-existence, the new I.L.E.A. now 

turned its attention to ensuring that all comprehensives received their 

share of the a.bili ty that was available. For some years the grammar 

(7.) Education, 13/10/67, .P. 539. lfhis should read "68 to 40";} 

(8) Ed.ucation, 2/2/68, P. 160. 
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schools had offered their places to the most able children and the 

comprehensives had a limited scope, within a system of banding, to 

compete for talent. Only a few comprehensives, notably those which 

had formerly been grammar schools, were strong enough to attract able 

children who'had been offered places in grammar schools. These prestige 

comprehensiv~ .. schools had thereby succeeded in obtainin·g a. balanced 

mixed-ability intake, but the remainder- the majority of I.L.E.A.'s 

comprehensive schools - were described as "re-named secondary modern 

schools". (9) In March 1968, however, the authority made an adjustment 

to the system of banding, with the result (and probably with the 

intention) that the prestige comprehensives received a less able entry, 

to the benefit of the less popular schools, or as the staff of the 

Wandsworth School put it: "the effect would be to fill the grammar 

schools and then distribute the remaining academic pupils evenly amon·g 

all comprehensive schools ... (lO) The staffs of the prestige comprehensives 

. (11) 
protested loudly, led by Wandsworth School. Woodbury Down and Highbury 

Grove Schools also issued staff statements.(l 2) Such schools saw 

thems·elves as carrying the reputation of the comprehensive movement on 

their shoulders, and they felt that they had achieved a good reputation 

by having a balanced intake of the whole ability range - no more and no 

less. Woodbury Down suggested that 11the way to help the less privileged 

comprehensives was in the short term to speedily implement the I.L .E.A. 

development plan, and to get those grammar schools, scheduled to become 

comprehensive, to begin to take a balanced intake now: others could be 

asked to take a reduced intake. 11 The headmaster of Stockwell Manor gave 

(9) Education, 21/6/68, P. 820; 5/7/68, P. 8. 

(10) Ibid.; also "Forum for the discussion of new trends in education", 
Autumn 1968, Vol. 11, P. 18. 

(~1) Education, 21/6/68, P. 820. 

(12) Education, 12/7/68, P. 72. 
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a warnlng that the n'eW procedure would produce in most schools mi1mte 

and quite unviable sixth forms by 1973. It would s~eem that not everyon·e 

agreed with Mr. Chataway that 11co-existence between different types of 

schools is both possible and desirable ... (l3) 

In October 1968 the new Secretary of State, Mr. Edward Short, 

approved (l4 ) I.L.E.A. 's plan in prin:ciple. Grammar schools would be 

reduced in number from 68 to 44, while comprehensives would increase by 

47 to reach a total of 128 by 1975. Mr. Short ha.d several reservations, 

the principal one being a regret that the plan did not look beyond 1975. 

The au~hority replied that it would formulate further plans in the early 

1970's and in the light of building resources available. Mr. Short also 

urged the I.L.E.A. to proceed with four projects involving the amalgamation 

of grammar schools with complementary secondary moderns. In two of these 

cases Mr. Chataway had decided against amalgamation because of opposition 

from governors and staff. He continued to exclude all of these schools 

from the re-organisation plans and the dispute with the minister 

continued. (l5 ) 

By December 1968 the future of the sixth forms was under consideration 

and in that month the authority published a report: 11Sixth form 

opportunities in Inner London".(l6 ) The authority was rightly worried 

about this potentiP.~ side-effect of their co-existence policy. They had 

been warned that the new procedure would produce in most comprehensive 

schools minute a.nd quite unviable sixth forms by 1973. (l7 ) In June 1969 

(13) Education, 2/2/68, P. 160. 

{14) Education, 11/10/68, P. 397. 

(15) Education·, 6/12/68, P. 685 and P. 703. 

{16) Discussed by Guy Neave in an article 11The sixth form jungle in the 
London Comprehensives 11 ·in 11Forum for the discussion of new trends 
in Education 11

, Vol. 12, Summer 1970, Pp. 97-100. 

(17) Education, 12/7/68, P. 72. 



Mrs. Lena Tovmsend, who had been vice-chairman under Chataway, and had 

succeeded him as chairman of the I.L .• E.A •. in April, outlined. her plan, 

for the future organisation of the sixth forms. Inevitably, the plan 

involved the weaker schools depending upon their more powerful neighbours 

for sixth form work. Many would be left with no sixth form courses at 

all. In his article(l8 ) Guy Neave showed little sympathy with the 

authority's attempt to improvise: the problem, he said, was of their 

own making. But here he simplified the issue. It VIas not merely a matter 

of preventing the grammar schools from havin·g a monopoly of the able 

pupils and developing very strong sixth forms: there remained the 

question tha.t even if there were no grammar schools and all the schools 

were truly comprehensive, would there be enough sixth form pupils to 

support a.n efficient sixth form at each school. The viability of a 

comprehensive school sixth form depended not only upon a balanced intake 

but also upon the over-all size of the school, and the proportion of 

pupils staying on. 

In April 1970 Labour regained con~rol of the I.L.E.A. (l9) The 

Conservatives had had three years in which to formulate plans and begin 

to implement them. As had been expected, ~hataway had based his plan on 

the policies that Boyle had been expounding: it recognised the trend 

away from selection at eleven and, while accepting the comprehensive 

principle in general, sought to safeguard educational standards by 

preserving the best of the grammar schools alongside a comprehensive 

system. As we have seen in Chapter 12, Boyle's policy was to preserve 

the best of the grammar schools, although he did not spell it out in 

terms of co-existence. \Vhat he did spell out were his ideas for 

incorporating the grammar schools, with.their academic excellence, into 

(18) G. Neave, Ibid. 

(19) Education, 17/4/70, P. 438. 



the comprehensive system - to find a new role for them. Nevertheless 

a considerable degree of co-existence was implicit in Boyle's policy, 

and as for the I.L.E.A. plan, it had Boyle's full support. He described 

it as "sound and realistic". (20) 

At the time when Chataway became chairman of the I.L .E •. A. there 

were grammar school places for 19% of the pupils. (21 ) The remainder 

attended so-called comprehensive schools, of which only a few were true 

comprehensives with a balanced intake. Chataway's plan aimed to reduce 

the percentage of grammar school places from 19 to 10, but at the same 

time, by making the banding system more rigid, he was eliminating the 

only true compre.hensives that the I.L.E.A. possessed. 

After the criticism levelled at Chataway's plan during the summer 

of 1968 the message was clear for Boyle to see: co-existence of grammar 

schools with comprehensives was not possible if the comprehensives were 

to be something more than merely re-named secondary modern schools. 

Furthermore, a system of co-existence would suffer from all the 

disadvantages associated with the selective, tri-partite system. One 

headmaster aptly described the I.L.E.A. 's plan as "The Comprehensive 

rtrth". (22 ) :Et was clear, then, that the Tory interlude in Inner London 

had demonstrated that co-existence of grammar with comprehensive schools 

did not make sense for the latter. It just did not work. 

(20) Vol. 753,.H. C. Deb, 3/11/67, Col. 494-5. 

(21) Education, 13/10/67, P. 539. 

(22) E. F. McCarthy, "The Comprehensive rtrth ", article in "Forum for 
the discussion of new trends in Education", Autunm 1968, Vol. 11, 
Pp. 25-27. 



Chapter 14 

Internal strife: the Tory-right win-g attack Heath and Boyle 

While Chataway was actively engaged implementing policy in Inner 

London, Boyle was continuing his struggle to fornrulate a sensible and 

humane policy in secondary education for the Conservative Party, a task 

with which he was to continue until October 1969. 

During this period there was little factual information emerging 

to influence the debate: there were no major reports from the Central 

Advisory Council for Education, or from private research. It's true 

that the National Foundation for Educational Research-published material 

about comprehensive schools, in 1&Ly 1967(l) and October 1968(2). The 

results, however, were not significant. The most notable feature of 

these surveys was the formulating of a definition of comprehensive 

schools, namely, (l) all schools 11making a substantial effort to cater 

for virtually the whole ability range. 11 Out of 331 schools surveyed it 

was clear that 179 had an intake which academically was_little different 

from a secondary modern school. This was due to the fact that they were 

operating in areas where grammar schools continued to exist.( 2) 

There were new warnings however that sixth form standards would 

be lowered if L.E.A. 's rushed ahead with ill-considered plans for 

comprehensive schools. In June 1967 the vice-chancellors of 25 

universities in England and Wales wrote a letter to the Times(3) 

expressing their anxiety about the situation. They were worried, they 

said, about the 11inadequate preparation and over-hasty acceptance" of 

(1) Education, 2/6/67, P. 1038. 

(2) Education, 25/10/68, Pp. 479-80. 

(3) Times, 3/6/67, quoted in T.E.S., 9/6/67, P. 1948. 
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comprehensive plans, particularly because of the effect on the sixth 

forms. Staffs were being dispersed: indeed, they were already themselves 

dispersing in advance of re-organisation. Many of them were giving up 

teaching, because they saw no fUture in the sixth forms of the comprehensive 

schools. The vice-chancellors considered that this loss of highly-trained 

and qualified staff would result in a lowering of standards. They pointed 

out that British universities were the only ones in the world that could 

adequately cover a degree course in three years, due to the sound 

foundation given in the sixth forms. A lowering of standards in the 

schools would have to be counter-balanced by an additional year on a 

university course. That, in turn, was economically not possible. Hence 

their anxieties. It was a warning similar to those given to Chataway and 

the I.L.E.A. soon afterwards. 

Between the summer of 1967 and October 1969 there were two main· 

lines of activity. On Labour's side there was an increasing desire to 

press ahead with re-organisation, with the result that the Secretary of 

State threatened legislation to compel local authorities to produce plans. 

In the Conservative Party Boyle, having won the approval of Mr. Heath and 

the Shadow Cabinet, now attempted to obtain the support of his backbench 

M.P.'s and the rank and file of party members. 

In June 1967 moderation still prevailed on each side. In the 

Commons~~. Crosland was asked to introduce legislation to force L.E.A.'s 

to complete their plans for re-organisation. The Secretary of State 

replied(4 ) that he did not think that this would be necessary because 

the great majority had responded positively. Then the Opposition 

spokesman challenged him: "Is it not the case that a large number of 

the most workable schemes of re-organisation were started by Conservative-

(4) Vol. 748, H. C. Deb, 15/6/67, Col. 747-8. 



167. 

controlled counties some time ago, and is it not totally unfair to 

suggest that Conservative authorities have nowhere been concerned to 

abolish the 11+?" Crosland agr.eed with Boyle that that was the case 

as far as Conservative-controlled authorities were concerned. But he 

felt that the former Conservative government had not given any national 

lead in this matter. 

The above exchange in the House was the last display of any 

agreement between the parties on this issue: Anthony Crosland was soon 

to be replaced as Secretary of State by a very different personality, 

and elsewhere, the Enfield Schools affair had already begun•. (5) 

The Enfield. Borough Council had drawn up plans in respon,se to 

Circular 10/65, and was now anxious to implement them. In May 1967 the 

Secretary of State gave his approval to the plan (under Section 13 of 

the 1944 Act) and the Council proceeded to advertise and make staff 

appointments for September 1967. The plan depended essentially upon 

the grouping of existing buildings: some would become junior comprehensive 

schools and others senior comprehensives. Despite the fact that there was 

an intended chan·ge in age-range, a change from selective to comprehensive, 

and a change from single-sex to mixed the L.E.A., in respect of eight of 

the twenty-seven schools involved, failed to issue the public notice 

required by Section 13(3) of the 1944 Education Act. A group of ratepayers 

and parents subsequently took legal action against the Council, seeking an 

injunction to restrain the Council from proceeding with r~-organisation at 

these eight schools. (6 ) On appeal, the in·junction was granted on the 

grounds that a fundamental cha.nge in the character of these schools was 

contemplated and. publication of a Section 13 public notice was required. 

(5) Cf. G. Taylor and J. B. Saunders, "The New Law of Education", 7th 
Edition, P. 312. 

(6) G. R. Barrel, ''Legal Cases for Teachers", P. 39 et seq, "Bradbury. 
and others v. London Borough of Enfield". 
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After the above injunction had been given by the Court of Appeal 

on' 23rd August, the chief education officer drew up fresh plans for the 

eight schools. The· injunction had been granted because the court had 

considered that a fundamental change in the character of the schools 

would be effected by chan·ge in age-range, or change from single-sex to 

mixed, but it didn't consider that a change from selective entry to 

comprehensive would be fundamental. Seizin·g upon this, the chief 

education·· officer made the proposal that Enfield Grammar School for 

boys, a 400-year-old foundation, should become a school for boys of the 

same age-range, but without reference to ability. The scheme was 

approved by the education committee on 31st August despite objections 

from a group of parents. On 7th September an injunction was granted 

restraining the L.E.A. from proceeding with this plan, on· the grounds 

that it was contra~ to the articles of government of the school. The 

case was heard and the injunction upheld on 14th September.(7) On that 

same day the governors of the school applied to the Secretary of State 

to make an order changing the articles of government to permit the 

school to take a mixed-ability entry.(8 ) 

The Secreta~ of State for Education w~s now Mr. Patrick Gordon 

Walker, and he immediately announced that he proposed to make this order: 

he would allow until noon on 18th September for any objections to be 

lodged. Lee and others once more took legal action, this time against 

the Secretary of State, to establish whether the latter had allowed a 

reasonable time for interested parties to make representations. The 

case was heard on 18th September 1967(9) and the court found that the 

(7) G. R. Barrel, Op. cit., P. 46 et seq, "Lee and another v. London 
Borough of Enfield". 

