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Introduction to the New Edition 

On February 3"1 1970, a student occupation of the Registry 
building took place at the Unive rsity of Warwick, in protest at the 
authorities breaking a promise they had made to provide a student 
union bui lding on the campus. As such, it was only one o r many 
occupations thal took place at Bri tish universities and colleges in 
the 1960s and 1970s, sometimes on issues of facilities as at 
War.vick; sometimes in pursuit of changes in teaching, 
management and research acti vi ties; and sometimes about wider 
social issues such as the Vietnam War. Unusually, however, the 
occupation at Wa rwick devd opcd intu a major public issue - the 
'Warwick files affair' - with subslantial national media coverage 
and legal repercussions well beyond the immediate issue at stake. 

The reason for 1his was that in the course of a second 
occupation on February 11 111

, the students stumbled upon fi les in 
the Registry th at prov itlel.l clear cv idcm;e- of the routine 
survei llance of staff and students, liles that were kept apan from 
the normal infonnation stored for admin istrative purposes. After 
much debate, selected documents were removed by the students, 
and their existence was reported to the historian E P Thompson, 
then Reader in Labour History at Wan vick, and to the Student 
Union which had au thorised th e occupat ion. Thi s led to !he events 
recounted in Chapter 2 of the book, whic h came to involve the 
entire universi ty through the fo llowi ng weeks, as we ll as 
newspapers, politicians and the courts. 

While Warwick students and sta ff spread the news about the 
files and debated further action, E P Thompson published a 
passionate account of the background to the affair in the 
magazine New Society. which appeared on 19:i. February under 
the ti1 lc 'The business universi ty'. In it he li nked the university's 
refusal to honour their promise of a union building not only to the 
polit ical surveillance revealed in the fi les, bu! also to wider 
concerns about the origins, academic purpose and governance of 
the university. At that time, Penguin Books had estab lished a 
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fonn of instant book, which could present detailed investigative 
journalism on major issues in a convenient permanent form in a 
matter of weeks . Speedy negotiations with Penguin tcd to a 
contract to produce such a book - drafted in a week, edited in 
another week, and published in late March 1970, while the 
Warwick affair continued to hold the attention of the public. 

The writing of Warwick University Ltd had an important effect 
on everyone involved. We learned a great deal not only about the 
origins and development of Warwick University, but also about 
the workings of business, the media, the judicial system, and the 
wider power stmcturcs of the UK within which these institutions 
function. For many of us, it gave impetus to our growing political 
awareness, setting us on our way to decades of activism in 
various fonm, and providing us with experience in how to 
research and report on social issues. 

Our purpose in republishing Warwick University Ltd is , 
however, not one of nostalgia. Rather, we believe that what our 
work revealed in 1970 is very relevant today; it represents an 
early milestone in the transfo mrntion of higher education, and our 
society as a \Vholc, in tbe decades si nce then. The idea of 
republication took shape in January 2013, and the internet 
enabled us to put together a network of people involved in the 
Warwick even ts who warmly endorsed the project. Penguin 
Books declared that they had no objection to republication; 
\eftwing publishers were approached , and advice sought from 
today's academic activists. We were surprised and pleased by the 
number of people we then came across who remembered what 
had happe ned al Warwick in February 1970, and recognised its 
relevance today. 

In this introduction we try to do two things. First, we want to 
indicate the many ways in which what we uncovered al Warwick 
in 1970 prefigured the circumstances facing society today. It is a 
commonplace to see social change si nce 1970 in terms of the rise 
of a new indi vidualism and a revi val of liberal politics and frcc4 

market economics: the last forty years can all too easily be 
viewed as a time of retreat for socialism in any shape or form. So 
the first part outli nes some of the common themes that li nk 1970 
to the present day, both in higher education and in other areas of 
British social and political debate. 

Second, despi1c the many defeats for the left since the 1970s, 
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there have also been major social changes for the better, not only in 
increasingly tolerant attitudes towards alternative beliefs and life
styles, and the continued decline in deference towards our rulers, 
but also in the high politics of governments and world affairs, such 
as the end of apartheid and the fonnal restoration of democracy in 
many parts of the world . For a new generation of s1udcnts, and for 
younger academics and interested citizens, we want to convey 
something of the personal and political context of that time. After 
a lot of discussion, and not a little disagreement, we decided that 
the best way of doing this was to present short personal sketches by 
three of our number who were all students at Warwick at the time: 
these make up the second part of what follows. 

In the original edition of Wanvick University Ltd. , individual 
authorship was only attributed for chapter 7, E P Thompson 's 
closing 'personal comment' . This anonymity was partly due to 
the fear of legal action by the university authorities, which also 
restricted the general acknowledgement of contributors in the 
Preface; but it also reflected our commitment to a democratic and 
collec1ive approach. For th is new edition, we have tried 10 take a 
similar approach, but happily we no longer feel any threat oflegal 
action. Accordingly, authorship of the new material is 
acknowledged: Hugo Radi ce wrote the fim part un tilt: liDks lU 
the present, and acted as overal! editor; the personal reflections 
are by Judith Condon, Ivor Gaber and Ron Rose; and Judith 
Condon prepared the index. Trevor Fisher has given unstinting 
support to the project throughout. We thank Barbara Winslow, Sol 
Picciotto, Julian Harber, Cal Winslow, Richard Hyman and Kate 
Thompson for their comments and advice . We also thank Cris 
Shore, Katrina Navickas, Andrew McGcttigan, Andreas Bieler, 
Noel Castrce, David Harvie, Massimo de Angelis, and Fred Lee 
from the wider higher educat ion community for their 
encouragement; Peter Rous of the Print and Copy Bureau, 
University of Leeds, for technical assistance; Tony Zurbrugg of 
Merlin Press for his patience and generosity in discussing the 
publication of the new edition; and, finally, Tony Simpson of 
Spokesman Press who has brought the project to fiuition. 

Hugo Radice 
October 2013 



T he relevance of Warwick University Ltd today 

On June 2(}~ 2013, echoing the events of 1970, an occupation 
took place at the U11iversizv of Warwick. The ln<lepcndcnt 
reported: 

A room (~/'the Senate House building t1/ the U11irersi(v of 
Warwick has been occupied by a group ofst11den1s lo protest 
against the "pril•afisation and marketisatio11" of higher 
education since late las! week. The givup calls itself Prolect 
the Public University - Warwick (PPU) and 110.1· outlined eight 
"ubjecti1 •es ", i11cl11di11g tfwr Vice Chancellor Nigel Thrift give 
up his £42,000 pay rise and use it 10 fimd a bursary f or local 
5tudcnt5. '' 

Our immediate concern in writing Wanvick UnivasiZ)' Ltd was to 
provirle an explanation of the events off ebruary-March 1970 at 
Warwick, and the analysis that we set out prefigures closely the 
travails of higher education today. We highlighted the 
contradictions in the liberal model of the university, based on a 
commitment to public service, academic independence, and close 
relations with local communities - all in the wider context of 
governmcni poLicics and international scholarship. Local 
business interests had always played an importan t part in the 
establishment of the old civic and modern technological 
universities alike, as well as the polytechnics created in the 
1960s, but within the rapid expansion that followed the 1963 
Robbins Report, Warwick showed how this model could be 
moulded into a fonn lhat placed business at the heart of this 
constellation of interests. This shaped not only the academic 
development of the university, in tenns of the balance of subject 
areas in teach ing and research, but also the representation of 
external interests on the university's governing Council, and 
through that, its internal governance. In recent decades, higher 
cduca1ion has become almost universally subordinated to 
commercial economic imperatives : these include the 
employability of students rather than their education as such; the 
provision of knowledge in the form of sk ills and research outputs 
of direct benefit to businesses and the state; and internal 

J 
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governance structures modelled on those of pri vate companies. Tn 
addition, while universities have acquired more autonomy from 
central government, the decline in public funding has forced 
greater reliance on the ' markets' for both education and research, 
which have 1hus come to shape the choices made by university 
managers. 

Beyond higher education, the occupation at Warwick also 
revealed the use of covert intelligence for political surveillance; 
the readiness of powerful interests to resort to the law when 
challenged; the subordination to the legal system of freedom of 
speech and of the media; and the readiness of supposedly 
respectable private businesses to defraud !he state. ln 1970, these 
issues were not widely perceived even by specialists in such 
matters, let alone the general public. In 2013, they stand at the 
centre of British politics, reflecting the wider processes of change 
from the post-war seltlement that broadly prevailed from 1945 to 
1979, towards what we now call neoliberalism. 

The transformatfon of higher education 
Chapter I of Wanvick University Lrd. tells how the foundation of 
Warwick came to be hijacked by a secretive network of business, 
academic and political interests, marginalising the concerns of 
elected representatives and local communities. We explore the 
centralisation of administrative control under a small team of 
professional administrators, while the University Council was 
openly domina1ed by business interests, rather than a diversity of 
loc"l rcprcscnfation ; Clnd we note how little voice !lc!ldemic f:l!lff 
- let alone students - had in major strategic decisions shaping the 
development of the university, and in its finances. Chapters 2 and 
3 provide a detailed account of the events surroundi ng the 
occupation, and the disputes and decisions that led up to it; while 
Chapter 6, as well as reproducing the documents at the heart of 
the subsequent scandal, includes extracts from the 1968 Tyzack 
Report, with its recommendations for the 'streamlining ' of 
university decision-making. These elements of what we tenned 
'the business university' closely prefigure the changes that swept 
the sector in the 1990s and aftcr.1 

The initial impact of the unrest at British universities during 
the heyday of the student movement - roughly 1968 to 1976 -
was from our standpoint broadly positive. We welcomed the 
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continuing expansion of higher education, because it challenged 
the traditional elitist concept of higher education. The movement 
won real gains in tenns of opening up university management, 
with better representation and consultation for students, junior 
academics, and non-academic staff We also succeeded in gelling 
a broader curriculum in many subject areas, and innovation in 
teaching methods. Student unions ceased to be merely clubs 
providing social and sporting activities, and developed 
campaigning skills not only on issues of direct concern to 
students , but also on much wider issues of national and 
international politics. 

By the end of the 1970s the picture had already darkened 
considerably. In 1976, the system of five-year gram allocations 
by the University Grants Committee (UGC), which had provided 
a degree of financial stability within which individual universities 
could plan their development, was abandoned as pan of the 
Labour govcrnrnem's response to the severe fiscal constraints 
caused by runaway inflation, and by economic adjustment to the 
huge increase in oil prices in 1973-4. The return of the Tories 
under Mrs Thatcher in 1979 led to an even fiercer squeeze on 
credit and the public finances , and thereby to mass 
unemployment and dcindustrialisation. This was accompanied by 
a sustained campaiga against the labour movement, especiaHy in 
the miners ' strike of 1984-5; legislative assaults on workers' 
rights; the privatisation of public-sector utilities; the 
abandonment of remaining elements of corporatist indicative 
planning; the channelling of North Sea oil revenues into a revival 
of foreign investment by British capital; and !ater the 
deregulation of the financial sector. 

In this context, higher education in the 1980s faced constant 
financial pressures, amid regular media attacks on both academic 
staff and management, with claims of waste and irrelevance. For 
the first time since the V.'ar, graduates faced worsening 
employment prospects, while academic workloads increased 
even as real pay stagnated. Nevertheless, the reforms of the 1970s 
largely persisted: academic governance remained more 
democratic than before, and both research and teaching more 
diverse. Within the university sector, the Association of 
University Teachers joined the Trades Union Congress (TUC), 
reflecting a shift from the model of a professional association to 
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that of a trade union; while the expanding polytechnic sector 
attracted a more socially diverse intake and proved wel l able to 
generate high qua lit y teaching and research. 

The 1990s saw dramatic transformations in higher education in 
the UK: the abolition of the binary div ide between universities 
(under the UGC) and polytechnics and teacher training colleges 
(mostly under local authority control); th e introduction of central 
regulation and auditing of teaching and research, centred on 
Teaching Quality Audits and the Research Assessment Exercise 
(RAE); the subordination of academic planning to financial 
controls that extended down into academic departments and 
central services alike; continuous increases in workloads under 
the Orwellian rubric of 'efficiency gains'; and afier the 1997 
Dearing Report, the introduction of student fees and the 
replacement of grams with loans to cover living costs. 

Such was the pace and scope of change that it took some time 
for staff and students across the sector lo make sense of it alt, Jct 
alone to appreciate the wider implications. While academic 
audi ting probably improved the quality of teaching in many ways, 
it eventually led to a culture of box.ticking and gaming. As for 
research, while in principle the RAE led to greater transparency, 
it encouraged efforts by govemmcnt to concentrate funding in 
Clite institutions, and to many people it led to a culture of 
confonnism.j With 'wealth creation ' now openly seen as a cnicial 
purpose of higher education, research became increasingly 
judged in terms of its impact on ' user communities', which in 
many fie lds meant primarily the business sector. Unions found it 
hard to resist the erosion of working conditions, and to negotiate 
the shi fi from academic to financial control systems. 

By the tum of the century, New Labour 's policy of ex pansion 
at first held out the prospect of improvements, al least for 
university sbff, but instead it on ly revealed more clearl y the 
extent of the changes, which were soon consolidated into the 
ncw·style neoliberal university that now prevails. While everyone 
knows about £9000·a·ycar tuition fees for undergraduates, new 
elements of markcti sation have been less noticed, at least until 
recently: the spread ofzero·hours contracts for parHime staff; the 
private financing of student res idences; reductions in staff 
pensions and other benefits; outsourcing of many services; and 
the undermining of national collective ba rgaining . ~ 
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The university, business and lhe state 
The wider relevance today of our analysis of the Warwick events 
centres first on issues relating to loyalty, surveillance and the law. 
To stait with, the suspic ion that members of the university 
community did not entirely support the policies of Warwick's 
leadership was a thread that connected lhe keeping of secret files, 
the language of the minutes of Council and Senate and the Tyzack 
Report, and the evidence of the narrow and carefully-managed 
'representation' of academic staff in the higher reaches of 
decision-making. In this regard, the Warwick affair reached far 
beyond higher education, and here, too, the issues it raised have 
remarkable current resonance. The attempt to promote a 
particular concept of university education, and the general loyalty 
of staff and students, has its echoes today in the substantial 
investments by universities in image-building. This is often 
aimed at attracting private sector funding, as wt=ll as contributions 
from alumni, which provide senior management with financial 
resources not subject to direct state control. Access to such 
discretionary funds, disbursed through centralised corporate 
decisions, then functions as a means of securing consent within 
the organisation (sec McGcttigan 2013, ch. I I). 

If loyalty was desired, dissent within the university was 
undoubtedly feared. The documents uncovered in the Registry 
during the night of 11 February 1970 showed the lengths to which 
the University's senior managers, working with their business 
partners, the police and local politicians, would go to monitor 
and, if possible, suppress political dissent. It was one thing for 
poLiticians and pundits publicly to attack radical students and 
trade unionists who challenged the status quo, but quite another 
to mount covert surveillance, and to keep secret files whose 
existence was officially unrecorded. 

In Chapter 4, we highlight the role of labour spies revealed by 
the correspondence concerning Professor David Montgomery's 
talk to Covent1y Labour Party (March 1969) and the kancting of 
an Automotive Products factory the previous month . .1 What we 
did not know was that 1968 had seen the formation within the 
Special Branch of the police service of the Special Demonstration 
Squad, the SDS,6 which ever since has engaged in surveillance of 
political activism through police informers. We now know that 
the SOS later organised the infiltration of protest groups by 
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dozens of undercover police officers, equ ipped with false 
identities, with some even fathering children with unsuspecting 
group members (see Eva 11 s & Lewis 2013). 

We also found in the files documents from the Economic 
League reporting on two student groups, the Radical Students' 
Alliance and the Revol utionary Soc iali st Student Federation. We 
noted in Chapter I that the League was formed to foster the 'free 
enterprise spirit' and to oppose 'subversive forces' , and that it 
was funded by businesses including several whose bosses sat on 
th e University Council. The core of the League's work was the 
maintenance ofa blackl ist of left -wing trade unionists. Though it 
was fonnally closed down in 1993, the blacklist was thereafter 
secretly managed by a successor organisation, the Consulting 
Association , which was exposed only following a police raid on 
its premises in 2009. In August 2013 it was revealed that the 
Consulting Association had also been supplied with information 
on the political activities of trade unionists by 'embedded' police 
spies (The Guardian, 19 August 20 13).7 

What really made the Warwick files a matter for wide public 
debate was the University's immediate resort to the law, by 
obtaining an injunction to prevent the dissemination of the fi les. 
This too was a sign of things to come. The original interim 
injunction had been granted by an Assize j udge in Birmingham 
on 12 February, and remained in force until 26 February, eight 
days after the Birmingham Post publ ished extracts from the fil e 
documents. Chapter 5 g ives an expert analysis of the enfo rcement 
of the injunction and the issues raised, highlighting the shaky 
legal foundations of the injunction procedure. We argued that, as 
a result, th e Univers ity had to rely upon the general fear of legal 
action across 1he media, as well as on direct legal warnings to 
third parties, such as the printers of the York Un iversity student 
paper Nouse. 

The use of the law to try to suppress dissent came into much 
sharper focus rwo years after Warwick, when the Shrewsbury 
Two, Ricky Tomlinson and Des Warren, were jailed for allegedly 
consp iring to organise an illegal picket during a strike of building 
workers. But the use of injunctions, as well as the effectively 
extra-l egal D-Noticc mechanism in matters of nati ona l security, 
has remained a sign ificant factor in relation to the public 
expression of dissem ever since; indeed the Jaw has developed so 
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as to expand the reach of injunctions beyond those specifically 
identified in them. Most recently, on 25 March 2013, the 
University of Sussex resorted to an injunction against staff and 
students who were occupying a building in protest against the 
outsourcing of university services (The Independent, 27 March 
2013).' 

Equally, the media continue to play a central role in shaping the 
public perception of dissent. Particularly aller the appearance of 
E P Thompson's New Society article on 19 February, the Warwick 
affair was clearly understood to raise questions of public interest, 
yet the main national newspapers refused to break ranks, relying 
on Press Council advice that owed much lo the cosy relations 
between newspapers, the judicial system and politicians. There is 
a clear line of descent here from our experience in 1970 to the 
extraordinary tangle of i!Jegality, intimidation and conformism 
exposed by the Leveson Inquiry, and the continued fierce 
resistance of the media to any fonn of regulation that entails 
transparency and democratic accountability. 

The final clement in the relation between the university and 
society at large concerns corruption within the relations between 
business and the state. To those of us opposed to the ever-wider 
subordination of higher education to commercial imperatives of 
financial markets and the demands of big business, Vice
Cbancellors and their cheerleaders in the media always retort that 
we arc thereby ignoring the 'realities' of the modem world, in 
which the livelihoods of our fellow citizens depend on the 
competitive success of the private sector. At Warwick, we found 
(sec Chapter 1) that competitive success in the marketplace was , 
however, only one way in which bii; butiinc:>::; could !urn n profit. 
In the case of Bristol Siddelcy Engines Ltd. (BSE), then a major 
aero-engine manufacturer, another method was to appropriate 
public funds through the deliberate manipulation of contracts to 
overhaul engines for the Ministry of Defence. The parliamentary 
enquiry into this had identified Sir Arnold Hall, who was the Pro
Chancellor of Warwick University in 1970, as one of those 
responsible. 

Since then, business corruption has continued as a persistent 
feature of British public life, culminating most egregiously in the 
notorious Al-Yamamah deal covering the supply of jct fighters 
and other equipment by British Aerospace (later part of BAE 
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Systems) to Saudi Arabia. One of the ancestor companies of BAE 
was, of course, 13ristol Siddelcy Engines. All attempts to bring the 
company aml its officials to justice have been thwarted, at the 
highest political levels. A more recent echo of the BSE case 
concerns two giant companies which have been given multiple 
contracts, worth billions of pounds a year, to supply public 
services. G4S and Scrco arc alleged to have systematically 
overcharged the Home Office for their contracts to tag offcnders .9 

As in the BSE case, it is alleged that these firms charged for work 
not done, in this case by not reporting when tags were removed 
because offenders moved abroad, returned to prison, or died. 

Conclusion 
The wider context and implications of the Warwick affair come 
out most s1rongly in the fina l pages ofE P Thompson's ' perso nal 
comment' (Chapter 7), and his analysis there remains 
extraordinarily relevant today. At its heart is the question of' .. 
the whole way in which a society selects its priorities and orders 
itsclr. The social order prevailing in Bri tain in 1970, he argued, 
was one in which everything was subordinated to the needs of the 
industrial and business system, and thus to the managers and 
financiers who ran it. Ostensibly, the system aimed at efficiency 
and economic growth; in reality it was guided by profitability, 
and imposed by the subjugation of individuals to its institutions. 
He insisted that the problem was not just the measures taken to 
enforce thi s order on reluctant subordinates, but the 'whole 
system of values' . If these valu es became accepted, then the 
allegiance of the scholar would shift from 'a national or 
international discourse of ideas' to the inexorable dictates of the 
existing soc ial order: ' In hi s submission to a subordinate role in a 
managerial system, he is re-enacting the meaning, in Britain in 
the 1970s, of the trahison des deres'. 

Jn 20\J Britain, this reference needs some explanation. Le 
trahison des clercs - translated as 'The Betrayal of the 
lnrellectuals' - was a 1927 polemic by the French writer
philosopher Julien Benda, in which he argued that intellectual s 
were betraying their commitment to knowledge and truth by 
dcdaring ulkgiuncc to lpcc ific ideologies and politic!l l !:y.~tem1= . 
Today, with the rise and rise of endowed chairs and research 
centres, the commitment is more mundane and often crudely 
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financial: examples include tbc acceptance of funding from the 
Gaddafi r6gimc in Libya by the London School of Economics and 
the funding of research by tobacco and pharmaceutical firms. 

Nevertheless, the ever·increasing subordination of scholarship 
to conum::n.: ial gm1ls and values has met conlinumg resistance. 
Students campaigned strongly against the introduction of fees , 
and even more so, in 2012, against their increase up to £9,000 a 
year, while also providing much of the wider resistance to 
neoliberalism through the Occupy movement and UK Uncut. 
Academics have established campaigning groups such as the 
Campaign for the Public University and the Council for the 
Defence of British Universities. 1a It is also important to recognise 
that the refashioning of higher education wider neolibera lism !rns 
been taking place not just in the UK, but all over the world, 
highlighting the need to co.ordinate resistance intemationally. 11 

Wanvick University Ltd. is relevant not only in providing 
useful historical background to the travails of higher education 
and society today, but also in offering a basis for an alternative . 
Underlying our purpose in writing the book was our heartfelt 
belief that \Ve could rebuild the university on a different model , 
one based on community engagement and democratic values, 
rather than economic motives and managerial efficiency. In the 
closing section of Chapter 7, E P Thompson set out this vision 
with eloquence and passion, and his words provide an invaluable 
starting.point for us a!! today. 

Hugo Radice 

\Varwick in 1970 

Judith Condon 
We were, as we know now, the favoured segment of a very 
fortunate generation. Arriving at Warwick in autumn 1968, 
simply attending university was as far ahead as I could see. The 
literature syllabus was modem and broad in scope. The buildings 
- while tiled and far flung - were not traditional and oppress ive, 
and many of the academic staff were young, even hip. 

The new universities of the '60s created breathing space amidst 
the dusty, cburchy culture of Oxbridge, Durham and the like. The 
Victorian red bricks had their own imposing buildings and values 
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- I'd already had a bewildering false start in one of those. But the 
new universities sat geographically and culturally apart - a fresh 
start. Al the time of the events described in this book, Warwick 
was small enough for students to meet and debate every day 
across faculty lines and political tendencies. 

Who were we? Typically, the product of single·sex grammar 
schools and the first in our families to enter higher education. For 
us state support and social progress went hand in hand. We'd seen 
the Beatles conquer America and England win the World Cup. 
Working class was cool and you could go just about anywhere by 
sticking out your thumb on the MI. I don't forget the anxiety, the 
cold damp house in Kenilworth, and au.round existential angst. 
But ai the campus surgery Dr Paine (how could one forget the 
name?) would prescribe The Pill if you really convinced him, and 
that , too, was progress: the contraceptive pill at this time was 
generally only made available to married women. 

In this novel environment , we had no idea that the university's 
governance and structures had been forged in the image of 
manufacturing industry and under the influence of some of its 
captains; nor how opposed they were to the very notion of a 
students' union. 

Our world was political, progressive, international. The word 
·student', usually preceded by 'long.haired ', seemed anchored to 
the word 'protest' In the spring of 1968, mass protest by students 
and workers had shaken the government in France, and later in 
Czechoslovakia the rise of a new generation had been suppressed 
by Russian tanks. How lucky we were lhat Harold Wilson kept 
the UK from being sucked into Vietnam - but now that war came 
into our lives nightly via te levision news. The same year saw two 
huge anti·war demonstrations in London, and an active 
movement of young Americans to resist the draft. Barclays, the 
only bank on campus at Warwick, was boycotted for its 
involvement in apartheid South Africa. The Springboks tour was 
stalked and disrupted. Like most of my friends, J joined 
demonstrations that were at once empowering and frightening. It 
was not a time to sit on chc fence. 

The events at Warwick had unique features, but they were of 
their time. The fact that there was an annual exchange of history 
students with the United States made for a cross ferti lisation of 
radical ideas. US students got to meet British socialists and trade 
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unionists (Coventry being a powerful cen tre of union activism). 
Brilish students got to meet Americans who had joined the march 
on the Pentagon, lhe Berkeley Free Speech Movement, the 
freedom marches, and the nascent women's movement. (Which 
male memher of staff was q11oted as saying 'women at university 
are sexual cannon fodder'?) The first national women's liberation 
conference was in Oxford on the last weekend of Febrnary 1970 
- the same month as the occupation - while Gcnnaine Greer, then 
a lecturer at Wan.vick, was drafting The Female Eunuch. 

It's striking lo recall how readily and rapidly students 
mobilized - no internet , no mobile phones. Distributing 
documents meant lots of typing and the churning of a duplicator. 
But we had sufficient political nous to hold the high ground, plus 
the energy lo stay up all night. In the heady days described here 
we learned fast too: cruc ially that knowledge is power. 

Personally, I remember in particular: the sense that if students 
stuck together in common purpose - on one occasion 'rough 
musicking' the university council from outside as the only way to 
make our voice heard - then the authorities could not ignore us; 
the exhilarating moment after the fi les were uncovered, when we 
spread out to our departments and debated what their contents 
meant for the notion of academic freedom; the unhesitating 
leadership ofE P Thompson, who published first to the academic 
community al Warwick and then, via Penguin, to anyone willing 
to know; and the courage of Professor Epstein when be spoke out 
on 16 February, bringing the house down in more ways than one. 

For the record, I was named on the injunction though as far as 
I remember I was not in the registry building at !be time it was 
delivered by loud-hailer. And it absolutely wasn't Annie or Julian 
or I who gave out leaflets outside the school in Kenilworth. 
History as reported by infom1ants and recorded in documents is 
to be treated as critically as history recou nted by participants. I 
hope new readers of this book will read it all, therefore, and come 
to their own conclusions about the relevance of what came to 
light Lht:n to whal happened subsequt:ntly. 

An atmospheric footnote, because the personal, afier all, is 
political: in picturing the scenes described here you need to add 
smoke. People smoked - routinely - in the bar, in seminars, in 
meetings. As a non-smoker J spent a lot of my time at university 
wugt1ing. Ahu, l.ly rar tW.: maJurity or players- s1uue1ns, lecmrers 
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and , of course, Council - were male, and even more 
overwhelmingly were white. 

Ivor Gaber 
Memory 's a funny thing. Events that you arc sure that you 
witnessed tum out to be 'memories' that you heard about or read 
about but have repeated often enough so that they take on a reality 
of their own. Hence. any 'remembering' of the events 
surrounding Warwick University Ltd, 40 years on, come with a 
health warning. 

But to begin with what is not memory. Tn ta lking to my 
Warwick friends and acquaintances over the years l encounter a 
real bifurcation. There me !hos~ . like me, who founrl the whole 
experience enjoyable (more later) and yet I also encounter those 
who describe the Warwick years as among the unhappiest of their 
lives. I am not going to attempt any cod historical psychology, hut 
merely observe that these varying memories of mood play an 
important part in how we reflect on the specific events leading up 
to what happened in 1970. 

I was lucky in that, before I arrived at Warwick, I had spent 
what for me was a miserable year at the LSE. I was living at 
home, commuting into work, studying a subject I found boring in 
an institution that was surprisingly conservative. Warwick was a 
breath of fresh air, I was away from home, I didn't find the 
campus an alienating environment, I loved my subjects, and I was 
continually impressed by the willingness of staff to discuss with 
us course content and stnicture - and even to accept some of our 
suggested changes. 

Then there was politics. The Warwick 'Soc Soc' (Socialist 
Society), where I spent most of my political ' leisure time', was a 
melting pot of ideas. Despite the preponderance oflntemational 
Socialists, there were others who came from a wide variety of left 
groups, excluding the Labour Party - I cannot recall a single 
member of the Party (where J have spent the last 40 years or my 
life) ever making an appearance at a Soc Soc meeting. I was a 
political independent then - still am really- but allowed myself to 
be signed up to the Revolutionary Socialist Students Federation 
(with the subsequent unintended effect of find ing myself banned 
from the US and the BBC within 12 months of leaving Warwick). 
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We students hated Rootcs Hall, but we also loved it. It wasn't 
a students' union building, and we had no say in its running; Lhe 
main bannan was an unpleasant (probably racist) tyrant. Bu t it 
was the centre of many of our lives (apart from the pubs of 
Leamington). Before the days of mobile phones, Faccbook and 
Twitter, we had our own 'soc ial media' - the top of the stairs at 
Rootcs Hall , where almost everybody passed by during th e day. 
And in the evenings it was where we drank, talked and fl irted -
and not just students, young staff also lingered and socialised. 

