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From Dr. D. G. Christopherson, Vice-Chancellor, University 
of Durham. 

THE main impression given by the 1965 Triennial Man
power Survey is that the supply of people qualified in 
science and technology is developing satisfactorily, and 
as planned, But is it ? The almost simultaneous publica 
tion of the annual returns of the University Grants 
Committee for 1964-65 makes a new comparison possible. 
The significant figures arc those for new entrants to the 
faculti es of science and t echnology (excluding those from 
overseas) as compared with the Robbins forecasts. 
The following table shows figures for home entrants (in 
thousands) to British universities in 1964-65. 

Robbins forecast 
.Actually achieved 

Percentage deficiency 

Pure science 
11·01 
10·33 

6·6 

Applied science 
7·23 
5·71 

26·6 

Total all faculties 
38·44 
36·89 

4·2 

Thus, within a year of the publication of the Robbins 
Report, the university total of home entrants was within 
4 per cent of the target, but in science and technology 
combined it was 14 per cent short, and all the indications 
are that this trend is continuing. Yet there is no doubt 
that the Wliversities have leant over backwards to admit 
every properly qualified applicant in these fields. 

The larg.,st single cause of the deficiency in applicants, 
of the relatively slow growth of the scientific sixth forms, 
and of the disturbing new tendency for those who have 
been scientists at school to apply to other faculties at the 
university, is the difficulties which the schools are experi
encing in recruiting good science teachers. The impression 
which the 1965 Manpower Survey gives, that recruiting 
to the schools has been satisfactory in the last three years, 
is quite misleading. It is really extraordinary that the 
Survey includes in Table IV details of vacant posts in 
industry and the govermnent service (8·7 per cent of 
total employment) and even allows a footnote for the 
Wliversities and C.A.T.'s (5·6 per cent vacancies), but 
says not a word about vacancies in the schools. Can this 
be because , although the schools now employ something 
like 20 per cent of all qualified scientists, no schoolmaster 
(and no H.M.l.) is a m ember of Sir Willis Jackson's 
committee ? Recruitment to the schools over the last 
three years seems reasonably satisfactory, but before 
these figures can be seen iu proportion much more infor
mation 1s required about the needs of the schools, not only 
in terms of actual numbers in science sixth forms, and 
those taking scientific subjects at earlior stages, but in 
terms of the numbers who would choose science if suitable 
teaching was available. 

The interim report of Professor Swann's Working 
Group is likely to cause a greater stir in the scientific 
world than in some respects it should. It happens that the 
years covered are just those in which the universities 
were growing far faster than ever before , and thus neces
sarily recruiting staff, from a total pool of graduates 
which had not yet increased very much, far faster than 
ever before . Thus, for these few years the universities 
were retaining their own products to a quite abnormal 
extent. This situation will not persist for more than about 
one more year, and it would be altogether wrong to take 
long-term dueisions on this evidence. The report itself 
shows how large are the variations which can occur 
even between one year and the next. There is a great 
risk that, if the argument is used that people must be 
forced out of the Wliversities into industry by reducing 
university research grants, the sole effect may be to in
crease proportionally the stream of migration to the United 
States. D. G. CHRISTOPHERSON 

From Prof. S ir Nevill Mott, Head of the Cavendish Labora
tory, Cambridge. 

YoUR editorial makes some good points. The Swann 
Report says what everybody knows, namely that it 

would help the economy if more of our most talented 
scientists made a career in industry, either as scientists, 
scientists-turned-engineers, or as managers. The impor
tant question is how to make this happen. Your editorial 
says ''to the extent that the imbalance of the skilled labour 
market is a consequence of the failure of the yoWlg people 
to appreciate that the problems of industry can be intel
lectually a s exciting and emotionally as rewarding aR 
those of academic life, there is much that can be done". 
Certainly a career in industry can be rewarding and I 
do not doubt that Lord B eeching and other leaders find 
it so; there is room at the top. But every university 
teacher knows of the physics graduate who has gone into 
industry and been bitterly disappointed, not because 
of the bias towards pure research that he received at his 
Wliversity but because the company had not thought 
out what to do with him. As your editorial says , "may 
not young people be right in supposing that academic life 
offers better opportunities than life in industry?" 

Both the Swann Report and your editorial make it 
clear that the trouble is not really with what is taught 
in Wliversity science departments either to undergraduates 
or to postgraduates; what is taught is usually excellent. 
The trouble is simply that too few people, and particularly 
too few of the most talented people, want to go into indus 
try. The d anger now is that, in an attempt to correct this, 
the Science Research Council, following the Swann recom
mendation that "the scale of support for postgraduate 
courses leading primarily to academic research should be 
reviewed" , may damage the present excellent system of 
education, without achieving the desired result . If the 
Committee goes about saying that careers in research 
are only for the few, or (as Mr. Crosland said at Newcastle) 
that too many people stay on to do r esearch, they will 
not make science attractive as a career to schoolboys or 
increase the incentives for graduates to stay in Britain. 
This talk and indeed this rather negative report seem to 
me examples of the "English sickness". In Holland, for 
example, it is taken for granted that many young men 
after their research in the universities or even at C.E.R.N. 
will find their careers in Philips or in other firms and that 
these are the men that Philips wants. 

But we have the English sickness here, and what we 
have to do in the Wliversity science d epartments is 
vigorously to improve our relationship with industry. 
It is as necessary that we join with industry in its attempt 
to make itself attractive to talent as it is to maintain our 
position in fundamental science. The Swann Report says 
that the Science Research Council is actively planning 
methods of encouraging universities and industrial firms 
to collaborate, but there is no need to wait until theso 
plans are ready. In the Department of Physics at Cam
bridge we have not done so; during the last year we have 
attempted, with some success, to plan projects for Ph.D. 
students in co-operation with industrial firms of such a 
nature that the student will spend part of his time in an 
industrial laboratory and part of his time in the Cavendish. 
We hope that as many firms as possible will use this 
opportunity to show ambitious and talented students 
what a career in industry can offer. N. F. MOTT 

From Prof. M. Stacey, Head oftlte Department of Chemistry, 
University of B irmingham. 

THESE reports are timely and of enormous importance 
to all concerned with higher education. They are timely 
because, in this "stop-go" period of university develop
ment, the proportions of students training as scientists 
and engineers in the coming years are already dropping 
significantly in some universities. Some of us already 
fear that unless some financial miracle happens, our 
hopes and ambitions for an increased production of 
scientists and ongineers will not be fulfilled . 

The statistics in the reports may not be strictly 
accurate, but they are the best available and must be 
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