(8) G. R. Barrel, Op. cit., P. 50. 

(9) G. R. Barrel, Op. cit., P. 23 et seq, "Lee and others v. Secretary 
of State for Education and Science". 



five days allowed by the Secreta~ of State did not constitute a 

reasonable time for objections. Mr. Gordon Walker immediately announced 

that he would not appeal, but would be guided by the court's ruling. 

The time for objections to the change in the articles of government 

of this school was extended to four and a half weeks. 

This brought to an end a remarkable series of legal cases in which 

the courts had made it clear that the Secreta~ of State and the L.E • .A.'s 

must act within the law in their relations with parents, governors and 

others. 

Parliament had an opportunity to comment on the whole affair on· 

(10) the occasion of the debate on the Queen's Speech. Sir Edward 

criticised the Secreta~ of State for his part in the fiasco of :the 

Enfield High Court cases. He quoted the Economist {a pro-comprehensive 

journal) and a statement on behalf of C.A.S.E. (which is impartial 

regarding comprehensive schools). Both were of the opinion that the 

Enfield plan was educationally unsound. Boyle continued: "Since the 

local elections last spring I have not stumped the country urging 

resistance to re-organisation. I welcome the compromise reached in 

the case of Surrey ••• I believe that Christopher Chataway's London plan 

is sound and realistic ••• but the Enfield scheme, or at any rate part 

of it, is thoroughly bad on educational grounds." B"efore the debate 

finished Mr. Gordon Walker said that he was considering legislation· to 

sort out the use of Section 13 of the 1944 Education Act in cases like 

Enfield. 

Since both Mr. Crosland and the Enfield L.E.A. had been mistaken 

in their understanding of Section 13, it was no surprise to anyone when 

(10) Vol.. 753, H. C. Deb, 3/11/67, Col. 492-6, esp. Col. 494-5. 
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in· December 1967 the government introduced an Education Bill which. was 

intended to clarify and simplify the procedures involved in establishing 

comprehensive schools. On the occasion of the second Reading of the 

bill(ll) the Opposition spokesman quoted the Secretary of State as saying 

that "we cannot afford money at the moment for any large scale building 

of comprehenai ve schools"· On behalf of his party Sir Edward expres·sed 

relief that in these circumstances the Secretary of State was not 

attempting to obtain· for himself any power to force L.E.A.'s to go 

comprehensive. The bill, which became the 1968 ·Education Act in April 

of 1968, wa.s principally a clarification of Section 13 of the 1944 

Education Act, the purpose of which was to ensure that in the important 

matters of establishing or discontinuing a school there should be proper 

consultation, and that the final decision was to be taken not by the L.E.A. 

but by the minister himself. 

Mr. Patrick Gordon Walker was now succeeded as Secretary of State 

for Education by l~. Edward Short.(l2) A teacher by profession, with 

wartime service in the Durham Light Infan·try, Mr. Short had subsequently 

entered politics and risen to the post of Government Chief Whip during 

1\.fr. Wilson's first administration. By now he had a reputation· for firm 

d.iscipline and soon he turned his atten·tion to the progress of 

comprehensive re-organisation. Judging by his first progress report(l3) 

he s·eemed well satisfied with what had been achieved. The report showed 

that 111 authorities Vtere either operating comprehensive schools or had 

plans approved for part or the whole of their area. "In terms of 

authorities", Mr. Short commented, "this means nearly 70% are well down 

the road with their plans for re-organisation. In terms of authorities 

(11) Vol. 756, . H. C. Deb, 12/12/67·, Col. 23 3. 

(12) Education, 12/4/68, P. 511. 

(13) Education, 7/6/68, P. 762. 
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that are going ahead in all or most of their areas we are past the 

halfway mark. 11 

However, four months later, at Labour's annual conference in· 

October 1968, it became clear that ~~. Short was no longer satisfied 

with the progress bein·g made: seven of the 163 L •. E.A. 's had refused 

even to submit plans, while another 24were being very dilatory about 

it.(l4) In view of this, the government announced its intention· to 

introduce legislation to compel L.E.A.'s to end 11+ selection. Sir 

Edward Boyle issued a strongly worded statement in reply to this. (l5) 

In it he said that. the Conservatives remained "unalterably opposed" to 

legislative compulsion in this matter. He pointed out that at a time 

when the Labour Party was talking about strengthening local democracy, 

it was in fact weakening it. Conservatives, he said, accepted the 

educational arguments against selection, that it was too early and.too 

final, but to force the pace when resources were limited would be 

educationally damaging. Moreover, educational changes, he said, work 

best when there is maximum consent and thorough preparation. 

Tw·o weeks later Mr. Short was questioned about this in the House. 

He replied(l6 ) that the next major education bill would provide that 

secondary education would be non-selective, because this, he said, was 

the trend in educational thought. He expressed the hope that the bill 

would become law during that parliament. Boyle again raised the point 

that there was currently a shortage of resources, and if Labour forced 

the pace in these circumstances the result would be a serious setback 

to standards. He asked for an assurance that no L •. E.A. would be forced 

(14) R. Pedley, "The Comprehensive School", (1970), P. 61. 

(15) Times, 4/I0/68, P. 3d. 

(16) Vol. 770.,. H. C. Deb, 17/10/68, Col. 560-1. 
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to re-organise unless sufficient money was made available. But Mr. Short 

declared that there was no shortage of money.. This statement, however, 

n:eeded qualifying. Funds for building comprehensive schools were only 

indirectly available, and by no means unlimited. 

Ever since Labour had introduced the comprehensive policy with 

the Circular 10/65, in July 1965, it had explicitly declared that no 

money would be available solely for the purpose of going comprehensive 

(Section 24). This financial policy had been rigidly adhered to, and 

L.E.A. 's that wished to go comprehensive had to use resources that had 

been allocated for other purposes and make them serve a double use, 

e.g. resources for re-organising all-age schools, for replacing old 

buildings, for new schools in developing areas, or for raising the school 

leaving age. The amount used in this way to build comprehensives is not 

published but the relative insignificance of the sum can· be estimated. 

For primary and secondary schools together, the value of building projects 

started in 1967 amounted to £103.6 million. (l7) Of the proportion 

allocated to secondary education·, L .E .A.'s had to channel what they 

could into comprehensive projects. The Secretary of State estimated(l8 ) 

that of the £33 million that had been allocated for R.O.S.L.A., the 

L.E.A.'s planned to use £7 million for comprehensive purposes. Secondary 

building in new areas, and replacement of the few remaining all-age 

schools would in some cases help the comprehensive programme. But the 

sum would still be·only a few tens of millions. This needs to be 

compared with the estimated cost of completing a full comprehensive 

system. One estimate in 1962 set the figure at £1,368 million·(l9), and 

(17) "Education and.Science, 1967", (Cmnd. 3564), P. 126. 

(18) Vol. 758, H. C. Deb, 8/2/68, Col. 633-4. 

(19) J. N. Hewi t·sori, "The Grammar School. Tradition in the Comprehensive 
World", P. 36. 



in 1969 Sir William Alexander(20) thought it would still require 

between £600 million and £1:,000 million. It ~ppears that it was goin·g 

to be a 30-year task at the very least, unless more money could be 

provided. 

In December 1968 Mr. Short again confirmed in the House( 2l) that 

he intended to put forward, during that session, a major education bill 

which would include, among other things, provision that secondary 

education must be non-selective. ~April 1969, however, it had become 

clear that there was insufficient time to prepare a major education bill, 

embracing all aspects of education(22 ), and the government was now 

threatening to introduce a small bill for the sole purpose of' outlawing 

selection for secondary educ·ation. The response to Circular 10/65, 

which had requested L.E.A.'s to submit their plans for comprehensive 

re-organisation, had been good, but by the summer of 1969 it was clear 

that a small group of' authorities was strongly opposed to the idea: 

nine L.E.A. 's had submitted unacceptable plans, nine had failed to 

submit plans, and eight more had refUsed to do so.( 23) Mr. Short was 

prepared to give them a further· limited time in which to conform, failing 

which he would introduce legislation·. ( 24 ) The Conservative reaction 

followed quickly. Mr. Heath published a letter which he had written· 

to the secretary of the Liverpool Parents Protest Committee. ( 25 ) In it 

he promised that a future Conservative go·vernment would rescind any 

legislation· that a Labour government might enact for the purpose of 

making comprehensive education compulsory. But while he was being quite 

(20) Sir William Alexander, "Towards a New Education Act", P. 19. 

(21) Vol. 774,.H. C. Deb, 5/12/68, Col. 1819-20. 

(22) Education, 25/4/69, P. ·561. 

(23) Economist, 23/8/69, Pp. 25-6. 

(24) Education,. 20/6/69., P. 800. 

(25) T.E.S., 15/8/69, Pp. 16-17; Education, 22/8/69, P. 1046. 
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definite about this matter, the Leader of the Opposition was very 

careful to limit his statement to the issue of compellin:g L.E.A. 1s. to 

go comprehensive, because he realised that on many other aspects of 

comprehen·sive education his party had much in common v1i th the Labour 

Party •. 

While &~. Crosland and Mr. Gordon Walker had been embroiled in 

the Enfield affair and Mr. Short had been endeavouring to discipline 

his recalcitrant L.E.A. 's, Sir Edward Boyle was struggling to win· the 

united support of the Conservative Party for his policies of movin·g 

away from selection at ele~en., and finding a new role for the grammar 

schools:~ As we have seen in Chapter 12, his leader and the Shadow 

Cabd.n·et had given him their support, but there remained a right wing 

element arong the Tory M.P.'s and in the party throughout the coun-try. 

Moreover, Boyle's task of winning over the supporters of the tri-partite 

system was made more difficult by the fact that many members of the 

party tended to react automatically against any Labour policy;. and 

during this period Labour did much to stimulate this kind of reaction. 

The right-wing made clear their views at the Conservative Party: 

Conf'erenc~, at Brighton, in Octob~_r 1967. The motion being debated was 

a condemnation of' Labour's "hasty and ill-con·sidered" plans fo.r 

comprehensive re-organisation, and a demand that the wishes of parents 

and L.E.A. 's should be respected. One of the speakers was K. G. Warren·, 

the delegate from Enfield. He attacked not only Labour and its policies 

but also Mr. Heath and Sir Edward Boyle for givin·g the party an "ill­

def'ined 11 policy on this issue. ( 26 ) ·They should pay more attention' to 

the clearly-expressed views of parents, he said. Gilbert Longden, M.P., 

also expressed his disapproval of the attitudes of Heath and Boyle. 

(26) Conservative Party Conf'erence 1967, Verbatim report, P. 60. 
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Despite a speech by Christopher Chataway, in which he strongly supported 

both the motion• and his leaders, the mood of the delegates when Sir 

Edward arose to address them was at best a mood of indifference, at 

worst one of hostilitY· (27 ) One commentator wrote: (28) "Sir Edward 

has allowed a dangerous thing to happen. He is interested in education. 

He has caught the bug. So grave is his illn;ess that there are those who 

shake their heads for his political fUture ••• He assured the conference 

that ••• the party did have a policy ••• a liberal one, respecting local 

democracy and the right of parents before the will of central government." 

The conference took the unusual and rare course of calling for a card 

vote on the motion. It was accepted by 1302 to 816, but the entire 

proceedings amounted to a success for the opponents of Sir Edward Boyle: 

the division on this issue within the party had now been• brought into · 

the open. 

The right-wing achieved another success a few weeks later at the 

election of officers of the Conservative Parliamentary Education Committee -

the Conservative back-benchers' forum on education. The chairman is 

usually the Spokesman for education and the vice-chairman is elected from 

the back-benchers. Thereafter the vice-chairman is usually appointed by 

the leader of the party to support the Spokesman on· the front bench. At 

this year's election the right~ng packed the meeting and elected one of 

their number, A~. Ronald Bell, as vice-chairman, ousting Mr. Richard Hornby, 

a liberal Tory of similar views to Boyle.(29 ) Pinto-Duschinsky described 

Bell a.s "a leading Monday Club member, unsympathetic to official party 

policy on education. u(30) As for the front bench post, he wrote, "Mr. Heath 

only grudgingly (and at Sir Edward's request) granted Mr. Bell this 

(27) 

(28) 

(29) 

(30) 

Education, 27/10/67, Pp. 657-8. 

T.E.S., 27/10/67, P. 901. 

Education, 17/11/67, P. 7n; Times, 12/11/68, (8g). 

D. Butler and M. Pinto-Duschinsky, "The British General Election 
of 1970", P. 75. 



176. 

perquisite." Commenting recen.tly(3l) on this event Lord Boyle tends 

to attribute nruch less significance to B·ell 's election·· than' did 

commentators at the time. He agrees that it was a symptom·ofa time 

when this sort of feeling_was at its height, but he feels that the 

effects of the election caused him little concern. "He was in· fact 

rather useful", was Boyle's comment. 