Warwick University Ltd gives the impression that Warwick was 
a poliucally somnambu!ant place with studcm and political 
apathy the dominant motif. That is not how I recal! it (though I 
have to say the experience of working in current British 
universities makes virtually all universities in the 1960s appear to 
be veritable cauldrons of political activity.) For me at least, in the 
months and years leading up to the events described here, 
Warwick was a highly political place. Maybe the presidency of 
the students' union was of little concern, and the Students' 
Representative Council seemed irre levant, but attendance at 
demonstrations - local and national - against apartheid, the 
Vietnam War and other causes was not an infrequent event. I 
recall intense discussions within Soc Soc about a range of issues 
- incl ud ing what must have been amon g the first stirrings of the 
new wave of femi ni sm on a British campus - that make 
inappropriate notions of politi cal apathy and isolation. I also 
recall meetings with Coventry shop stewards and lea fleting in the 
shopping centre, al l of wh ich meant that, when the events of early 
1970s began to unfold, there were sufficient numbers of students 
around with a knowledge of activism and a political narrative to 
make what happened, if not inevitable, at least not surprising. 

That brings me to what I believe to be the central ' truth' of the 
events and of the Warwick University Ltd account - the 
recognition that there was a malaise at the heart of the University, 
in terms of the influence of outside corporate interests in directi ng 
both the University's long-term trajectory and also, perhaps 
surprisingly, some of its day-to-day management. In taking the 
action we did we might have weakened the control of the 
industrialists at Warwick, but we failed to halt the long-term 
attack on the independence of British uni versities wh ich has 

come to dominate much of current academic life. 

, 
i 

I 
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So much for the negative. I think that there were two positives, 
at least, to be dravm from these events. The firs! was that, 
according to Professor Epstein (who spoke at an event Trevor 
Fisher helped organise at Warwick a few years back), we students 
by our actions gave the academics the confidence to take back 
some of the powers that the Council, dominated by lay interests, 
had taken over. This led to the creation of a more balanced 
Wanvick where, along with its continuing relations with business 
and industry, there developed a very strong core of more traditional 
academic subjects, resuhing in the dcvciopment of the 
academically successful institution we see today. And second, even 
though we never achieved a joint staff/student social building, 
there is now a large and student-controlled students' union building 
which, but for our efforts, might never have taken shape. 

I wa:5 one of those lucky enough 10 be taught by E P Thompson 
at Warwick; it was a course called 'Politics and Poetry ' and I've 
always remembered the lines from Wordsworth's 'The Prelude' 
about the French Revolution - lines which Edward so enthused 
about - for they encapsulated my own Warwick experience. 
Wmdsworth wrote, 

Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive, 
But to he young was very heaven. 

One final memory - and this one I know to be real. During the 
events of 1970 I was at a party in Coventry chatting with a Soc 
Soc member (a nd a fonner Students' Union President). Perhaps 
slight ly the worse for having ingested too much cheap wine, we 
were musing on the unfolding events: 'You realise we're taking 
on capitalism?' said Dave, without any apparent sense of irony. 
Equally seriously I replied, 'Yes, 1 know'. In retrospect it appears 
to me that, irony aside, we were. The only problem was that, in 
the long term, we lost! 

Ron Rose: 
I was the first member of my family to go to University. I chose 
Warwick because it was the only university English Literature 
course in the country that did not have 0-lcvcl Latin as a 
condition of entry. 

My A-level rcsuhs were crap. But I had been interviewed by 
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George Hunter, the Glaswegian professor, and he must have liked 
me because he wrote and said they were oversubscribed but if I 
sti ll wanted a place the next year, get in touch . I did, and there was. 

1 was northern worki ng class. My dad drove a meat delivery 
van for the Co-op. He voted Conservative. It was so cold at home 
I once set my pyjamas on fire trying to read by candlelight. My 
grant was twelve quid a week. Paid to sit in a wann library 
reading books. My dad got eleven for a 48-hour week. I 'd gone 
to the TUC while competing in the National Swimming 
Championships at Blackpool, and heard Clive Jenkins and others 
talk about low pay, and made the con nection that had eluded the 
rest of my family. 

There were posh k ids at Warwick with weird accents. One lad 
was so strangulated that I followed him around for days waiting 
for the pretence to slip. It didn ' t. He real ly was like that. 

H1mter's ferocious introductory lecture informed us that, 
whatever illusions we might be entertaining, we were there to 
work. My personal tutor was Germaine Greer. My mum had not 
prepared me for that. My consciousness desperately needed 
raising and embarked on a steep and rapid learning curve. 

Politics was conducted by peop le who talked about the 
working classes with an 'r' in it; a 'class ' we Northerners did not 
recognise . And for the first and probably the last time there were 
quite a Jot o f us at Wanvick. 

Comparatively unsophisticated, we nevertheless arrived on the 
back of sixti es cultural influences: of television satire; of 
American music protest - Dylan and all the rest; of emerging 
investi gating journalists and Private Eye . Viscerally, if we were 
leaned on, our generation leaned back. 

The strength of the Wanvick Files protest was that it involved 
the overwhelming majority of the students. The most surprising 
people turned up every night to meetings. At the next graduation, 
only a handful of English graduates collected their degree after a 
departmental vote in favour of a boycott. 

What we experienced during the Files Affair was an educati on 
about how th e world works. Subsequently, a significant 
proportion of us became writers, journalists, teachers . The 
awkward squad. The grit in the machine. We dido ' t halt 
Cap ital ism, but we did irritate il. We reminded them !bat we were 
here. Many of us still do . 



r 
Introduction to the New Edition xix 

I couldn't have contemplated the level of debt you need to take 
on to get a degree now. And the boy I was then would have found 
the current social mix at Warwick very uncomfortable. 

You win small battles. Some not so small. There were no 
women on the Committee of Seven: wouldn 't happen now. 
Universities are ranked in order of academic excellence. The 
struggle cont inues . 

E P Thompson wrote in a letter some years later: ' It 's good that 
so many of that Warwick period remain politically active and sane.' 

Active, anyway. 

Notes 
I See ht!p://www. indcpendcnt.eo.uk/student!news/warwick

univcrsity-buildings-occupied-in-privatisation-protest-
8667 161.html. 

2 For a fuller account of developments between 1970 and the present, 
see Radice (2013). Current issues in the funding and management 
of UK universities are fully examined in McGetcigim (2013). 

3 l11e funding and management of research is discussed in Gil lies (2008). 
4 For detailed analysis ofrecent trends and their implications see 

Barber, Donnelly and Rizvi (2013) . 
~ For more on David Montgomery, see 

http://www.theguardian .convbooks/20 11 /de(.:fl \ /david-montgomcry. 
6 Did they delibera tely choose this t1cronym to echo the US student 

organisation , Students for a Democratic Society? And were they 
covertly present in the Warwick struggle'? 

7 Sec http://www.thcguardian.com/uk-news/2013/nug/ l 8/police
activists-blt1cklisting-agency-a\leged. 

8 s~ http://www.indcpendent.eo.uk/student/news/university-of-sussex
gramed-injunction-against-student-occupation-85 5 123 1. html. 

9 See http://www.thcguardian.comfbusiness/2013/jul/l l /g4s
investigated-overcharging-millions-pounds. 

l 0 See http://publicuniversity.org.uk/ and hllp: //cdbu.org.uk/. 
11 Useful biogs covering developments around the world include 

http://univcrsitypolitics.blogspot.co.uk and http://www.isa
sociology.org/universities-in-crisis. 
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Preface 

This book, which was written in a week, is the combined effort 
of a group of staff and students at Warwick University - David 
Fallows, Fred Clarke, Douglas Hay, Hugo Radice (graduate 
student 1968-9), Peter Mottershead, Ivor Gaber, Luke Hodg
kin, Richard Hyman, Sol Picciotto, Paul Davies and myself. 
Advice aod information was given by many other colleagues, in 
particular Professor David Epstein and members of the elected 
'Committee of Seven'. We were also hcJpcd in numerous ways 
by Councillors (and, in particular, by Alderman G. E. Hodgkin
son) and others involved in the foundation of Watwick Univer
sity. We would also like to acknowledge the help of the Labour 
Research Department. 

Although individuals were responsible for particular sections 
many editorial amendments were made at a late stage to most 
pieces, and these are my final responsibility. The work would 
have been impos.!ible without the active editorial assistance first 
of Hugo Radice and then of several long-su1fering and ex
tremely efficient Penguim. Robert Hutchison settled at War
wick for a. week, and acled throughout as my wociatc editor; 
Marian Newbold and Jonathan Croall worked late into the 
night to reduce the copy to order, and to prePare it for the 
printer. 

Some parts of Warwick University Ltd grew out of my article1 

'Warwick: The Business University', published in New Society 
on 19 February 1970. 

Finally, we are grateful to The Times and the Birmingham 
Post for their permission to report the formcr's third leader of 
21 February 1970, and the latter's 'Comment' column of 24 
February 1970. 

E. P. Thompson 
Warwick 
20 March 1970 



The Power Structure at 
Warwick University 1 

Council 
Chancellor: Viscount Radcliffe 
Pro-chancellor and Chairman of Council : Sir Arnold Hall 

(HaWker Slddcley) 
Vice-Chancellor: John B. Butterworth 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor: Professor W. Harrison 
Treasurer: R. J. Kerr-Muir (Courtaulds} 
6 local couocillon (3 Warwictsbire, 3 Coventcy)2 
2 Academic Advisory Committee nominees' 
8 Senate representatives 
9 co-opted members (8 businessmen and the Bishop of 

Coventry)' 

I 
Finance and General 
Purposeo Committee 
Chairman: 

R.I.Kcrr·Muir 
Vice-Chancellor 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
2 co-opted members 

(A. F. Tukc - Barclays. 
1. F. Mead) 

2 academics 
(Professor V. M. Clark, 
Dr A. G. Ford) 

Building Committee 

Chairman: Gilbert Hunt 
(Rootes) 

Vice-Chancellor 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
2 co-opted members (Sir 

R. D. Young - Alfred 
Herbert, Sir W. Lyons
British Leyland) 

I local councillor 
2 academic.a 

(Professor H. A. Clegg. 
Dr A. H. T. Levi) 

1 
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Senate 
Chairman: Vicc-Cbanccllor 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
Librarian 
3 Deputy Chairmen of the Boards of Studies" 
4 Board of Art, appointees 
4 Board of Sciences appointees 
4 Board of Social Studies appointees 
6 academics elected by Assembly 
2 professors elected by tbc Profcuorial Board 

I 
Estimates and Gnmll 
Committee 
Chairman: 

Vice-Chancellor 
Pro-Vice-chancellor 
Deputy Chairmen of 

Boards 
Professor G. K. Hunter 
Profcuor J. M. Buxton 

I. For a discussion or the work.inp 
of the system, see 'The Unioo 
Buildln1 Saga' (p. 60). 

2. All Conservatives at preseot. 
3. Due to lapse in May 1970, and 

to be replaced by Senate 
rcpreseotativc:a. (In fact, for 
otncurc reasons, one AAC place 
bas already been filled .by a 
Senator - Profcswr V. M. 
Clark. - nominated nol throu&h 
Senate but through Council.) 

'4. Sec '1bc World of Industry' 
(p.31). 

5. Under the University statutea the 
Vice-Chancellor ls n officio 
Chalrman ot all Douds ot 
Studie;s.. 





Chapter I 
The Business University 

Introduction 

The first Chancellor.designate of the new University of War· 
wick was the first Lord Rootes of Root.es Motors Ltd . After 
his death in 1964 the first students' hall was officially ·named 
after him: Rootes Hall. The second Lord Rootes and the 
Managing Director of Rootes Motors, Mr Gilbert Hunt. took 
places on the University's governing Council. Mr Hunt was not 
an inactive member of this Council. As Chairman of its crucial 
Building Committee he was · able to influence policies and 
priorities in relation to some millions of paunds of capital ex· 
pend.iture (by far the greater part being public - Treasury -
money) - which buildings, in which order, which architects. 
For three years the Building Committee resisted a series of 
bard·pressed dema·ods from the students; and also from aca· 
demic staff, whose objectives were to humanize the starkly 
utilitarian social environment. to desegregate the informal life 
of students and staff, and to afford to thi student.s this or that 
measure of control over their own union building. Finally, on 
11 February 1970, one more prevarication by the Building 
Committee on the issue of student control precipitated an 
occupation of the Registry. 

A good dc&l was 'Unveiled there. some of which filtered 
through to the outside world - despite a legal injunction - in the 
next two or three wccb. nus is one of the themes of this book. 
It turned out, for example, that Mr Gilbert Hunt had not con
fined h.is active interest in university affairs to tbe problems of 
building and of student social life. Ho had been so kind ~ to 
employ the services of the Legal Adviser of the Rootcs 
Organization, Mr N. P. Catchpole, of an industrial 'security 
officer' and of a shorthand writer. to report on the political 
activities of a distinguished visiting American profCMor 
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(perhaps with a view to criminal or deportation proceedings?) 
and to send on the reports to the Vice-Chancellor 'for your con· 
fidcntial files'. He had also been sending information to the 
Vice-Chancellor, at his private address, upon the political activ
ities of at least one other lecturer.• 

Mr Hunt himself was busy in the next week or two since he 
was doing some unveiling on his own account - of the new 
Hillman Avenger. It is-wrote the ecstatic motoring correspon
dent of the Sunday Express, Robert Glenton - 'a car for all 
ages, suitable to be parked outside a discotheque or the town 
hall'. More than £400,000 was spent by Rootes on promo.lion 
and publicity : a jamboree for sales Cxecutives and correspon
dents in Malta, Avenger girls in black leather gear. The 
Avenger Grand Luxe could come with options - a Luxury, 
Pathfinder or Personality pack, or an exclusively styled cigar 
lighter for the top executive. The hard-splned, streamlined form 
of business efficiency - greater productivity, cost-analysis, the 
drive for exports - turned over for a moment in the choppy 
seas of competitive commerce, and revealed its soft white 
underbelly - swinging 'classless' hedonism, conspicuous sexual 
display, and an open celebration of money and of success 
which would have shocked the nonconformist mill-owners and 
the ascetic Quaker bankers of the first lndw;trial Revolution. 
(For tlili also - one. must insist - this glamour of cash and 
success, this growing style of highly fee'd lecture tours to the 
United States, of assent to the glamour of Mediterranean con· 
ferenc", television fCQ and industrial conmlta.ncies - is one 
way in which close relations with 'industry' can find expression 
within a university's walls.) Meanwhile, Chrysler International, 
the new parent of Rootes, was watching the operation quizz.i· 
caily, anxious about throwing good money after bad. 'Rootea 
must become reaUy profitable as quickly as possible,' said Mr 
Hunt. 'One thing is sure,• sajd Mr Glenton in the Sunday Ex· 

• See page I 10. h mlLSt be stressed lhat we have at Warwick no means 
of cstabllshing the extent of thJs political surveillance of students and of 
111.Jf, since the file fn whkh most of this came 10 light was in the Vice
Chancellor's area of the Registry; and, early in the o::cupation, other filet 
were removed from this area, Circumstances sun:est that the roost 
obnoxious file may have been left behind by an oversight. 
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pren: 'Roote! have gambled millioM, their sh.irb, sCK;ks, 
grandmother's boa and all their prospects, on its doing so.' 

The students had only gambled their academic careers. Even 
their grandmothers' ostrfoh plumes were unlikely to stand up 
against the Avenger Mark n which (it was more than prob
able) the Finance and General Purposen Committee or the 
University's Council would unveil in the wake of the injunc· 
tion. They appealed to public opinion. 

Public opinion came up : but only just. The breakthrough 
came in two areas. First, in areas where the journalist's pro. 
fession is still respected, the sweeping character of the injunc
tions provoked the suspicion that someone had something to 
bide: the Guardian and the Sunday Times broke surface with 
important stories. The editor of New Society faced a confron
tation at law ·with the Uriiversity by publishing the article on 
•warwick: 1be Busioc.ss University'. And the editor of the 
Birmingham Post simply put down his head and walked 
through the legal ambiguities of the injunction day after 
day. 

The second area was that of the socialist press. The Morning 
Star was the first national paper to publish the Montgomery 
documents, and support came quickly from Tribune, the 
Socialist Worker, and the socialist and student underground. 
Here the lightning and very efficient counter-espionage move· 
ment of some of the students, in editing and duplicating a 
selection of documents and in circulating them - not only at 
Warwick, but in a number of other universities - was the 
critical factor. Within two weeks a wave of sympathy move
ment broke out at a do:zeo at.Mr universiti~. 

The preparation of this book for the press is also a lightning 
operation. It has been put together swiftly by a group of War. 
wiclc students and staff, many of whom have been and continue 
to be deeply involved in the events described. As we write the 
outcome of these events i1 dill unclco.r. We-. would have lited 
to have pursued our researches further in this and in that 
direction. We are well aware that we should have done some 
of this research long before. 

In one sense this analysis coacems a s~ific situatiori, and 
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one peculiar to Warwick. For example, the rues that revealed 
the objectionable material were not the general student record 
files of the Registry but the file! held in lbe Vice-Chancellor's 
area, to which only a few confidential secretaries had access. 
The Vice--Chancellor's style of operation, the Tyzack Report, 
the apparent attempt to limit democratic processes and to en
sure the loyalty of administrators and staff, the peculiarly sub
ordinate relationship with 'industry' - and the degree of power 
exerted by a few industrialists on the University's Council - all 
these may indicate a situation in Warwick which is, in some 
ways, unique. And, in this sense, it would be wrong not to see 
Jack Butterworth, and the house that he built, as a self-con
tained episode. We try to present this episode as cogently as we 
can. without going into a hundred and one details of in-fighting 
and of petty academic conspiracy, 

In another sense this analysis points towards a general situa
tion, to the operative modes of power and of money in Britain 
in 1970, and to the relationship of our institutions of higher 
education to industrial capitalism. The poetic Jogic by which 
Mr Gilbert Hunt, Managing Director of Rootes, was simu1· 
taneously Chairman of the Building Committee (whose policies 
provoked the occupation) and author of political surveillance 
of academic st.a.ff, is too neat He is only one of a group of 
industrialists whose influence upon the Universi.ty's life have 
been felt in pervasive, if less sensational, ways, Nor can the 
malaise of Warwick be diagnosed in the single personality of 
its Vic;e..Chancellor. His policies of ever closer relationships 
with 'industry' have been staunchly supported at different times 
by government, by the University Grants Committee, and by 
Science and Social Science Research Councils, as well as by 
the industrialists on his Council. And a good part of these 
policies has been readily assented to by leading mcmhera of bfo 
academic staff, whose departments have derived from them 
substantial benefits. 

In this sense the case of Warwick no longer appears as 
unique. How far it is a paradigm or prototype of other places, 
how far it points towards tendencies only beginning to reveal 
themselves elsewhere - this is for our readers to decide and, by 
their own researches, to find out. 
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It is sobering to realize that the Mid-Atlantic of the Mid
lands Motor and Aircraft Industry offers one possible model 
of a British future. It is a febrile, wasteful, publicity-conscious 
world, whose prosperity floats upon hire-purchase and the shift
ing moods of the status~onscious consumer; a brash, amora~ 
pustiful world of expense-account living, lavish salesmanship, 
cockta.il ba.ns in rC3torcd !ii.x.tecnlll-century inglenooks, and of 
refined managerial techniques and measured day-work; a 
world of mergen and take-overs, of the unregenerate, unin· 
hibited Mammon of the Sunday business supplements: a world 
in which more than £3t million of excess profits can be 
pocketed from the taxpayer (in part by double-charging on the 
same contracts}. so that even some of the workers on the shop
floor admire the management for getting away w.ith it for so 
long. 

Presiding over this world are some of the new lords of this 
country, Just as the great landed aristocracy of the eighteenth 
century exerted their power by manifold exercise of interest, 
influence and purchase, so the new lords seem to infiJtrate the 
command-posts of our society, including our educational insti
tutions, not through any transparent democratic process, but 
quietly, in unnoticed ways. They apparently share with their 
precursors the same assumption that this is th~ir world, to dis
pose of by ownership and by right of purchase. These are 
the people who know other people; who govern by tele
phone; who are unaccountable because it is always their in
!Criors who make up the accounts; who put things in each 
others' laps. 

It was this world which the students of Warwick found them· 
selves suddenly confronting on the night of 11 February; in the 
next week, as we struggled to break through to public opinion, 
we were nose-to-nose not only with Rootes but with directors 
of Courtaulds, Hawker Siddeley and Barclays Bank. In the 
conflict it became apparent that what was wrong was not ·a 
close relationship with 'industry' but a particular kind of sub
ordinate relationship with indw.triat capltaUsm - with an in
dustrial capitalism, moreover, which exerts its influence not 
only directly in the councils of the University but also with.in 
the educational organs of the State, and which, from both 
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directions, is demanding, for its better service, an approved 
educational product. 

But, at th~ nme time. it became apparent that this seeming1y 
neutral word, 'industry', was itself tbe great illusion. To dis· 
pense with industry would be to dispense with the very means 
of life. Industry is more than managing directors, and in· 
dustrial consultancies for professorial staff. It is also workers 
aod technicians and the organizations of the labour move. 
ment The workers at the Rootes factories in Coventry no more 
welcomed tbe attentions of Mr Gilbert Hunt and Mr Catchpole 
than did the students and staff of the University. It became 
clear that the oonflict which had opened on t 1 February could 
not end with the replacement of this or that officer of the Uni
versity : its logic demanded the radical restructuring, not only 
of the University's internal government, but also of the 
relationship between the University and the people of the 
West Midlands. 

The Foundation 

When examining the early moves towards establishing the 
University of Warwick, one is soon struck by the vision and 
enthusiasm of Coventry City Council. After the Second World 
War their city was going to be rebuilt, and they wanted to have 
as much pride in what they created as they had had in the 
beautiful medieval town that bad been dcttroyed. In most 
people's minds the Cathedral was the symbol of Coventry's 
regeneration, but the Council wanted more than a symbol. 
They wanted the city centre to be the heart of a thriving com· 
mun.ity, and grouped around the Cathedral there would be a 
theatre, art gallery, library, technical college and swimming 
pool. All these buildings would be new, and the Council 
felt they should be well designed and purpose built. Natur
aUy the feeling was that 1to be complete, the city should have a 
University'. 

So the City saw the University as an essential element in the 
town. Links would be built both ways. The University could 
contribute 2rcatly to Coventry's cultural spectrum, with people 
meeting through shared facilities, and provide a more universal 
outlook to local problems. Coventry would provide the en· 
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vironment and physical neces,,itles, and would confront aca
demics with some of the more basic facts of life. There was a 
strong feeling in the early days that the University should be 
a technical institution. This is, of course, understandable iri 
view of Coventry's strong industrial tradition, but it would 
have been surprising if the labour movement, which was the 
prime mover of the idea, had seen the Universit"y as an institu
tion dominated by managerial style. 

In 1954 the first practical steps were taken towards setting 
up a University in Coventry. At the instigation of the Lord 
Mayor an ad hoc committee, called the Council for the Estab
lishment of a University in Coventry, was fonncd . Chaired by 
Mr W. H. Stokes, who bad been for many years a permanent 
official of the Amalgamated Engineering Union, it differed 
from the later, more successful groups in that, although the 
trade unions did not then (or later) take much active interest in 
the proposed University, they were represented. Later on they 
w~re completely ignored. 

The Council focused its attention on the notion of a Tech
nical University which would serve the industry of the area. 
Various MPs were approached; Richard Crossman, in par· 
ticular, gave h.is support and, in a letter to Stokes in April 
J9S4, suggested that the University should be modelled on the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. There was considerable. 
opposition in the city from those who believed that expansion 
of the Technical College would serve just as well, and the two 
city newspapers took up opposing positions. Others, such as 
Walter Chinn, the City Education Officer, would not support a 
University which was an entirely technical institution. 

The campaign met with no success. After two years the Coun
cil presented its report, reluctantly concluding that ' the estab
lishment of a University of Coventry is not 'a possibility of the 
bnmediate future'. They suggested : 'That this council should 
remain in being for a further period . .. having strong ties with 
industry, trade unions and bodies representing the general life 
of the City', but in fact they did not meet again, though various 
individuals - such as Dr Henry Rees, a lecturer at tbC Technical 
C.011ege - continued to work for a local university. 

Oo 28 February 1958 the Chancellor of tbe Exchequer ann-
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ounced to the House of Commons that the government had 
decided to spend £60 million over the next four years for new 
university building, involving both expansion of existing uni
venities and the establishment of new universities. This 
brought new hope to those who wanted a University in 
Coventry. Dr Henry Recs perruaded the City Architect and a 
colleage to prepare a plan and a model for a university build· 
ing, and in December the City Council decided to press for a 
Univen:ity in Coventry. It W!U: 11.t this meeting that the two
hundred-acre site now occupied by the University - valuable 
agricultural and building land worth more than £250,000 at that 
time, and a great dea1 more at current values - was eannarkcd 
and the proceeds of a penny rate promised. 

The Town Clerk, Charles Barratt, and the Education Officer, 
Walter Oiinn, went to see the Otairman of the University 
Grants Committee for informal talks. They were told that the 
UGC would be interested, if more public support for the pro
ject couJd be gathered. Specifically they would require that 
more than one local authority should become involved, and 
that a considerable amount of money should be promised by 
local industry. 

The next step was to contact Warwickshire C.Ounty Council. 
The two education committees met infonnally and the County 
gave the idea a rather frosty reception. There was already one 
University (Birmingham) in Warwickshire, they said, and they 
could not see what the County had to gain if the Univers.ity 
was in Coventry. 

The Lord Mayor then issued a fonnal invitation to War· 
wicksbire County Council to meet the City Council and others 
interested, with a view to setting up a Promotion Committee. 
Early in 1960 they met in the Lord Mayor's parlour, in two 
groups, because of difficulty in arranging a convenient time at 
short notice. At the first meeting the Warwickshire Education 
Officer was putting the same discouraging point of view until 
Sir Robert Aitken, the Vice-Chance11or of Birmingham Uni
versity, stepped in. He said how very much he welcomed the 
idea of a new University in Warwickshire and that Birming
ham University would aive: ev@rv ~llDJ'IOrt_ ThA Rit!hnp of 
Coventry finally won over the County when he said, 'Let's call 
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it the University of Warwick.' The City at once made th.is con· 
cession over the name and the County promised to meet the 
City's endowment and provide an equal area of land adjoining 
that pledged by the City. 

Following these meetings the Lord Mayor invited a small 
group of fourteen friends who had been campaigning for the 
University to form the nucleus of a Promotion Committee. On 
17 March 1960 a Jetter wu sent out in the name of thls group 
to a number of prominent people in Coventry and Warwick
shire, inviting them to join the Promotion Committee. The letter 
wu sent to representatives of all sections of the community, 
except the trade unions. M a result the Executive Committee 
of the Promotion Committee, which made the application to 
the UGC, contained no trade unionists, while a third were 
Industrialists. lbis was significant later, since six of these in
dustrialist!: were co-opted on to the Council of the University 
when it was formed in J 96S, aod thoy remain there still. 
Various trade unionists were approached privately by Dr Recs 
aDd gave their support, but they seem to have made no at· 
tempt to become involved in the Promotion C.Ommittee, The 
trade unions are represented on the governing body of the 
l..anchester Polytechnic in Coventry, and they appear to have 
boen more concerned with safeguarding the p:>Sition of the 
Lanchcster with regard to the University than with the Univer
sity itself. 

The Chainnan and Deputy Chairman of the Promotion 
C.Ommittee were Lord Roote., and Sir Arnold Hall. Lord 
Rootcs, a local boy made good, seemed the obvious choice to 
everyone. He was a man very much associated with C.Oventry, 
espe<:ially because of his work in the War Emergency C.Om· 
mittee. The UGC had made it clear that money for the Univer· 
sity would be required from other sources, and Lord Rootes 
was in a position not only to give nioney himself but also to 
raise it through bis many contacts Jn industry and his close 
connexions with the government. Sir Arnold Ha11, the Manag
ing Director of Bristol Siddeley, had been involved from fafrly 
early on through his ties with the Lanchester, he has been the 
Cliainnan of the University CounciJ since its inception. 

The Promotion C.Ommittee prepared and submitted an 
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application to the UGC. A year later, in May 1961, Selwyn 
Uoyd announced in a written reply in the House of Com.moos: 

The UGC have advised me tbat, witbin the scope of the buildina 
programme which I have already announced. four new universities. 
in addition to those which arc already being established at Briahton, 
Norwich and York., shouJd be established as the best means of p~ 
viding places for some of the i~creasing number of students who 
will be romiov: forward in the coming years. The Committee have 
advised that three of the four should be at Canterbury, Colche$rer 
and Coventry. 

The UGC set up an Academic Planning Board for the Uni· 
versity; chaired by E. T. Williams, an Oxford don, and cur· 
rently Warden of Rhodes House, Oxford, it consisted of aca· 
demics from various universities, except for Sir Arnold Hall, 
who moved over from the Promotion Committee, and two 
other busioe$Inen involved in university administration. Until 
1965, when the University Charter came into effect, this board 
controlled the academic affairs and the Promotion Committee 
the financial business of the University. 