But while Ronald Bell was little more than a figurehead, the same 

could not be said of Angus Maude, M.P. It's true that one commentator, 

writing about a new pamphlet by Maude, said:(32) "The trouble with 

everythin·g Mr. Maude writes on educational topics is that it has a kind 

of knock-about, c~op logic plausibility which seldom gets beyond the 

level of merry debate." But Boyle kn·ew Maude better than that, due to 

a long acquaintance with him in the House. Lord Boyle( 33) has described 

Maude at that time as his ''problem child·". The reasons for this view 

were, first, that Maude was very able and knew a great deal about 

education. Secondly, Boyle found it very difficult to decide just how 

far they differed and to what extent they agreed. Perhaps this was due 

to the fact that Maude in choosing an area for debate (such as the 

defence of the grammar schools) might be guided by emotion as nruch as 

he was guided by his undoubted intellectual ability. Certainly one 

feels that in his pamphlet "Education: Quality or Equality", (34-) 

published in February 1968, he tends to over-simplify the issue, dividing 

it clearly into black and white, with no shades of grey. In the pamphlet 

he discusses the detrimental effects on quality that can follow· from 

striving after equality. But the discussion on comprehensive education 

that follows this is far from complete. He is certainly a persuasive 

(31) Interview.at Leeds, 21/1/74, P. 19. 

(32) Education, 16/2/68, P. 224. 

(33) Interview at Leeds, ZJ./1/74, P. 19. 

(34) Angus Maud.e, "Education: Quality or Equality·", Conservative 
Political Centre. 
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writer, 'but at times he seems to use his logic to conceal rather than 

reveal the truths that he is not interested in'. The message of his 

pamphlet is that selection· is in the interests of children of all levels 

of ability, and if inequalities exist they can best be attacked at 

primary school level rather than secondary level. He urged that more 

atten·tion be given· to primary education·. 

The years 1967 and 1968 were not easy years for Boyle.(35 ) Besides 

the right-wing opposition from within his party, he had to con·tend with 

the reaction to Labour • s handling of the Enfield affair and with the 

emotion•s aroused by the issues of r~ce relations and immigration. 

Mr. Heath knew he ought to support Labour's Race Relations Bill in 1968, 

bwt in order to try to placate both his right-wing and his moderates he 

was steering a compromise course.(36 ) Boyle knew that he would be unable 

to support this compromise and would thereby brin·g further trouble upon 

himself. To stren·gthen his position, therefore, Boyle in the early part 

of 1968 himself commissioned a public opinion· poll "to convince the 

central party organisation {never unsympathetic, anyway) that I was not 

so wrong as my critics supposed" about the opinion's held by the general 

public on comprehensive educatf.on. (37a) The detailed result of this 

poll has not come to light, but the results of two polls conducted b~ 

Gallup Polls, Ltd. (37b) gave the followin·g results: in 1967 50% thought 

comprehensive education was a good idea, 30% thought it was not, and 20% 

did not know; by 1969, 55% were in favour, 20% were again·st it and 25% 

did not know. 

(35) Lord. Boyle, "The Politics of Secondary School Re-organisation" 
in· Leeds University's.Journal of Educational Administration· and 
History, June 1972, P. 36 •. 

(36) Butler and Pinto-Duschinsky, Op. cit., P. 76. 

{37a) Boyle, Ibid.; Interview at Leeds, 21/l/74, Pp. 21-23. 

{37b) Gallup Political Index, 1969, No. 115, Table 3, P. 220. 



178. 

No doubt encouraged by this evidence of the feelings of the people, 

Boyle prepared for his n-ext encounter with his oppon-ents, which took 

place at the Conservative Party Conference in October 1968. The 

opposition was led: by Angus Maude who made a hard-hitting speech in 

defence of the grammar schools.<38 ) The motion, he said, was 

unexceptional: it must be either rejected or amended because he felt 

that the Conference had to give a lead to Conservative-controlled. L.E.A. 's 

to encourage them to resist firmly the government's attack on· the grammar 

schools. An amendment to this effect was tabled. When Sir Edward rose to 

wind up the debate he faced his audience with confidence despite "the 

sound of baying in the backwoods and barracking from the floor". (39) He 

took his normal view-point, with extremists on each side, and defended it 

with vigour after first-expressing some mild irritation that valuable time 

was being wasted debating this issue for the fourth consecutive year, 

whe~ many other important educational issues were being passed over. 

Having condemned ''botched-up" schemes and legislative compulsion· he said 

that he believed that there was "a very wide measure of opinion in this 

country, including a great deal of Conservative opinion, which is not 

happy - has not been happy for a long time - over selectio1'11 into separate 

schools at the age of eleven, and which believes that a gradual, rational, 

sensible approach to change is right." He concluded: "I have always 

believed that what is educationally right will in the long run·be 

politically right also, and that is my last word on this subject ... (40) 

It was well known that Boyle was prepared to accept the closure of 

grammar schools in certain circumstances. - in country areas and small 

towns - and seek a new role for many of the others. But the Conference's 

(38) Conservative Party Conference 1968, Verbatim report, P. 42. 

(39) Education, 18/10/68, Fp. 431-32. 

(40) Conservative Party Conference 1968, Verbatim report, P. 45. 
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amendment sought to encourage opposition to Labour's comprehensive plans 

and. thereby save all grammar schools. Its ready acceptance by the 

delegates constituted another victory for the right-wing. 

In the following month the annual election took place for officers 

for the Conservative Party's Parliamentary Education Committee. A year 

earlier, in November 1967, the committee's liberal-minded officials had 

been replaced by right-wing candidates. This time the reverse took place. 

In a large poll, Mr. John Hill was elected in place of ~~. Ronald Bell as 

vice-chairman·/41 ) Mr. William van Straubenzee was elected secretary. 

Both were members who shared Boyle's views, and the election· result suggests 

that Boyle now had support from a significant number of back-benchers who 

cared about education. But a hard-core, both in the party throughout the 

country, and in parliament, would fight on. 

The right-wing element next made its presence felt in March 1969 

when it lent its support to the first of the Black Papers: "Fight for 

Education". This was a publication produc·ed by a group of people who 

were concerned about the care of very able children, and about academic 

excellence. One of the con.tributors was Angus Maude. In their concern 

about clev~r children and high standards the contributors drew up a list 

of factors that they believed were causing a decline in standards.<42) 

The list included many of the recent developments in teaching method. It 

is possible that the authors did not sufficiently distinguish between 

this and the principle of comprehensive education: after all, a number 

of comprehensive schools were known to keep quite rigidly to traditional 

methods. Moreover, at least one of the Black Paper authors blamed Boyle 

a.s well as Labour education ministers for supporting these modern trends. 

(41) Times, 12/11/68, 8g. 
(42) Times, 5/3/69, lOg. 
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This first Black Paper commanded ready support in some quarters 

but its rather indiscriminate condemnation of so many of the widely-

accepted recent developments in educational thought and practice soon 

brought it into disrepute as reactionary and retrograde, in the minds 

of many •. 

One consequence of the Black Paper was seen in the debate at the 

annual conference. of Conservative teachers in June 1969. The motion 

welcomed "the changing emphasis from teaching to individual learning, 

and the establishment in our schools of an enlightened educational 

atmosphere in which children may develop their own· uniqt;re potentials". (l .. 3) 

The first speaker opposing the motion. spoke of "pandemoniu~ in our 

primary schools leading to anarchy among studen.ts". He was supported by 

Dr. Rhodes Boyson who declared that "free expression means thirty children 

gibbering nonsen·se". In an atmosphere created by the Black Paper and 

further charged by such emotional, reactionary, speeches the con.·ference 

surprisingly rejected the motion. 

Wha.t was to be Sir Edward's final encounter with the right-wing 

faction· took place at the 1969 Conservative Conference. The Times set 

the scene:(44) it was likely to be another tough Tory conference for 

Boyle and the leadership of the Conservative parliamentary education 

group - Hornby, Hill and Straubenzee. Boyle was expected to deplore 

compulsion in comprehensive education, and to reject a 5% super-selection. 

The report continued: "All the indications are that the party leadership 

still stands solidly behind Sir Edward, who is once again to be the victim 

of some ill-informed barbs from the second Black Paper, which has been 

almost malevolently timed for publication today • • • The leadership knows 

(43) T.E.S., 27/6/69, P. 2081 and P. 2111. 

{44) Times, 7/10/69, 8g. 
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that younger parents and teachers support the introduction of comprehensive 

schools, when they are planned on educational grounds, and the ending of 

selection at eleven. Several Tory M.P.'s, moreover, are increasingly 

noting the enthusiasm with which parents greet the ending of the eleven-

plus:, . ., which inevitably labels three out of four children as failures, 

many of them from Conservative homes." 

Boyle left the conference in no doubt as to where the Tory leadership 

stood regarding Labour's proposed bill to enforce comprehensive education. 

"If the Government are so foolish", he said, "we will oppose it at every 

stage in the House." "If it becomes an Act, then we will repeal it ••• 

We are resolute in opposing this petty and spiteful socialist proposal ... (4S) 

But contrary to all predictions, "the ambush of Sir Edward never took 

place. 11 (
46 ) There were speakers representing both extremes - Alderman 

Griffin of Birmingham, whose defiance had probably brought about Mr. Short's 

bill - and Miss Susan Pritchard who caused the audience to audib~y gasp 

when she said that given parental choice, few parents would choose secondary 

modern schools: the logical conclusion was that comprehensive education 

should be compulsory for everyone. The report went on (4'7): "It seems 

that a week ago Sir Edward met Conservative committee chairmen (L.E.A. 

ones) and went over the course with them. It was not a meeting without 

incidents, but although his lack of pugnacity and his evident sympathy 

with the comprehensive ideal irritates local politicians cau~ht up in the 

cut and thrust of city and county politics, Sir Edward seems to have held 

his own. A lot of belligerent Conservatives would be delighted to see him 

go but this is just why he remains an asset. He firmly believes that the 

younger members of the Tory party are impatient with those who just want 

{45) Conservative Party Conference, 1969, Verbatim report, P. 41. 
{46) T.E.S., 10/10/69, P. 1 and P. 3. 

(47) T.E.S., 10/10/69, P. 1. 
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to retreat into entrenched positions on secondary re-organisation. What 

makes this annual ritual performance at the Conservative Party Conference 

impressive is that it is not Sir Edward's reading of the political oracle 

which explains his attitude but personal conviction - and that is not a 

quality much in evidence on these occasions." 

Twelve months had elapsed since the outspoken criticism had been 

made about the I.L.E.A.'s experiment with co-existence. Had Boyle shifted 

his views on the future of the grammar schools, in the light of Chataway' s 

·experience? There is no clear answer to this question. Boyle's support 

for co-existence was never more than implicit and after the I.L.E.A. 

experience he still never refers explicitly to co-existence, but he did 

for a time add another to the ideas tha.t he had for alternative roles for 

the grammar schools. He summed up his thoughts of the previous twelve 

months in his speech at the 1969 annual conference. (48 ) First, there 

was his opposition to the proposed legislation to enforce comprehensive 

education, after which he had a word of warning about schemes which 

fragment sixth forms; then he expressed his support for the idea of 

selection at 13 instead of 11: this would preserve a role for the 

grammar schools. ~Yice during the previous twelve months Boyle had 

mentioned this idea in the House.<49 ) 'Vhen he did so in December 1968 

he said he had in mind the schemes operated by Kent, Doncaster and 

Middlesbrough. This identified his idea(50) as either scheme three or 

four of the six schemes mentioned in Circular 10/65. These were the 

two schemes which the circular said were acceptable only on an interim 

basis. That was in 1965. By 1969 Labour was preparing to abandon· these 

schemes because they involved "guided" parental choice, which was not 

far removed from selection by assessment. 

(48) Conservative Party Conference, 1969, Verbatim report, Pp. 41-3. 
(49) Vol~ 774; H~ c~ Deb; 5/12/68; Col. 1819-20. 

Vol. 787, H. C. Deb, 17/7/69, Col. 866. 

(50) C. B"enn and B". Simon, "Half Way There", 2nd Ed., 1972, Pp •. 61-2. 
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The organised opposition to Boyle was weakening, but at the very 

time when the tide was turning in his favour Boyle made an unexpected 

announcement. He revealed that he had decided to quit politics to become 

the new Vice-Chancellor of Leeds University with effect from October 1970. 

Two appreciations of him are worth quoting at length: both were published 

in the Times. On· 16th October the leading article stated/5l) 

"There are some men who exert a political influence beyond their 

personal achievements or capacities. Sir Edward Boyle has served with 

distinction in a number of offices, most particularly as Minister of 

Education·. But his departure from the Tory front-bench to the Vice-

Chancellorship of Leeds University is a loss to his party and to British 

politics in general, not so much because of his administrative talents, 

considerable though they are, but because he has become the liberal 

conscience of the Tory party. There are men on the opposition front-

bench of greater political stature, but nobody whose public position· on 

a range of issues is such a faithful reflection of genuinely liberal 

responses. 

"There are three questions on which his independent spirit has 

been especially valuable ••• Suez ••• Race Relations ••• and finally 

there have been comprehensive schools. Sometimes Sir Edward may have 

seemed to support them with too much enthusiasm, slipping in his concern 

for the preservation of outstanding grammar schools almost as an after-

thought. But his knowledge and concern for educational problems have 

provided the counterpoint in an argument which the Tories might otherwise 

have settled with crude simplicity. 

"This preserving of a balance over a range of issues has been his 

special contribution to the Tory party particularly during these years 

in opposition·. Humane and compassionate, informed by a knowledge of 

(51) Times, 16/10/69, 13a. 
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what is actually happening in society, he is in what ~ght be termed 

the Butler tradition of the party. It is a tradition which does not 

exactly pervade the party at the moment; though h~. Heath sympathises 

with it, his central concern has been the equally important problems of 

national efficiency. Yet the modern Conservative Party has never 

pro~pered at elections when it did not have the sympathy and support of 

the bro~dly liberal centre of British politics. Without Sir Edward Boyle 

that sympathy will be much harder to win." 

Two days later Brian lmcArthur expressed regret(~2 ) that Boyle was 

retiring especially so soon a.fter the Black Paper which was so much at 

variance with his views. Boyle, he said, had a predilection for being 

swayed by the evidence rather than the ritual opposition. He continued: 

"His resignation may seem tragic - and will be if the Conservative Party 

now turns in a different direction -but it occurs precisely at the 

moment when the open-minded sections of the Tory party were at last 

starting to realise that his policies on the abolition of selection at 

eleven and comprehensive education were more widely supported than they 

recognised, and among their own voters. 

"Some older Conservative M.P.'s representing constituencies with 

comprehensive schools in one division, and selective schools and eleven­

plus in another, have apparently been surprised at the reaction of Tory 

parents in the areas where the eleven-plus still exists, and who ask why 

their children should still be forced through an eleven-plus ritual which 

labels three out of four children failures. 

"Sir Edward over the years persistently tutored a substantial 

section of his party on the realities of the situation against the often 

vicious jibes of the black pamphleteers and their friends." 

(52) Times, 18/10/69, 6g. 
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One question remains to be answered: why did Boyle leave politics 

c 
to become an academic? Did he feel that he was losing his battle against 

the right-wing? This is unlikely: the signs seem to indicate that 

during the previous twelve months the tide was turning in his favour. 

Had he lost the support of his leader or·were others putting pressure on 

~~. Heath to remove him? There is no evidence to support either of these 

possibilities. A senior member of the staff of the Conservative Central 

Office, who worked closely with Sir Edward, believes that he left 

politics because he was tired of the unthinking opposition that he met 

with within the party. Lord Boyle himself recalls that(53) he \'TaS 

attracted to the idea of the academic life. It must be remembered that 

he had been involved almost continually in the politics of education 

since January 1957 and during the past six or seven years he had fought 

to introduce liberal views into his party, often against bitter opposition. 

In contrast to this the university post must have appeared peaceful and 

secure, and much more closely related to the real business of education• 

than any amount of experience in the politics of education could ever 

be. 

(53) Interview at Leeds, 21/1/74, P. 32. 
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Chapter 15 

1969: A swing to the right: Conservatives support 

parental choice and grammar schools 

Within a week of Boyle announcing that he was to leave politics 

Mr. Heath named the new Opposition Spokesman for Education·- Mrs. Margaret 

Thatcher. She belonged to a lower middle class background, was educated(l) 

at Grantham High School where she won a Scholarship to Somerville, Oxford 

to read chemistry. After working. as a research chemist she turned to 

law, qualifying as a barrister (specialising in taxation) at Lincoln's 

Inn in 1954. She married in 1951 and tv1o years later had twins who 

subsequently went to public schools. Then in 1959 she entered parliament 

as Member for Finchley. From 1961-64 she was Parlia.mentary Secretary at 

the Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance and from October 1967 was 

successively Opposition Spokesman for Transport, Power, Treasury, Housing 

and Pensions. Her appointment as Chief Spokesman for Education was 

considered a substantial promotion for this able and ambitious young 

politician. Her opinions on immigration, birching, hanging and like 

issues placed her right-of-centre in her political outlook. As Deputy 

Spokesman Mr. Heath a.ppointed Mr. William van Straubenzee (2) who was 

known and respected especially in higher education: he was an authority 

in the field. of student unrest. The Times commented: "As joint secretary 

of the backbench education group, he was sympathetic to the approach of 

Sir Edward Boyle, opposed to selection at eleven, and was a dedicated 

opponent of the Government's promised bill on comprehensive education. 11 

Mr. Heath wasted no time in re-stating the party's policy on· 

secondary education: "Tories would not only repeal any legislation· 

(1) Education, 24/10/69, P. 1321. 

(2) Times, 31/10/69, 2c; lOe. 
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making (comprehensive) re-organisation compulsory but would also drop 

Circulars 10/65 and 10/66",(3) he said. But observers were more 

interested to know what Mrs. Thatcher's views would be, and how th~ 

vrould compare l'l'i th those of her predecessor. Mrs. Thatcher was given 

the opportunity to state her views on the occasion of the deba.te on the 

Queen's Speech at the opening of the new session of parliament. In 

reply to the government's declared intention to introduce a bill to 

enforce comprehensive plans, Mrs. Thatcher stated(4) that she was 

completely opposed to this: she spoke in favour of decisions of this 

kind being made at a local level, not by central government. Moreover, 

she said, even if a local authority favoured a comprehensive system she 

would not support the choice if,resources were lacking. In the course 

of her speech she indicated that she took up a rather different position 

from that of Sir Edward Boyle when she referred to her belief that 

selection was necessary perhaps even before the age of eleven, though 

she didn't make it clear what she meant by this statement. 

On 6th November, after about two weeks in office, she gave an 

interview to Brian MacArthur which he published in the Times the 

following day. (5) His impression v1as that her position would not be 

far removed from that of Sir Edward, except that she was determined to 

preserve a top tier of really good grammar schools within a national 

system of- co~rehensive schools. She talked about the need to care more 

about children than about systems. MacArthur continued: "Apart from 

showing that she is no supporter of the Angus Maude wing of the Tory 

party, the long interview with her yesterday suggested that her other 

principal pre-occupations would be how to obtain sufficient resources 

(3) Education, 24/10/69, P. 1324. 

(l~) Vol. 790, H. C. Deb, 31/10/69, Col. 599, 596. 

(5) Times, 7/11/69, lOa. 
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for education·; man-power and the recruitment of science teachers and 

graduates; and defining how best central government should carry out 

its duty to promote education." She VIas prepared also to come to the 

defence of the Direct Grant and Public schools. This interview provoked 

a reaction from Angus Maud.e and there followed an exchange of letters in· 

the Times between ~hcArthur and Maude. (6 ) The latter denied that there 

was such a thing as an Angus Maude wing of the Tory party and. wasn't 

happy about the assessment that Mrs. Thatcher was less right-wing than 

he was. He felt it should. be the other way. But MacArthur stuck to 

his opinion that Mrs. Thatcher basically supported the policies of Boyle, 

though she may well express her views in different language. 

For some time now the Conservatives had been reviewing their policies 

under the leadership of Mr. Heath and a team of advisers, notably Iain 

Macleod, Keith Joseph and Robert Carr.(?) Heath's principal aim was to 

construct a plan which would produce improved efficiency in government 

and economies in public spending, while Macleod was interested in a new 

method of taxation. In general, Heath managed to steer the whole 

exercise along a moderate middle way, thereby safeguarding the unity of 

the party and at the same time offering something that would appeal to 

the electorate. On a week-end towards the end of January 1970 the Shadow 

Cabinet met in conference at Selsdon Park to examine and co-ordinate the 

various parts of the policy review. (8 ) Problems were discovered and 

eradicated, and the conference received a considerable amount of press 

coverage, though the details of some of the policies were not revealed: 

it was decided, for example, that the "tax package" should not be made 

knovm before the election, but that the options be kept open. The Tory 

(6) Times, 15/11/69, 7f; 17/11/69, llf; 25/11/69, 9f. 

(7) n.· Butler and·M. ·Pinto-Duschinsky, "The British General Election 
1970",. Pp. 87-91. 

(8) Butler and Pinto-Duschinslcy, Op. cit., Pp. 129-31. 
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proposals on industrial relations, and law and order were made public, 

however, and by their nature were guaranteed popular support fr.om an 

electorate whose patience had been sorely tried in these fields. 

Mr. Wilson, however, declared that the industrial relations policy was 

of a reactionary, pre-war brand, as also some of the law and order 

propos·als. He coined the name "Selsdon Man" to fit this image. BUt 

Mr. Heath paid. no heed. He merely noted that in future he should avoid 

playing his cards too early: but he had little doubt that he had a good 

hand. In education, as in other fields, he stuck to a middle course, 

avoiding extremes either to right or to left. The election· manifesto 

of May 1970 was the outcome of this policy review. 

At last, after threatening to do so for more than a year, the 

Labour government introduced a bill into the House to ban selection in 

secondary school education. The bill, introduced early in February 1970, 

had three clauses.(9) "First, L.E.A.'s were to have regard to the need 

for securing that secondary education was provid.ed in non-selective 

schools, that is, without reference to ability or aptitude," (although 

exceptions were to be made for specialist nrusic and dancing, Special 

Educatio.n, and sixth form colleges.) "Secondly, the Secretary of State 

was to request L.E.A. 's to submit plans showing how they proposed to 

achieve this, and thirdly, the bill provided for the revision of plans 

previously approved by the Secretary of State." 

The government was d.etermined to press ahead with the bill and 

the Tori·es . were equally determined to do everything they could to oppose. 

it, though they lrnew that, barring accidents, there was nothing they 

could do to prevent this piece of legislation being on the Statute Book 

by the encl of the session:. However the unexpected did occur, and in 

more ways than one. 

(9) Education Bill 1970, Bill 91, 1969-70 session. 
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The bill received its Second Reading in the Commons on 12th February 

1970(lO) and was the occasion for a recitai of the classical arguments for 

and against comprehensive education. Mrs. Thatcher devoted most of her 

speech{Col. 1473-88 ) to such an exercise, after a brief reference to the 

fact that this bill was seeking to limit the scope of local decision-

making at a time when the White Paper was seeking to extend that scope. 

Towards the end of her lengthy speech she listed seven criteria, all of 

which she would want to see fulfilled before she would approve a proposal 

to go comprehensive. They were the work of a perfectionist, and quite 

impossible to implement. It must be accepted, however, that this was not 

an occasion for Mrs. Thatcher to be giving a balanced account of her 

policy on comprehensive education; she was leading the attack on what her 

party considered was an undesirable proposal by the government and she 

was using every argument that would further her cause. 

Sir Edward Boyle also dwelt{Col. 1527- 35 ) upon the relationship 

between Central and Local Authority as envisaged by the 1944 Education 

Act. The balance between these two is sound, he said, and should not be 

altered. He reminded Members of what he had previously stressed, that 

comprehensive re-organisation posed problems which could best be resolved 

by persuasion and time. To force the issue would, among other things, be 

harmful to educational standards. He concluded by enquiring whether the 

government intended to exclude ''banding". He hoped not, because he felt 

that in some cases it was necessary in order to achieve a balanced 

intake. In reply, lvl"is s Bacon (Col. 1577 ) said that clause one was 

intended to prohibit ''banding", and furthermore it would mean that L.E.A. 's 

could no longer take up places in Direct Grant schools. The bill was read 

the second time and committed:· ·to Standing Committee. 

(10) Vol. 795, H. C. Deb, 12/2/70, Col. 1463-1588. 
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Beginning on lOth March, Standing Committee "A" met twice a week 

on 'fuesday and Thursday mornings to debate the clauses in the bill. (ll) 

The Conservatives claimed that the entire bill was a sham: there was no 

money to implement re-organisation and. the bill was merely asking for 

plans. Direct Grant schools were debated; then school buildings and 

split-sites. On this point it was mentioned that to be successful the 

latter type of school had to have full facilities on each site: teachers 

might be mobile, but facilities were not. The discussion moved. on to 

sixth forms. Mr. Short was content to retain selection here because he 

thought that social factors weighed less on a sixteen-year~old than on 

a child of eleven. In addition to this it was intended that there should 

be an exception in the bill for Special Education, and for ballet and 

music schools. An attempt was novT made to extend these exceptions to 

cover academic subjects, and even to have a five per cent selection 

irrespective of specialisms. These amendments were defeated. 

During the last sitting in March, zoning and banding were dis cussed. 

A proposal was .. moved that an exception should "~?e made to allow zonin·g 

accordin-g to social groupings of the population, so that there would be 

a better chance of a balanced intake. Mr. Short replied that the 

establishing of c-atchment areas for a school was an informal arrangement 

and would not be contrary to the intentions of the bill. Such an 

amendment would be superfluous, he said. Sir Edward's proposal (banding) 

went further than this. It envisaged that selection be us·ed (based on· 

primary school records) to ensure that a balanced intake was achieved in 

each comprehensive school. 