Part of the tenm of reference of the Academic Planning 
Board was to appoint the Vice-Chancellor, in consultation 
with the Promotion Committee and the UGC On 25 October 
1962, ov~r a year after the board first met, Lord Rootes re· 
ported t.o the Promotion Committee that the Board were 'in a 
position to make progress with the nomination of the first Vic» 
ChanceUor', and they wished to consult the committee on their 
proposal. The Board's nominee, J. B. Butterworth, Bursar of 
New College, was presented· to the committee at t\ luncheon 
four days later. His reputation at Oxford was, perhaps. less 
that of a distinguished academic, than that of a successful 
academic entrepreneur, with good connexions in the Stock Ex· 
change and the world of business, who had successfully in· 
creased his college's revenue by re-investing some of its capital 
holdings. The usual procedures went through smoothly and 
Butterworth's appointment was announced to the Press a fort· 
night later. After this long delay, some of the local people on 
the Promotion Committee felt rather resentful that the com
mittee had been given only one choice. 
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The Vice-Chancellor's appoinunent was announced at the 
same time as plans for a full Graduate School of Business 
Management, 'the first in Britain', and he wa.s pleased to give 
it his blessing. For a lawyer, teacher and administrator, 
Butterworth proved to be remark.ably attentive to British in
dustry's view of higher education. Addressing the Old Coven
trians' Club a year after his appointment, be suggested 'some 
k.ind of joint council' where the University would receive 'the 
criticism, help and advice of industry and commerce' (Coventry 
Evening Telegraph, 9 December 1963). The Vice-Cbancellor 
reiterated his hopes for 'particularly c1ose association' with 
business in the following month, when Lord Rootes was made 
Chancellor, and Sir Arnold Hall Pro..cbancellor. It was now 
clear that 'some kind of joint council' was to be built into 
the University itself. and that industry was to be represented 
by large corporate capital. On 21 January 1964 the Coventry 
Evening Telegraph titled its story 'Industrialists to Head Uni
vcr~ity of Warwick'. 

The collaboration of men like Rootes and Hall bad already 
brought more tangible benefits than the mere wisdom of the 
boardroom. Launching the University appeal for £4 million· 
from the Institute of Directors building in Belgrave Square, 
P..ootes announeed that he already had £1,150,000 through per
sonal contacts: 'What is more I have a few more friends left' 
(Coventry Evening Telegraph, 9 April 1964). The UGC had 
insisted on strong local support for a University in Coventry, 
but the enthusiasm at the Institute presumably justified launch
ing the appeal there rather than in Warwickshire. Six months 
later some of that enthusiasm led the Institute of Directors 
to establish a professorship of Business Administration, with 
the understanding that they would be represented on the 
appointment board. 

Meanwhile other interests had responded to the University's 
self-d~lared role of partner with industry. Unilever's grant 
(given to all the new universities) in 1961 was followed by 
Courtauld's £75,000. The Registrar acknowledged it with the 
hope that the research to be done 'wou1d be of particular in
terest to the firm' (Coventry Evtning Ttlegraph, 11 February 
1964). Pressed SteeJ Fisher earmarked their gift for a Chair of 
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Jndustrial Relations. A grant of £40,000 from the Volkswagen 
Fouodation, ICI FeUowsbips and Dun1op Scholarships fol· 
lowed. Bunerworth suggested in his first Annual Report that 
'No one would wish a University founded in Warwickshire to 
develop into something like a liberal arts college'. If such a 
danger bad ever existed, surely it was Jong past? 

Ia that report of 1965 the Vice·Chancellor also referred to 
the 'local ethos' which favoured a school strong in science and 
engineering. Part of that ethos centred on the Lanchester, a 
highly respected college of technology in Coventry, wb.icb some 
City Councillors had believed would become a univer!.ity in its 
own right. In the early stages of planning the Univenity, the 
Lanchcster's governors had expressed their intere.it in a fusion 
of the two schools, and finally in 1964 the University Promo· 
tion Committee replied favourably. The City Education Com· 
mittee entered negotiations, the substance of which it did not 
discuss in public. In private, the University set terms : com· 
plete absorption of the College, and acceptance of only those 
Lanchestcr staff and students that it wished to take. Tbe opin· 
ion of the College governors was that there should be no vet· 
ting of stail or students, and democratic representation on 
governing bodies of the University. A sub-committee met with 
Butterworth and two other representatives, and by March 1965 
a fairly detailed plan of union was announced. It was approved 
by the City, although fears were expressed that the UGC and 
the Minister might have doubts. 

In August the fears were realized: the Department of Edu· 
cation and Science rejected the plans as being likely to prejudice 
lower·lcvcl studies, and tie up too much of the limited money 
available for universities. But the Minister's Jetter came before 
the City delegation had put their case to him: there was 'sur· 
prise and anger' in Coventry. Nothing came of an appeal to the 
Department by the City, as the Chairman of the Education 
Committee, Coun<:illor Locksley, predicted. Time had been of 
the essence, be explained, and although the City's reprcsenta· 
tioo had been before the UGC by April, they bad discovered in 
June that the Vice-Chancellor of the University had not yet 
presented the University's submission: 'So we lost two valu· 
able months. I was aggrieved about this because I felt that 
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apart from the urgency we should have been doing this to· 
gether• (Covtntry Evening Telegraph, 23 September 1965). 
Other councillors were unwilling to blame the University, but 
without doubt many citizens of Coventry had qu~tions in 
their minds. After many attempts and disappointments, they 
had brought a University to Coventry. And now they wondered 
what in.ftuence they were going to have in its development. 

Development was going on at a great pace. Or was it? Many 
months of tact and enthuSiasm had gone into cultivating the 
British corporate 6lite, but buildings and governing structure 
were dealt with in a rather more hurried fashion. Because of 
the year's delay in appointing a Vice-Chancellor, U:d further 
delays in e,,tablish.ing a University planning office, as late as 
the winter of 1963 there were virtually no plans in progress. 
Even the location of the site was not finally decided. Yet eight 
professors bad been promised accommodation within nine 
months, and the first students were due to arrive a year after 
that; consultation, planning and construction of permanent 
university buildings usually takes five years or so. The solution 
was a small, completely self-contained block of buildings to 
serve as interim accommodation for the University while plans 
could be drawn up for the main site. At this time the best guess 
WM that the publkation of lhe Robbins Report wouJct result 
in massive. immediate expansion, and the main site was 
planned with this in mind. Only at the end of 1963 was it de· 
cided that the 1966 bulge of students would be absorbed largely 
by the older universities. Credit squeezes and cuts ia grants 
played havoc with the plans. Warwick is left with a sprawling, 
fragmented campus, a fitting expression of the lack of early 
planning. 

A consistent feature in this planning was the insistence of 
the Vice-Chancellor that all plans should be geared to his 
megalithic notions of a University of twenty thousand or even 
twenty.five thousand students. Hence, even in itS initial stages, 
p1ans bad to be in line with setting down a megalithic infra~ 
structure. The large area was set out with a divider and a ruler: 
Administration nearly one mile from the library and teaching 
buildings, student residences and social building segregated 
again, like the service stations on a detour from the motorway. 
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Short-term, interim amenities were discouraged in the name 
of the plan. and the first generations of students were to . be 
sacrificed in the cause of expansion and high rate of growth. 
But no documentary evidence has ever been adduced to show 
that this growth-rate and this twenty-thousand target bad ever 
l>Un given government or UGC approval, or that they ever 
existed as anything more than an ambition of the Vicc
Cbancellor ·and of his close Council advisers. 

Much as the development plan should have determined the 
physical structure of the University, the statutes were intended 
to define the powers and responsibilities of all its memben. 
Their adoption was also a rushed affair, but with less excuse. 
'The first knowledge Warwick academic staff in general had of 
the statutes was from the draft posted to them three days be
fore they were asked to give their approval. They did so, per
haps without sufficiently reflecting on the possible implications 
of section 5 (5); giving the Vice-Chancellor power to exclude 
any student without explanation or right of appeal, or the 
dangers in a co-opting clause (1 S (1) (D)), which could enable 
a pawerful and united group of men, once appointed, to per
petuate theif power indefinitely and hence mould the Univer
sity (see p. 28). But two days is a short time to consider a 
constitution, and in any case the way in which the statutes were 
wed was to prove almost more important than their content 

Equally important was the membership of the Council that 
took power in March 1965. The Promotion Committee and 
Academic Planning Board disappeared, but many of their most 
important figures did not. The new Lord Rootes, Sir Arnold 
Hall, Gilbert Hunt, Lord Iliffe, Sir Stanley Harley, Sir William 
Lyons and R. J. Kerr-Muir all became members of Council. It 
is important to note not only who did transfer from the Pro
motion Committee to the Council, but who did not. Some of 
the original Committee were politely given places on the Uni
versity's Court - an almost powerless body which meets only 
once a year. The only layman who was. not an industrialist who 
moved on to Council was the Bishop of Coventry: among 
those who were not · co-opted to Council were Sister A. G. 
Grace, Dr 0. S. Atkinson (Principal of Rugby Technical Col-
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lege), Miss J. D. Browne (Principal of the City of Coventry 
College of E.ducation). the Congregationalist Minister the Rev. 
D. H. Dale, the Catholic Canon R. Walsh, Dr H. Rees (one of 
the most active of the original promoters), Mr H. Walker (the 
Headmaster of King Henry the Eighth School), and a number of 
civic officials, aldermen and others. These people may a11 have 
been too busy and too much committed to other duties to serve 
on Council, nor were they necessarily the best people to repre· 
sent the local community on that body; but the self-perpetuat
ing character of an oligarchy of industrialists was at this stage 
brought several steps closer. There were also six ex officio 
members of local authorities and six (now eight) members of 
Senate. But the evolution of the University was to be most 
affected by the ethos of the very powerful men from industry; 
men who were prepared to work closely with a Vice-Chancellor 
who was willing to work closely with them. And the ultimate 
effect came to be the creation, oot of a democratic academic 
community, but a 'well-managed operation', assisting the 
business corporation and emulating some of its more dubious 
methods. 

Nor did the University show much interest in working with 
the City whlch had done so much to bring it into being. Rela· 
lions were, in fact, often strained. Hostility was first aroused 
tn the city over an alleged deal done over the heads of the 
City Council which threatened to destroy the beauty of the 
main road past the University (see p. 143). 

Later on the University snubbed the City Council over pro
posals to share sports and library facilities. The City were 
thinking of building a large sports stadium and centre near 
the University to serve all the educational institutions in the 
city as well as other independent athletic groups. The Uni
versity, in the person of Pro-Vice-Chancellor Harrison, told 
the Council that it had not got any money for such projects. 
On being offered a share in return for the land to build the 
centre on (land originally a gift from the City), the University 
said that, only if an equivalent proportion of new land was 
given, could they release land for such a project. Meanwhile 
the University was planning a sports centre of its own. At the 
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present time the University is planning to spend a large sum 
on a swimming pool, whilst Coventry bas one of the finest in 
the country. 

As we have seen, Coventry Oty Council was crucial in pre-
paring and bringing the case for a University in Coventry to 

the UGC in 1959. Their initiative was in keeping with the 
whole concept of city planning and organization which the 
Labour Party bad used during ibl thirty years' control of the 
council. It is ironic that their ideal of community involvement 
and democratic government shouJd have been ignored in what 
was, during th.is period, their favoured child. 

It is appropriate to end with the words of Alderman G. a 
Hodgkinson, Lord Mayor of Coventry in 1944-S, one of the 
chief architects of the rebuilding and replanning of Coventry 
when the City emerged from the ruins of the war, and a mcm· 
bcr of the University Court: 

The members of a Labour-controUed City Council who applied 
their enthusiasms for the 'University Idea' gave it practical and 
moral support in the fonnation day1. Amongst other thinas. it 
wanted a University of original daign in accordance with native 
thrustfulness, a physical academic li.nk between the Lancbester 
Polytechnic, a close association between 'town and aown'. open· 
door facilities in library serviocs and playing fields, and coordin· 
ated shoppifii and banking arrangcmenta on the campus to avoid 
unnecessary conflict in planning effective liaison in these matters. 
The town and gown concept appcan to have been overlaid, swamped 
or forgotten by the dominating business interests. Those who pay 
the piper least arc playing most of the tune. Industry, banking and 
commerce are at the 'commanding heights' of the University, doing 
their utmoet to keep town and gown apart. Student, academic, 
democratic a.nd community interests arc relepted to the level of 
acwnd-class citizeoship (unpublished letter to the Guardian, part 
published in the Morning Star, 2 March 1970). 

The Power of the Council 
It bas been shown that the Vice-Olancellor, soon after his ap
pointment, proposed 'some kind of joint council' between in· 
dustry and the University (p. 23). In the event such a joint coun
cil proved to be unnecessary, since it was provided by the direct 
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representation of industrialists on the University's governing 
Council itself. The presence of a majority of lay members upon 
a university's Council is not, of course, unusual. What is un
usual is the mode of their appointment, under section 15 (1) 
(0) of the statutes of the University of Warwick: 

Such other persons, not being memben of the academic staff or 
!alaricd offi.ccn of the University, and not exceeding ten in all, as 
may be co-opted by the Council. 

In older provincial universities at least a proportion of the lay 
members of Council are appointed by the University's Court -
a very large, inactive body, repre.rentative of a wide spread of 
civic interests and organizations. For example the University 
of Binningham, which is not notorious for its advanced demo
cratic constitution, has no co-opted members on ita Council : 
its lay membership is made up of the Lord Mayor of Birming
ham, five persons appointed by the City Council, "and sixteen 
members appointed by the Court. 

But at Warwick the majority of lay members, if they acted 
together, could be virtually self-perpetuating. The two most 
powerful officers - the Pro-Chancellor (Sir Arnold Hall) and 
the Treasurer (R. J. Kerr-Muir)- remain on Council so long a!I 
they continue to hold office. The 'co-opted' members serve for 
a three-year term (section 15 (2) {F)), but may then, if they 
wish, be 'co-opted' for further terms. Where new members arc 
co-opted (as Messrs Mead, Tuke and Young have been), it is 
generally understood that their names 'emerge' after consulta
tion between the Vice·Chancellor and the Pro-Chancellor. 
Since the term of servi~e of local authority nominees may be 
limited to three years (all the Labour members were dropped 
after the Conservativ~ won control of Coventry City C.Ouncil), 
tbe 'co-opted' members are likely to be entrenched in the Coun
cil's most .powerful committees; and indeed we find two re
cently 'co-opted' ·members - Tuke and Mead - together with 
Kerr-Muir and Butterworth, controlling the crucial seven-man 
Finance and General Purposes Committee. While all co-opted 
members are not regular attenders at Council, they have been 
present in force at crucial meetings where contested issues have 
arisen and even a few of them, acting together with the Vice-
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Chancellor and officers and one or two academics, can be ex~ 
peeled to dominate decisions.• 

'Industry' bas therefore been able to influence the Univer· 
sity, at the level of its planning, financing and development, 
at a relatively·1ow cost in terms of promotion and donations. 
Some of the aims of a 'private university' have been achieved 
within the shell of public money and public legitimation. It is 
true that the University's Foundation Fund Appeal met with a 
generous response, exceeding £2! million, in the main in sub· 
stantial covenants from industry. It is possible, however, to 
exaggerate the extent of open·handed charity which was in· 
volved on the part of some of the benefactors. The Foundation 
Fund Appeal brochure noted that: 

In terms of the Income Tax Act 1952, gift! of money for research 
related to, or for technical education of a kind specially n:quisite for 
persons employed in, the business of the donor (or for research 
related to the class of trade to which the business of the donor 
belongs) may be treated as an expense of the bwineu for Income 
Tax and Profits Tax purposes ... , Further details may be obtained 
from tbe Vice-Cbaocellor. 

(This meant that, with tax at 7s 9d in the £, a gift of £100,000 
could be met, under a ten-year covenant, at £6,125 p.a.; a gift 
of £5,000 at £306 p.a.) 

It is not therefore surnrising that when Ralph Harris, Direc· 
tor of the Institute of Economic Affairs Ltd, wrote to Jack 
Butterworth (4 December 1968) soliciting his support for the 
movement headed by Professor Max Beloff, Sir Sydney Caine, 
Professor H. S. Ferns and others for an ' independent univer
sity', be shou1d express bis support: 

I have always been attracted by tbe idea of an independent uni
versity and believe that if properly organized it might acquire the 
considerable funds needed from industry and private support. As a 
Vice.Chancellor of a state university, I think it might be better if I 
were not to sign your document On the other hand, I wanted to let 
you know of my interest in your proposal 

• It is not suggested that all the co-opted members necessarily act 
toaether u 1 bloc with the Pr~cellor aztd Vice-Chancellor. 
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"Academic excellence', the letter continued, may "best be pre· 
served 'in an institution which is totally independent.' 

We will examine later how far bUJiness interests may have 
actually influenced academic excellence or general policy at 
Warwick. The point to note here is that this kind of 'indepen
dence' is a mirage. The independence desired is from the State 
{and its democratic or bureaucratic controls) on the one band. 
from the pressures of staff and of students on the other. This 
independence would only be the other side of the coin of a 
subordinate dependence upon 'industry'. 1 

The World of Indallry 

On the Council of the University of Warwick we find the fol
lowing : 

Pro-Chancellor 

Treasurer 

Sir Arnold Hall 
Chairman and Managing Director, Hawker 

Siddeley Group Ltd 
Director, Phoenix Auuranc.c Co. Ltd 
Director, Lloyds Bank. Ltd• 

R.J.Kerr-Muir 
Director, Courtaulds Ltd 

Council Members Gilbert Hunt 
Manaaing Director, Rootcs Moton Ltd 
Director, Reed Paper Group 

A. F. Tuke 
Director, Barclays Bank Ltd 
Vice-Chairman, Barclays D.C.O. 

Sir Richard Young 
Chairman, Alfred Herbert Ltd 
Director, Rugby Portland Cement Ltd 

Lord Rootoo 
Chairman~ Roote! Motors Ltd 

•At least thirteen or the thirty-one directors of Lloyds Bank are 
govern on, pro-chancellors, etc. of universities and colleges; the thirteen 
bold sevcntcco. 5UCb posts. 
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Sir William Lyons 
Chairman. Jaguar Cars Ltd 
Deputy Cbainnan, British Leyland Motor 

Holdings Ltd 

Lord Iliffe 
Chainnan, Coventry Newspapers ltd 
Vice-Chairman, Birmingham Post and Mail Ltd 

Sir Stanley Harley 
Chairman, Coventry Gauge and Tool Ltd 
Director of fifteen other companies 
President, Coventry Conservative As.sociation 

J. R. Mead 
Accountant : director of forty~two small com· 

panics 

The Right Reverend the Bishop o{ Coventry 

It is this concentration of business interests at the top of the 
power structure at Warwick which is unusual, rather than the 
involvement of industry in financing scientific and economic 
research. A closer look at some of the key figures involved on 
Council sheds considerable light on the world of industry and 
the nature of Warwick's involvement in it. 

Sir Arnold Hall 

Sir Arnold Hall is an engineer of exceptional brilliance. Born 
in 1915, he obtained a First with distinction in engineering at 
Cambridge. After doing research there and at the Royal Air· 
craft Establishment, Farnborough, including work with Sir 
Frank Whittle on the first jct cm!:ine, he became a Professor 
at Imperial College at the age of thirty. Six years later he 
was made head of the Royal Aircraft Establishment, where 
he headed the investigation into the Comet crashes. At 
thirty-nine be was knighted; the foJJowing year, 1955, he joined 
the Hawker Siddeley Group as a director. His career there cul
minated in his appointment as Managing Director in 1963, to 
which the chairmanship was added in 1967. He has sat on in· 
numerable governmental and semi-governmental committees 
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on the aerospace industry, is a member of the Athcnaeum, and 
a Fellow of the Royal Society. 

But over this distinguished career, in which Sir Arnold has 
moved easily betwun government, industry and academic life, 
there bangs one question mark. His entry in Who's Who, while 
deseribing in great detail the wit of hi3 car«:r. omib tho fact 
that from 1958 to 1963 he was Vice-Chairman and Managing 
Director of Bristol Siddeley Engines Ltd. 

On 22 March 1967 the Minister of Technology announced 
in the House of Commons that Bristol Siddeley 'had repaid 
to the Ministry a sum of £3.960,000, and that the effect of the 
repayment had been· to reduce the profits made by the fl.rm on 
sales at fixed prices totalling approximately £161- million' 
(Second Special Report of the Committee of Public Accounts 
(hereafter CPA/2), HC S71 1966-7, para. I). An inquiry (the 
Wilson Committee) was set up to investigate the whole matter, 
and in addition the Committee of Public Accounts made an 
independent investigation of the narrower question of the 
negotiation of the original contracts, Which involved engine 
overhauls carried out by Bristol Siddeley for the government. 

FoUowing these two inquiries a third was set up, by the Com
mittee of Public Accounts, to look into certain apparent dis· 
crepancies between the evidence given by the company's 
representatives to the CPA and the findings of the broader 
inquiry by the Wilson Committee. 

To quote this third inquiry: 

The evidence paints a picture of negligence and irresponsibility 
in the conduct of the Company's financial administration which 
your committee found hard to credit in a Company of this stand
ing, even after making the utmost allowances for the many and great 
difficulties the. Company was facina at a critical juncture in its affain. 
This applies particularly to the important role played by Mr 
Davidson, as the Director responsible for the Company's contracts 
with the Ministry, and to the manner in which the Executive Com
mittee exerci!ed ib collective responsibility for financial admjnittra
tioo (Third Special Report of the Committee for Public Accounts 
(hereafter CPA/3), HC 192 1967-8, pua. 21). 

That the profits realized on these contracts were exorbitant 
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was agreed by aJI concerned. Typical figures for selected 
engines in 1959--60 and 1960-61 were: 

Olympus 
Viper 
Sapphire 7 

% profit on cost 
1939-60 1960-61 

.51·8 
44·8 
l0·7 

80·3 
lll-2 
124·9 

(Wilson Commi1tee Report, HC 129 1967-8, paras. 80-81.) 

The Wilson Committee found that these rates of profit 'were 
being achieved as a result of false and misleading representa· 
tions on the part of the Company's estimating and negotiating 
committee' (para. 83). 

The crucial point at issue throughout the two CPA inquirie11; 
was whether this state of affairs was known to the Board of 
Directors. Mr Davidson and Sir Reginald Verdon-Smith 
(Chairman of BSE at the time) insisted that the Board was 
not aware of this. Yet it emerges from the Wilson Commit· 
tee's report that the Executive Committee of the company was 
well aware of the facts , having considered two reports on the 
c0&ine overhauls contract, one in June and September 1960, 
and the other in September 1961. 

The Chairman of the Executive Committee at the time was 
the Managing Director of Bristol Siddeley, Sir Arnold Hall. 
An Executive Committee minute of June 1960 read: 

Engine Repair Financial Report: Sir Arnold Hall bas written to 
Mr Davidson on a number of minor points which were currently 
being looked into. It was noted that Orenda profitability was low 
and that this stemmed from the close surveillance on this contract 
exercised by the customer from London (in fact a Canadian Govern· 
mcnt contract]. It wu noted nfoo that Viper overhauls we"' len 
profitable than might have been expected . • • (quoted in CPA/3, 
para. 184), 

At that time Viper overhauls were running at a profit rate 
of 44·8 P<T cent. 

Despite the fact that the crucial point at issue was whether 
the Board had knowledge of what was going on at the time, Sir 
Arnold Hall was never ca1led to submit evidence to either of 
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the inquiries conducted by the Committee of Public Aoc.ounts. 
When Verdon·Smith suggested 

. . . it may be your wish, if you want to explore this point in 
depth, that you !hould, perhap,, ask the Managins Director of 
Bristol Siddelcy at that time to answer thi3 question (CPA/2, para. 
428), 

be was rebuked by the Committee's chairman. 
A3 the Wilson Committee report put it: 

The facts to which we ha~ refenM leave no room for doubt 
that the Eucutivc Dirttton: of BS£ planned in their budsett, from 
the earliest year-, of the Company's existence, to obtain huge pro6u 
from the Department'& overhauls; that they were soon made awani 
that the achievements were even better than those which they had 
sougbt; and that they approved of the trend of events (para. 82). 

One further point on Sir Arnold Hall. Three documents were 
found among the Vice-Otanccllor's files which were put out by 
the Economic League. Two were sent to the Vice-Chancellor 
by Hall. The -League is an employers' organization with two 
main aims: first, to foster the 'free enterprise spirit' by propa· 
ganda, verbal and written (twenty-two million leaflets in 1968); 
secondly, to oppose 'alt subversive forces - in whatever 
their origin and inspiration - that seek to undermine the 
security of Britain in general and British industry in particular'. 
In 1968 the League spent £266,000 on such activities. One 
hundred and fifty-four firms, including British Leyland, Guest 
Keen & Nettlefold, Tate & Lyle and Barc:;lays Bank, gave dona
tions totalling £61 ,000. 

Two of the documents sent to Butterworth were Woes of the 
League's Two-Minute News Rniiew on the activiti~ of the 
Radical Student Alliance and the Revolutionary Socialist 
Student Federation. The other, beaded 'Confidential', wu part 
of a survey by 'a team of expert investigators' conducted on be
half of the League on 'the growth of extreme left-wing activity 
among students'. It consists in the main of case.studies : the 
general imp~sion is that rank-and-file revolutionary students 
tend to come from broken homes, have personality problems, 
are dirty and unkempt, take drugs, suffer from acne, are easily 
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'led', etc. The investigators do, however, allow that some be· 
come revolutionaries because of 'a genuine belief that the uni· 
versity "system" is archaic, inflexible, repressive and out of 
date', and many of their conclusions arc considered in 
tone. 

As for Sir Arnold Hall's company, Hawker Siddeley, it was 
in 1969 the eighteenth largest in the country in terms of assets 
(£250 million) a.nd fifth largest in terms of employment 
(98,000). It is heavily involved in defence work. 

Gilbert Hunt and Rootes 

The Rootes family bas, of course, been associated with the 
University from its very beginning. Gilbert Hunt, who became 
Managing Director of Rootes in 1967, first got to know Lord 
Rootes through involvement in the University Foundation 
Committee's activities. He is of interest here largely as an 
example of the style of the modern manager, and managerial· 
ism is a major product of Warwick's involvement with industry 
(see sections from the Tyzack Report, pp. 136-43). 

Gilbert Hunt was born in 1915. Educated at Malvern Col
lege, he then joined the Hawker Siddeley Group, working his 
way up until he became Director and General Manager of tbeir 
subsidiary, Higb Duty Alloys. In 1960 be was appointed 
Managing Director of Massey-Ferguson (UK) Ltd; finally in 
1967 be became Managing Director of Rootes, soon after 
Chrysler acquired a major interest in the company. At the time 
Root es was having its worst year ever: it reported a loss of 
nearly £11 million. The appointment of Gilbert Hunt to re
place the second Lord Rootes, along with massive injections of 
funds from Chrysler and the British government, was intended 
to bring about the necessary spectacular recover}t. In 1968 
Rootes made £1 ·4 milLion profits, but in 1969 they were back: 
in the red again. It is clear that unless the Avenger is a huge 
success, the company will be once more on the brink of 
disaster. 

But what of Gilbert Hunt? Newspaper cuttings throw some 
interesting light on the sort of-man he ~: 

A soft-spoken, grcy·hairW fifty-two-year-old, Hunt is a firm 
di!ciple of North American business method!l. , •• Apart from the 
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Rolls-Royce Phantom V, Buick and Triumph 2000 he keeps in bis 
stable, Hunt knows little about cars. But when it comes to questions 
of productivity aod business methods, he iJJ in his element (Finan
cial Timt.r Diary, 22 March 1967). 

'When you take over a job like this you have to be tough imme
diately, It's no good waiting five years to be touah - you'll never do 
it. 'f.he hatchet gets blunt ... People in British industry are not 
numerate enough. It is not sufficient to have a good idea. It must be 
quantified to make absolutely certain that it is viable. Everything 
must be worked out in mathematical terms· (Sun.day Times Busines1 
News, 1 October 1967). 

'I rebiill.t Rootes around an eight-man illte .... Thi!I is in effect the 
policy-making instrument of the company, and answerable only to 
the Board.• Hunt bas also instilled a new pride and confidence in 
Rootes employees. 'There are no secrets between the top manage
ment - my key people. I involve them because I believe it is the 
vitality, the brain DOWer and the judgeml!cnt of thece key men work
ing with me which is going to make or break the company' (Daily 
Express, 4 March 1968). 

It is hardly surprising that such a man should be an en
thusiastic supporter of greater 'efficiency' in the University, as 
proposed by the Tyzack Report. Nor is it surprising that Mr 
Hunt once spoke heatedly, in Council, against students who had 
been demonstrating outside a Rootes factory, and asked if they 
could be disciplitled and their local education authority be 
notified. He also suggested that be might find difficulty in de
fending Rootcs' contribution to the University against adverse 
e-0mments by his fellow dirCctors. (It is proper to add that the 
Chairman of Council, Sir Arnold Hall, firmly resisted the im
plications of both suggestions.) 

Rootes gave £2,000 to the Industrial Trust last year. This 
organir.ation is much more secretive than the Economic League, 
but similar in purpose. In an article in the Observer (19 Oct
ober 1969) Paul Ferris described how he had pbOnecl several 
firms who had donated money to the Industrial Trust in order 
to find out what the Trust did. No one would tell him. Then 
Lord Chandos (of Associated Electrical Industries, and a mem· 
ber of Warwick's Promotion Committee) phoned Mr Ferris 
and told him that its work was 'non-political, and in the field 
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of industrial harmony'. When Ferris wondered whether they 
·kept an eye on 'troublemakers', and said he was not really 
clear about their activities, Lord Chandos replied, 'You're not 
meant to be clear.' 

A. F. Tuke and Barclays Bank 

As the Vic~bancellor's files say: 

1 regard the association between Barclays Bank. and the University 
of Warwick. as ~pccially close. Not only arc we Bankers to the 
University and the only Bank represeoted on the site, but we have 
endowed a Chair, the Chairman of our Local Board serves on the 
Finance Committee, and our Chairman and the Vice-Chancellor 
are friends oC luuw; !landing who, during: their time, h-ave been 
jointly involved in the problems of University finance, i.e. the 
University of Ox.ford. I cannot think, therefore, that any university 
could have a claim on the Bank's favourable consideration of a 
need stronger than that of the Univenity of Warwick. 

The 'Chairman of our Local Board' is Mr A. F. Tuke, rnem· 
ber of Council at Warwick. The Vice-Chancellor used to be 
Bursar of New College, Oxford, and member of the Heb· 
domadal C.Ouncil. And the 'Chair' with which Barclays en· 
dowed the University? This was the Cbair in Management 
Information Systems in the Centre of Industrial and Business 
Studies. The Coventry Evening Telegraph of 12 October 1967 
reported: 

Mr W. 0. Bryan, a Vice-chairman of Barclays Bank, said: 
'We are very enthusiastic about this joint venture, which we feel 

will be to our mutual advantage, and will also benefit banking and 
the business world generally .... 