The committee met for their eighth sitting on 14th April. The 

vote on Boyle's amendment was the first piece of business. It was 

(11) Session 1969-70, ·Vol. 1, H. C. Standing Committee "A", March lOth, 
12th, 17th, 19th, 24th; April 7th, 9th, 14th, 16th, 1970, 
Col. 1-327. 
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carried by eight votes to seven. After another short piece of business 

the chairman announced that he considered that the principle of the 

clause and matters arising thereupon had been adequately discussed, and 

he called for a vote on the clause. It is clear(l2) that at this point 

the parties were equally represented. On the government.side one member 

of the committee was ill, one thought wrongly that he was paired., and 

another was elsewhere in the House. On the Opposition side, the Chief 

\~ip was missing. However, ten seconds before the door was locked for 

the vote he returned. The Conservatives.couldn't believe their luck. 

The voting went ahead, and Clause One, which represented the essence of 

the bill, was v.oted out by nine votes to eight. A stunned chairman 

promptly adjourned the meeting. Two days later the committee met again 

and. it was agreed that the chairman report the bill to the House. There 

the situation was debated at great length on 22nd April. (l3) No 

precedent existed for the situation and after many points of order the 

motion was carried that the bill be re-committed to the same Standing 

Committee with power to insert provisions of a. like effect. A new 

Clause One would be introduced, phrased differently, but with the same 

meaning as the original. 

But once again chance intervened. Mr. Wilson,. judging the time to 

be opportune, dissolved parliament and declared a General Election. The 

bill ran out of time and was never introduced again. 

The Tories had laid great emphasis on the importance of local 

decision-making in this matter. Was this a matter of principle for them 

or merely a means to an end? It was probably both. They believed in 

local decisions because they knew -that cond.i tions varied from place to 

(12) Vol. 800, H. C. Deb, 22/4/70, Col. 498. 

(13) Vol. 800, H. C. Deb, 22/4/70, Col. 4.24-504. 
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place and they considered that the variation was sufficiently great 

to preclude a decision applicable to everyone. Secondly, they held 

that decisions made with the consent of the people concerned - the 

parents and the teachers - had a better chance of success than had a 

decision imposed from above. But in addition to these considerations 

there remained the fact that local decision-making was better suited to 

achieving the Tory OQjective of protecting the grammar schools. While 

Labour was in power, and decision-making remained a local matter, then 

areas which cared about their gra.mrnar schools could not be forced to 

disband them, and when the Tories returned to power all grammar schools 

could be protected by use of Section 13 decisions, while the minister 

continued to pay lip seryice to. local decision-making. This is not to 

say that the Tories would always u.se Section 13 in this way. But it is 

clear where the adva.ntage lay. 

Towards the end of March the Donnison R~port on independent day 

schools and direct-grant schools was published. Its ~~in recommendations 

were that independent schools should be allowed to continue, but that 

direct-grant schools should not. They should be free to adopt independent 

status if they so wished, but preferably they should be encouraged to put 

themselves at the service of' the whole community by becoming maintained 

comprehensive schools. 1\IJrs. Thatcher however rejected the find.ings of 

the comrnission(l4 ) and stated that the direct-grant schools would certainly 

not be abandoned by a Conservative government. Indeed she warned that if a 

Labour L .E.A. were to c·ease taking up places in a direct-grant school then 

a Conservative government would be ready to pay the fees directly from the 

Department of Educa.t~on and Science. (l5) 

(lJ.,.) T.E.S., 20/3/70, P. 3. 

(15) Education, 17/4/70, P. 438. 
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But by this time minds were occupied with elections. The county 

council elections produced. a slight swing to the Conservatives, while 

Labour tended to benefit in the municipal ones. The only change in­

power occurred in the I.L .E.A., (l6) with a success for Labour. B'u·t 

there were no clear indications to point to the likely outcome of the 

general election. In May the Conservative manifesto was published. (l7 ) 

It followed closely the policy review of the Selsdon Park Conference, 

taking a cautious, middle-of-the-road position on most issues, including 

education·. Tory educational priority, it said, would be given to primary 

schools. As for selection for secondary education, Tories recognised the 

shift away from selection at the age of eleven, but maintained that each 

L.E.A. had the right to make its own choice as to which secondary system 

it should adopt - selective or comprehensive - in the light of all the 

local circumstances. 

The election was to be held on 18th June and as it approached, 

speculation was rife as to who would be given the key posts if the 

Conservatives won. The Times Educational Supplement(lB) felt that 

Margaret Thatcher had done little to fill the gap on the fron·tbench 

caused by the departure of Boyle: her statements during the campaign 

were a model of caution: but it seemed that there was no one else, with 

even a passing experience of education, who could fill the top post. 

Peter Newall(l9 ), writing in that same issue, thought he could detect, 

since Boyle left, a hardening of opinion in favour of retaining selection·. 

He considered that the essence of the difference was that Mrs. Thatcher 

believed that comprehensives would not alter the social structure of this 

country at all - indeed, could well do the opposite, by consolid.a tin·g 

(16) Ibid. 

(17) Times, 27/5/70, P. lc, Pp. 8-9. 

(18) T.E.S., 5/6/70, P. 10. 

(19) T.E.S., 5/6/70, P. 2. 
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homogeneous areas. Mrs. Thatcher, he asserted, held the view that 

decisions in this matter should be made locally; that grammar schools 

and comprehensives could exist side by side; and she would be willing 

to give more grammar school places to L .• E •. A.'s if they so d.esired. 

k 1 t h t t . 1 (20) . . t f T A wee a er s e wro e an ar 1c e g1v1ng an accoun o ory 

educational work in the past and the par~'s hopes for the future. The 

latter included the reduction of the size of classes; improving primary 

schools; continued development of higher education, and a review of the 

training of teachers. 

The election put the Conservatives into power once more, and 

Mr. Heath set about forming his first government. Predictably, Margaret 

Thatcher was appointed Secretary of State for Education and Science.( 2l) 

The appoin-tment was received in educational circles with goodwill though 

not without a little apprehension. Would she really give L.E.A.'s 

freedom in deciding whether or not to go comprehensive, or freedom to 

cease supporting direct-grant schools?( 22 ) Would she abolish the Open· 

University? What would be her approach to the relationships between 

the universities, the polytechnics, and the colleges of .education?(23) 

But for those who were apprehensive about the appointment of Mrs. Thatcher 

after the views that she had expressed during the previous nine months, 

there was some consolation to be had from one of the appointments 

Mr. Heath made to the junior posts - he made only two. (24 ) One of these 
. 

was Mr. William van Straubenzee who had shared Boyle's outlook and been 

one of.his lieutenants for many years. He was appointed Parliamentary 

(20) T.E.S., 12/6/70, P. 2. 

(21) Times, 22/6/70, P._2f, P. lOc. 

(22) Education, 26/6/70, Pp. 703-4. 

(23) T.E.S., 26/6/70, P. 2. 

(24) Education, 3/7/70, P. 2; T.E.S., 3/7/70, P. 6; Times, 6/7/70, 8f. 
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Under-Secretary with responsibility for higher education, while Lord 

Belstead was given the similar post with responsibility for schools. 

For nine months J~s. Thatcher had merely been able to talk about 

her policies: now she had the chance to act. Would her actions match 

her words? She lost no time in issuing her first directive - Circular 

10/70. It looked back to the 1944 Education Act, re-affirming that all 

pupils shall have "full opportunities for secondary education suitable 

to their needs and abilities". But it declared that this was not to be 

achieved by a uniform system imposed from above. Circular 10/65 was 

withdrawn and L.E.A.'s were now to make their own decisions in this 

matter. Moreover, Mrs. Thatcher made it clear that where a particular 

pattern worked well and was generally supported she "did not wish to 

make further change without good reason". Furthermore, authorities, 

she said, could change their plans now if they so wished, or continue 

with them. Finally, there should be proper consultation with voluntary 

bodies and teachers, and parents should be given an opportunity to 

express their views. There were the inevitable .protests(25 ) from the 

pro-comprehensive lobby who rightly saw this as a weakening of the drive 

towards universal comprehensive education. Both ~~. Heath and A~s. Thatcher, 

however, took the occasion of the debate on the Queen's Speech to reply to 

their critics. The new Prime Minister said that Mr. Wilson could not get 

out of his head the idea that giving this freedom to L.E.A.'s meant 

insistence on eleven-plus. ( 26 ) "Nothing is further from the truth," he 

continued. "The great majority of local authorities in England and Wales 

have abandoned the eleven-plus, and the great majority are Conservative 

authorities." llfrs. Thatcher, in her speech( 27 ) spoke about giving 

(25) Ed.ucation, 3/7/70, P. 6. 

(26) Vol. 803, H. C. Deb, 2/7/70, Col. 93. 

(27) Vol. 803, H. C. Deb, 8/7/70, Col. 676 et seq. 
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~reedom to local authorities, insisting that authorities who put up 

plans which were educationally sound would have them approved. She 

quoted one scheme at Leeds which she had already approved. Moreover, 

she made it clear, as did the circular, and Mr. Straubenzee during the 

debate, that she did not seek to undo re-organisation schemes that had 

already taken place.<28 ) 

In the debate, Mrs. Thatcher re-affirmed her belief that it was 

possible to operate comprehensive schools side by side with grammar 

schools, and she quoted London as an example where she believed it was 

being done successfully. Then she gave a warning. She said that Boyle 

had considered the minister's powers ( und.er Section 13 of the 1944 Act) 

as mere:J_y reserve powers - enabling him to reject any proposal he thought 

would be educationally damaging. She took a broader view of this section 

of the 1944 Act, she continued, and considered all educational factors to 

see whether a proposal was desirable - for example: the effect on other 

schools in the area, and the views of parents, teachers and educational 

b d . (Col. 682) 
0 1es. 

A further comment on Mrs. Thatcher's first circular came from 

Stuart Maclure y.nder the heading "An end to the Consensus?"( 29 ) He made 

the point that the considerable degree of consensus which had existed 

between Crosland and Boyle had been deliberately broken by Short, who 

had tried to provoke the Opposition·, said Maclure. He went on to suggest 

that Mrs. Thatcher's new policy of leaving decisions to L.E.A.'s was a 

negative one. We have already seen that this was not necessarily true. 

The Secretary of State had. considerable power under Section 13 whereby 

she could influence the developing pattern of secondary education. While 

(28) Education, 17/7/70, Pp. 55-6. 
(29) T.E.S., 3/7/70, P. 2. 
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allowing L.E.A.'s to open comprehensive schools, she could at the same 

time use her Section 13 powers to implement her policy of preserving 

the grammar schools. Maclure's next point was that if she was to make 

a final decision on each proposal then she would need to make known 

the criteria. that she would use. He did. not think that she gave enough 

guidance on this matter in her circular. A leading article in the Times 

on 3rd August(30) expressed a similar opinion. Stuart Maclure's final 

point was that the initiative now lay with the local authorities. There 

appeared to be considerable momentum, and with their new-found freedom 

the 1. E .A. 's would soon indicate whether the momentum was voluntary or 

co-erced.. If it was voluntary, they would vdsh to continue with their 

plans and, said Maclure, Mrs. Thatcher's reaction would indicate her 

real policy. 

~ the time the Conservative Party's Annual Conference took place 

in October, Mrs. The.tcher had settled into her new job and the party 

faithful appeared to be satisfied with her performance. Her Circular 

10/70, seemed to have satisfied the right-wing element without upsetting 

the more liberal party members.( 3l) For the first time in some years 

secondary education was not a major issue and as a result delegates were 

able to devote more time to other important educational issues. In her 

closing speech, Mrs. Thatcher revealed that she would soon be setting 

up an inquiry into the training of teachers. The Tory government, she 

said, would also be pressing ahead with the raising of the school leaving 

age. In the field of secondary education she believed a mixed system 

would be in existence for many years to come. But Mrs. Thatcher was 

challenged by a Young Conservative to explain how she could interfere 

with the I.L.E.A. in the matter of direct grant schools a.nd still claim 

(30) Times, 3/8/70, 7a. 

(31) T.E.S., 9/10/70, P. 1; Times, 8/10/70,. 6f; Education, 9/10/70, 
P. 335. 
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to support local autonomy. She replied that retaining the direct grant 

school system was in the interest of parental choice. 

At the end of the month the Secretary of State announced the 

establishment, as promised at the conference, of a committee to inquire 

into the education, training and. probation of teachers. (32) Lord James 

was to be the chairman. 

On 28th October n~s. Thatcher addressed the A.E.C. Conference. 

Nothing new emerged, but the conference coincided with the publication 

of a 'Vhite Paper(33) on government spending. The cuts in educational 

expenditure were modest and represented a s~ccess for Mrs. Thatcher. 

Fighting successfully in the Cabinet for resources for education was to 

become one of her merits as a minister. 

In higher education her view was( 34 ) that a large expansion could. 

be expected during the 1970's but much of this need would be met by the 

polytechnics. In September, at the designation ceremony of the North­

East London Polytechnic, she had declared(3S) tha.t the polytechnics 

would remain different from the universities and that while they would 

d.evelop the full intellectual potential of students, they would also 

play a major part in preparing them for their working lives. The students 

objected strongly, calling it a second class education·. 

Six months after her policy circular 10/70, 1~s. Thatcher was 

asked in the Cornmons(36) whether she would make additional grants for 

alterations to school buildings necessitated by re-organisation schemes. 

(32) "Education and Science.in. 1970", P. 10. 

(33) Educa.tion, 6/11/70, Pp. 451-2. 

(34) N.C.P., 25/l/71, P. 27. 

(35) Education, 18/9/70,.P. 241. 

(36) Vol. 808, H. C. Deb, 18/12/70, Cql. ~· 
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In a written reply she said she would not, because the money was needed 

for primary schools. However L .E.A. 's could, if they wished, use 

R.O.S.L.A., Minor works or Major basic needs money. 

It was still rather early to expect much information from L.E.A. 's 

about their re-organisation plans, but during the summer and autunm the 

first reactions were coming in; the pattern remained far from clear. In 

Bedfordshire(37) plans had earlier been agreed, but in the light of 

Circular 10/70 the education committee reviewed those plans and decided 

to stand by them. However their decision was over-ruled by the full 

council. A similar situation arose in Surrey(38) where the county 

council asked the education committee to re-consider a.ll plans, and to 

take no further action in the meantime. Aberystwith, too, ( 39 ) decided 

to review its plan, although in this case those who supported the motion 

were in two groups - one of which was anti-comprehensive, while the 

other sought a better comprehensive plan. Richmond was the next one in 

the news. (l .. o) This was a Tory-controlled authority which all along had 

steadfastly refused to submit a plan for re-organisation. Now, after 

hearing a report on the inefficiency of their existing selective system, 

both the committee and the full council agree to go comprehensive. 

Richmond was followed quickly by Barnet,(4l) a Tory authority which had 

had a plan rejected by the minister and had never reached agreement 

with him. Now the council agreed to put up a genuine plan for 

comprehensive re-organisation. 

(37) Education, 31/7/70, P. 104. 

(38) Ibid. 

(39) Education, 7/8/70, _P. 119. 

(40) Education, 18/9/70, P. 242; 2/10/70, P. 310. 

(41) Education, 16/10/70, P. 361. 
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Even by the end of 1970 there was not a great deal of evidence 

to indicate the views of the L.E.A.'s or Mrs. Thatcher's response. The 

annual report of the D.E.S. gave what information was available and even 

indulged in a little speculation.<42 ) Section 17 reported that up to 

the end of 1970 Mrs. Thatcher had approved four major plans and also 

five plans for smaller parts of authorities' areas. It went on to say 

that many authorities were still considering their response to the 

circular but that it seemed likely that most of them with approved plans 

would adhere to them. Section 15 gave an idea of how many were involved. 

At the end of Mr. Wilson's administration 115 L.E.A.'s had had plans 

approved for the whole or for a greater part of their areas and 17 for 

a small part. Eight were under consideration and thirteen had been 

rejected. There had been no response from ten. 

In April and tmy, comprehensive education and kindred subjects 

were touched upon several times in the House. First Mrs. Thatcher was 

asked to give details of the different types of comprehensive school 

and their respective degrees of popularity. (43 ) After she had replied, 

Mr. Dormand complained that many comprehensive schools were that in name 

only, because they lacked a full range of ability. In reply Mrs. Thatcher 

shifted the subject a little to make the point that comprehensive and 

non-selective education were not the same thing. Often selection is 

needed, she said, to get an all-ability range in a comprehensive school: 

"that was rejected by the last government", she said, but "selection is 

not necessarily rejected by this government." Furthermore, she refused 

to ban streaming. However, when Mr. Deakins questioned her about 

selection a month later in the House(44 ) she didn't dwell on how 

selection could be used to make a school genuinely comprehensive. She 

(42) "Education and Science in 1970", H.M.S.O., April 1971, Section 17. 

(43) Vol. 814, H. c. Deb, 1/4/71, Col. 1661-3. 
(44) Vol. 816, H. C. Deb, 6/5/71, Col. 1614. 
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told him bluntly that L.E.A •. 's had the duty to provide schools that met 

the varying aptitudes and abilities of the children: and if they chose 

to do this by a selective system she would not interfere. 

At this point l~s. Thatcher made an interesting tactical move. 

During an education debate in the Commons(45 ) she was givin·g a list of 

her priorities and, predictably, comprehensive re-organisation was well 

down the list. But, in passing, she spoke about the practice of 

submitting re-organisation pla.ns for the minister's approval. She 

pointed out that this approval had no force in law:: the process merely 

informed the D.E.S. of the L.E.A.'s intentions. Each proposal would 

subsequently have to be approved by her under Section 13 of the Act. 

Soon· after she made this statement fdrs. Thatcher announced(46 ) that she 

was "discontinuin·g the_ practice of giving approvals to non-statutory 

plans for re-organisation because of the confusion between these and 

approvals under Section 13 of the 1944 Act, as amended." It is 

surprising that she did not take this action earlier, because the 

approvals in question had been introduced by Labour's Circular 10/65 

with the express purpose of encouraging L.E.A.'s to press on with 

re-organisation. It was still serving this purpose. As more and more 

authorities declared their intention to go comprehensive, and in most 

cases no good grounds existed whereby she could reject them, n~s. Thatcher 

found herself giving approval, even if somewhat reluctan,tly, to an 

increasing number of plans. A trend was thus established: she would 

have to put a stop to it. Her motive, then, for discontinuing the 

practice was probably this as much as the one that she stated. 

(45) Vol. 815, H. C. Deb, 21/4/71, Col. 1203 et seq, especially 
1210-11. 

(46) "Education and Science in 1971", Pp. 7-8. 
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Meanwhile the press was reporting on some of the more interesting 

decisions about comprehensive education. In July 1971 Mrs. Thatcher 

refused to give Section 13 approval to a proposal to combine a. secondary 

modern school with a grammar school at Barnet:C47 ) at half a mile, the 

sites were too far apart, she stated. In Surrey the authority had now 

decided to press ahead with part of their plan. But a proposa.l to 

convert the Rydens Secondary Modern School, at Walton-on-Thames, into 

a comprehensive school did not meet with her approval.C4B) She approved 

the project under Section 13 of the Act, but then produced her trump-

card. Invoking Section 68 of the Act she decl~r.ed that the authority 

v1as acting unreasonably in eliminating parental choice. She mentioned 

the exclusion of single sex and denominational schools. (The former was 

true but not the latter.) Then she got to the real reason. The authority 

was unreasonable, she said, because the proposals make "no provision for 

any exception· and have the effect of eliminating all choice of school 

for those children who might qualify for a grammar school place." If 

this was going to be her criterion then this decision in Surrey would 

have enormous significance. Two points here are worthy of comment -

parental choice and Section 68. 

Section 76 of the 1944 Education Act first established the principle 

that "so far as is compatible vii th the provision of efficient instruction· 

and training and the avoidance of unreasonable public expenditure, pupils 

are to be educated in accordance with the wishes of their parents." 

Many appeals were made by parents to the minister under this sectioa, 

and to clarify the situation somewhat he issued, in August 1950, the 

Manual of Guidance Schools No. 1. It listed some of the reasons that 

could be invoked - denominational grounds, desire for single-sex 

(47) Education, 9/7/71, P. 1. 

(48) Ibid. 
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education, Welsh lan-guage education, convenience of access, special 

facilities, family association and medical reasons. But the clause 

11provision of efficient instruction and training 11 meant that an authority 

could exclude from a grammar school all children except those considered 

suitable for such an education. To these children a choice was given 

beb;een grammar and other type secondary schools, but not to the others. 

Frequently, during the comprehensive 'debate the Conservatives ha.d referred 

to parental choice for these children and fought to preserve it. But to 

some people there was something a little off-putting about fighting for 

parental choice for only a small sector of the community. Boyle agreed(49 ) 

that he did refer to parental choice from time to time in his speeches, 

but as the years went on he used it less and less. 11It's been a fighting 

word. that gets used from time to time, 11 he said, ''but no one has thought 

this one out very thoroughly." 

The point was developed in a speech(50) by Mr. George Carter, the 

new president of the Inner London Teachers Association in· February 1970. 

He was speaking about the possibility of unlimited parental choice within 

the London school system. He envisaged that, in the context of 

comprehensive schools side by side with grammar schools, the less 

favoured comprehensive schools might even be forced to close. His 

conclusion was that in legislating on the question of parental choice, 

one consideration should be paramount: it should not be possible for a 

parent, by making a choice of school for his ovm child, to frustrate the 

development of the education system for the benefit i:r£ all children. 

~~. Carter was speaking about the possible effects if a free choice 

of school were offered to all parents. But many educationists were 

concerned about the effect of a choice of school being accorded to even 

(49) Interview.at Leeds University, 21/1/74, Pp. 27-28. 

(50) Education, 13/2/70, P. 177. 
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a limited number of parents within the selective system. If free 

choice were being offered to some at the expense of others, within a 

system financed from public funds, then they felt that an injustice 

was being perpetrated. Many did feel that the direct-grant and 

maintained grammar schools were receiving more than their share of 

limited resources to the detriment of the secondary modern schools. 

Successive governments had endeavoured to right this imb~:j.lance, but 

the causes were difficult to determine and had proved impossible to 

eradicate. But still ~~s. Thatcher upheld this kind of parental choice, 

acting in such a way as to undermine the future success of a new 

comprehensive school in order to uphold the free choice of a minority 

to opt for grammar school education. 

In taking exception to the Surrey proposal·for their Rydens 

Secondary School, ~~s. Thatcher made use of Section 68.of the 1944 Act 

and demanded that the scheme should be modified to allow for the 

transfer - to schools outside of the Rydens catchment area - of children 

who were suited to a grammar school education. Section 68 of the Act 

empowers the minister to intervene if he is satisfied that an L.E.A. is 

acting unreasonably. Perhaps Mrs. Thatcher thought that by invoking 

this section of the Act she could positively direct the L .E •. A •. to an 

alternative policy, instead of merely rejecting their proposal. But 

her action provoked criticism. The Surrey parent group, S.T.E.P. (Stop 

the Eleven-Plus in Surrey), sought the opinions of two Counse1(5l), who 

were in agreement that the Secretary of State's action·in using Section 

68 for this purpose was "not only unprecedented, but also exceeded the 

intention of the Section". They expressed the opinion that "the Secretary 

of State's direction is a nullity and .••• the L.E •. A. is under no duty to 

(51) Education, 17/9/71, P. 201. 
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comply with her direction". S.T.E.P. then urged Surrey County Council 

to be guided by these opinions. In turn, the county council took legal 

advice(52) to determine whether they had any chance of successfully 

challenging the Secretary of State in the courts. Counsel advised that 

they were unlikely to succeed, so the authority reluctantly decided to 

abide by her ruling. But Mrs. Thatcher must have realised tha-t she had 

had a narrow escape, and she didn't use Section 68 for this purpose again. 

Meanwhile Surrey, after its initial indecision- in July 1970, in 

October 1971 voted(S3) in favour of ending selection throughout the 

county as soon as practicable, though small exceptions were made for 

exceptionally gifted children. On the other hand Northamptonshire chose<54 ) 

to go comprehensive while retaining four grammar schools. They expressed 

the hope that the comprehensive schools would be successful, despite the 

creaming-off of the most able children. To this end "every.encouragement 

would be given by the provision of qualified staff, buildings, and 

equipment", said the official memorandum. But would it be the secondary 

modern story once more, but with a fresh name? 

The Inner London Education Authority received a mixed reception 

from Mrs. Thatcher when they submitted a group of proposals for Section 13 

approva1:(55) she approved some and rejected others. A spokesman for 

the authority said he found some of her decisions "particularly difficult" 

to understand .• 

Once more it was the season for the annual conferences. The motion 

at the 1971 Conservative Conference sought to congratulate the Secretary 

(52) Education, 17/12/71, P. 536. 

(53) Education, 22/12/71, P. 333. 

(54) Education, 6/8/71, P. 81. -

(55) Education, 27/8/71, P. 136. 
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of' State for re-defining the priorities in education.(56) For a 

second year in succession she succeeded in keeping delegates away from 

the subject of comprehensive re-organisation and instead they had time 

to range over the whole educational field. Presumably they were 

satisfied with her treatment of this subject. But there was one 

dissenting voice. ~~. John Schofield complained bitterly about 

Conservative L.E.A. 's being ardent comprehensivist!>• "Almost every 

county in England is Tory-controlled", he said, "and, in the main, 

Conservative chairmen do not follow Mrs. Thatcher but their chief 

education officers." He quoted Lancashire as an authority with a strong 

Tory majority but a firm policy of pressing on with comprehensive re-

organisation. Winding up the debate, Mrs. Thatcher spoke in justification· 

of giving priority to primary schools. But because of' the lack of 

resources nursery schools would. have to be limited for the present to 

deprived areas. Referring to the raising of' the school leaving age, she 

discussed the need for changes in the curriculum. Finally she touched on 

comprehensive education, urging that thorough consideration should be 

given to the possibility of establishing smaller ones. She referred to 

an article by Elizabeth Ha.lsall in the D.E.S. 's journal "Trends in 

Educe.tion", in which Dr. Halsall favoured smaller comprehensive schools. 