'At present, most o! the research in the area of management in· 
formation services is being carried out in the United States. No• 
similar facilities will be available in Britain, and we look forward 
to the opportunity of keeping in close touch with the professor 
appointed to the chair.' The creation of the new chair is warmly 
welcomed by the University's Vice-Chancellor, Mr J. B. Butter· 
worth, who said it would strengthen still further the close association 
with industry and commerce .. 

'The particular points we would like to see developed are all 
focWJed oo the problem of putting a value as far as possible on the 
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information provided, on the selection of priorities in the prc!CD.ta
tion of information to management, the methods of presentation, 
the economics of computerizing the information processes, and so 
on. 

'Efficiently conducted research in this field, allied to the work on 
operational research, would be of importance nationally, both in 
encouraging the use of computers where firms are slow to recognize 
their value, and in disc.ouraging uneconomic use of computers in 
those fl.nns where computers are in fashion.' 

It will be the sixth chair to be created at the University in the field 
of &()(;ial studies as a result of support from industry, commerce, 
trusts and foundatioru. 

The University's close relation with industry and commerce 
'spring from the conviction that a new university bas a unique 
opportunity to experiment and in the case of Warwick to make a. 
significant contribution in the field of industrial and busincSll studies'. 

The Univenity emphasizes that it is also aware of the fact that 
the abler undergraduates have- often shown a reluctance to enter 
commerce ~od industry. 

'It is incumbent upon universities\ therefore, as the prime pro
ducers of high-level manpower over the whole ran&e of industrial 
development, to develop courset and subjects which will equip its 
graduates for problems they will subsequently face in industry and 
commerce', it i! stated. 

Barela)'!' concern for benefiting 'the business world gener
ally' is also evident from their £4,750 donation to the Economic 
League last year. 

Mr A. F. Tuke; in addition to being a Director of Barclays 
Bank, is also Vice-Chainnan of Barclays D.C.O. This bank is 
a considerable force in the finance world of southern Africa. 
Two other bU!linesses with interests in southern Africa are rep
resented on the Council. British Leyland, whose Vico--Chair
mao, Sir William Lyons, is on the Council at Warwick, has been 
rapidly expanding its manufacturing facilities in South Africa, 
and Hawker Siddeley have recently formed a South African 
subsidiaty. 

One prime social function of a university is to inquire freely 
arid to criticize freely. And the moie managed, the more 
planned, the mor:e ;efficient' the rest of society grows, the mort 
important this function becomes. In pursuing this task in as 
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sensitive a.a area as Africa. some st.a ff aod students might prefer 
their university oot to embrace too closely industries aod 
businesses that have large stakes in the racialist police state of 
South Africa. 

One of the pervuive mytlu of the mid-twentieth century is 
that with the replacement of the old-style entrepreneur and 
tycoon by the property less manager, there has come about a 
qualitative change to 'managerial' capitalism. The new man
ager is seco as running the system 'in the national interest' 
rather than in the interests of the propertied class. Professor 
Carl Kay.sen, a distinguished American economist. has gone 
so far as to de5Cribe the giant corporation as 'aouUuJ'. The 
economic and political system as a whole is described as 
'pluralist', that is, one in which <lil[ereut l.oterCJt groups form. 
&round different issues, with no clear-cut social divisions. 

Where does the Univenity fit into this picture? Professor 
Oark Kerr, who ran the Berkeley campus of the University of 
California where many have located the origins of the student 
movement, answered this question in his book The Usts of the 
University, The University provides skilled manpower and 
facilities for basic research. And it produces the culture and 
ideology of the pluralist system. 

Thus, Warwick as the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
of the Midlands, a.ad Butterworth as a latter-day Oark Kerr. 

But the world of industry is emphatically not a world of a 
neutral technocracy working for the benefit of all. It is a 
world indifferent to the equities of government contracting, a 
world where excess profits can be milked from the ordinary 
people, a world of efficiency and quantification in the interests 
of profit, of connivance at racialist exploitation in southern 
Africa, of spying on workers a.ad teachers. 

In this alternative view, what is our picture of the economic 
system, and of the way the University fits into it? 

In modern capitalism· most important industries, and especi
ally those predominant in the Midlands, are dominated by a 
handful of giant firms. Despite this, it is a competitive world; 
the competition is not of the static type found in outdated 
economics textbooks, but dynamic; for, above all, capitalism 
is an economic system with an inbuilt drive for growth, for 
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accumulation. In an economy based on private property, growth 
means the accumulation of privately owned assets. This pro
cess requires profits, just a.s it always has done. And the 
drive for profits in a world dominated by a small number of 
tinns is above all a drive for control 

It is only natural that this drive for control should extend 
to the University. There is no area in life which is not pene· 
trated by the needs of the giant firm. 'The Univenity offers 
skilled manpower and research facilities. It also offers them 
largely at the expense of the general public: Warwick: bas had 
six times as much government money as private. The exten· 
sion of corporate power over the University need not yield an 
immediate return for the inve!tment of time and money; the 
modem giant finn takes a long-term view of its activities. 



Chapter 2 
The Student Response 

Student Lile Ill Warwick 

The first undergraduates came to Warwick in 1965. There 
were about 450 students working in just one set of buildings, 
the East Site. There were close links between staff and students, 
and the pioneering spirit also made for unity. Various activities 
were under way soon after the start of term: sports teams 

were organized, a magazine was founded, and ·within a couple 
of weeks a duplicated newspaper was produced. In this first 
year everybody lived off campus in digs, so that to be on site. 
meant being around the library or the common room if no 
lectures were being given. Tue compactness of the East Site 
meant that a student could hardly avoid being involved in 
whatever was going on. When Warwick first started there 
was a feeling that you were needed, that things wouldn't hap
pen unless you made them. 

Al a new university Warwick had no traditions to guide it, 
and in fact it was this potential freedom to experiment and 
change existing academic practices which attracted many of the 
staff. Those students who were interested in their subject.! 
generally seemed quite satisfied with the quality of the teach· 
ing and the content of the courses. Criticism of teaching and 
course content varies, of course, between departments, but there 
bas never been any large movement of complaint about teach· 
ing. However, students who have wanted to change subject.! 
have not always found it easy to do so, and method. of a~· 
ment have been a controversial is.sue: many departments, 
through their staff I student liaison committees, have discu~ed 
alternative plans, and many of them now have provision for 
a.sseMCd written work to reP1acc examinations. 

Those first students expected student life to become richer 
as the University grew. Yet the changes did not always live 
up t.o these expectations. As the new buildinas opened the 
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campus spread out. Coming from the Coventry-Kenilworth 
road, the first set of buildings is known collectively as the 
East Site. This now houses the Administration, the appoint
ments office, the bank and various departments. To reach the 
next set of buildings, which includes the halls of residence and 
the social building, Rootes Hall, takes a walk of up to ten 
minutes from the East Site, down a hill, through a wood and 
up a further rise. To reach the library and the science blocks, 
known co11ectively as the Main Site, is a further five·minute 
walk from Rootes Hall. The University site as a whole is also 
removed from 'surrounding communities : it is about three 
miles from Coventry and two and a half from Kenilworth. The 
isolation is reftected in the lack of ties between the University 
and the colleges in Coventry, particularly the Lanchester Poly
technic and the Coventry CoDege of Education. 

It is against this physical background that student life at 
Warwick must be set. Movement within the University is diffi
cult, but circumstances also hinder relations with the outside 
world. Indeed, 'The Outside World' is a particularly meaning
ful phrase at Warwick, especially for those wbo live on the 
site in halls of residence (at present there are about 800, fiom 
a student population of around 1,800). It is quite possible not 
to move from the campus for weeks : there is food, albeit 
poor, in the refectory, a sbop with groSsly inadequate stocks 
of groceries, entertainments of various sorts, and a bar. 

Whether or not one can draw a causal link between this 
.5ituation and the growth of political activism over the past 
c.ouple of years is arguable. That there bas been such a growth 
is less doubtful. The start of the University's third year was a 
significant watershed. Up to that point there had been very 
little action on campus, and any issues were largely internal 
Union affairs. The previous spring had seen the first of the big 
Vietnam demonstrations in London, which a few members of 
the University had attended. In the week before term started in 
October the US Ambassador to Britain was due to open the 
Benefactors' Hall of Residence, a sumptuous block donated 
by an anonymous benefactor to promote Anglo-American un· 
derstanding. Enough students (including some American ex
change students) were around to stage a small anti-war protest. 
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Although it was small, it was probably the ftnt demonstration 
on campus. It was certainly the first t.o involve the police on 
campus, and it was the first to involve students from the Lan
cbcster Polytechnic and Canley College of Education. 

From this time on the University became more active in a 
political - though not in a party political - sense. Controversial 
speakers, such as an official from the South Vietnamese Em
bassy and Major Patrick. Wall, MP, were heckled. All the 
same, most people regarded Warwick as quite mild a.s such 
things were going at the time. Such activism as occurred was 
usually sporadic, and there was little feeling of a continuing 
ongoing current. Th.is was reflected in the general easy.going 
attitude of the majority of students, Events which stirred people 
up were seemingly little connected and difficult to predict In 
December 1968 someone painted an entire Winnie-the-Pooh 
story on the paved path between Rootes Hall and the library 
(it was, incidentally, written in such a way that to read it one 
would have to walk backwards). Soon afterwards workmen 
appeared to overturn the offending paving stones. Protest 
meetings were held, petitions were circulated, a rash of slogans 
appeared around the University designed to proclaim the right 
to daub on university buildings - some solely about Pooh, and 
some attempting to widen the political content. One such in
cluded a reference to the May 1968 troubles in France, declar
ing in red paint 'Le Cbienlit, c'est J.B.' Work on overturning 
the paving stones was halted, and half an A. A. Milne story 
written backwards was left to face the elements. Not a trace 
remains today, but the effect on the students was of a more 
pennanent nature. 

Early tbe following term, Warwick was the first University 
to come forward in support of the LSE students in their dispute 
about (amongst other things) the placing of steel gates inside 
the LSE buildings. It was decided at a lunchtime meeting 
(which was not an official Union General Meeting) to stage a 
twenty-four-hour token sit·in in the library building. Those 
who had sat-in came to the Union General Meeting in the 
evening to present their cue, and the largest meeting to that 
date voted in favour of continuing the occupation. Following 
the sit-in, the students marched into Coventry with the inteo-
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tion of trying to explain to people what the issues were. Whilst 
thls march was in progress departments received requests for 
names of those people not attending lectures or seminars that 
morning. These requests bad the effect of uniting staff and 
students against what was considered an unjustifiable intrusion. 

Other activity during the year included an attempt to save 
the job of a workman who was sacked for disobeying what he 
regarded as pointless orders from IUs superior. He was popular 
with the students, and one of the reasons for llis popularity was 
that he did 'unofficial' jobs for students. It was fairly inevitable 
that he would go, but student pressure took the matter up to an 
appeal to Council. 

Mention has been made of the Students' Union. The Union 
has been in formal existence since the start of the University's 
second year. The importance with. which students regarded it is 
indicated by the relatively low polls for Un.ion elections. The 
Union structure is based on the President, who has a ten-man 
executive, but constitutionally the sovereign body is the 
Students' Repr~ntative Council (SRC), which is made up of 
representatives from each academic department. Probably most 
students regard the Union as a glorified travel agency, a nego
tiator with the Administration, a distributor of LEA grants 
to the various clubs and societies, a promoter of poorly 
attended dances, and little else. a ·ccasionally it hlight prove 
weful to carry out the wishes of a general meeting, but the 
feeling bas certainly grown that the UGM is in a position to 
decide fundamental is.sues. and the elect~ Union b:i.s to bkc 
second place to this. The Union undoubtedly does do useful 
work some of the time - as in its tenacious handling of the 
negotiations over the Union Building over several years (see 
pp. 60-70). In the Union's own terms, however, its most sub-
stantial advances sinc.e its inception have been the gain of a 
sabbatical president and, more significantly, increased full-time 
help with the administration of the Union. 

Throughout the development ·of the University there has 
been a growing sense of frustration, coupled with a feeling 
of isolation. There were high hopes 011 all sides for Warwick 
when it started. The first year began well, yet the whole th.ing 
bas apparently turned sour. Students grew to be wary of the 
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we of the University's youth as a reason for the non-appear
ance of certain important improvements a11ccting student life. 
There was, for example, feeling that the Univmity Administra.. 
tion might have its priorities wrong when plans for a chapel 
were announ~d before those for a much needed Arts Centre 
and theatre. 

Even the good staff/student relations of the first year appear 
not to 

0

have lasted. The personal tutor system, designed to 
help in this respect, cannot really function without some basis 
in good staff/student social relations. Yet Warwick has be· 
come a place which staff leave at five o'clock, and also a place 
which students leave. The weekend exodus was one of the 
earliest tendencies to establish itself, especially in the second 
and third years. There would be virtually nothing happening at 
the weekend around the social building, which wouJd have bceo 
the centre for any activity. 

In October 1969 there was ao easy-going student body, 
which had nevertheless been known to erupt. Even so, the 
left-wing element among the students was not particularly 
strong, and Union politics were not considered of much signi
ficance. There was, however, still the unsolved issue of the 
Union Building. 

The Coone of the Struggle 

A mixture of boredom, dissatisfaction with courses, general 
frustration and apathy produced a restless mood at Warwick 
throughout the autumn term of 1969. Union meetings were 
fairly well attended (150-200), but were generally bad
tempcred affairs. There was little political activity apart from 
the spate of anti-Springbo.k demonstrations; these provoked 
much debate about whether the Union should pay any fineis 
incurred, but the debate proved to be academic since no War
wick students were ever fined. Yet the Springbok issue was 
important, because almost for the first time political discussion 
was taking place in the Union on an issue not directly related 
to students. 

On 27 January 1970 a meeting was organized by the Union 
to discuss the long-delayed social buildings. The Vice
Chancellor was invited to attend, but sent instead the &sistant 
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Vice-Chancellor and the Registrar; both these men were 
recent appointments. They were questioned by the uudcnts: 
'When is the final decision to be taken?' 'How many students 
will the new building o."°mmodate?' 'Wbo talc.ts the final de
cision?' Frequently the students were given evasive answers, 
or the all-too-convenient reply: 'I haven't been here very long, 
aod I'm afraid I can't answer that question.' The administrators 
left after being thanked from the fioor for having so success
fully hanged themselves io public. 

After that meeting the students formulated very simple but 
very direct demands to put before the Building Committee of 
Council. They wanted a totally integrated staff/ student build
ing, jointly controlled by the users, and if this was not pos· 
sible then an entirely separate building, to be totally student
controlled. 

Four students went along to the Building Committee on 
Monday 2 February 1970. They were given a four·page docu
ment stating the University's position on the social building. 
This document was supposed to have been given to the students 
several days earlier, but somehow this had been overlooked. 
The student representatives were thus at a great disadvantage, 
having had little time to digest information with which the 
members of the Building Committee were familiar. The 
students handed out copies of the motion passed at the Union 
meeting, containing their demands. The chairman, Gilbert 
Hunt, began by saying that he was offended by the wording of 
the motion, which reminded him of the type of demands put 
forward by the unions at Rootes in Coventry. Having scolded 
the recalcitrant students and having listened to their demands, 
the Committee then asked the students to Jeave so that they 
could come to a decision. 

That evening in Rootes Hall two meetings were taking place. 
The Un.ion Bxooutivo, a. body not noted. !or fts militancy, was 
drawing up plans for a twenty.four-hour token sit-in in the 
Registry, to demonstrate that tbe students were seriom in their 
demands. Across the corridor the. Socialist Society was also 
in discussion; the feeling of this meeting emerged as a 'wait 
and see' stance until the Building C.Ommittec's position was 
known. The socialists were opposed to the idea of a •twenty· 
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four-hour tea-party in the Registry•, believing that an occupa
tion should be undertaken seriously or not at all. The two 
meetings came together, and one bad the weird spectacle of . 
the Union bureaucracy trying to persuade the Socialist Society 
to support their plans for direct action. At a Union meeting 
the following day, attended by about four hundred students, a 
motion proposing the sit-in was overwhelmingly carried. That 
afternoon three hundred students marched up to the Registry 
and, after some minor scuffles with the porters, entered the 
building. They swarmed through the offices and corridon, seek
ing out those empty, carpeted offices in which there would be 
space tO: stretch out their sleeping bags. Most of the secretarial 
staff remained at their typewriters, unperturbed. Meanwhile a 
committee that had been elected at the Union meeting set 
about making the necessary arrangemenU. Food was ordered 
from a wholesaler in Coventry, a press statement was prepared 
and a security committee established. Organizationally the 
sit·fo could not have been better. 

It soon became clear to the students that in building the 
Registry, the architects had fajJed to make provision for any 
place for holding mass meetings, so amplifiers had to be set up 
at a convenient point in the corridor." In fact the building is 
so labyrinthine that on one occasion, when it wa.s felt that the 
number of occupiers was no more than a few score, a system
atic count revealed that there were in fact over two hundred 
people present. The sit-in passed off very quietly, with little 
damage. At two o'clock, exactly twenty-four hours after the 
occupation began, the students departed, leaving behind them 
a Rc2istry far tidier than it had been at their arrival, and 
with every file in the place virgo intacta. 

Six days later the Administration sent out letters to eight of 
the nine members of the Sit-Jn Committee, informing them that 
they were to be charged with 'disorderJy conduct in being 
concerned in breaking into the University Registry on Tuesday 
3 February 1970 .. . '. The charge contained certain anomalies. 
The Vice-President of the Union, who had been a member of 
the Sit-In Committee, was not charged since be was al.so a 
member of the University Disciplinary Committee. Of the eight 
others charged, at the time of the break-in, two were in the 
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Union office, one was in Coventry, and one was having a pre
sit-in bath. 

On the same day as the announcement of the charges Coun· 
cil made its decision on the social building, and the Vice
Cl111.m::ellor took the unprecedented step of sending a letter to 
every student explaining Council's decision and the reasons 
behind it. 

At the Union meeting in the lunch hour on Wednesday 
11 February, the students were to discuss the que,.;tion of discip
linary procedures against the Sit-In Committee, whilst a further 
meeting was to be held at five to discuss C.Ouncil's decision 
on the social building. That morning the President and the 
President-Elect, both named in the disciplinary charges, had 
bad a meeting with the Advisory Committee of Senate, the 
body responsible for laying the charges. The result of this 
meeting was now contained in a sealed envelope that the 
President, with a rare sense of the dramatic, beld in bis hand 
at the start of 'the meeting. There must have been over five 
hundred people crowded into the 'Airport lounge', the main 
meeting area in Rootes Hall. There was a feeling of great in
dignation at the Administration's action in bringing disciplinary 
charges against an elected Union committee. If the contents of 
the envelope revealed that the charges were to be pressed, then 
some form of direct action would be the inevitable consequence 
of such a mood. The President openod the envelope and read: 
'In the light of information received this morning, the Univers
ity has decided not to proceed .. .'. The Administration had 
backed down. However, the situation was somewhat more 
complex; the timing of the charges was necessarily linked with 
Council's decision on the social building, Had the Vice-
Chancellor intended to use the charges to intimidate the students 
from further direct action? If so, then he had sadly miscal
culated, for fundamcfital issues had been raised which could cot 
be satisfied by a mere retraction of the charges. Something 
more positive was demanded. 

Instead of dispersing and reconvening at five, the students 
decided to discuss their attitude to Council's decision on the 
social building without delay. It appeared that in effect Council 
had o!Iered the students some form of compromise. Yet 
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Cow1dl':1 fnilur~ to de~ with th~ crucial Question of control, 
and the current mood of the student body, created an atmos~ 
pbere that was conducive to· the idea of the reoccupation of the 
Registry, not as before on a token basis but indefinitely - until 
the University Council gave a decision on the social building 
which was acceptable to the students. Prior to the Council 
meeting, the students had demanded either a totally integrated 
staff/ student building or an autonomous Union building. But 
in the circumstances that were developing, compromise seemed 
unacceptable. The students were not now prepared to accept a 
segregated students' building. The notion of an academic com
munity, they felt, required that staff and students, as well as 
working together, should also relax together. The motion to 

reoccupy the Registry was passed, although there were some 
who felt that the tactic of reoccupation was unimaginative 
and would be ineffective. 

So again the faithful three hundred embarked upon the half~ 
mile trek through the Warwickshire countryside. A few hastily 
gathere.d red flags fluttered at the head of the march as it snaked 
its way up Gibbet Hill to the Registry. 

Entering the building unimpeded, the students found that 
the majority of offices were still occupied, and those that were 
not had been Jocked. Students gathered around the office doors 
and encouraged the secretarial staff to leave, provided they 
left their offices unlocked. There were no secret plans at this 
stage for a thorough search of the Registry; quite simply, the 
offices were carpeted and warm and therefore reasonable places 
for sleeping in. 

Sir Walter Coutts, the Assistant Vice-Chancellor, was con
cerned about the welfare of the secretarial staff; taking aside 
three of the less militant members of the Sit·ln Committee, he 
agreed to open all the offices as long as no damage occurred. 
This was put to the sit-in and accepted. Within a matter 
of minutes all staff had left, leaving unlocked doors behind 
them. 

The atmosphere on t.his occasion was far less festive. The 
novelty of occupying the Registry had worn off, and there was 
also a genuine fear that the police might be brought in; look· 
outs were posted along the road leading to the Reg.istry. and 

1 
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entrances were barricaded with tables and ~hairs. This time the 
students were there to stay. 

With the non·appcarance of the police the tension relaxed. 
The 'normal' administrative functions of a sit-in were under
taken, and in fact many students began drifting off to lectures 

or seminars. 
At about eight o'clock that evening, one of the students (in 

an office next to the Vice-Chancellor's) began thumbing 
th.rough a file marked 'Student-University Relations', which 
had not been locked away. Amongst other things the file con· 
ta.incd a report from a certain Mr Catchpole on a meeting 
addressed by Dr David Montgomery, an American Labour 
Historian who had been visiting the University the · previous 
year·. The student thought that perhaps Edward Thompson, 
who had been a colleague of Montgomery's, might be in
terested in hearing the contents of the report. The student 
phoned him. By the time Thompson bad arrived at the Registry, 
the contents of the report and the covering letter from Gilbert 
Hunt (sec pp. 106-8) were being read to the assembled two hun
dred students. The students were stunned and very angry. 
Thompson interrupted the meeting and asked pennission to 
take tbe documents away to have them reproduced and dis
tributed to every member of staff by the following morning. 
After Thompson's departure the students continued to debate 
whether or not they should undertake a systematic search of 
all the files in the building. No one believed that the Mont
gomery documentation was not incriminating and unjustifiable; 
the only issue at stake was whether or not the guarantee ob
tained by Coutts that there should be no damage was still 
valid. Finally it wa.s decided that a search bad to take place 
but that a minimum of physical force would be employed. This 
was to be no rampage. Filing cabinets were to be opened sys
tematically, their contents examined, and carefully selected 
material photo.copied and then returned to the relevant file. 
The students were outraged, but above all determined. These 
feelings were exacerbated even further by two rather painful 
memories. Firstly there was the assurance given on two 
separate occasions by the Administration that no political 
information was kcJ)t, and .s«:ondly there was the memory of 
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porters removing files when the students had arrived at the 
Registry earlier that day. 

The picture was an incongruous one. The well-appointed 
offices of the Vice-Chancellor and his Assistant were crammed 
full of students, earnestly reading through files with a pile on 
their left of what was still to be read and a pile on their right of 
'completed work'. As.siduom:ly they read page after page oC 
correspondence, reports, minutes, etc. One student was in 
charge of every group of ' readers'; each group was allotted 
to a particular cabinet, and when one of the readers discovered 
something he considered important it was handed to the student 
in charge. If the information was relevant it was then taken to 
be photo-copied and collated. The shortcoming of this system 
was the lack of coordination between students working on dif
ferent sets of files; information that seemed harmless enough 
in isolation might have been of some s.ignificance had it been 
linked with information that was being revealed elsewhere. For 
example, the fact that the University bad been constantly re
ceiving information from the Warwickshire Constabulary about 
every minor offence involving Warwick students did not at the 
time seem of great import, but bad it been related to the 
general picture of surveillance that students elsewhere were 
revealing, it might have appeared in a very different light. 

These were the simple mechanics of the operation. The exis
tential nature of the experience involved, however, defies simple 
description. The enormity of what the students were doing 
would suddenly strike <home. They would be engulfed by the 
feeling either that this just was not real, or that the conse
quences of what they were doing were going to be so far
rcacblog that they would be totally overwhelmed by the force 
of events. In the room containing the personal files, students 
were utiearthing the confidential reports sent by their head
masters when they bad applied to Warwick: 'A fine run-getter 
in House cricket' and 'A good little mimic' were two of the 
remarks the headmasters bad considered relevant. On discover
ing the trivial nature of tbge persoa:il fil~, the .studcnb dC· 
cided not to search them. 

News from the Registry spread through the University the 
following morning. A crowd gathered in the Airport Lounge 

~ 
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at lunchtime. The President wu angry - he bad given his word 
to Coutts and it had been broken. The students from the 
Registry were also angry, because, despite the revelations, there 
were still many that did not feel that breaking into the files was 
fully justified. In the middle of the discussion a girl rushed into 
the Airport Lounge: 'The French Department has come out on 
strike over the political files issue.' The effect of this annou nce· 
ment was electrifying; the meeting · broke up, people rushed 
down to the teaching block to convene departmental meetings. 
This was without precedent; never before had members of 
the University gathered into departments to discuss matters not 
directly related to academic pursuits. The atmosphere in these 
joint staff-student meetings was intense; motions were passed 
calling on the University to destroy its political files, to institute 
a public inquiry - s:ome even c:i.lled on Butterworth to resign. 
News of these meetings spread rapidly across the campus, and 
was phoned through to the students in the Registry: the 
University was seething. 

To the staff, the only information available was that sent out 
by Thompson, and many did not consider this as proof. 
Students who had been in the Registry quoted from memory 
evidence they had come across. 'Show us the proof,' demitnded 
the more obstinate members of the staff. 'Come to the Registry,' 
replied the students. Thus the dilemma of the evidence began. 

On this same day, Thursday 12 February, a mass meeting of 
staff and students was 'called for five o'clock in the Airport 
Lounge. Never in the history of the University had so many of 
its members gathered together in one place, and only then did 
they realize that the University provided nowhere suitable for 
such meetings of over a thousand of its members . lf ever there 
was a moment of birth of Warwick University, it was at thaf: 
meeting. A University is not born when the Privy COuncil 
grants it a charter; it is born when its members come to 
realize that they haye common interests and a common iden· 
tity. At that meeting students and staff, who were present in 
great numbers, began to realize just that. Documents from the 
Registry were read to the meeting. They included a further case 
of political spying·, and the refusal of an applicant on political 
grounds. Edward Thompwn coadenmed in the strongest 
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possible terms the keeping of politica1 files. He called on the 
members of the academic community to reassert themselves, and 
warne.d of the dangers of an indiscriminate wave of repression 
emanating from the Administration. Until then most staff and 
students had been thinking in terms of 'Warwick's own bit 
of student protest'. But now they realized that a challenge was 
bt:ing made to the whole structure of the University, and in 
particular a challenge to the power vested in the industrialists 
to control the lives of staff and stlldents alike. The majordeci
sion taken by this vast meeting was that the sit-in should be 
terminated, since now the whole nature of the debate had been 
changed and the negotiating strength Ulat the occupation gave 
to the students was no longer relevant - there was nothing to 
negotiate about 

Meanwhile, back in the Registry, the systematic examination 
of the files had continued all day arid the evidence was mount
ing, but it was as yet far from complete .. At about 8.45 pm an 
emissary arrived from the mass meeting. The occupiers were 
understandably irate when they were infonned that the body 
of students half a mile away in Rootcs Hall had decided that 
they should leave. If they were going to evacuate it was to be 
their decision and no one else's. At ten o'c1ock five hundred 
students marched up to the Registry, intending to announce 
their solidarity with the occupation, but to call for its immediate 
suspension. Instead, a meeting was convened in the snow out
side, at which the issues were again thrashed out. The students 
working in the Registry claimed that much was still to be done, 
and mainly because of this the meeting, by a narrow majority, 
extended the time of occupation until ten o'clock the following 
morning. 

The meeting terminated and the serious work of data co1lcc· 
tion proceeded. At 11.30 that evening the students in the 
Registry were interrupted by the sound of a loud-bailer out
side: ' ... upon hearing Counsel for the Plaintiffs ex parte it is 
ordered that the defendants .. . '. The students rushed to the 
upstairs windows and saw below four legal-looking gentlemen, 
standing together, one of whom was reading an injunction (see 
p. 131} into a microphone, one aiming a loud-hailer at tho 
Registry. and the other two shining torches on to the injunction. 

, 
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Reading an injunction in the dark was obviously a most com
plex and skilled operation. In the far background Butterworth, 
the Registrar and the Assistant Vice-Chancellor were dimly 
seen. 

As soon as the injunction had been served, the students 
acted. Copies of the injunction were circulated around the halls 
-0f residence, legal advice was obtained, and the University 
files (being conveniently at hand) were consulted to find the 
addresses of those who were enjoined but not present. There 
were twcnty-onC names on the injunction - of these, four had 
played no part in the sit-in, seven were well-known 'moderates', 
one was a member of the Monday Club, and one, Sue Arm
strong, did not exist! 

Earlier in the evening a meeting had been arranged for I 0.30 
the following morning. The news of the injunction spread 
rapidly and as the time for the meeting drew near it was esti
mated that there were twelve hundred students and staff 
crammed into the Airport Lounge. The lawyers were undecided 
as to whether or not the injunction was a blank.ct. The students 
bad complied with it up to a point by leaving the Registry at 
nine instead of ten, but they were determined not to be intimi
dated and to publish all the information found in the Registry. 
The meeting called for an independent public inquiry into the 
whole administration of the University, and elected a Commit
tee of Seven to be responsible for directing all further action. 
The committee which the students elected im;:ludcd a majority 
of known socialists, together with 'bard liberals'; it was a com
mittee composed of people whom the students trusted to execute 
policies which might be hazardous and could involve conflict, 
not only with the University but also with the law. Hopefully 
this committee would also link up with a committee that the 
staff would elect at an informal meeting called for that after
noon. The mood of the morning meeting was optimistic, esped
ally as it was hinted that as long as the students acted 'sensibly', 
then the staff at their meeting were likely to swing en masse 
behind them. With this aim in mind the students acted with 
restraint; indeed, all they did was to call for the inquiry. 

Tbe students awaited the results of the staff meeting. Late 
that afternoon, as the staff returned from their meeting, the 
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news sounded depressing. Apparently, after attempts to pre· 
vent the meeting from taking place bad been thwarted and 
after only an hour's discussion, the staff had deplored the 
keeping of political records (sec p. 125), but had refused to 
join the caU for a pubUc inquiry and to elect a committee to 
work with the Committee of Seven. The student meeting recon· 
vened that evealng; in marked contrast to the buoyancy of 
the morning gathering, there was an air of depression. Thomp
son's warnings about the wave of repression felt ominously 
real, and now, despite efforts to cement a sb.flfstudent alli
ance, the students were isolated. But they decided to continue 
-their effortJ to uncover the truth about the University Adminis
tration. 

The following day, Saturday, Senate met at 10 am. Their 
meeting ended at 7.30 that evening and a statement was issued 
on Sunday night The statement (sec p. 126) supported the 
injunction and indicated that internal disciplinary act.ion was 
to be taken. Senate also announced their decision to invite 
Lord Radcliffe to inquire into the procedures adopted vis-~-vis 
the retention of political information. In seeking to present 
their case in the best possible light Senate took three unprece
dented steps. Firstly, their statement was distributed to all 
members of the University; secondly, the newly discovered 
body, the departmental meeting, was to be reconvened; and 
thirdly, Senate invited itself along to the student meeting 
scheduled for 6 pm that Monday evening. It was not without 
significance that only at this moment of crisis did Senate as a 
body deign to communicate with the mass of students. 

'A ~Jcction of Documents Extracted from the Registry Files' 
was the title of a dossier that appeared on Monday morning. 
Throughout the weekend members of the University bad 
worked to produce this twenty-page document (most of the 
contents are reproduced in the documentation section of this 
book). By Monday it had been distributed to all staff and 
students, as well as to the Press and to other universities, in 
spite of the High Court injunction. The operation had been 
undertaken in a tense, clandestine atmosphere in which every 
lamp-post bad to be regarded as a 'Catchpole in disguise'. 

In the departmental meetings called by Senate for that after-

1 
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noon, disbelievfog academics were no longer able to say, 'Show 
us the evidence.' It had arrived by their morning mail and 
there was nothing they could do about it. Yet sti11 they refused 
to discuss the documents, for now all the evidence, they claimed, 
was sub judice until Radcliffe had reported : this was 'Catcb-
22' with a vengeance! The main discussion of these meetings 
revolved around the Senate's statement of the previous day. 
'How can the inquiry be independent when Radcliffe is Chan· 
ctllor?' demanded the students. 'The Chancellor is only a 
titular position,' replied Senate. This dialogue - unresolved -
continued for hours. 

That evening over one thousand staff and students gathered 
together for yet another meeting. Senate, 1nc1uding the Vice
Chancellor, arrived as a body. Reports from departmental 
meetings were beard, several calling for the Vice-Chancellor's 
suspension. Professor Hugh Clegg stood up on behalf of Sena[e 
to defend their statement. It was a shrewd move, for Clegg 
was a known liberal and not unpopular with the students; 
would fie be able to placate them? Clegg was listened to in 
polite silence. He began by talking about Senate's concern over 
the state of the University, and how it was determined to 
improve the social and academic atmosphere. Only later did 
he broach the subjects of Radcliffe and then discipline. He sat 
down. Questions were asked which became increasingly hostile 
as the anger of the students resurfaced. Senate had failed to 
defuse the situation, and senators left the meeting looking even 
more worried than when they had entered 

After Senate's departure the meeting relaxed somewhat. A 
series of motions was pas.wd (see p. 127) which included a 
rejection of the Senate's statement. During the debate on these 
motions Professor David Epstein, who until then had not been 
conspicuous on the students' side, rose to speak. With much 
deliberation he read his speech. The impact was dramatic. The 
meeting, which had been in progress for three hours, was 
flagging. Al Epstein spoke it came together. It was apparent 
that what he was saying was of great moment (seep. 128). The 
speCch was short but the effect was profound. He received a 
standing ovation. 

On the following day the Birmingham Post, undeterred by 
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the injunction, led on the headline 'Boy Turned Down after 
Head's Letter, Students Oaim'. 1bis was the first major breach 
in the wall of silence erected by the injunction. Just at the 
time when the student body was again feeling isolated, much
needed outside support began to rally. Apart from the Press 
and other universities, MPs and trade unionists took an interest 
in the events at Warwick, for the Wsclosures that local in· 
dustry had been spying on its workers outside working hours 
were of national concern. 

On this same Tuesday notices from Lord Radcliffe were cir· 
culated around the University (p. 130). They were an invitation 
to submit evidence to him, on the limited subject of the proce
dwes adopted by the University for the receiving and retaining 
of political information. At this stage the students were in two 
minds as to how far they should collaborate with Radcliffe. 
They objected to his imposition of secrecy, they felt that bis 
termx of reference were too narrow, i:i.nd mo'iit of all they fail(!d 
to see how the Otancellor of the University could be in any 
sense of the word 'independent'. Senate, meeting the fo11owing 
day, made some gestures in the student direction by asking 
Radcliffe to accept two independent assessors, which he re
fused, and by extending his terms of reference to include other 
allegations of improper administrative conduct. The students, 
although uncertain about the independence of the ChancelJor, 
subsequently decided with reluctance that evidence would be 
submitted. 

After the discovery of the files at Warwick, the issue took on 
national proportions. Warwick students adopted two additional 
tactics for push.ing their case further. Firstly, they held a mass 
lobby of Parliament on Thursday 5 March. (In response to this 
lobby, on 18 March some fifty Labour and Liberal MPs signed 
a motion calling for a public inquiry into the University's 
affai~ .) Secocdly, they extended the term for a week, for the 
purpose of running an 'Open Unive~ity'. This bas involved. 
lectures, seminars and dances open to all, and in particular 
open to the people of Warwickshire, whom the University was 
originally intended to benefit. The extension of the term also 
embarrassed the AdminLo;tration by jeopardizing the organiza~ 
lion of conferences at the University during the vacation. 
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Students have often felt that Root_es Hall had been designed 
primarily as a coaference centre, and only secondly and incid· 
entally as a social building for an academic community. 

The struggle at Warwick had begun over this issue of the 
sociaJ building; after the discovery of the files attention was 
focused on the propriety of keeping political infonnation; in 
the weeks following the issues changed. The students began to 
realize that these were-not the real issues at all, but were merely 
symptoms. What was wrong was the whole concept and struc
ture of the University. The ideals of academic excellence and 
·the pursuit of knowledge had to be reasserted over the aims 
of the 'Business University'. With this end in mind the students 
began campaigning for a change in the structure of Council; 
the oligarchic rule of the Midland industrialists would have to 
be ended. Students demanded the suspension of the Vice-Chan
cellor and Gilbert Hunt. They set to work on a new democratic 
Charter for the University, to be submitted to the. Privy 
Council. 

These events had transformed the atmosphere and environ
ment of the University. In these few hectic weeks there was but 
one topic of conversation: every move in the struggle was 
closely followed by staff and students alike. The University of 
Warwick only began to find its identity in a time of crisis. Per· 
haps this was an inevitable outcome of the original conception 
of the University as a 'Mid-Atlantic Business School' of twenty 
thousand; but if all thilll ncw•found ideatity achieves is the 
prevention of the realization of this scheme, then its achieve
ment will have been great indeed. 



Chapter 3 
Three Aspects of 'The System' 

The Union Building Saga 

ln the brave new cliscipline of Busines,, Studies so well deve
Joped at Warwick, the theories of Decision·Making and Con
trol in Organizations must surely have the status of exact 
5Ciences. But this is oot the impression you would get from 
asking anyone who has tried to understand these processes in 
action at Warwick. Time and again, after some inept or arbi
trary action by what we vaguely think of as 'the Authorities' or 
'the Administration', we have tried to find out precisely who was 
responsible or bow the decision was arrived at, only to find 
that the University discourages research of this kind when it 
does not come accompanied by large grants from respectable 
business sponsors. Individuals hide behind committees, and 
everything- we might wish to examine js marked 'Confidential'. 

Fortunately now we have managed to get a look at those 
confidential files, and a few hard facts begin to emerge on 
which a study might be based. Tbe following is an interim 
report on our resulting research. into who decides what in 
Warwick, with an accompanying case study: how the Union 
Building project was repeatedly sabotaged. 

A° first obvious tension in Warwick, as in most other non
Oxbridge universities, is between academic and non-academic 
control The model is a common one, a two-headed oligarchy: 
the Senate consists of leading academics elected in various 
more or less indirect ways, and the Council brings together a 
sub-group of these academics, and the 'lay representatives' who 
are locaJ notables. The division of powers, on paper, is again 
the usual one. Senate, flatteringly called in the statutes the 
"supreme academic authority' of the University, has control 
over syllabuses, cxamina.t.iona and student discipline, and ad-
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visor}' powers on 1taff appointment!, while Council has ~c 
power of ultimate decisioo. on all question! of finance and 
equipment (includioi, what has been most important at War· 
wick, the build.lap), hiring of sta.11' and so oo. The principle of 
' lay' control msuR$ a. majority of non-academics on Council, 
divided more or les.s equally between representatives of local 
government and other co-opted members. 

So far there's nothing unusual - the system.I of government 
of most univenitiea hardly deserve to be paraded u examples 
of democradc control. But there are two features in this power 
structure which are peculiar to Warwick. Fint. Council is 
dominated by a group of industrialists who .generally support 
the Vicc.cbanc.ellor. Second, when it comes to the crunch., they 
win. 

In fact the Oiairman of Counc:il (Hall), the Treasurer (Ken. 
Muir), and eight of the nice 'co-opted' members belong to the 
world of business (see p. 3 I). One can make distinct.ions 
among them- they include both liberals and men of the Right, 
managing directors with vague academic connexions, and a 
managing director who is concerned. by students distributing 
leaflets outside his factory. But they have in common their 
background in indwtry, and some have a more or less per!onal 
relationship with the Vioe.-CbaooeUor which does not extend to 
other members of the Unlvenity. (Traditionally, the Vic& 
Chaccellor meets the Jay memben attending a Council meeting 
- and no one else - for Juncb immediately before the meeting. 
With some leading members the relationship is closer than this.) 
And consequently they have voted with him on a number of 
crucial occasions, overrulin1 a united academic opposition. 
Personal friendship, common interests, in particular the finan
cial stake some of them have in the University, has formed 
them into a group aroUDd Butterworth and ensured that Couo
c:il ~likely to be swayed in his favour. 

Luckily for him; we know hia opinion that 'academJc.s are 
reluctant to act in a crises (rie]' (seep. 121). So when a cooflict 
with the academ.ic.s bas arisen it bas been important in Butter
worth's scheme of operation, fin~ that the lay mernbc!llhip 
abould propel Council in the direction which he favours, and 
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second, that some reason should be found (in a situation where 
doubt uists) for Council to overrule Senate. 

This baJ happened on at least three important occasions. 
Each time the question of whose decision Wll! final could be 
argued on the ba.5is of the statutes, but Senate hu. failed to 
contest the fiat of Council. The Union Building decision and 
the Tyzack Report will be discussed below. In the third 
contest, Senate had approved the institution of a rotating cbiir
mWhip of departments, allowing the post to be occupied by 
non-professorial staff. On Council, however, the proposaJ met 
opposition from the businessmen; in doling out grants for re
search to science dcpartmenU, they wanted to be sure of deal
ing witll their ~rs:. So in what was almost self-evidently an 
academic decision, the 'supreme academic authority' was over· 
ruled. The division or powen laid down in the statutes, it bas 
become clear, is subject to force majeure; and the union of 
Butterworth and his friends makes that force. 

The handling: of the Senate-Council opposition is one 
way in which the Vice-Chaoccllor'1 decisions manage to prevail. 
But thi! is not the only place where control is in doubt. Final 
decisions are rarely . deliberated by Council even in quite im~ 
porlant cases; this ponderous body is too large and ill
informed and meets too infrequently to do more, in most cases, 
than rubber-stamp a dcc;ision already arrived at elsewhere. 
Senate, suffering from an excess of paperwork and 'final de
cis.ions' on trivial cases, similarly tends to delegate authority 
and accept outside recommendations without debate, And so 
we find a concentration of power in sub·committecs, particu
larly in Council's Finance !ind Geoerd Purpo:tes Committee 
(responsible for the allocation of money within the University,• 
and a vast range of other questions), the Building Committee, 
and in Senate's Estimates and Grants Committee (see diagram 
on pp. 10--11). The two Council sub-committees arc pcr
hap:s the moJt powerful bodic:s in the U nivcr11ity, But besides 
control by small and trusted committees, a feature of the 
system has been confusion of tbe decision-making process by 

•The Studcou' Unfon arant, fOf" cu.mph:, is controlled by th.ls 
commjtt.ee. 
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channeltin,g it throagb a long and arbitrary sequence of com· 
mitteos between which the Vic.e-Clianccllor is normally the ooly 
link. At Warwick, the chairman of a committee decides 
whetMr an item should be placed on the agenda. where it 
should be placed, whether a paper for di.sc~on should be 
circulated; and tho draft minutes are generally Ws responsi· 
bility, not that of the secretary. 1bc Vice.-Chancellor - as 
cbainnan of all important Senate sub-committees - and the 
Registry officials often tum out, in relation to a particular deci· 
sion, to be the oo.ly ones who know 'Where it bas come from. 
wbe~e it is to be forwarded to and. most importantly, what 
changes it hu undergone on the way. rn· a situation where, fre
quently (examp1es will be given later). important papers for 
discussion in a committee appear unannounced on the table at 
the meeting itself, where inaccurate minutes of a conunittec 
meeting circulate as the true record through a number of other 
committe.cs before they arc corrected, where those who are 
vitally interested in a committee's decisions are not even allowed 
to know the date on which it will meet - knowledge is power. 
And the ViOC>-Chancellor has. a near mooopolyof the knowledge. 

Council, Senate and their sub-committees are where tbe 
important decisions are made - deci.s..iom which invol11e 
mooey or power or the environment. At a lower level, though. 
we find the wual purely academic bodies -for example, Boards 
and School.J. of Studie:s - with a. fair degree of autonomy in 
smail..scale decisions on courses, syllabus~ etc.• And, with still 
less power, there arc the 'democratic' bodies of studenl3 and 
staff - Students' Union and Assembly. 

Tbc Assembly-on which all academic and Registry staff arc 
entitled to &it - hardly deserve& a mention, except that it en
joyed a. moment of decisiveness in the Union Building story. 
It bas the right to elect six member& to Senate (though aot to 
find out what they are saying) and the right-the only one with 

•The Vlce.-ChanceUor h O:iairtnan of all three Boards ot Studie!., but 
hardly evu attends; the Deputy CbainnlllUh.lp& 11re powerfoI acadtmlc 
posls. The only sianificaat appcarao.ce of Butterwocth at a Boud Meeting 
was to .ddeat Professor Epstein for the Deputy Chainnansbip of tho 
Board of Science, by voUnt ~.e - onu u eM:irman. Thi! winntt wH 
Profes.sor Clark. 
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.,.hich the statute1 are lavi!h - to 'declare an opinion on any 
matter whatsoever relating to the University'. Its chairman is, 
predictably, the Vice-Chancellor. who always attends. 

The Students' Union, not mentioned in the statutes, not 
featured in the fl.ow-<:hart which the authorities produced 
to explain their idea.,, a.bout bow d~isions woro m:ldt,• 
deserve! to be taken more seriously. It was at the outset the 
inte-rest of those in power that student government should be 
weak and apathetic, and the rapid succession of Union presi
dents during the first two years, forced repeatedly to resign 
under presrure from tutort, became a standing joke. The 
institution of a president with a 54bbatical year (which wa.s not 
lightly conceded) introduced a new period in which the autho
rities, forced to take se riously the Union's officials, hoped in 
some way to co-opt them and insulate them from tbe growing 
prt..umre of the mass of students - on the Union Building and a 
variety of other is.Wes-through a gene ral meeting. 

Oscillation between presideots of different kinds - left 
Labour to Monday CJub - meant that this policy met with 
varying success. The demand that students should be allowed 
some niche in the University's power structure was often put 
forward. and th.is enabled the authorities - as long as the em
phasis was on rePresentation rather than control - to play the 
committee game here as well, temporizing on tbe scope of 
representation while conceding stodent observers at selected 
meetings, student presence on 'working parties', juggling with 
liaison committees, and so on. Senate considered the matter of 
student representation on the governing bodies four times in 
1968-9, Council six. After fou r meetings Council was about to 
take a. final decision to amend statutes in favour of student 
representation when the Vice-Chancellor decided that the Uni
ver1ity had not considered the matter 'in depth', and the 
question was reopened. Jt is still open. Again the Stalf-Studeot 
Liaison Committee of Senate bas been wound up , probably 
because it bad tJ1e audacity to vote on an ·i.Muc - and the vote 
went against the Vice-CbanceHor. 

• From thal document: 'There is no monolithic ad.minhtralion which 
"runa lhc Univc:rsily".' 
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In contra.st to all these manipulations the single most impor
tant development at Warwick in the past year has been grow
ing pressure by the Union's membership for more direct 
dcm<>cracy as apinrt representation by the small group of union 
official!, and for the decisions of the increasingly large and 
politically aware Union General Meetings to be binding on the 
elected representatives and to determine the course of events. 

The Union Building story illustrates what happened when 
these real people'• concern over a rul need ~aml! Into collision 
with an opaque machine of government run by a group who 
were complcte1y unable to understand their concern. 

In the second autumn of Warwick University's existence, 
1966, the main social building, Rootcs Hall, was completed and 
opened to student.ts. Within a month a Union GcncnJ Meeting 
was debating the need for a student-controllr.d Union Build
iag, while the Vioe..(])ancellor went on rec.ord as saying that 
there would never be a Union Build.iog in the University. 

The ti~es were already drawn. Rootes Hall is a flagrant 
example: of planning from above with no regard for the 
users. Such planning, liUCh control had been possible in the 
years precedina the opening of the University. The students 
hoped to change this sys!Aom; the Vl<»-Cbanc:cl.lor intendod to 
see that it stayed lDta.ct. 

In fact. at this stage the University was committed to a 
crazy oompromise between the Oxbridge college system and a 
policy of unified social facilities. Students were to be grouped 
(no one bad decided how) into 'Halls', each with about a thou
sand memben. its own administration, catering, accommoda· 
lion aod so forth. Rootes Hall, the monstrotity within which 
the preaent students found themselves, was simply the tint of 
these. The sccood (Jll&UBt Hall? SiI Aroald Hall?) w .. to 
come when the number of students pas:sed the thousand mark:. 
A! soon as the demand for a second social building first came 
forward, the Vice-CbBJlcellor was to cl&.im that the UGC were 
opposed to a Union Building. They have not confirmed this., 
and it does not seem to square with the fact that the first de
velopment plan, prepared by Coventry's City Architect Ung, 
included such a building. But the policy wa.s tlxcd; there wa,, 
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no roofn for debate. A Union Buildtng had been formally 
excluded before anyone was there to raise the question. 

All the same, the subject bad now been raised, and discus
sion began, at a leisurely pace. At three succeuivc Senate 
meetings in 1967 the question of a Union Building was on the 
agenda - as the last item, and so never rcacbed. At two more 
the Vice-Chancellor got the question referred to the Student 
Liaison Committee. Council's final decision on the draft plans 
for the 'Second Halt' was imminent, and Senate had decided 
nothing, when in November a Union General Meeting voted 
unanimously in favour of a motion asking for the money 
allocated to a second hall to be spent on a Union Building 
instead. Shortly after, the Anembly passed a similar motion 
by scventf-one votes to thirteen. These motions went before 
the Council meeting in February 1968. 

Pr~fessor Zeeman. proposer of the As.scmbly motion and 
Head of the Mathematics Department, was a leading advocate 
of the students' case on Council. However, he had building 
problems of h.is own: projected conveDions to service an inter
national mathematics resea rch centre were delayed and shunted 
from one committee to another, finally he received o. suggC3· 
tion that the converi;ion could i;tart immediately if he dropped 
his sponsorship of the Union Building. His reply, the first para· 
graph of which we quote, was unfavourable: 

I am most upset by your Offer yc1terday of the Old Ubrary fOr 
Mathemati cs in return for my la ying off the Student Union building. 
You catch me where I am most Vlllncrablc. You say you do not 
interfere with my bu!ine.s.s. why should I interfere witb youn? - hut 
student welfare is the business of us all. If I accept this bribe, l 
Comee that it will impair our respect for e.ach other. It affects not 
only my own integrity, but also the principle of Cree spcetb within 
the University. 

Council met. and rebuked Assembly for cxpres.'>ing an 
opinion and Zeeman for incorrect practice in circulating its 
members with tbe Assembly'11 decision; rather than go ahead 
with the second ball, though, and risk: opposition (this was 
1968, and such possibilities were beginning to be. taken into 
account), Council appointed a working party compo5Cd of 
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senior academics, on the whole unsympathetic to the students' 
case. Already the important shift from Council dealing with 
tbc building (as a purely technical matter) to Council arbitrat
ing over the use of that building (social policy) had ta.ken place 
unnoticed. The working party was to report in May - signi.ft
cantly, throughout this story, 'final decisions' have been made 
at the very end of the academic year in the hope perhaps of 
escaping a student counter-attack. The party met sixteen times 
between February and May and produced two plans (not io
vohing a Union Building) for Senate and Couooil; there were 
also two plans for a Union Building, one of which came from a 
Students' Union working party and one from Professors Sar
gent (Head of the School of Economics) and Zeeman. 

The issue was now clearly a matter of the University's social 
p<>licy. Could a decision of the Senate in this matter be ovcr
ru1cd by Ccuncil under pressure from the Vice-Chancellor? 
The senators hoped not and, to give the 'academic view' more 
force, resolved that their final vote would rec.ommcnd one of 
the four alternative proposals nem. con. A series of votes led 
to victory for the Zeeman proposal by thirteen to none. The 
Students' Union were not entirely happy with this proposal, 
but accepted tbat it should go forward to Council. 

When Council met, though, there was a. carefully organized 
uncertainty about what Senate bad actually decided. The draft 
minutes mentioned an early unofficial vote (taken on the Vice-
Chancellor's initiative) which was not meant to be recorded. 
and inaccurately gave the impression that the defeated proposal 
in that vote was for a Union Building. (The minutes were 
corrected at the next Senate meeting, but the correction did not, 
apparently, get to Council.) Council was presented (through the 
reading of the draft minutes) with conflicting accounts of the 
decisions reached. 'It seems.' conuneatod Sir Arnold Hall, 'that 
Senate does not know its own mind.' The Senate's vote was not 
to be taken seriously. 
· Providentially in any case there was a further reason to kilt 

that Senate decision. At the Senate meeting Butterworth an· 
nounccd that be had 'just rec.eived' a letter from Slr John 
Wolfenden announcing that the UGC could only afford 
£200,000. This, of course, came at too short notice for the 
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plans submitted to Senate to be revised. Senate's deliberations, 
therefore, were on a false basis, all previous plans could be 
ignored, and Council came down in favour of a more modest 
social building in which 10,000 square feet were to be student 
run. Two months later the UGC withdrew the money and the 
whole circus was ready to start again. 

From October the University authorities made a great is.<1ue 
of their ignorance about how much money would in tbe end 
be rclea.scd by the UG0, they refused to start discussions with 
the Students' Union until this wu: known. February 1969, 
when the UGC's renewed offer of £200,000 ca.me through , also 
saw a sit-in in support of the LSE, and the spectre of demo· 
cracy haunted some professors as two hundred students ended 
their action with & meal in the' staff restaurant. The news of the 
UGC's offer was not broken to the student representatives until 
March, when things had quietened down and Senate and Coun
cil had appointed yet another committee - tbe Joint Planning 
Committee - to discuss the whole question of social facilities. 
Student representatives were to be allowed to attend meetings 
of this committee and submit papen to it; the only drawback 
was that they were not told when the committee was to meet. 
Jndecd, on several occasions, Registry officials refused to reveal 
the dates of certain meetings, saying that they were acting 
under instructions. Wbco, in May, the students ac.cidentally got 
wind of a meeting three days before it took place, prepared 
papers for it, and turned up, they were told that the papers had 
arrived too late for consideration and were sent away. Again, 
these events took place against a background of direct action 
in the Univer..ity - the May Day strike. Were the members of 
the Joint Planning Committee lrying to prove the futil ity of 
constitutional processes and student representation? The k:sson 
took another six months to sink in. 

The Joiot Planning Committee moved with rapidity, circu· 
lating its report to Senate one day before Senate's June meet· 
ing. In a rilmilar vein Council, when it met a fortnight later 
(cod of the summer term again), found oo the table a new 
report from the Joint Planning Committee, of which the 
students had not been informed, 'interpreting' the decisions the 
Senate bad just taken. Again, the decisions of the two bodies 
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were opposed: Senate passed by cJeven vo~ to none a motion 
drawing Council•s a ttcotioo to its previous d ecisions, and ask
ing for 14,j;QO square feet to be available for student accommo-
dation, with students participa ting fully in its planning at all 
stage,,, In this, Senate resisted pressure from the Vice-Chan
cellor to cut back student accommodation in favour of more 
luxurious staff faci lities. Council took: the opposite view, and 
accepted the report of the Joint Planning C.Ommittec, providing 
10,000 square feet for 3,SOO students, compared with 8,000 for a 
tenth as many stafL 

Deadlock once again : Senate wu sent to rethink.. The 
penultimate stage of the story saw the reference of the question 
to a new committee with staff, student and lay members, the 
Social Policy Committee. This time the existence of a student 
voice in the diseus!ions seemed at last to offer some promise 
of a fa.ir deal, and indeed a decision in favour of a joint staff
studcnt building was reached in November with only one dis· 
seating vote. 

Tb.is dissenting vote was cast by the Pro-Vice-Chancetlor, 
who was Cb.airman of the Social Policy Committee. As such, he 
reported to Senate on the committee's.. decision. Senate then 
decided, by a majority of only one vote, to opt for a senior 
common room. The students' participation in the decision pre>
ce.ss had been useless. Senate had ls.\ued an almost open call to 
direct action. 

The lines of discussion in the Union Building story have. 
repeatedly been switched, the terms of debate altered until it 
seems (a favourite contention of the authorities) that these 
people - the whole University - do not know their own mind. 
The aitua.bon is carefully cootrived to have that appearance. 
Students have all along known what they wanted - a building 
for human beings which takes account of their needs as they 
see them, not as they are determined by those in power, a 
building which they can administer in their own way, attentive 
to the requirements of people, not of profit; a place for Uving 
in, not a conference centre. Yet these basic needs have been 
lost in buruucratic mystification - protracted delays followed 
by hasty decisions, doubts: cut on committee de.cis.ions by dis
puted mioutes, lengthy disciwions invalidated by reported de-
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cisioos of government bodi~. sub-<:ommittees and working 
parties th rown out in aU directions. The students, in playing 
the committee game for three years, have faced an immensely 
more experienced and powerful advc rnry. Now by their own 
actions they have changed the terms of the conflict, and ex
posed the manipulations to which tbe whole Unive rsity has 
been subjected. 

Academic Policie1 

How far has the system really produced the kind of Un iversity 
which its indw:trial promoters wished to s~? How Car has 
busincSs influence been actively e-,;pressed within the academic 
poUcies of the University? 

There are no simple answers to these question!. Several fac
tors have worked against any early implementation of the more 
nightmarish notions of a Business uruversity. Butterworth 
prided himself, when making his first professorial and senior 
administrative appoi ntments, in getting 'really good men' - pre
ferably young, ambitious and th.ru.stful - and letting them get 
on with their own jobs. (lhe good managing director gives his 
department chiefs a free band, provided that they arc enhanc· 
ing the profib and reputation of the firm.) A number of his early 
appointments were ' really good men', and several departments 
- notably the School of Mathemati~ - quickly earned a high 
academic reputation; while the flexi bility of a new University, 
and the enthusiasm of the pioneering staff and students (who 
felt - what is rarely fel t in e..'lablished institutions - thal the 
University was theirs to make) enabled innovating course.111 to 
be founded . In his first Registrar (A. D. Linfoot) the Vice
Chancellor appointed a man who was not only young and 
exceptionaUy capable, but also a man of integrity. Linfoot, in 
his turn , appointed a you ng and able Registry staff, who ke pt 
closely in touch with the academic staff and helped to maintain 
thc.ir first eathusiasrh. 

Moreover, the early growth o( the University was, in terms 
of the development plan. out of phase. Arts and Social Studies 
subjects are less costly to found (as is Mathematics). and can 
more rapidly expand their intake o( students, than .Engineering 
and the Physical Sciences. The original plan to have a Univer· 
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sity in which at least 20 per cent of the student• were engineers 
bad to be delayed until a later phase of growth, owing to tbe 
inadequate number of applicants from the schools, Jeaviog un
filled places at universities with Jong-established engineering 
departments. The Arts (English, History, French. Philosophy) 
and the Social Studies (EcoaomiC!, POiitics, Law) took up the 
slack and expanded more rapidly than had been intended. Jn 
1969, 264 first degrees were awarded in these subjects, as 
against 127 in the Sciences (Mathematics, Molecular Sciences, 
Engineering, Physics). 