Dr. Halsall had been exploring this idea f'or some years through her work 

at Hull University. It was, she asserted, particularly usefu-l in· 

sparsely populated areas and for some of the denominational schools. 

But "Trends in Education" also published, in July 1971, an article by 

T. I. Davies,(57) a member of the Inspectorate, who had specialised in 

curriculum analysis to determine the relationship between size of staff' 

and variety of curriculum. Mr. Davies' conclusion was that when a 

comprehensive school falls well below six form entry in size, the pupils 

(56) Conservat~ve Party Conference 1971, Verbatim report, Pp. 64-72. 

(57) Education, 30/7/71, P. 58. 
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suffer disadvantages which should not be under-estimated. Why, then, 

was f~s. Thatcher showing preference for smaller comprehensive schools? 

While most would agree that the larger school potentially offered more 

in terms of large staff and increased number of options in the curriculum, 

few would dispute that it brought with it problems of organisation', a 

lack of intimacy, and disciplinary problems. In contrast, small schools 

avoided these problems. Moreover having smaller schools meant that the 

problem of split-site schools could be avoided and, above all, existing 

schools could become comprehensive without losing their integrity. These 

were the advantages sought by the Secretary of State. 

At this point, fifteen months after r~s. Thatcher had assumed 

control of the Department of Education and Science what was the general 

trend among L.E.A.'s regarding comprehensive re-organisation, and what 

was her reaction to it'? No precise figures are available to show how 

many Section 13 proposals,relating to comprehensive schools, were approved 

or rejected by Mrs. Thatcher, but other statistics give an indication. 

The D.E.S.'s annual report states(5B) that in 1971 2,442 Section 13 

proposals were approved: 859 of these were for secondary projects. It 

is not revealed how many of these were connected with comprehensive re-

organisation, but 695 of these secondary approvals were for new schools, 

significant enlargements and changes in character: 164 were closures. 

A further indication of the trend can be gleaned from another D.E.S. 

publication: "Statistics of Education·". Successive volumes(59) indicate 

the variations in the number of each type of school. The relevant details 

are as follows:-

(58) "Education and Science in_l971", P. 7. 

(59) "Statistics of Education", 1970-73, Volume 1, Table 1. 
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NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 1970 1971 1972 1973 

Secondary Modern 2691 2464 2218 1915 

G-rammar 1038 970 893 819 

Technical 82 67 58 ~-3 

Comprehensive 1145 1373 1591 1835 

The increase in the number of comprehensive schools was to be expected, 

but the decline in grammar schools - about 75 being closed each year -

suggests that Mrs. Thatcher was unable or unwilling to resist the wishes 

of the local authorities. 

The above sta~istics, and reports of individual projects, show 

that d.uring the period. under consideration {June 1970 - December 1971) 

a steady flow of proposals was being directed to the Secretary of State 

for Section 13 approval. She saw fit to reject a few but the majority 

were approved. 

In as much as Tory policy is, in practice, created by the Secretary 

of State und.er the supervision of the leader, it can be said that Tory 

policy on secondary education took a swing to the right when Mrs. Thatcher 

succeeded Sir Edward Boyle. She rarely, if ever, referred to the work of 

the educational psychologists and sociologists. Socially deprived 

children, positive discrimination and similar concepts seem to have been 

forgotten. In contrast, she believed in selection; but if comprehensive 

schools were desired, she contended that they could co-exist with grammar 

schools. However, in practice her policy expressed itself through the 

principle of local decision-making. In time she came to recognise and 

accept the trend towards comprehensive education, although she personally 

did not show any liking for it. On occasion, however, she used. her 

Section 13 powers to preserve good grammar schools or to retain an 
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element of parental choice. And whereas Boyle had sought to find a 

new role for the grammar schools along the lines of their becoming 

upper schools in 2-tier schemes, or sixth form colleges, Mrs. Thatcher's 

contribution of this kind was to explore the idea of smaller comprehensive 

schools, so that good existin·g secondary schools could become comprehensive 

without losing their integrity. 
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Chapter 16 

Conclusion 

We have traced in some detail the Conservative Party's statements 

and actions during the years 1945-1971 relevant to its policy on 

comprehensive education, and it seems appropriate now to draw together 

the various threads of the argument, together with the conclusions that 

have been reached. 

One of the intentions of the 1944 Education Act was to make 

secondary education a reality for all children. But the Act did not 

determine which form of secondary education should be adopted. The 

most familiar form was the selective one, which by that time had evolved 

into the tri-partite system. But before the war there was a minority 

who believed that children should not be segregated according to ability. 

They advocated that children should receive their secondary education in 

one type of school - the comprehensive school. However after the 1944-

Act the overvThelming majority of local authorities chose to adopt the 

tri-partite system which, at that time, was favoured by the majority of 

educationists. Although the 1944 Act had given no decision about the 

structure of secondary education, the Conservative Caretaker Government 

encouraged(!) L.E.A.'s to adopt the selective system, and throughout the 

years 1945-51 successive education ministers of the Labour government 

followed that same policy.( 2) 

However this consensus between the two political parties came to 

anC end in 1951 when Labour switched its support to the comprehensive 

(1) Ministry of Education, Pamphlet No. 1, "The Nation's Schools". 

(2) Supra, Chapter 3. 
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system, basing its decision on egalitarian considerations.( 3) But the 

Conservatives felt that comprehensive schools offered no overall 

advantage, so they continued to give their support to the selective 

system. They could agree to no more than a limited amount of experiment 

with comprehensive schools. Instead, they preferred to develop the 

secondary modern schools, with the object of their attaining parity of 

esteem with other secondary schools·. 

Throughout the 1920's and 1930's the selective system had rested 

on the assertion that a child.'s future ability could be predicted and 

accurately measured.. In the early 1940's the educational psychologists 

had rejected this theory, and they now held that measurable intelligence 

was partly innate and partly the result of environment: it was not a 

permanently fixed quantity that they were measuring. As a result of the 

rejection of the earlier theory(4 ), the supporters of selection• now had 

to re-d.evelop their philosophy. They still considered that it was possible 

to assess, with reasonable accuracy, a child's current ability. However; 

they acknowledged that mistakes would be made \'lith some children, and that 

there would be children whose level of intelligence would change due to 

environmental factors. Consequently, all secondary schools would have to 

be prepared to provide for such children, in addition to those for whom 

the school was primarily intend'ed. 

During the late 1950's the Conservatives tackled this problem(5) 

by urging that full use should be made of transfer at 13 years of age. 

The problem could also be minimised by the grammar school and secondary 

modern school courses being allowed to overla.p. The Tories also 

considered that campus schools had considerable merits in that transfer 

(3) M. Pa;rkinson, "The Labour Party and the Org~isa.tion of Secondary 
Education, 1918-65 11

, P. 47. 

(4) P. E. Vernon, (Ed.), "Second~ry School Selection 11
, 1957, P. 39. 

(5) Vol. 563, H. C. Deb, 24/1/57, Col. 374-5. 
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from one department to another was relatively easy. 

Up to this point Conservatives had allowed. no more than a few 

experiments wi t~1 comprehensive schools. In 1955, however, Eccles 

extemled this(6) to include rural districts and new housing areas, 

provided that the people really wanted them. Ho also introduced another 

idea into the Tory policy on comprehensives. First came a statement that 

. proposals would be judged on their merits. (7) This implied n certain 

freedom on the pa.rt of L.E.A. 's to initia.t.e schemes. It was left to 

Lord Hailsha.m, early in 1957, to make the idea explicit:(B) the decision 

whether or not to become comprehensive was for each local authority to 

make. But at the same time Eccles and. h:i.s successors made it clear(9 ) 

that they valued the grammar sc!"J.ools, n.nC. had no intention of dosing nny 

of them. IUly clevelopment of comprehensive schools would have to contend 

with the continued presence of the grammar schools - with the possible 

e~ception of country districts and areas of new housing. 

This completed the basic Tory policy - a policy r1hich remained 

virtua.lly unchanged until 1962. 

As early as 1957 howe·ier Boyle was expressing anxiety ·about certain 

aspects of selection at 11+: he was unhappy about(lO) the influence of 

selection on the curriculum of' the primary schools, and he recognised 

that selection lw.d social implications and. disadvantages. He readily 

ga.ve his support(ll), therefore, to the Leicestershire scheme which was 

ann.ouncecl that yenr. By a system of parental choice at 1~.+ it sought to 

(6) Eccles• speech of 13/4/55 quoted in N.C.P., 13/2/56, Pp. 17-18. 

(7) Vol. 535, !l. C. Deb, 16/12/5l,., Col. 171+. 

{8) Times, 12/2/57, 3c • 

. ( 9 ) T. E. S • , 7/1/5 5 , P. 14. 

(10) Vol. 568, H. C. Deb, 5/4/57, Col. 759-60. 

(11) H.C.P., 3/3/58, P. 21. 
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avoid the disadvantages of early selection, while preserving the 

integrity of the grammar schools.(l2) 

In the years that followed, there was a steady build-up of 

information about the theory, the process, and the shortcomings of 11+ 

selection. Research had already indicated(l3) that intelligence was 

only partly inn-ate: that its development was greatly influenced by the 

quality of home and school environment. Next, the accuracy of the 

selection process was called into question'. (l4 ) Then came further 

research, and confirmation of the earlier findings, by the reports of 

the C.A.C.E. - Crowther and Newsom •. 

Meanwhile, the Conservative government continued to make suggestions 

for minimising the shortcomings of the selective system~15 ): both grammar 

and secondary modern schools would have to provide f'or children on· the 

border-line of selection, with courses of equal standard. But if the 

social problems of selection were to be avoided - the divisiveness and 

the sense of failure - it seemed that the secondary moderns would have to 

be improved(l6 ) out of all recognition in order to give them parity of 

esteem with grammar schools. Tb this end the government in 1958 embarked 

upon a £400 million building programme. (l7 ) But parity of esteem depended 

upon many, and complex factors - not just upon buildings and equipment. 

It was something the secondary modern schools were never to attain. 

In 1962 B·oyle carne back from the Treasury to become Minister of 

Education. Free from the day to day affairs of education he had had the 

(12) C. Benn and B. Simon, "Half Way There", 2nd Ed., P. 61. 

(13) P. E. Vernon, Op. cit., Pp. 101-6; J. E. Floud (Ed.), "Social Class 
and Educational Opportunity", 1956. 

(14) Cf. D. Rubinstein and B. Simon, "The Evolution of the Comprehensive 
School, 1926-66", P. 66. 

(15) Vol. 588, H. C •. Deb, 22/5/58, Col. 1493. 

(16) T.E.S., 26/4/57, P. 566. 
(17) White Paper, "Secondary Education for All: A new drive", (Cnmd. 604), 

December 1958. 
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opportunity to consider the evidence. On returning to education one 

of his first decisions was to extend the scope for comprehensive schools. 

He would allow the~ now in large cities(l8 ) (co-existing with grammar 

schools) and in small market towns(l9 ) (where, presumably, the grammar 

schools were too small to be efficient). At this time Boyle also began 

to speak about the need for positive discrmination in favour of the 

und.erprivileged. (20) Then in the summer of 1963 he made two important 

speeches which together warked a development in his policy. (2l) He now 

held. the view that· the tri-partite system could no longer be regarded as 

the norm, with other systems regarded as experimental. In future each 

system was to be judged on its merits: all were on trial, he said. But 

he had one reservation: he wanted to preserve first-class grammar schools 

of good size. ( 22 ) This was a significant reservation to make because, in 

its most obvious interpretation, it amounted to co-existence of grammar 

schools with comprehensive schools, when the latter would be at a 

considerable disadvantage, despite Sir Edward's assurance to the contrary. 

The reasons behind Boyle's shift in policy are worth examining. 

His move away from the tri-partite system was for three reasons. (23) 

First, he accepted that the original theory behind selection was no 

longer tenable; intelligence depended not only on innate ability but was 

influenced very much by environment, and it followed that positive 

discri-mination should be practised in favour of underprivileged children, 

rather than privileged treatment for able children (if such was the case). 

(18) T.E.S., 1/3/63, P •. 416. 

(19) Education, 31/5/63, P. 1077. 

(20) T.E.S., 1/3/63,. P. 416. 

(21) T.E.S., 21/6/63, P. 1368; Education, 12/7/63, Pp. 101-2. 

(22) Guardian, 19/6/63, P. 5. 

(23) Lord Boyle, Article·in "Journal of Educational Administration· and 
History", June 1972, Pp. 32-3. 
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The second inf'luence(24-) on Boyle was the lmowledge that so many L.E.A.'s 

had now come to accept comprehensive education for their areas. But the 

thir-d, and probably most important, factor to influence Boyle (25) was the 

attitude of the parents towards the tri-partite system - or rather, 

towards part of it - the secondary modern schools. Parents considered( 26 ) 

that the courses offered by these schools were not adequate for many of 

the children in them, (especially border-line cases), and regarding 

prestige, the secondary mod.erns were undoubtedly bottom of the league. 

Two reports issued during 1963 added extra weight to these parental 

opinions.< 27 ) 

In view of the above considerations why did Boyle insist on 

preserving the best of the grammar schools, a policy which would almost 

certainly hind.er the development of a truly comprehensive system? The 

reasons he gave( 28 ) included the preservation of parental choice, a fear 

that Neighbourhood Comprehensive ·schools could not do justice for an 

able child, and a doubt as to whether an average comprehensive school 

could sufficiently "stretch" an able child. 