In some respects certain o( the Sciences and Social Sciences 
received favoured treatment from the committees of Council: 
more Chairs, lavish equipment, priority in building p1ans, eU:. 
Staff and students in the Arts subjects have scarcely resented 
th.is, sinc:e they appreciate tbe heavy capital costs of modern 
scientific laboratories. Very heavy administrative c.osts have 
caused more resentment, as bas the way in which the library, 
with a first-rate librarian and staff, bas bun pinched of funds. 
Most resented of all bas been the obscurity surrounding the 
University's Foundation Fund. 

Butterworth is one of the trustees of the Foundation Fund 
and doubtless a powerful one. In all these ways - as Trustee, as 
a member of the Council's Finance and General Purposes Com
mittee (which carves up the ammal grant of public (UGC) 
money between administrative and academic purposes), and as 
the University's executive fund·raiser through whom all appeals 
to the major foundations must be channelled - be has been 
able to exert a commanding inffueoce over an input of some 
millions of money, some private, but mostly public. Henoe bis 
powers to dispense or withhold influence, to divide and to rule. 
to attach to himself certain professors, expectant of favours for 
some cherished project, have been enormous. 

Not all these favours have been directed toward.I the 
Sciences or Industrial and BU!iness Studies. German bas its 
Volkswagen Chair. Politics a Volkswagen Senior Lectureship, 
while History students have received from an anooymow bene
factor the funds for a well-publk.ized, if academically contro
venial, exchange term in the United States. Nor is there much 

· indication that earmarked research grants in the Sciences are 
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1eading to any serious distortion of academic priorities, aJ. 
though there is a utilitarian tone in the University's self
advcrtiscment which suggests that the problem is prcscnl 
'What the university can otrer', Professor Sbercliff of Engineer· 
ing told Th£ Times technology correspondent, 'is speed in 
tackling problems'; 

'running ring., round the more ponderous government and research 
association laboratories' , and indeed gcttina results in many cases 
faster than industry itself. For firms concerned mainly with immedi· 
ate salC:!I and profits .. , the University can take a longer-term look 
ahead ('Science at Wa.J""ick Univcnity', The Tirrus, 10 February 
1970). 

With . work going on in such problerm as metal fatigue 
(Massey-Ferguson). fuel injection system (Rover Company), 
vehicle instrumentation (Rootes and Ford Motor Company). 
fatigue in tyres (Dunlop), and high·speed machine-tool cutting 
tiPs (Alfred Herbert), one could forecast a danger that some 
local industrialists might see the University largely as a labora· 
tory for their own rcl'IC:arch and development. 

'J1tls problem is, as yet, no more serious than at most univer
sities, and no doubt the Warwick scientists are aware of it. In 
any case, tbe greater part of the scientific and technological 
research grants come directly from the Science Research 
Council, which has itself given approval to the 'MIT' image 
of Warwick and to close interrelations of this kind. A Joint 
Study Group of the UGC and of the University (reporting in 
November 1966) heard the Vice-Chancellor present evidence 
that 'the University was detennined to produce graduates in 
engineering, physics and so forth, who were well.adjusted to 
enter industry'; and that: 

The geographical situation of Warwick Univcnity. and itJ existing 
links with the Mo!or Industry Research Association . , . suggested 
to him and his senior colleagues lhat automobile engineering should 
be high in the University's priorities. 

Both undergraduate and graduate courses should place empha· 
sis on automobile engineering. The Joint Study Group 
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appeared to endonc these statcmcnt3 of intention. Two mem· 
hers of the Science Research Council who visited Warwick in 
the same year also reported favourably. giving specific support 
to proposals for graduate training schemes in indmtry, staff 
interchange with industry and consultancies, and research con
tracts with industry. From all such schemes they hoped to see 

the production of an increasing number of student! who had been 
educated in a way which a university would regard u aatisfactory, 
but which would enable them to fit mort cuily and quickly into 
industrial life (C. Jolliffe to J.B. Butterworth, 29 September 1966). 

These cncouragcmenl!I culminated in a meeting on IS Novem
ber 1966 between representatives of the University and repre
sentatives of the Science Research Council, the Social Science 
Research Couocil and the Ministry of Technology, at which 
more blessings were sought and received. Mr Martindale of the 
Ministry of Technology said that his Ministry 

was intere!led in the provision ol advisory consultancy services, 
and he hoped that the Uni\'crsity would look at any such scheme in 
a lhoroug.hly commercial manner. Such a service ahould include a 
management clement llS well I.! a technology bias. 

It would therefore be WTODg to see the University as being 
steered in this direction by the plans of the Vice-CbanccUor 
and of a few close Council associates: the direction was being 
pointed also by the Science Research C.Ouncil, the Social Sci
ence Research Council, the Ministry of Technology, the 
University Grants Committee and tbe Institute of Directors . 
The stage was set for phase two of development, which was 
signified by Council in February 1967 when it appointed a very 
powerful xlcction of its own members to repr~ot it on a. 
Joint Committee on Industrial StudiC3: tbue included Hall, 
Butterworth, Kerr-Muir, Harley, Huot, Lyons, Mead, Lord 
Rootcs and Young (all officers and 'co-opted' members). In 
this phase it migh t seem that the University was running some
what ahead of any direction which the UGC or any extra· 
Univenity body had pointed towards; but the story is tangled 
and our re.search has not unpicked it all. 
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The Professor of Bua.icess Studie3, 8 . T. Houtden (Opera
tional Research Consultant for NATO and formerly Director 
of Operational Research with the National Coa.l Board), first 
offered proposals for bis ma3ter's degree course to Senate in 
June 1966: the course was to be made up of shorter courses in 
Government and Industry, Quantitative Techniques, Fune. 
tiooal Fields of Management, Integrative Studies (management 
organization, computerized management information syt· 

terns, strategy planning and busine.53 policy) and Human Be
haviour -

Including the underlying concepts of motivation, learning, etc., tho 
behaviour of individuals and groups, and leading up to lndu!!trial 
tdation! and management organitation from lhe viewpoint of the 
social psychologist. 

Human Behaviour was later dropped (November 1966). At 
some point the lmtltutc of Directors' Profes3or of Business 
Studies (Houlden), the Pressed Stoel Profeswr of Industrial 
Relations (Clegg), the Barclays Bank Professor of Management 
Ioformation Systems (Rl. Tricker) and the Oarkson Profossor 
of Marketing (!. D. Waterworth) were brought together in a 
single Jumbo Pack as tbe School of Tndustrial aod Business 
Studies. ProfeMOr Houlden came forward to explain to Senate 
a general theory of the nature of management, which ia 1967 
tb University's publicity officers were able to reduce to a 
suave brochure, designed to solicit yet more industrial lolly, 
The tone was expansive Cour unlque situation in the heart of 
one of the most efficient conurbations in Europe'), and the 
University was dearly among the most forward-looking of 
Marketeen: 

At a time when Britain is looking forward to enterins Europe. and a 
time when the young in Britain are already European in outlook, 
the leadership from universities ll crucial ... , 

British universities, Jt asserted. 

have traditionally provided training whlch, whilst excellent in itself, 
bas not developed lhe type of mental discipline in ita graduatel 
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ncedt.d for the problems which they subsequently faa: in iodwtry 
and commeroc. 

Warwick, it implied, had got its mental discipline! sortetl out 
Appealing for the funds for two Chairs, to malcc a Superjumbo 
Pack - the Chair of Management Iiiformation and a Chair of 
Business Finance - it described with care the austere academic 
concerns of the latter: 

Basic concepts of profitability, risk and uncertainty in relation to 
investment, the management and evaluation of uscts,, capital budget· 
ing under ccn.a.inty, the incidence of taxation, capital replacement 
decisions. The choice 0£ finance, the new issue marlcct, institutional 
leaders, lcasinB, capital 11caring and the co.st of capital, taxation and 
company policies, take-overs, lona·tcrro financial p\aruiing. 

An impression has arisen in our research that the UGC, 
whi le rushing ardently into Warwick's arms in phase one (the 
automotive phase) of its planning. Was somewhat reluctant to 
accept its embraces in phase two. In response to inquiries in 
1967 from Sir John Wolfenden - and a half-raised eyebrow at 
first-degree courses in Business Studies :... Butterworth hastened 
to reas.surc him: 

11 may be a significant comment , .. on our activiti~ that when for 
instance Mr J. R. Edwards, ManaJin1 Director of British Moler 
Holdings in Binningham, wishes lo ttorganize the whole of the 
industrial n:lationa of his fl,nn, be comes and talks to members of 
our lndustrial and Business Studies Centre nthcr than anyone 
nearer home and this is only one isolated instance of what i1 cur· 
Rntly occurring (Buucnvorth 10 Wolfenden, 3 August J96n. 

Af to a first.degree course (restyled as Management Science.') 
'industrialists whom we have consulted about the proposed 
course have been enthusiastic 11.S soon as the content 0£ the 
course has been explained to them'. 

Whatever reservations Madam UGC may have had , she was 
very M)QR a consenting party. Management Sciences were not 
on1y authorized. they received a supplementary grant. Mean
while, repeated appeals by the Board of Arts, the Board of 
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Social Studies and Senate to the Vice-Chancellor to use his 
influence with the UGC to lift its arbitrarily low ceiling upon 
graduate numbers in Arts and Social Sciences at Warwick - & 
ceiling which Will actively damaaing academlc developments 
of a promlslng kind - met with less suCCC:S!. Miraculously, 
wherever 'industry' was mentioned the govemme11t11.l or qua.si
govemmental agencies ca.me up with support: wherever, in the 
Arts or Social Science!, the 11.cadcmic staff attempted to press 
forward along their own natural lines of growth, nothing gave 
way. 

To find out the whole story of this episode the students of 
Warwick may have to Occupy the UGC. Meanwhile, in the 
coming years Business and lndustriaJ Studies :ue certainly 
major growth-areas. The Pressed Steel Professor of lodwtrial 
Relations (Clegg), coming to Warwick from the Prices and 
Incomes Board and the Donovan Commission after the Uni
versity's teething troubles were over, landed the greatest catch 
of all : $250,000 from the Ford Foundation, £100,000 from the 
Leverbulme Trust, and £200,000 from the Social Science 
Research Council (an unprecedented sum from this sow-ce). 

No doubt his research plans were well founded, and the 
support came in tribute to his academic eminence. But, at the 
same time, the ways in which society asserts its priorities, and 
in which this or that area of research - management studies or 
work on racial conflict or criminology or, even. the living 
theatre - i.s selected for support by public or by private money, 
are dearly ones which require less 'confidentiality' and more 
open examination. And , in the context of the Warwick story, 
two further points may be made, one trivial, the other or more 
consequence. 

A trivial point concerns the holcHng of industrial consult· 
ancies. Warwick has favowcd its staff holding such part-time 
appointments from early days: an early paper on 'Indu!try as 
a Field o( Study' declared 'the University would be willing to 
allow aod even to encourage its academic staff to undertake 
research work on a consultant basis in connexion with bwiness 
problenu'. Iodi:utrial consultancies are no more heinous than 
other forms of part-time outside empJoymeot, !UCh as correct
ing A-level papen or writing artic1es for New Socitty. But in a 
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situation of adhesive relations with industrial capitalism the 
balding of consultancies with industrial firms whose directors 
are also influential members of the University's Council should 
perhaps - like the business conne~ons of MPs - be published 
and declared? 

The second point concerns tbC academic situation of such 
Wsci plines as Industrial and Business Stuclie.s - not in a pe riod 
of comparative indu11;trial tranquility, but in a p0ssible .situa
tion of acute industrial and political conflict. How are the 
lecturers and .students in such disciplines to be situated if, in a 
period of CQnftict, some of them sympathiz.e with and assist the 
labour movement, and yet the governing Council of the Uni
versity includes indll'1itria lists whose views and interests may 
conftict with the basic principles of academic freedom? One 
does not have to be an eminent academic to understand the 
d.ang~r and to know what the reply sbouJd be. 

Loyally and Security 

So far, in following the working of the system, we have seen 
astute handling rather than any violent infracture of procedures. 
A vital question has been the control of the How of communi
cations : between students, academfo staff, and even (on occa
sion) between Senate and Council, between the University and 
the UGC and other grant·awarding bodies.. In terms of total 
funds used by the University, granu from industry and other 
outside sources do not appear to have been of overwhelming 
importance. In the 1969 accounts the following figures arc 
given: 

Total 

Of which from 

Capital er~ndituu 
up to 31March1969 

£10·67 milli on 

non~Treasury sources £J.3 million 

In come 
year ending JI July 1969 

l.l·7Smillioo 

The ,bulk of the capital expenditure financed by outside in· 
tercsts 1s accounted for by the student blocks of residence 
(£650,000). 
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lbis oompa.ratively m1all injection of private money (itself 
often subsidized to the tune of 8s 3d in the £ by the taxpayer) 
can however exercise a disproportionately great in.f!uence in 
tenns of general directio.D. of growth. It serves as a lever for 
indicative planning. Public money not only secVices the hwn· 
drum academic purpo~ of the great bulk of the staff and 
students - tbose teaching and studying economics or philo
sophy or engineering - it also (together with a part of the un
cannarked benefactions in the private appeal fund) provides 
the infrastructwe of buildings and adrainiatratioo tor the irati
tution u a whole. Working within this· public structwc small 
earmarked funds, placed bere and there, can indicate the 
growth-point:! and Jong-term future development of the place. 
Chairs can be estabUshed on tenns of a few years' private 
covenant, under an agreement by which tbe University under
takes on the expiry of the covenant to take the post on to its 
normal budget - thereby mortgaging the University's future 
growth for many year$ to come. Hence, out of the major terri· 
Wry of bard-working aod reputable disciplines, one sees the 
sudden burgeoning of lavishly supported activity in areas such 
as Business Studies, whose academic credentials are open to 
question and whose intellectual or social priority has not been 
seen to be established by any open democratic process. 

In Warwick the business ethos has, however, achieved an 
unprecedented infiuencc, not so much in indicative planning as 
in tbe general attempt to model the University's operations 
upon the managerial style of a certain ~ind of business.. Butter
worth himself bas said at at least one meeting of Assembly: 
'We mlllt remember that Council is our employer.' 

Such a managerial style nccessaril)" involved him in conflict, 
not only with students (over such iaues as the Union Building) 
but also with aca.dentic staff (who came to Warwick with ex· 
perience of other more democratic or more formal bureau· 
cratic traditions) and with his own Registry officials, to whom 
belonged the first responsibility for ensuring that all formal 
procedures were correctly observed. 

A Vice-Chancellor anxious to reassure 'industry' that be 
wa.s turning out graduates with the right 'mental disciplioe' was 
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not likely to prove to be sympathetic to the pressures for 
greater student and staff participation or control which first 
became widespread in Britain in 1967. Nor was he. In June 
1967 the ProNice..ChanceJlor, Wilfred Harrison, Profe8Sor of 
Politics , prepared a paper for Senate on 'Communfoations with 
Academic Staff and Students': the paper was prepared 'at the 
request of the Vice·Chancellor', and perhaps included !iome 
of his own ideas. The paper indicated, without supporting evi
dence, that some students and some junior members of staff 
were deliberately fostering suspicion of the motives of the 
Administration , and offered suggestions as to bow to ' isolate 
and contain those who are merely agitators'. The paper was 
received by some Senators with scepticism; no one saw it as a 
first step in the direction ol the establishment of a securicy 
system. 

More startling was the vigour of the Vice-Chancellor's re
sponse to an episode of student activity early in 1969. On 
30 January the students called an official strike and demon
stration in support of the students at the LSE, which included a 
march, led by the student President, into Coventry. Aga.inst the 
advice of the Registrars, messages were sent to departmeni'.3 
asking for the names of all students absent from lectures or 
seminars to be noted and sent to the Rcgi!l>try - and adding, for 
good measure, short lists of names of students about whom in· 
formation was particu1arly requested. To their credit, most of 
the departments refused to supply this infonnation, and several 
(including Economics and H istory) circulated official protests. 
One professor (himself of strongly Conservative palitics) was 
made indignant by telephone inquiries from the Vice-Chan
cellor as to the whereabouts of one of bjs lectwers. 

Jf this information was (as one must suppose) being c.ollected 
and filed, it was not in the normal student record fiJcs of the 
Registry. The tensions here, between Butterworth's line.
managerial style and more traditional styles of professional 
administration. can still only be gues.<1ed at. The most eloquent 
fact is that, by the end of 1969, scarcely more than four years 
from the first openfog o f the University, the University had 
lost the services of its Registrar, Deputy-Registrar, and at least 
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sD: more senior admi.nistrative ofBcials. a turnover which m115t 
be witho·ut precedent Moreover, the men and women who left 
had been respected and trusted by the staff, and were well 
known for their accessibility and efficiency. 

These resignations may have been related at certain points to 
the handling: of procedures which have already been indi· 
catcd. The crisis of coolldeoce between Butterworth and hi! 
Registry arrived when Council commissioned, in November 
1967, a firm of i.odustrial consultaats, Joha Tyzack ol Partaen, 
to carry out an investigation into the administrative structure 
of Warwick. Their report was p~Dted in a style, and re
vealed a manner of thinking, somewhat strange to academics. 
1'akcn as a whole, the University is certainly inefficient by 
normal commercial or industrial standards.' Assuming for no 
stated rcMOn that the University's policy demanded a rapid 
rate of expansion, it cautiously recommended 'economies' to 
further this by means of an increase in the ratio of students to 
staff. (To a university teacher this means more work, or poo~r 
teachiog to larger groups; the student's 'ecooomy• is to find staff 
less available.) The Vice-CbanceIJor (the report said) WM 
heavily engaged in 'maintaining the momentum' of the Univer
sity, 'nurturing its reputation for higher academic achievement' 
and 'fostering it!I interests in the highest circles, attracting finan
cial support, and enhancing its status by playing a part in the 
public life of the University world at large both inside and ollt· 
side the United Kingdom. His image is its image.' He was so 
busy in these many ways that he required tbe services of an 
Assistant or Deputy Vice-Chancellor. This post (it was recom
mended) should not carry security of tenure: 'the reasoning 
here is that this is primarily an administrative appointment, and 
we see no r~son why it should not be treated by Council in 
the same way as a board of directors would treat the appoint
ment of a General Manager.' The Univen;ity was to be struc
tu red according to the principle of absolute loyalty and respon
sibility to its ch.ief executive, the Vice-Chancellor. TM Vice· 
Chancellor should have the power to veto committee d ecisions 
and refer them back to Council or Senate. Indeed, Messrs 
Tyzack perceived very little to recommend itself in the Univer· 
sity's .structure of academic policy-making: 



Loyalty and Security 81 

We have been told that democmcy has a special place in univenity 
life, aod that there is consW1t political pressure fro m the mn.k and 
file of the academic staff claiming the right not only to be consul ted 
more but to 'have a band in decision-making'. The result in practice 
is already an amorphous and time-wasting !)'1tcm which bu led to 
needlessly protracted argument, dil atoriness in the taD.ng of deci
sions, uncertainty regarding the effective centres of power and 
action, and at timc.1 to confticts af policy . . 

No finn could increase its output in thjs slovenly way. 'Sooner 
or later the Univenity of Warwick will have to come to terms 
with the age-old conflict between democratic principles and 
effective government.• I ndced, academic committees would not 
stand up before time-and-motion study. 'Committees absorb 
not only the energies of salaried members of the academic 
staff whose primary function is supposed to be teaching and 
research , but alt.o the time of the Registry staff who have to 
service the committees . . . . We cannot emphasize too strongly 
• . . that whatever a committee's area of authority it .bas no 
power to seek Implementation otherwise than through the Vice· 
O:tancetlor.' 

If committees could not actually be abolished, the smal1er 
the better: ' the bigger the committee the less desirable it i§ that 
there 5hould be frequent meetings, fo r the man-hours con• 
sumed will be proportionately higher.' 

A section of the report was devoted to the products of this 
new, forward-looking operation: the studeoU. '11te University 
must somehow put across the message that the student is con
sidered important a.s an adult member of the rommunity, and 
that the authorities care about him and value him.' Representa· 
lion of students on any important po1icy-making committees 
was not recommended: bl.It a student liaison committee might 
be set up, '"whose main function wou1d be to provide a working 
link between the students and the Administration rather than 
the University at large'. 

The import of the report was profoundly ·unsettli ng to any
one c.onversant with traditional views of the role and powen of 
a uctiversity Registry. In the view of some of the admictistra
ton, the Man from Tyzack had shown insufficient interest in 
actually finding out what the servicing of academic committees 
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involved. The Regi!try was criticized for precisely those ser
vices for which the academic staff held it in most respect : 

The chief trouble in the Registry , .. 11 too many over-serviced 
committees and too much pe.pcr. Committee papen arc too long. 
too literary, too minutely and acadcmicaUy argued. Minutes aro 
unduly loaded with records of what was discussed, aad of who said 
what. insU&d of being statcmcols of decisions rtac.bed. 

The committee papen 'are models of their k.iod, beautifully 
produced on ooe side of the paper only [so was the Tyzack 
Report], but the model it.sell is too lavish', The economies 
recommended in the communication flow which a consden • 
tious Registrar and staff had maintained in the face of all 
difficulties were more than offset by the cost of the other 
Tyzack recommendations. An Administration already expco
sive was to be supplemented by Assistant Vice-Cbanccllor, 
Steward and other posts. The first post struck at the heart of 
the Registrar's traditional status and role in university govern· 
ment. 

The Report was presented towards the end of tbe summer 
term in 1968. Tue Vice·Cha.nccUor was busy in the next month 
or two, as his letter to Professor Max Beloff of 8 July confirms. 
~We' were also, at this time, 'taking legal advjcc about tenwe 
of staff under the University stahltes' (see p. 121). (It is not 
clear whose 'we' was briefing the lawyers, since Senate bad not 
·been consulted or informed on the matter.) The Tyzack re.c.om
mcndatioos were not debated until the next academic ses:sion. 
The events of that debate are unclear, since they ioclodc a 
meeting of certain Council members and of certain senators 
at tbe London fiat of Sir .Amold Hall: tbe decisions of that 
meeting were not minuted. Seoate did however minute, on 30 
October 1968, its opposition to the main proposals of the 
Tyzack Report, by fifteen voles to none. It further passed the 
following minute: 

To record that Senate is concerned lest the empha.911 on loyalty of 
administrative officers to the Vice-Chaooellor in the Tyzaci: Report 
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(with which it entirely aiirees u • matter of seneral principle) 
should inhibit expression of professional opinion, and records its 
opirtion that each oftke.r hal a right and duty to expl"C!s his pro
fessional opinion and give all relevant information when uked in 
Council, Senate or Committ« (Senate Minute 493). 

Notwjthstanding these decisions, Council accepted the main 
proposals of the Report (on Guy Fawkes Day) on a vote of nine 
lay members to six academic members, with certain absten· 
tioas. Professor Clegg. who had been invited by some Senate 
members to make a major statement of their case to Council 
(since be is an authority on consultancy reports), was prevented 
by another engagement from doing so; he left the Council 
meeting (through a window, since no other exit was free) be
fore be could speak and before the vote wa.s taken . 

This and the Union Building issue indicate tbe major dis
agreement:!! bctweca Senate and Council over the University's 
administrative affain . The Union decision profoundly dis
turbed relations between the student body and the rest of the 
Univenity (sec Professor Epstein's statement, p. 128); tM: 
secood intervention lost the University the services of a dedi
cated Reaistrar, his Deputy, and at least two other administra
tors. It was perhaps to be expected that these would pcasent 
their resignations, but it is still surprising that Senate and Coun
cil should have accepted these without instituting any further 
inquiry into the cause and, in the case of Senate, without 
making any seriow; effort to defend its. own officers. 

The Tyzacl: Report has, meanwhile, been implemented by 
ltagcs. An Assistant Vice-Chancellor (himself in no way re
sponsible for this preceding bistory) came into office in October 
1969. In the same month an attempt to effect a radical restrue
turing of the Schools of Studies in the Board of Arts, replacing 
open faculty medings of rhe whole sbtf with small profet
sorial-dominated sub-committees, was resisted only after in
tense agitation among the Arts lecturers. A new Registrar and 
Deputy came into office, one or two of whose early actions 
suggested that they had received from some quarter (and cer
tainly not from the retiring Registrar) extraordfoarily mislead
.1.og briefings Wi to the troub!e--making properuitict of some of 
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the academic staff (including senators), and a general brief 
towards discipline and scwrity..(;()D.!Ciousnes.s. Meanwhile, 
over the past fifteen months (from January 1969 onward!) 
several attempts have bocn made to alter the terms of tenure o[ 
acaderoic and of administrative staff, attempts which can more 
readily be uodcr.!tood in the light of the letter from Butter
worth to Beloff of 8 July 1968 (p. 120). The first attempts were 
made on the Finance aod General Purposes Committee of 
Council (20 January and 4 February 1969), when a proposal 
for redrafting the statutes in ways which would make the dis
missal of radical staff more easy was slipped on to the agenda 
under the beading 'Student Representation on Council'. Only 
the vigilance of the student observers on Council prevented the 
item Crom slipping through unnoticed. Thereafter widespread 
opposition among the staff - expressed at an A.uembly meeting 
- has prevented the reintroduction of the clau.5e; but similar 
changes in the security of tenure of senior administrative staff 
(resisted during the teoW'C of the previous Registrar) have 
recently been implemented. The departmental secretaries, te1e-. 
pboni:sts atid technical staff have also received a reminder that 
they work for a loyalty~nscious Business: three weeks after 
the occupation of the Registry they received a long duplicated 
document from the Registzar, presented without grace aod 
without thanks for their bard-working service for the Univer
sity, giving a list of occasions which could result io dismissal, 
including 'impertinence or insubordination'. 

All this bas been pretty skk. It has led to the Joss of excel-
1ent statl, to the withdrawal of several senior academia, of 
differing political pcrsua.!lions, from the Senate and from uni
versity committees, in various states of disillwion as to the 
possibility of democratic process. The managerial styling has 
beeo informed throughout by insensitivity to or fear of open 
democratic decision-making and extreme in.sensitivity to 
genuine communication - representation and open discussion 
and debate - between Administration, staff and students. Sucb 
questions of human aod educational relationship, wilh the 
departure of the old Registry officiab, have come to be seeo 
increasingly as problems of manipulation or problems of 
aecurity. 
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Thi! was how it seemed on tho eve of the secood occupa
tion of the Registry. It was only then, when the files in the 
Vice-OlanccUor's area were opened, that the full implications 
of the corporate managerial institution. with it! security 
·apparatus, became appareoL What was found there may be 
indicative oDly of what might have been found if it had not 
been hastily removed. (For example, the photographs taken on 
the demonstration of 30 January 1969, and the names collected 
o{ suspect students, did not come to light.) Some of the rele
vant documents are reproduced at the end of thia book, and 
they requ.ire little commentary. It is evident that the 1CCUTity 
system could e;11;tcnd to the adm.ia.sion of students; to the sur
veillance of the extra-University activities of students; and to 
the receipt and filing of infonnalioo obtained by methods of 
industrial espionage upon the political and extra-University 
activities of staff. 

Two comments only need be made. The fl.nt is that this 
security system, while evident in all its clear outline, bad not 
yet been fully established, and le.y largely within the area of 
the Vice-Chancellor's personal influence. It was abhorrent, not 
only to the whole student body, but to the greater part of the 
staff and to many e.dministrat.on. Indeed, Butterworth and his 
close Council allie3 were still finding it difficult to wrut the 
academic structures into a managerial style. At the weekly 
meeting of the (senJor administrative) officers not long before 
tbe &it-in, Butterworth wu still looking for procedures to limit 
the open discussion of major areas of policy: 

The VC said that the laymen 0 11 Council and its committees were 
not pleased when pas.I decisions were reconsidcn:d, as lo the case of 
social policy. In this connexion, be auggcslcd that the re<:ommen· 
datioos of the Social Policy Committee [a joint committee of Coun· 
cil, Senate and student&, set up under the recommendations of the 
Tyzack Report] &hould be made direct to the Building Committoo 
or Plnancc Committee fbolh committee• of Council only] as appro
priate, rather than throuah the Senate. where Senato wa.s not 
directly concerned. 

The second comment Is to Indicate, ooce again, the area of 
most acute sens.itivity which - so far as available documents 
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abow - informed the actions of at least one 1cad1ng member of 
Council. The Aliens Restriction Act which (Hunt to Butter
worth, 18 March 1969, sec p. 106) was apparently under dis
cussion in the case of Professor Montgomery provided (in the 
words of Professor Wedderburn) that any alien who 

"promotes or attcmpll to promote lndustrial unrest in a.oy industry 
in which be bas not been bona fide engaged foo at least two ye.an'. 
commit! a crime punishable by three months' imprisonmenl This 
xenophobic guard aaainst fortian aaitators (continues Professor 
Wedderburn], posted two years after the RUS.'lian Revolution, still 
slumbers in the statute book (Tht Worker and the Law, 1965, 
p. 266). 

It would seem that someone (Mr Gilbert Hunt?) bad been 
think.ins of rousing it from its fifty-year slwnbtrs. And why? 
Perhaps bocausc Professor Montgomery was the kind of man 
who did not have the 'mental discipline' of which indus
triaUsts approved. A distinguished historian, the aulhor of 
Beyond Equality (1967). be had previously worked for some 
years in industry in the United States, a.s a machinist on the 
sbop·floor in the engineering industcy. before becoming a. 
university teacher. (It was precisely this unusual blend of aca
demic uccllencc and practical experience which Jed ad\lisen in 
the United Sratc.'i to recommend him to Warwick as the first 
holder of the American Council of Learned Societies post of 
Senior Lecturer in American Labour History.) A few months 
before the interest of Messrs Hunt and Catchpole wu 
a.rowed, he had allowed his considerable trade-union experi
ence to be called upon in advising a group of Pakistani workers 
in Coventry who were on strike and trying to get union rccog· 
nition. He also agreed to address several meetings of trade 
unionists, Labour Party members and shop stewards - one or 
two of which were a aood deal larger than the one which Catch· 
pole, Norton and their shorthand writer attended - on the 
consequences of automation and the problems of measured 
day-work, as experienced by workeu in American indwtry. 

What wu apparently obnoxfow to certain employen in 
Coventry was not that Professor Monljomery wu too little 
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Interested in 'lndustry'. but that he wa.s intere!tcd in industry 
too much. The Vice·Chancellor and certain members of his 
Council, it would seem., are interested in relations with indus· 
try - provided that those relations are of one character only 
and run only one way. 



Chapter 4 
Implications for the 
Labour Movement 

Coune, tbc boss may persuade some poor damn fool. 
To go to your meeting and act like a stool, 
But you can a.Jways tell a stool, boys, that's a fact., 
He's got a yelJow streak a-running down his back. , , , 

('Talking UDioo', American folk song, t . 1940) 

If the revetatioru of the Warwick files were chieffy concerned 
with the disturbing relationship between big business a.nd the 
Unive~ity, then by implication they raised the question of the 
place of the Jabour movement in this relationship. In the long 
term, closer ties between the University and the loca1 commu
nity, as represented throll8h tradt: urtion.s, might be one of the 
happier results of the disclosures. Their immediate implication 
!or the labour movement, however, lies in tbeir uncovaing of 
the continued existence of labour espionage. 

From their fust inception trade unions have sufiercd the 
attentions of the labour spy. Th.is unwholesome specimen has 
at times presented a major peril, more often a minor nuhance, 
on occasion an unrecognized affliction. 

He constitutes one of the least attractive figures in the whole 
industrial landscape. Espionage in general is a sordid busine..~'• 
though it has acquired a certain false gJamour in the conte:xt 
of James Bond·stylc melodrama. No such glamour is attached 
to espionage when directed against the collective organizations 
of working men. 

The labour spy attracts revulsion, first, because he offend! 
our fundamental conceptions of civil liberty. Those who would 
justify espionage at international level may suggest the noed 
for national security against external danger. But the indus· 
trial or political spy is a symbol of a society which is internally 
repressive . The strugg]e for popular liberties was a long and 
bloody one. The right to e,;press opinions freely, without the 
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fear that they may form the basis of some secret dossier, i5 
one which will not lightly be surrt:ndered. 

But trade unionista: have more specific reasons for objecting 
to the labour spy. Industrial relations - while there are areas 
in which the two sides have interests in common - talc place 
within a framework of conflict : fundamental conflict involving 
is.sues of money aod also of control. In formulating their objec· 
tives and their strategiel, each slde seeks privacy. Neither party 
to a negotiation will voluntarily reveal, in advance, the exact 
point at which be js willing to compromise, for th.is is to sur
render an important element of bargaining power. Manage
ment for its part can without difficuJty discuss its problems 
and determine its policies in the privacy of company offices. If, 
at the same time, management can by surreptitious meam ob· 
serve the private discuss.ions of the trade-union side, it obtains 
a valuable but morally indefensible advantage. 

In addition, such espionage is feared as a means of direct 
assault on trade unionism itself. Who attends the meetings? 
Who voioc:a grievances? Who proposes action? For a ruthless 
management such information can form the bas is for discrimi· 
nation against the active unionist, typically in the form of <lis· 
missal and the blacklist. It was no accident that the prominent 
shop steward.! of the Flrst World War became the unemployed 
leader< of the 1920.. 

Labour espionage has a long history. In America. for in· 
stance, in the 1930s - when the workers' right to organize was 
in theory guaranteed by the New Deal legislation - such anti· 
unioa activities were increasingly perceived as a public scandal, 
In June 1936 a special inquiry was authorized by Congress 
under Robert La Follette. a progressive senator. Its temu of 
reference - 'to make an investigation ot violations of the right& 
o( free speech and assembly and undue inlerference with tho 
right of labor to organi:u and bargain collc<:tively' - consti· 
tutcd 'the broadest mandate for a civil liberties investigation Jn 
the history of tmi United Stat.Q' (J. S. Auerbach. Labor and 
Liberry: TM La Follett~ Commilltt and tht Ntw Deal., 19()6, 
p. 73). In more than two years of public hearings, the La Fol· 
lctte committee accumulated dramatic evidence of the extremes 
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to which the major American companies were prepared to 
take their resistance to union organization: victimizing and 
bJaclclisting members, hiring thug11 to intimidate, btat up and 
murder activists, employing professional strike-breakers, even 
maintaining private armies with arsenah of machine guns aod 
poison gas. 

A large proportion of the committee's time was devoted to 
the activiti~ of the spy agencies. Not surprisingly, the inquiriea 
met extreme opposition. 

The people who knew most about it wouldn't talk. They were very 
secretive. They destroyed many of their n::cords. Often they didn't 
hear the question - or when they d id bear it, they didn't undentand 
it. They beat around the bush. They were shifty, unwilling wit· 
nc:sses. They lied frequently. Nc\lcrthcless, there were times when 
the evidence was so ov¢%'Wbelm.ing that they bad t.o come clean ••. 
(L. Huberman, The lAbor Spy Raclc.tt, 1938, p. 19). 

Some of the most revealing findings related to the Corpora~ 
tions Auxiliary Company, the agency second in importance 
only to Pinkerton's :itself. Its principal customer, the Chrysler 
Corporation, was found to have paid $76,411.81 in a single 
year for espionage services. In .addition, Chrysler was a lead
ing member of the National Metal Trades Association, which 
all~ated the bulk of its funds to spies and union-breakers. The 
money paid ample dividends: Chrysler gained detailed reports 
of the business discussed at United Autmobile Workers meet
ings at all its plants; for many years it succeeded, through the 
most brutal methods, in blocking the workers' efforts to 
organize, 

All this is bfatory. Wh1.t relevance has Jt to the processes of 
industrial relations which operate today? It is a common· 
place that all important companies have come to terms with 
trade unionism: a 'mature' bargaining relationship has evolved 
in which each side is ready to behave 'responsjbJy', conscious 
of and sympathetic to the problems which the other faces. 
Labour espionage was a. feature of the bad old da}'3 when em
ployers saw unionism as a dangerous enemy, to be resisted by all 
means, fair and foul, as the necessary tactics of industrial war· 
fare. Jt fonned part of an antediluvian management strategy, 
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now happily extinct. The change in the last quarter of a century 
bas been succinctly described by an American author: 
Instead of employing spies through detective agencies., as WaJ dono 
in the 1920s, employers now hired suave.persons who called them
l!Clves 'indostrial relations consultants' (F. Petcnion , Amutcan 
Labor Unions: What They Art' and How They Work, 1963 edn, 
p. 12S). 

And yet • . . The documents discovered. by chance in · the 
Warwick files show beyond doubt that the labour spy is alive 
and well and active in the Midlands motor iodustry. 'We sent 
a representative to the meeting on 3 February, at Coundon 
Road [the Labour Party headquarters],' writes tbe Deputy 
Managing Director of Automotive Products Ltd. 'At my 
request, Mr N. P. Catchpole, our Director of Legal Affairs, 
attended a meeting of Coventry Labour Party on 3 March', 
writes Gilbert Hunt, Managing Director of Rootes Motors. 
And nobody can accuse Rootcs Motors of half.measures: 
with Mr Catchpole went ex·Police Superintendent Norton, 
Chief Security Officer at the company's Stoke (Coventry) 
works, together with bis shorthand writer. 

Exceptional occurrencei? Many trade unionists do not think 
ro. For e:u.mple Hugh Scanlon, President of the Amal· 
gamated Union of Engineering and Foundry Workers , was re
ported by The Time:r to have the followiog reaction to the 
Warwick reve:lations: 
The students• battle for freedom of expres.tloc showed that they 
were ju.st beginning to learn wflat he already tnew. Records were 
kept of e\lery militant on the shop tloor (2 February 1970). 

Mr William Lapworth, Coventry District Secretary of the 
Transport and General Worken Union, was rurprised only 
that company espionage was shown to extend beyond the acti· 
vities of trade unionists to those of sympathetic academics. Ho 
wa.s convinced that the Warwick clisclorure.s were 'just the tip 
of the iceberg'. One local firm, he alleged, 

would spend unlimited sums of money on sending paid represcn· 
tathies to attend meetings. It just shows to what great lcngtha 
management will go to find out what their workers are doing, and 
just what we have been up against. Management try to project an 
image of lhemsel\lc:& iu lilywhites, but we know differently. 
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One particular firm, Mr Lapworth claimed, bad kept abreast 
o f technological progress by concealing tape rcco rdeni in orde r 
to eavesdrop on workers' meeting! (Covt'nlry E-.iening Tele
graph, 18 February 1970). 

Why then th.is apparent revival of Jabour e.,pionage? The 
answer must lie in the wider trends in British industrial rela
tions which have been the subject of so much recent comment 
The ·~ature' processes of collective bargafoing characteristic 
of the post-war years rested on a novel situation of relatively 
full employment. The economic environment facilitated strong 
organization. Trade unions, in other words, had become harder 
to defeat; while employers who yielded to this fact quickly 
discovered the unions' value: as 'managers of discontent'." Pro
gressive companies were quick to embrace the union as a 
partner, guaranteeing a stable, predictable and relatively con
tented labour force at the oost of modest annual improvements 
in wages and conditions. Trade unionists, by and large, were 
only too happy to accept tbe limits of 'moderation' which were 
the price of managerial goodwill. · 

Today the foundations o f th.is cosy partnership seem far 
less solid than a decade ago. The most dramatic threat to stable 
relationships stems from the challenge from below: the rapid 
growth of shop-noor organization, wage drift, unofficial strikes. 
Britain, so the Royal Commiss ion on Trade Unions reported, 
has developed ' twp systems of industrial rdations'; and it is 
the 'in forma l system', increasingly, which really matters. ~ 
Mrs Castle insisted to the Institute of Dlrectors, power has 
' returned to the grass roots whence it came' (Financial Times, 
7 November 1969). 

For some writers this accelerating process is symptomatic 
of the breakdown of traditional nonnative restraints in indus
trial relations (A Fox and A. Flanders, 'The Ri:fonn of CoJ· 
lcctivc Be.rganing: From Donovan to Durkheim', British Jour
nal of Industrial Relations, 1969). At the very .centre of this 
breakdown stands the shop steward. No matter that, according 
to Donovan, be functions as 'more of a lubricant than an ir-

•Thlt perceptive descrlpCion was coined by C. Wri11bt Mills, Nrw 
Men of Power (1948), p. 9. 
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ritant• (Roya) Commission on Trade Unions and Employers' 
As.soc:iations, Report, 1968, p. 29). F or British shop stewards 
have come in for almost unprecedented vilification as wildcats, 
subversives and wreckers. Almost unprecedented - but not en
tirely so. Virtually identical Ianguage has been used in the past 
to denigrat.e the official trad~union organization. The inten
tion is usually self-evident : once union activisU are defined as 
beyond the pale, the use of espionage and similar t echniques 
becomes far cuier to justify . As one American ·spy agency 
~ured it! 'operatives' in the 1930!: 

Remember we are unalterably oppo~ed to all cliques, radicalislt and 
disturbing elcmcnt.s who try to create discontentment, suspicion and 
unfricndlineas on the part of the work:eni toward the employer ... 
(l. Huberman, The Labor Spy Ro.ck.tr, 1938, p. 107). 

In the J800s it was the 'Jacobins'; in the 1930s the ' radicalists'; 
today it is the 'wildcats' and the 'subversive students'; and the 
response. it would appear. is in each case the same. 

A second development, associated with the growing self· 
assurance of workers' shop-floor organization , is the shift of 
atlitude discernible in official trade unionism. In the past many 
an officer at the bargaining table has cherished the role of 
plenipotentiary; such a stance is becoming increasingly less 
viable. At the same time the i!letf-imposed restraint& in pay 
negotiations arc beginning to Jose their force: aspiration' 
have become suddenly heightened. Leadership elections in 
some unions - no tably in the TGWU and the AEF - a.re recog
cizcd as a turn to the Left. The general impression is of the 
bu ty exercise of creaking joints aa union leadersb.ipa strive to 
reduce the distance between the~lvcs a nd the rant and file. 
The transformation in official trade unionism should not, per· 
haps, be exaggerated - but it commonly is. And the epithets 
until recently flung only at unofficial militant.3 arc now in· 
creasingly extended to their national leaders. It would be 
scarcely surprising, therefore, if the official institutions of the 
labour movement were to become fa ir eame for espionage. 

Yet it is DQt only changes on the union side which are 
threatening to undermine the ent~n le cordiole. For there is a 
new aggressiveness apparent within the ranks of management 
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- an aggreuivcoeM strongly a.ssociatcd with the extension of 
American ownership within British indwtry. The Roberts
Arundel affair of three years ago would seem to have set a 
pruedent; an e&ealatiog: intolerance on the part of American 
directors towards British unionism's traditional restrictions on 
'managerial prerogatives'. In this context it seems more than 
coincidence that it was the Managing Director of Rootcs who 
sent his spies to report on Dr Montgomery {and also to note 
whether any of the company's own employees were at the meet
ing); tbat Rootcs is now controlled by the Chrysler Corpora
tion of Amcric~ and that it was Chrysler that spent over 
$270,000 on labour espionage in the four years 1933-6. Small 
wonder that Mr William Wilson, MP for Coventry South, told 
the Press that; 

I have alrudy been contacted by members of Rootes staff asking 
lhe pertinent question that if this sort of investigation bas been 
carried out on a member of the staff ot the Univc~ily, Ls it not 
possible tha.t similar investigations have been carried our on many 
of those work ing for the Roote.s Group (Birmingham Post, I 6 
Fe\Jruary 1970). 

The trend towards a revival of labour espionage, dramatically 
exposed by the Warwick students, presents a serious threat to 
the whole labour movement Happily, the response of lbe 
movement it.self in recent weeks - through its shop~steward 
committees, trade~union officials and constituency parties -
shows a growing recognitjon of these dangers. On 10 March 
1970 the Labour group on the C.ovcntry City Council formally 
moved that the city"s annual grant to the University be withheld 
until its governing Council had been reformed and made more 
representative of the life of the City. 



Chapter 5 
Injunctions and the Press 

At about 11 .30 pm _on Thursday 12 February 1970 a number 
of men, including some senior University officials, arrived out
side the occupied Registry. One man read through a loud
hailer the terms of a court in junction that had been obtained 
by the University. and a copy was banded to the students 
within. 

Technically, an interim injunction, as tbi.s was, is a step in a 
civil action by which, pending the determination at a full trial 
of the pJaintitf's claim, the court can order the defendants to 
suspend any activities which interfere with the rights the plain
tiff is claiming. The i.njuoction is obtained ez parte, that is to 
say on an application by the plaintiff without the defendant 
being present. Although it is a civil remedy, breach of an in· 
junction is punishable as a contempt of court, by warning. fines 
or imprisonment without limitation. & it is clearly quite a 
serious matter to issue a court order backed by such sanctions 
in the absence of the de£endant, it is normally granted only 
for a short time, until the defendant can be summoned to a 
bearing when the judge can decide, after bearing argument&, 
whether to continue it. 

There arc clearly s.ome difflculties about using tttis, or indeed 
any civil legal procedure, in a situation such as a sit-in. Not 
only must defendants be named (which often causes aloof 
authorities 50me difficulty). but the normal procedure requires 
service on each of them of a copy of the court order. This is a.n 
important requirement if they are to be held in contempt of 
court for any brtach of the order, and personal service can 
only be waived if evidence is given to the court that such ser
vice is impractical. M the Obsnwr atated knowingly in rela
tion to the Wuwict. injunction : 

It i& very difficult to make an iofunction stii;k. You have 10 go 
before a judge in chambers.. havin1 sworn amdavita namina: the 
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cuJprita, 1ccure from him writ:I and serve them penooaliy on each 
of the individ uals named (I Ma.rcll 1970). 

However, High Court judges arc becoming increasingly con· 
ccrned at the 'threat to Jaw and order' posed by the occupation 
of buildings by squatters and students, where the police are 
reluctant to in tervene, as no breaches of the criminal law arc 
usually involved. 

The W&.rwick Adm.inistratioo therefore had little apparent 
difficuJty in obtaining and serving tbe injunction within 
thirty-six hours of the start of the sit·ia, and within twenty-four 
hours of the discovery of the fi rst documents. The University 
Council had delegated its powers to its Finan~ and Gellcral 
Purposes Committee, in anticipation of the need to apply for 
an injunction. The terms of the order were drafted by the Uni
versity's lawyers, the large City of London corporate solicitors 
LinkJaters & Paines; a Divorce judge sitting oo Assiz.e in 
Birmiogbam hurriedly approved it, with minor amendments, 
and gave leave for substituted service by foud·hailer. T he in
junction was not limited in time and gave no return date for a 
bearing at which both parties could be present. No writ stating 
the actual nature of the p1a.intitr's c1aim bad been issued, and 
although the granting of the injunction was conditional OD 
issuance of a writ, the writ was not required to be served on 
the students. Jn fact, the solicitors bad DO instructions from 
the University authorities to serve it at any stage, so that the 
dc(cndants were never told and could not find out the buis 
of the University's claim. 

In this hasty manner, with no opporturuty to argue the issue, 
a court order of indeterminate scope, backed by the sanction 
of imprisonment, was applied to the confrontation between 
members of the University and some of its officers. 

According to tbe statement of 16 February, signed by a 
number of members of the University Senate, the injunction 
was obtained 'as a fi rst priority to restoring normal working 
order'. However, its major impact was in restricting publica~ 
tioa of the document.!, sinet: the students had decided before 
service of the injunction to end the sit-in at lO am on Friday 
13 February. It is difficult to estimate what dlect the injunc-
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tlon would have had if this decision bad not already been 
taken. Its terms required only the named students to leave the 
Registry - this particular provision did not (and couJd not, 
being a positive orde r) apply to anyone else. Jn this respect the 
injunction differed from the legal weapon used ag~inst squat· 
ters, which is a writ of possession. which can be used to clear 
a building of all trespassers. However, the technical scope is 
probably less important in such a situation than the political 
effect. Where the determination behind an action such as an 
occupation is wavering, any court order, whatever its technical 
nature, could have a decisive effect. However, the effect is not 
easily predictable, u the University authorities at Manchester 
discovered, when an injunction is.sued to try ti> prevent a few 
students from 'inducing or c.oumclling or inciting' others to 
sit-in bad the effect of snowballing supp0rt for a sit-in. 

The remaining provisions of the Warwick injunction, in ad
dition to forbidding a reoccupation of the Registry, restrained 
the defendants ' by themselves, their servants or agents or other
wise' from removing, copying or in any way publishing, or 
even disclosing tbe contents or making any use of, documents 
from the Registry, or any other 'confidential documents the 
property of the plaintiffs'. Th.is provision wa.s used by the Uni
versity authoritie& cff'cctively to prevent quotation from or even 
reference to these documents by the national pres.!, radio or 
television. Only the local press, and cspeciaJly the Birmingham 
Post, upheld the journalist's tradition of publication without 
fear when the public interen so requires. So while events at 
the University received some publicity, the actual evidence 
which wa.s the basis for the attack on the running of the Uni
versity was little publicized nationally. Only on 26 February 
was the injunction against publication lifted, following internal 
pressure within the University, especially from staff. 

How could the injunction have this effect? Of the twenty-one 
named defendants one, Sue Armstrong, was oot aoy person 
known at the Univenity. and while each of the other twenty 
had probably at some time been in the Registry, they were io 
no sense the ringleaders, and fewer than ·half had played any 
major role at all. The Vice-Chancellor stated in Assembly on 
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23 February that the names bad been compiled •fn the emer-
gency of the moment'; they ~med in fact to be !tudents who 
had in some way been prominent in the UniveBity in the past. 
or were for some other reason known to the University officiab 
who ob!erved the early stages of the sit-in. Following the ser
vice of the injunction, and after news of it had spread. a num
ber of thou: named met to discuss the matter. Having taken 
informal legal advice. they decided to di~ociate themsclVC$ · 
immedJately from the sit·in a.od return any document! that 
may have been in their possession to the places where they had 
been found, Probably all the documents taken from the 
Registry bad been removed well before the service of the In
junction. Indeed the Montgomery letter and report, which bad 
been taken by E. P. Thomp.son, had been publiabed by him t.o 

all University staff on Thursday morning. Thw the injunction 
was too late to prevent removal of docwnents. Could it pre
vent the di5Cu.ssfoo or publication by persons not party to the 
injunction of docwneota that bad been removed, and in maoy 
cases bad already received wide circulation? 

The Montgomery com:spondcnc;::e had been freely available 
in the University from Thursday 12 February, and on Mon
day 16 February the duplicated dossier containing a selec
tion of documents found in the Registry bad been widely dis
tributed in the University (no students named in the injunction 
bad any hand in compiling or distrJbuting this doa.ier). Many 
of the document.t from the Registry were therefore easily avail
able to reporters. Tue Birmingham Post sought the advice of 
iU London solicitors and was told that only documents ob· 
tained from the named students after service of the injunction 
were covered by it. Consequently on Saturday 14 February it 
published extracts from the Montgomery correspondence; on 
Tuesday 17 February extracts from the Wolf Jetter, the minute 
of the Administration meeting on leafleting outside a Kenil· 
worth school, and the Montgomery letter again; and finally 
on 18 February it published extracts from oorreapondeoce be· 

tween Automotive Producta Ltd and the Vice-Chancellor about J 
a meeting addressed by a lcctwer. These last were supplied to 
the Birmingltom Post by the lecturer concerned, who bad been 
shown them by students, and had read them out at the staff 
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meeting on Friday 13 February. The Coventry Evening Tele
graph quoted the Montgomery letter on 14 February and the 
other correspondence mentioned above on 17 February. 

The national press, however, were )afgeJy silent. The Ob
server gave some brief quotes from the Wolf correspondence 
on 15 February; others J>llpers, such as the Telegraph and 
the Expnss, carried passing references to the documents (the 
latter, having contacted the headmaster of William Ellis 
School. took up that angle of the story). Even the major 
critique 'Warwick.: The Business University' by E. P. Thompson 
in New Society on 19 February carried only extracts from the 
Montgomery letter. In particular The Times and Sunday Times 
bad access to much of the materiaJ, and the eilitorial staffs of 
both papers were keen to publish extracts. Yet nei ther paper 
did so until after tbe injunction against pubUcatioo had been 
lifted, and indeed in its 22 February edition the Sunday Times 
was reduced to a lune summary of the New Society piece. 

A leader in Th~ Times or 21 February (seep. 133) cxp1ainod 
that this reticence was due to legal advice that: 'It is estab· 
lishcd law that such an inju nction not on1y restrains those who 
are party to it but anyone who with knowledge of the injunction 
takes action which would have the effect of fru.~trating the in
junction.' As the issuing of the injunction had been widely 
publicized, this interpretation of its effect would mean that al· 
most anyone who had followed the events at Warwick, includ· 
ing most of the members of the University, would be in con
tempt or court ff they even discussed the contents of any of 
the documents with anyone else. And yet, a.s The Times itself 
pointed out, 'no one who is not a party tQ an injunction can 
apply to have it removed or appeal against it, even though the 
effect of the injunction may be to restrain him from raising 
matters of great importance to himself'. As W. E . Hall com
mented in a signed a rticle in the Birminghmn Post on 27 Feb
ruary (aptly entitled 'This Shameful Silence'), the obvious COD· 

clusion to be drawn from that was: 'If they had DO standing 
to appeal against the injunction, then manifestly they could 
not be bound by it. They could publish without being damned.' 

The advice which the national newspapers were receiving 
seems to have been based on a bizarre case of 1897, Seaward 
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v. Paterson. There a tenant bad been enjoined from holding 
boxing matches on the )cased premises, had ignored the in
junction and had organized such a contest, with the help of 
some friends. The tcoant and two others were committed for 
contempt, the appeal court holding after careful coOJ1:ideration 
thit although the tenant's fricndJ were not party to the injunc. 
tion, 'a person who knowingly assists another who is restrained 
by an injunction is liabJe to committal for contempt . .. '. Bnt 
if the persons named in the injunction are not themselves 
breaking it. how can someone else be committed for aiding 
them? 

The position would therefore seem to be that if the news· 
papers did not obtain their copies of documents from anyone 
named in the injunction, those named persons would not be 
publishing the documents, so there would be no breach of the 
injunction. The only disputable point would be bow far the 
court would require newspapers to verify the source of their 
information. Given the serious, qua..i-criminal nature of con· 
tempt proceedings, it seems unlikely that the court would re· 
quire a newspaper to do more than ask. its immediate contact 
the source of the documents. Even so, it is no doubt true that 
a newspaper with a good man oo the spot (cu the Birmingham 
Post had) was in a better position to satisfy itself about the 
source of its information than one which bad the documents 
read to it by a stranger on the telephone. 

Even in the event of a court holding that a newspaper WIV!I 

aiding a party to the injunction - for instance if it bad obtained 
a document from such a party - the case for committal is not 
proved. There would for the first time be an opportunity to 
challenge the bas.is of the injunction, which wa.s not possible 
at the original ~x parte bearing. An injunction restrainiog pub
lication of documents ls based on a kind of property "8;ht in 
confidential information. Clearly a strong argument could be 
made that no such private right! exist ln relation to documents 
whose publication is in the public interest. Indeed the courts 
have repeatedly made that very point : •, .. there Js no con· 
fideocc 8.!I to the disclosure of Jniquity' (Gartside v. Outram, 
l 856); confidentiality does not e:t:tend to 'any mi800nduct of 
such a nature that it ought in the public interest to be disclosed 

I 
j 

J 
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to others' (Initial Services Ltd v. Putterill, 1967): 'there are 
some things which may be required to be disclosed in the pub· 
lie interest , in which event no confidence can be prayed in aid 
to keep them secret' (Fraser v. Evans, 1969). 

Whatever view is taken of the implications of the various 
documents discovered in the Warwick files, none of those pub
lished can ~ said to relate to matters of purely private or per
sonal concern. In fact, they clea rly raised issues which merited 
thorough public discussion. It has been argued that the con
fidentiality of all information reecived by a body s.uch as a Uni
versity should be guaranteed, to ensu re that correspondents 
could express themselves freely and without fear of embarrass
ment, even on matters of public concern. In fact, the conduct
ing of public affairs in sectct by those in authority can only 
reinforce the principle of power without respon!ibility. 

If, therefore, the national press had displa.yed more o( the 
crusading journalism demonstrated, on this occasion, by tbe 
Birmingham Post, they might well have found the law to be 
less inimical to publication ia the public interest than their 
lawyers supposed. 

However, the University was not slow to reinforce the re· 
luctance of the communications media to ignore their over· 
cautious legal advisers. On Tuesday J7 February a spokesman 
for the University stated: 'A High Court injunction bas been 
granted prohibiting the publication of documents removed by 
undergraduates from the administration and registry building.' 
At best this statement was gravely misleading, since it did not 
mention that the injunction applied only to twenty-one named 
students . This impression wa.s not d.ispeUed by the remainder 
of the statement : 

Newspaper reports have appeared in the course of whJcb the 
contents of artain documenu to wbich Utese injunctions relate an:i 
disclosed. The Univenity has been advised by their solicitors that 
any person who, even though not a party to the proceedinp and 
not included in the injunctioru, aids and abets a defendant in 
committing 1. breach of them, may himself be guilty of contempt 
of court and may be proceeded against accordingly. 

Again , the unqualified association of publication and aidina 
and abetting is seriou.tly misleading. 
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This statement was released through the Press Association 
wire at about S.30 pm on Tuesday 17 February. The 
Birmingham Post ignored it and published the extracts from 
the documents on 18 February, New Society does not take a 
wire service e.nd was unaware of the statement until about 
6 pm on Wednesday, when Linklaten & Paiocs rang up the 
editor. By this time the copies of Nttw Society containing the 
extracts had been printed. The editor was of the view that be 
was not covered by the injuoctio~. a view which was reinforced 
by a telephone call lo the Birmingham Post. No other national 
newspapers attempted to step out of line, but at York Univer
sity the students' newapaper, Nouse, was planning to publish 
the docwnents. When the isstu: appeared, however, only blank 
spaces were to be found where the documents had been ex
pected. The paper's printers had beard of the injunction and 
insisted that the students discover it! scope. The students rang 
up the Warwick Administration and had dictated lo them the 
stattroent of 17 February. Upon reading this the printer, in 
spite of appeals from the students, refused to print the docu· 
ments. 

The University Administration and its solicitors had also 
been busy on another front. On Thursday 19 February the 
1<>liciton wrote to the Press Council. not making aoy officinl 
complaint. but stating what bad been published in the 
Birmingham Post, Country Evening Telegraph and Nt!W 
Society, in the hope ' that newspapers will be advised by the 
Pres_, Council not to publish any further confidential informa
tion' (Birmingham Post, 24 February, quoting a University 
spokesman). lo their Jetter to the Press Council the solicitors 
11tated that the University had no intention of commencing 
legal proceedings against the ;ownaJs named, partly ' in the 
light of Lord Radcliffe's forthcoming inquiry' and partly be
cause ' the newspapers concerned appear to have believed that 
they were entitled to publish the documents .•• . • The reason· 
ing is at once cryptic and opaque, but the statements betray a 
lack of confidence in the Administration's JegaJ and moral 
position. Not surprisingly, the reply by the Secretary of the 
Pres!I C.ouncil was unsympathetic : 

l have noted your rcmarb and your vlffl of the legal, situation, 
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also the dccition or your clieoU not to take action ln respect of 
the publications mentioned , 

Tbc Prcu. Council, however. does not io any cin:um1tance 
supplement or supersede the processes ot the law. 

Whi le I appreciate your object in bringing the matter to my 
allcntion J do not sec how I can in5titutc any action before the 
Press Council (Birmingham Post, 26 February). 