It would seem that Boyle had gone a long way tow~rds acceptin·g the 

reasoning of the educational experts, but had failed to follow it to its 

logical conclusion. 

During the next two years he dwelt upon this problem, but there 

seemed to be no solution to it. He was more than ever convinced that 

Conservatives should move a.way from selection at eleven, but the 

(24) 

(25) 

(26) 

(27) 

(28) 

Ibid.; M. Kogan, "The Politics of Education", P. 78. 

Lord Boyle, Op. cit., Pp. 32-3. 
Lord Boyle, Interview at Leeds, 21/1./74, Pp. 12-13. 

( 

N.U.T. Survey,. "The State of Our Schools"; The Newsom Report. 

Cf. Chapter 10, supra. 
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comprehensive alternative seemed .fraught with danger for high academic 

standards. By 1965 he declared( 29 ) that the party was in a dilemma, 

and as a solution he advocated a much slower evolution towards 

comprehensive education. 

Meanwhile Labour had returned to power in 1964 and now had the 

opportunity to implement its policy. It is interesting to note however 

that a comparison betv1een the policies of the two parties in January 1965, 

when Crosland became Minister of Education, reveals a certain amount of 

consensus between his policy and Boyle's position at that time. Crosland 

had for long advocated a comprehensive system of secondary education 

because he believed that selection offended against equality: Boyle had, 

by 1963, moved away from selection, but on the grounds of social justice 

to the individual. Boyle, as we have seen, was pressing for a slow 

evolution in order to protect the grammar schools and high aca.demic 

standards, while Crosland was calling for a moderate pace(30) because 

of the obstacles ahead: one of these was the regard that many Labour 

Party members had for grammar schools. HoVIever even this limited 

consensus was soon to end. 

There were some people who alleged that equal opportunity could be 

offered only at the expense of academic standards. If such w·ere the 

case it could be argued that the parties were faced with a choice between 

equal opportunity for all children, or the maintaining of high standards. 

Labour however did not subscribe to this view. In 1965 they decided to 

launch an intensive campaign for comprehensive schools, and Crosland 

published his first circular on the subject, Circular 10/65. Authorities 

were expected to make plans to abolish selection. It was meant to be the 

death of the grammar schools - selection in any form would be acceptable 

only on an interim basis. 

(29) Conservative Annual Conference 1965. 
(30) M. Parkinson, Op. cit., P. 89. 
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Boyle, on the other hand, was not satisfied that comprehensive 

schools could maintain high academic standards, so he advoca.ted that 

the first-class grammar schools of good. size should be preserved for 

the sake of very able children. For the remaining four years that he 

had as Tory education Spokesman· this was his basic position, although 

he was constantly seeking means of integrating the grammar schools into 

the comprehensive system without losing their excellence. The 

Leicestershire scheme ( 3l) had for long offered a possible s.olution. 

It deferred selection or parental choice from 11+ to 14+. Then, in· 

1968 the Conservatives had their experience in the I.L.E.A.(32) to 

demonstrate that another possible solution - co-existence of grammar 

with comprehensive schools - simply did not work. Perhaps the most 

successful idea advocated by Boyle in his search for a new role for the 

grammar schools was the idea of using them as sixth-form colleges.(33) 

This,offered some hope of keeping their highly qualified staffs together 

and their traditions alive:· it would also make good use of their 

valuable facilities, whilst postponing selection· from 11+ to 16+, an 

age at which it was acceptable to both parties.(34) 

In 1967 the Conservative Shado~v Cabinet(3S) and their leader, 

Pk. Heath, gave Boyle unqualified support. A speech by Mr. Heath(36), 

apparently directed to the new· Conservative L.E.A. 's, spoke of seeking 

a new role for grammar schools: he seems to have had in mind their 

becoming sixth-form colleges, or the upper tier of a two-tier or IIRllti-

(31) N.C.P., 3/3/58, P. 20. 

(32) Cf. Chapter 13, supra. 

(33) T.E.S., 6/1/67, P. 26. 

(34) Cf. Education Bill, 1970, especially Session 1969-70, Vol. 1, 
House of Commons Standing Committee A, 19/3/70. 

(35) D. Butler and M~ Pinto-Duschinsky, "The British General Election,, 
1970", .P. 71. 

(36) C.C.O., 17/6/67, No. 488/67, and 492/67. 
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tier system where entry would be at 13+ or 14+ by parental choice, 

guided by the teachers. Heath also gave his support to the idea of 

11-18 comprehensive schools being built in areas where there were no 

good grammar schools. However he made the proviso that such a 

comprehensive school must be purpose-built. 

With the end of consensus in 1965 the parties went their separate 

ways, Conseryatives persuing quality, and Labour intent on equality. 

Labour began to try to win over the L.E.A.'s by persuasion in 1965, then 

by indirect financial sanctions in 1966. After that they began to 

threaten (37) legislation to enforce comprehensive re-organisation;. This 

issue of compulsion absorbed a great deal of energy in each party for 

the next two years until Labour fell from power in 1970. In the course 

of this quarrel the Conservatives laid great stress on the desirability 

of local decision-making. As we have seen in the previous chapter, this 

was the attitude taken by all Tory education ministers since Eccles first 

occupied that post: it was partly a matter of principle, but it was 

also \'lell sui ted to achieving the Conservative objective of safeguarding 

the grammar schools. 

Although Mr. Heath and the Shadow Cabinet supported Boyle's policy, 

and it was thereby regarded as official Conservative policy, there 

remained a need to convince the M.P.'s and the party faithful that this 

was the right policy. If this was not done, there was always the 

possibility that they would seek a change in lead.ership - at least in 

the education department. But the task facing Heath and. Boyle was not 

an easy one, and it was made more difficult by Labour's determination to 

enforce comprehensive education. Conservative Party members, both in 

and out of parliament, expected a clear lead in the fight against Labour. 

(37) Legislation was first mentioned at Labour Party's annual 
conference, October 1968. 
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Heath and Boyl.e were totally opposed to compulsion but at the same time 

they supported the move away from selection at 11+. The result was that 

they could not give unqualified support for retaining the grammar schools 

in their present form. Each had declared himself in favour of seeking a 

new, though selective, role for the best of the gr.ammar schools - selection 

at 13+ or later.(38 ) The right-wing of the party, however, could not 

accept this, and they said so on many occasions, especially at the annual 

party conferences. Slowly, however, Cons erva ti ve Members of Parliament 

came to realise that public opinion was changing in favour of comprehensives, 

and a majority support(39) for the official policy emerged. Moreover, 

among the rank and file members of the party, opposition weakened a little 

year by year, and by the time of the 1969 a.nnual party conference the 

opposition could be heard, but with little effect.<4o) Nevertheless, a 

minority, opposed to the policy, still existed beneath the surface, no 

doubt hoping that eventua.lly Boyle would go and there would be a new 

education leader willing to fight for the grammar schools. 

Soon after this their hopes were fulfilled: Boyle resigned on his 

ovm initiative. (4l) Mr. Heath took the opportunity to form a new team 

in readiness for the next election. In choosing a successor for Boyle, 

Mr. Heath was not entirely free to appoint one with educational views 

similar to those that he had supported in Boyle. (42 ) The result was that 

the Conservative Party soon found itself with a new policy on compr~hensive 

education. Mrs. Thatcher stood for selection, quality, parental choice, 

(38) Eg Heath: C .c .0., 17/6/67, No. 488/67, a.nd 492/67. 
Boyle: c.c.o., 2/12/66, No. 10,687. 

(39) Times, 12/11/68, 8g. 

(40) Conservative Party Conference, 1969, Verbatim report. 

(41) Cf. Chapter 14; P. 185. 

(42) Boyle, Interview a.t Leeds, 21/1/74, Pp. 30-31. 
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direct grant and public schools. She had nothing to say on the need 

for positive discrimination, or the need to find a new role for the 

grammar schools: safeguarding the sta:tus quo seemed to be her objective.(43) 

When the Conservatives came to power in 1970 ~~s. Thatcher, confirmed 

in the education portfolio, chose to implement her policy by leaving 

comprehensive school decisions to L.E.A. 's, (4·4 ) with the knowledge that 

she could. protect the grammar schools by using her powers under Section· 13. 

In the event, however, the desire of L.E.A.'s to go comprehensive continued 

unabated,(45) and Mrs. Thatcher eventually came to accept the sitUation, 

intervening only occasionally, in the interests of the grammar schools or 

of parental choice. It has been estimated that !~s. Thatcher used her 

Section 13 powers to safeguard these schools a little more often than 

Boyle, Eccles or Hailsham would have done.<46 ) This was to be expected, 

and indeed the immense delays that were often experienced in obtaining 

these approvals perhaps indicate how reluctant she was to approve the 

closure of grammar schools. 

We have now seen how the two ·parties were in,.a position of agreement 

in 1950 on the question of the structure of secondary education. Then in 

1951 Labour had become united in their opposition to selection and support 

of comprehensive education, while the Tories continued to support selection. 

Twelve years later Boyle moved. the official Tory position over towards the 

left when he ceased to support selection at 11+, though he had reservations 

about abandoning the grammar schools. This new degree of consensus was 

broken in 1965 when Labour chose a policy of trying to compel L.E.A. 's to 

go comprehensive. The Tories expressed their disapproval, but continued 

(43) Cf. Chapter 15, supra.; Pp. 209-10. 

(44) Circular 10/70. 

(45) "Statistics of Education 11
, 1970-73, Vol. 1., Table 1. 

(46) Boyle, Interview at Leeds, 21/1/7.4, P. 10. 
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to search for a new role for the grammar schools within a comprehensive 

structure - but preferably a selective role. In 1969 Mrs. Thatcher 

succeeded Boyle and carried the Conservatives further av1ay from Labour -

in fact, back to the position· that the Conservatives had abandoned in 

1963. It is interesting to note that this alteration in policy came as 

a result of political chance and was not the intention of the leader. (47 ) 

Af'ter she came to power Mrs. Thatcher failed to arrest the trend towards 

comprehensive education and reached the position where she had to accept 

the reality of the situation, intervening only occasionally. In 1972 the 

author asked a senior official of the Conservative Party what was 

Mrs. Thatcher's policy on comprehensive education. He replied that she 

did not have a policy on this. Tha.t was how the party explained 

:Mrs. Thatcher's policy of local decision-making. But a cynic, knowing 

M'rs. Thatcher's personal views on selection and local decision-making, 

and aware of the increase in comprehensive education, might well have 

used the same description - a non-policy. 

Mrs. Thatcher and Sir Edward Boyle were on common ground with each 

other and with their predecessors in their support for parental choice 

a.nd their determination to preserve at least the best of the grammar 

schools. We have already considered (48 ) hov1 this use of the term 

Parental Choice is very d.ifferent from its use in the 1944 Education Act. 

In the context of 11+ selection, Pa.renta.l Choice means giving a choice 

of school to the parents of the able children but not to the others. If 

this is done at the expense of the others then the concept is an unjust 

one. :Many held the view that the grammar schools fitted this description. 

The Conservative case for preserving the best of the grammar schools 

depended on these schools being the only ones capable of high academic 

(47) Bbyle, Interview at Leeds, 21/1/74, Pp. 30-31. 

(48) Cf. Chapter 15, supra. Pp. 203-5. 
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standards, having highly qualified staff, capacity to "stretch" very 

able pupils, and possessing aca.demic traditions. Individual Conservatives 

varied in their reasons for supporting selection. Some did so because 

they felt sure their child would vdn a place in a grammar school. Others 

supported selection because they were afraid of change, although they 

must have realised that a good grammar school usually did convert into a 

good comprehensive school: the concentration of staff and able pupils 

would be reduced, but provided that this process wasn't taken too far, 

the comprehensive school would still be a place that valued academic 

excellence and was able to "stretch" an able child. As for tradition, 

valuable traditions don't depend on history, but on a dedicated and 

enlightened head teacher a.nd staff; a 400-year-old grammar school might 

have ancient traditions but may have failed to up-date its curriculum, 

while a ten-year-old comprehensive could be thoroughly up-to-date in its 

curriculum as well as possessing traditions of discipline and work. 

But it would be a mistake to belittle all of the fears expressed 

by the advocates of the grammar schools. True, there were good 

comprehensives, capable of everything that a good grammar school should 

be proud of. But there were poor ones, too. And whereas England had 

reached the stage where a grammar school place was available for most 

able children (though there were exceptions), if all secondary schools 

became comprehensive, each with its own catchment area, then some areas 

would have a good school and others not so good a. school. It was 

obvious that a former secondary modern school in a socially poor district 

could have little chance of being possessed of a good academic tradition, 

a gifted headteacher, a dedicated and competent staff and a balanced 

cross-section of ability in the children. Yet if these condi tion·s were 

not fulfilled, the able children in that neighbourhood would. certainly 

be at a disadvantage. 
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It was clear that the comprehensive lobby still had some problems 

to solve before they could reasonably hope to allay the justifiable 

fears of the advocates of selection. 
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