However abortive in the result, between 19 February and 25 
February this action of the University's gave it an additional 
lever for me against any national newspaper that was thinking 
of publishing the documents. 

It can be seen, therefore, that rather than debate in public 
the serious is:sucs ra.ised by the discovery of the documents, the 
University authorities preferred to attempt by any means to 
suppress publication of the evidence that was the basis of its 
critics' ~. lo. particular they succeeded in mating a technic· 
ally weak injunction have an effect far beyond iU terms. At 
Manchester two weeks later an injunction was clumsily wed 
by remote authorities against students whose mood had been 
gravely misjudged. The case of tlic Warwick documents shows 
that worried newspaper editors and cautious legal advisers are 
a better t&rget for this unpredictable legal blunderbuss. 
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11 Fe1J111uy 1970: Students ()pea Registry FUes 
12 FelJnwy 1?70: Regiolrar'1 Nolke to All Stall 

Rezlstrar's notlee to all ltafl 

The University of Wa.rwick. 
12 February 1970 

Certain statemects have been made and a letter bas been 
circulated to colleague3 by Mr E. P. Thompson suggesting that 
the University maintains records about the outside political 
activities of staff and !ltUdents. The purpose of tb.ia note is to 
say quite categorically that this is not so. Inevitably members 
of the public write to the Univen;ity from time to time about 
the outside acti.vitie.5 of its memben. When replies arc sent to 

11uch letters, it is stated that the University has no concern with 
the political or off-campus activities of either staff or students. 

D. W. Dykes 
Registrar 

The Momgomery Report 

From Gilbert Hunt 0£ Rootes Moton: to the Vlce-Cbanttllor 

POBox441 
Bowater House 
K.nightsbridge 
LoodonSWl 

J. B. Butterworth Esq., MA, JP 

The University of Warwick 
Coventry, Warwicks 

S1rictly confidential 

My dear Jack 

18 March 1969 

At my request, Mr N. p, Catchpole, our Director of Legal 
Affairs, attended a meeting of the Coventry Labour Party OD 
3 March, which was being addressed by Dr D. Montgomery . 

.& you will see from the attached note,, of the meeting, 
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nothing was &a.id by him wb.icb would involve· prosecution 
under the 1919 Aliens Re5triction Act, but I felt it would be 
advisable nevertheless for you to have a copy of these notes 
for your confidential files. 

Sincerely 
Gilbert (signed) 

Nolt: Bowater House is occupied by Rootes Motors. One of 
the directors is Gilbert A. Hunt; he is also 3. co-opted member 
of the University Council, and Cba.innan of its Building 
Committee. 

Report by N. P. Catchpole, Legal Adviser of the Root .. 
Orpnlzatlon, of the meetiaa of the CovtAtry Labour Party oa 
3 Man:b 1969 

Accompanied by Mr T . Norton , Security Officer, Stoke, I duly 
attended a meeting of the Coventry Labour Party at iU offices 
on the evening of Monday 3 March. 

The guest speaker, Dr D. Montgomery, ~poke for about half 
an hour to an audience of eight people including the chainna.n 
who. incidentally, is an ex-Labour Councillor by the name of 
Edwards. I th.ink that one member of the audience may have 
been Mr Bob Mitchell, one of the 1eft·wing students at War
wick University. The remainder iocluded Mr H. Finch, whom 
I understand is a shop steward ar Dunlops; with the exception 
of a shorthand writer who is on Norton's staff there were no 
other Rootes employees present. 

Montgomery's speech was I felt poor in content. He warned 
the meeting of the danger of accepting measured day-work 
which he said would remove the negotiating powers of the local 
&bop stewards and particularly when associated with automa· 
tion was entirely contrary to the best j·nterests of the workers. 
He did not however give any specific examples to justify this 
allegation but merely referred to the general CJperience in 
American industry. 

After he had finished, three members of the audience, in· 
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eluding Mr Finch, pa.id markedly lukewarm tribute to the 
.speech. These three were stroag supporters o[ the AU Trades 
Un.ion Alliance. They felt that all members of the working 
community should unite: 

J. To bring down the Wllson government and organize a poti· 
tical a.ltcrnative to ftgbt the Conservatives at the ncitt election. 
2. That they shouJd organize sympathy strikes to support the 
Ford work.en in their current dispute. 
3. That ultimately the only answer was for the worken to seize 
the factories. 

Dr Montgomery was, I felt, particularly carefuJ not to asso
ciate himself with any of these suggestions. 

My personal oonchWons based admiltcdly on a limited 
knowledge of the local situation were as follows: 

1. Nothing that Montgomery said could involve any question 
of a prosecution under the AJjens Restriction Act. 
2. Montaomery's speech revealed a very definite bias against 
employers in general. I can onJy guess from seeing the man 
that be would be most likely to exhibit a similar bias in his 
lectwes at the University. If this is the case the students would 
most certainly be exposed to a most undesira.ble indoctrination, 
as I do not think be wou1d put the other pOint of view at all. 
3. The three support.en of the AU Trades Un ion AJliaoce arc 
dedicated subvenivcs. l am doubtful if they [arc suffideotly 
intelligent to]• carry much weight with their fellow employee.1, 
by whom they would be regarded, l would have thought, as 
mere 'hotheads'. 

N. P . Catchpole 

• These words are ensed In the ortgin11l. 
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Who is Dr Hyman? 

From the Deputy Manaclna Director of Automodvc Produda 
Ltd to the Vlce..chancellor 

J. B. Butterworth Esq., MA, JP 
University of Warwick 
Coventry 

Private and confidential 

Dcu Vice-Oance11or 

Automotive Product! Ltd 
Leamington Spa 
Tel: 2700 
Director's Office 

5 February 1969 

Further to our conversation, I enclose the documents referred 
to. The ooly additional information I can give is : 

1. The smaller document was distributed outside our works on 
3 t January by people that we believe to be students of the 
University. 
2. We sent a representative to the meeting on 3 February, at 
Coundoo Road, wbicb wa.s attended by only twenty-eight 
people. 
3. The longer doc:umcnt was distributed at that meeting, and 
Dr Hyman's talk was very much in line with its contents. 
4. We are not proposing to send anyone to the next meeting 
because we do not wish to draw attention to our interest in 
what is going on. 

I will, of course, let you lnow of any further developments 
that we hear about. 

Kind regards 
Yours sina:n:ly 
S. M. Parker 
Deputy Managing Director 

• .o.-6 
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An lllllla:ntd carbon of a Jetter from the Uohenfty to dte 
Dqnd:J M.a.n.q:ID& Director of Automotln Products Ud 

S. M. Parker Eoq. 
Deputy Managing Director 
Automotive Products Ltd 
Leamington Spa 
Warwick! 

Private and con/idt!ntial 

6 February 1969 

Thank you very much for your letter and contents. I am very 
sorry that it should have happened, but as you know we have 
no more control over what our people do in their spare time 
than you have. I shall be grateful, howe ... cr, i( µtcre are Lil)' 

further developments to le.now about them. 

From GUberf Hunt to tbe Vitt-Cllancellor 

J . D. Butterworth Esq. 
110 Ken.ilwonh Road 
C.Oventry 
Warwick.• 

Dear Jack 

P.O. Box 441 
Bowater House 
Knightsbridge 
London SWI 

7 February 1969 

Attached is a photo!tat of a lcaftct being handed out at our 
factory gates by some Warwick University students. 

I am sending th.is to your house as I don't think it ought to 
go to the University. 

Who, by the way, is Dr Richard Hyman? 

Sincerely 
Gilbert (Jigned) 
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Reject This Man 
From the Headnuwter of William Ellis School to tbe Tutor 
ror Adm.ladom, Fat::ulty of Science 

The Tutor for Admissiorui 
Faculty of Science 
University of Warwick 
Coventry 

Strictly confidential 

Dear Sir 

William Ellis School 
Highgate Road 
London NW5 

17 February 1969 

Michael Wolf, Course No. 37220, Molecular Science 

I write to you concerning the application for entry in 1969 of 
M. Wolf of this school. I find it neccssazy to add to the com· 
ments made on the UCCA entry form concerning his preoccu· 
pation with student po1iti'1 He is now a committee member of 
the London Schools Action Group, engaged in the organizing 
of pro~ts and demonstrations concerning school government, 
etc. _His name appeared io Tiu: Times Educational Supplc-
ment of JO January, expressing his intention to embark on 
militant action when ne<:essary. 

I felt it was important that you should be aware of this in 
miliog your decision. I would prefer this communication to 
be treated very confidentially, and should be pleased to receive 
your comments. 

Yours faithfully 
Sydney L. Baxter (signed) 
Headmaster 

(Wrilten at foot of letter: Reject Thll Mu. J.B.B. (signed).) 
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From 1be Regberar lo lb• Headmaster ol William Ellb School 

4 March i969 

.S. L. Baxter, MA 

Headmaster 
William Ellis School 
Highgate Road 
London NWS 

Personal· 

Dear Headmaster 

I am writing to acknowltdge your letter of 17 February, 
addressed to the Tutor for Admissions, regarding Michael 
Wolf. The Yice -Cbancellor has asked me to say how very 
much obliged we were to you for writing in this way. We really 
are most grateful to you. 

You may wish to know - privately - that the course seledor 
has decided not to make an offer in this case. But it will no 
doubt be a week o r two before the candidate hears of thls offi
cially through UCCA. 

Yours sincerely 
Registrar 

A Disturbing State of Affairs 
Sometime during 1M last ~ek of November 1969, at tM 
request of two school pupils, thru students (short·haired 
moles) from the Universi1y of Warwick stood outside the 
Abbey High School 'for Girb, Kenilworth, and dirtributed 
leoffcts concerning o muting of the Coventry Sch(J(JJ.s Action 
Union to be held at 42 High Street, Kenilworth, the homt of 
th ree oth er University students (two fe11UJ/e and one male). 

After the leaflets had been dislributed and the meeting hod 
been held, th~ Warwick students left the Schools Action Union 
toils own devices and 1hought no more obou.t the subject. 

TMy were thus somewhat surpn'.ied to find evidence, during 
the occupa1ion of the Regisrry, thai tMir mild involvement in 
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actloru which were by no me.ans lllegal had ctDJsed a fluny of 
activity in upper echelons of 1he Ertabllshment, the intent of 
which had been to pressurize the University into controlling 
these extra-campus octlvitles of its students. 

Row the confusion bdwecn the rwo separate groups of 
srudents arose is not clear. 

The uquence of lettn-s that follows, at first glan.te possibly 
rather trivial, points 10 some ·disturbing implications, which 
rue discussed in tM editols 'Personal Comment (p.146). 

From the Education Otllcer of Warwickshire to tile Vlce
Cbancdlor 

Personal 

1. B. Butterworth Esq .• MA, JP 

Vice-Chancellor 
University of Warwick 
Coventry 

Dear Mr Butterworth 

C. J. Cbencvix-Trench., MB!'!., MA 

County Education Officer 
Warwickshire County Council 
County Education Office 
22 Northgatc Street 
Warwick 

I December 1%9 

I enclose a copy of the paper banded out recently by the three 
studcotJ of the University to pupils coming out of the Abbey 
High School, Kenilworth. It was dictated to my secretary over 
the telephone today by Mr Fors~ and Mr Douty asked mo 
to send it to you. 

Y4?un sincerely 
C. J. CbeneviJ<-Trc11<b (signed) 
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Note: Alderman Douty is Oia.irman of the Warwickshire 
County Council Education Committee and a member of the 
University Council. 

b Your Scliool Democratic? 

Arc you allowed to express your views? 
Is your future life dependent on the whims of your head· 

master and staff (the headmaster must give a. report and refer· 
cnce for university, college a.nd first job). 

Arc school games, espe<:ially rugby, compulsory? Rugby 
football is often played just to keep up the school's reputation . 

JS TIU! CANE USED IN YOUR SCHOOL? 
Such punishment should be outlawed. It is a barbaric rem· 

naot of the brutality of the last century. Only Jn a few countries 
in the world are teachers allowed to w:e it. 

ARE YOU VICTIMIZED FOR UNORTilODOX 
APPEARANCES? 

Has your school petty rules about such things as length of 
hair, length of skirts and coats, tbe wearing of rings and nail 
varnish, make-up, style of shoes, the colour of socU, and other 
trivial matters completely unrelated to education? 

ARE YOUR SCHOOL SOCIETIES' NOTICES, PUBLI· 
CA TIO NS AND VIEWS CENSORED? 

Must school societies have official approval from the head· 
master? Arc you allowed to put up notices, posters, even ones 
connected with school activities, without permission? Does the 
headmaster censor all material going into the school magazine, 
the end result being a stereotyped publication? 

Above all , are you allowed to expre.u your thoughts without 
risking punishment? 

WHY IS EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE SO LOW? 
Why are qualified teachers after years of training o nly paid 

£18 a wcek:7 Why do so many classes have over Corty nupils.7 
Why arc education cuts being made left, right and centre? 

We support the teachers' str ike. 
All over the country Schools Action Union groups arc being 

set up. These arc groups of school students who arc ioterested 
in pressing for a better, more democratic education. 

ll you would like to di scuss the nature of your education or 
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POOOib!y form a Kcnilwo11h S<:booll Aelion Union. come to a 
moeting at 7.30 pm on Tuesday 2 December at 42 High Strec~ 
Kenilworth. PublisMd by the Coventry School& AcJion Unton. 

All llDllpod leHer from the Uakenlty to AldelTIUla H. H. C. 
DogQ-, Cbahmao oldie Wanricbhln Edacatloo Co111Dlittee 

Alderman H. H . C. Douty 
Nortbcnd 
Dunchurch 
NrRugby 

2 December 1969 

Thank you very much for letting me know so quickly about 
the distribution of a pamphlet outside the Abbey High School 
in Kenilworth. I received this morning a copy of the paper 
which was being handed out. Of the three persons you mention, 
Judith Condon and Ann Freud are members of the University. 
I have turned up their records this morning and you may be 
interested to know that in each case the bcadmist1es.s of the girl 
gave her an absolutely firat-clw reference. We have no recol
lection or the third, Julian Harber, having any connexion with 
the University. I am very dirtressed that this should have bap
l)(!ncd and have already spoken to the headmaster. If there aro 
any further instances I hope I shall be informed. 

As you may know. universities have no authority over 
students outside tbe Univenity. By law they are adult at the 
age of eighteen and will shortly receive the vote. As I said on 
the telephone, a Vioe·Chanc:ellor bu now by law no further 
influence over the outside activities of his students than the 
Managing Director of Rootes has over the outside activities of 
bis employees. However, I greatly sympathize with the head
master. I would like to be kept informed and if I can see an 
opportunity for taking action you may be sure I will do so. 

I notice that the paper which was distnDuted is alleged to be 
published by the COveatry SAU. Do you think it would be 
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worthwhile making inquirfe5 in Coventry? There may be more 
behind this than the action of a few :students. 

Note: F.arly in December a constituent of Dudley Smith, 
MP, wrote to Enoch Powell, MP, drawing attention to the 
leaftet Enoch Powell wrote to Dudley Smith, who in tum wrote 
to R. M. Willis, Clerk to the County Council, commenting that 
the letter, on the face of H, revealed a disturbing state of affain. 
The story at Warwick resumes early in January 1970. 

From the Warwkkshirc Education Officer to the Registrar 

D. W. Dykes Esq., MA 

The Resistrar 
The University of Warwick 
Coventry 

Personal 

Dear Mr Dyk .. 

C.1. Chencvix-Trench, MB!!, MA 
County Education Officer 
Warwicksttire County Council 
Education Office 
22 Northgate Sueet 
Warwick 

2 January 1970 

I enclose for your confid~nrial information a copy o( the cor
respondence with Mr Dudley Smith, M P, which we discussed 
today on the telephone, and a copy of my reply to the Clerk of 
the County Council. 

Yours sincerely 
C. J. Chenevix-Trench (signed) 
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From Ille WlllWldllhlrc Edac:adoa Olllccr to the Clull: ol. 
w ..... 1cbhlrc County Coundt 

ll. M. Willis 
Clerk. to the Council 

Dear Sir 

C. J. Chcnevix-Trcnch, MB E, MA 
County Education Officer 
Warwickshire County Council 
Education Office 
22 Northgate Street 
Warwict 

2 lanuary 1970 

Kenilworth Cutle High School 
Distribution of Leaflet 

In reference to your letter of 29 December, the following 
information will, I hope, enable you to reply to Mr Dudley 
Smith, MP. 

Councillor Forsyth (Kenilworth Second) drew Alderman 
Douty's attention to this incident t«>On after it happened. He 
was able to give Mr Douty the names of the three students 
who were di.striboting the leaflets, two of whom were under
graduates of the University of Warwick. The students were, 
accordi.ng to Mr Forsyth. not on the school premises, but just 
outside the gates on the public highway, when they handed out 
the lcaftet, 

Mr Douty spoke to the Vice·Oiancellor by telephone, and 
protested at the students' action. The Vice·Cbancellor ex
pressed great concern at the incident, since although lhc 
students appeared not to be in breach of the law or the Uni· 
ven.ity's regul1.tion8, they were clearly damaging the good 
name of the University. He promised to consider what action 
he could take. 

The Vice-Chancellor is now in India, and it is not pc>Ul"blc to 
ascertain what, if anything, be bas felt able to do. It is quite 
clear, however, that the University authorities arc placed in a 
difficult position U, as it seems, tbe Jtudenta have not pla.ccd 
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themselves within the reach of formal disciplinary measures. A 
false step couJd easily mak.e matters worse. 

I think myself that it must be left to the Vice-Chancellor'& 
judgement wbat, jf anything, can be done about th.is particular 
case. It has been made abundantly clear that he is much con
cerned and not disposed to dismiss it lightly, for obvious 
reasons. 

I would suggest, therefore, that Mr Dudley Smith might be 
informed that the Chairman of the Education Committee took 
the matter up personally with the Vicc·Chancellor at the time, 
and was satisfied that the University authorities took a serious 
view of the inciden t and would "consider how best to deal with 
it. There bas, so far as we know, been no similar incident since 
then, involving students of the University. If there bad been we 
would certainly have heard of it. 

I would be grateful for a copy of your reply to Mr Dudley 
Smith. 

Yours sincerely 
C. J. Cbenevix-Trench (signed) 

Extracts from the mlnuttl of "eekfy meedop of OIBctn of 
Council (no date) 

Jn the course of the meeting the Vice-Chancellor received a 
telephone call from Alderman Douty complaining that three 
girls had distributed leaflets outside the Kenilworth Abbey 
High School, calling a meeting of a 'Schools Action Group'. 
The girls. who were thought to be University of Warwick 
students, were named as Judith Condon, Ann Frued [sic} and 
Juliaoae [sic] Harber of 42 High Street, Kenilworth. It ap
peared that an angry parent bad telephoned Mr Forsyth. who 
was Chairman of the Governors of the Kenilworth Abbey 
High School. The Vic.e-Chancellor pointed out that Mr For~ 
syth had defended tbe University when the question of tbe 
County Council grant was discussed, and he was anxious that 
the name of the University should not be brought into dis· 
repute and the goodwill of the County Council Jost. Alderman 
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Douty, it wa.s clear, expected some a.cHon to be taken. The 
problem of taking action over an incident outside the Uni
versity, and not in contravention of University regulations, was 
discussed_ It was thought that the Vice-Chancellor might speak 
to Poullon about the incident, and possibly have a word with 
Mr Forsyth .... 

The Registrar reported on the news from Essex about Julian 
Harber, the third person, presumably, to have distributed 
Jeaftet! out.side Kenilworth High School in December; it 
raist:d the question of whether he wa~ qualified to take a higher 
degree at Warwick. It was suggested that candidates from 
Essex might be carefully screened in future. The VC asked for 
a note on the whole Kenilworth incident. The A VC to talk 
to police about 42 High Street, Kenilworth. 

The Growing Student Merux:es 
From one Vice-Chancellor to another ••• 

13 June 1967 

Personal 

I wonder whether you saw thi,. section of The Times Educa
tional Supplem~nt on Friday. Ts it not time that the un iversities 
went into action. on this matter? What worries me is politicians 
and others campaigning for student rights in universities when, 
if what they say is correct, their arguments would apply equally 
well to colleges of education and technical colleges. I am 
afraid of a situation in a few years' time in which the colleges 
of education and technical colleges retain control over their 
students, but because of pressure we shall give way more and 
more to student organizations, and the k.ind of behaviour 
which recenlfy occurred at LSE will be commonplace 
throughout universities in the land. Why is it that politicians 
and others arc always asking for student concessions in the 
univers.ities, and yet arc silent about colleges of education and 
technical colleges where, in my limited experience, students. are 
far ICM implicated in the government of their institutions. 
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Alain in my limlted experience, there arc a number of indua· 
trialists who are openly saying that they would prefer the pro
ducts of technical college! to those of universities becawe the 
students coming from technical colleges have a greater sense 
of discipline and upacity for loyalty, 

••• ad the reply 

15 June 1967 

Thank you very much for your letter and for the quotation 
from The Tinws EducaJional Suppl~ment which I bad seen. I 
would like to talk to you about this question. I devoted my 
Court speech this year with all the vigour I could to the ques
tion of the criticism of univen:itics as ivory towers, but these 
things only get a limited circulat.ioo. 1 am sure you are right 
aod that we ought to do something about the growing student 
men~. though I must say I am groping u to bow best to 
meet the situation. Perhaps we could carve out ten minutes a.t 
our next meeting. 

Youn evet 
(signed) 

An omfped carbon of a Jetter from the Unlvcnlty lo Profeaor 
Mil Belotl, Fellow of All Soult CoU.1e, Oxford 

Professor Max Bclo!f 
All SoW. College 
Oxford 

8 July 1968 

I am very 110rry that I have to go to America for three days 
and that we shall not be meeting until November. 

Io the meantime, thank you very much for sendiOg me a 
copy of your homily on universities and vice·chancellors. The 
real problem, at any rate in modern universities. is that vice-
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chancellors have rC$ponsibility without authority. Under the 
&tatutes and charters, the decisions are taken by Senate and 
Council, and the vicc--ehanceIJor wbo wants to be tough will 
never get the supporc that he ·need\. Under the statutes of War
wick: , and I expect ours are much the same u other univer
sities, Senate is required to regulate matters of discipline. No 
student can be expelled except by a vote of Senate. It is there
fore almost impossible for a vice·chanccllor to act on his own, 
because he will almost always be repudiated by the Senate, for 
in the discussion of those matters by Senates, inevitably the 
liberal-minded prevail because the academic is always reluctant 
to act in a crises fsic] . 

I very much agree with what you say and would add only 
one rider that in most of the univenities where serious trouble 
has occurred at the moment of crises [sic] the real difficulty ~ 
not the students but the staff who assist, advise, and indeed 
sometimes direct the activities of the extreme student group. 

We are taking legal advice about tenure of staff under the 
University statutes. fn most universities a member can only be 
dismissed for 'good cause', which is tightly defined . .Moreover, 
even if conduct of a member of stalI can be deemed 'good 
cause' removal must secure in Council a majority of not less 
lhan two-third,, of those present uid voting. On most councils, 
!he laymen tend to be less regular attcnd,rs than the academics 
and, in practice, 1 suspect it will be difficult in any particular 
instance to get the necessary two-th..i rds majority. However, let 
us talk about the whole problem in September, for by then we 
should have had the benefit of Council's (Counsel'1?] opinion. 
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An Inquiry about Reciprocal A"angements 
From a bmlneanau to Ole Vlce-Ol1111cellot 

J.B. Butterworth Esq., MA, JP 

University of Warwick 
Coventry 

Dear Mr Butterworth 

16 September 1964 

My family bave old business connexions i.n your area and I 
have seen the University's announcement in the August issue of 
The Director. I would be pleased to receive further details of 
your appeal and lo know what, if any, reciprocal arrangements 
can be· offered to the sons or daughters of dJrectors or em· 
ployecs whose firms contribute to the welfare of the Univer· 
sity; the establishment of which has brought great pleasure to 
the Wstrict. 

For example, I have a (ch.ild] wbo bas just passed (four sub
jects] in grades two or three, [one] in four and [one] in six. 
Would [it) have any prospect of entering the University il [it] 
took any, and if so what, A-levels? And one of my co-directors 
bas a son three or four years younger, who wou1d probably be 
interested in sending him to our oew University. 

I shall be interested to hear from you further. 

Yours &iocereJy 
(signed) 

Note: Name and address withheld. The correspondent's child 
was admitted to the University. There is no evideoce whatever 
that this admittance was in any way improper. This letter is 
included because it illustrates dramatically the kind of attitude 
to a unjversity that ooe businessman see~ to consider reason
able and natural. 



Long-Haired Louu 

From a Fou.odMdon to tbe Vke-CbaaetUor 

J. 8 . Butterworth, MA, JP 

The University of Wa.rwick: 
Coventry 
Warwicks 

Dear Vice-ChanccUor 
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3 December 1968 

Thank you very much indeed for sparing me so much of your 
time when I visited the University yesterday, and thank you 
again for the most enjoyable lunch. 

I was very interested to see round this wonderful new Uni· 
vcnlity and bow glad I was to see the fruia of British work
manship in such excellent builclinp. 

However, I cannot say that I was impressed by your 
students; bow sad it is to see these long-ha ired 1outs wear
ing jeans and sandals ftopping around in such splendid sur
roundings. What a pity you cannot order them to wear some 
aort of uniform - if only a cap acd gown. 

I look forward to hearing from you, in due course, with your 
approach to the foundation for funds towards your new audi
torium - al least I think this is what we decided it should be 
called. 

Yours sincerely 
(signed) 

An umlped carbon of a 1dter from the Unlnnlty to R. J. 
Kerr-Muir, Trnnucr of the Unlnntty and a Director of 
Courtaulda, concernina this Jetter, rontalnecl tbe followina 
romment: 

l agree very much with him (c-xcept for caps and gowns) and 
thought you shouJd sec the view of someone wbo was visiting 
the University for the first time, first the approval of the archi
tecture, and I grow tired o! the dmegatioo [sic] of the an;:hitect 
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by staff and students aJike, and secood h.i!I views about student!. 
l still think we are giving too much away to them, not only in 
Warwick but in universities generally. 

Students and Stall 
From E. P. TbomP90n to all academ.Jr: •• 

To all academic .rtaf} 

Dear Colleague 

Centre for the Study of Sotial History 
University of Warwick 

12 February 70 

At about 8.30 pm la.st night I was rung by a student in the 
Registry, who infonnod me that a n important document had 
come to light in a file in an unlocked office which related to my 
former colleague in the Centre for the Study of Social History, 
Professor David Montgomery of the University of Pittsburgh. 

You wilJ recall that David Mootgomery was seconded to us 
for two years (1967-9) at Senior Lecturer in the History of 
American Labour, through the kind offices of the American 
Council of Learned Societies, wh.icb provided the funds for 
initiating this new field of study at Warwick University. 

Without ma.king aay judgement as to the propriety of ia· 
spccting files, I felt it necessary to go to the Registry and in
spect the document. 

I was shown two documents which - having read - I ab
stracted from the file . I now hold them, and wil1, if required, 
place them in the custody of the Association of University 
Teachers. The documents are fully copied and attached to this 
letter. 

The following commenU may be made: 
Professor Montgomery is a scbolar of distinction and, in in

viting him to take up this post, the University took. the advice 
of eminent academic advisers in the United States. He accepted 
a cut in both salary and status to come here, worked at the 
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fuOest stretch while here - playing an active part both in the 
Centre and in the School of History - serving on the Board 
of Arts and on several Unfversity committees - advising th·e 
library on purchases. and initiating the successful MA course 
in Comparative Labour History. As an expert in labour move
ments he was also invited to attend or to address several meet
ings of trade unions and Labour Party bodies . 

What might surprise the Coventry City Labour Party and the 
Coventry Trades Council is that our Vice-Chancellor has been 
in receipt of private reports of sucb events. If the Un.plication 
of these documents ·is that some person was meditating depor
tation proceedings against Dr Montgomery, then I have little 
doubt that you will be as astonished 33 I am. 

I am suggesting to the Secretary of the AU T that be might 
wish to call an early meeting to discuss the further implications 
of this matter. 

Youn sincerely 
E. P, Thompson 

Statement lamed of morion• pueed at an Informal mttd.nl ol 
staff on 13 February 1970 

I. This meeting deplores the keeping of political documents on 
staff and &tudents and demands the immediate destruction of 
any such documents now in existence. 

Ths meeting further demands a solemn pledge that on 
receipt of such information in future from outside the Univer· 
sity it should be sent to the member of the University con· 
cerned and further that the University should inform the sen· 
ders of the infonnation of its action~ and say that it will not 
be intere..ted in receiving such information again. 
2. Th.is meeting nevertheless extends its goodwill to all parties 
involved in the curn:nt disturbance and retain.<;. an open 
mind on the i!Sues involved until a proper inquiry can be 
inst ituted. 

It also expresses its willingness to cooperate in any con· 
11tructive attempt to develop and 5trengthen the University. 
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Sbltement rez:udJ01 recent events Reel by the Senate foUow .. 
!ni lb Dlfft!ng of 14 February 1970 

Senate condemn~ the disruption of the work of the University, 
the physical damage, the breaking open of confidential files and 
the intimidation of administrative !ltafl which occurred at the 
recent sit-in. 

As a tiP;t priority, in order to re';torc the normal working 
order of the University, an injunction has been sought and ob
tained against a number of named individuals. 

Charges will be made against persons who appear to have 
gone beyond the boundl of tolerable behaviour and to have 
committed grave di"iplinary offences. (Charges against stu· 
dents are beard by a DiscipHne Committee of five mem
bers, two of whom are students. The procedure gives full 
opportunity to those concerned to defend themselves and 
be represented, and to appeal against the decisions of the 
committee.) 

Senate is concerned that there i:i djsquict about the retention 
of information received by the Univenity about the political 
activities of members of staff and students, and has unaoi· 
mously asked the Oiainnan of Council to invite the Chanctl· 
for, the Viscount Radcliffe, to inquire into the procedures 
followed with regard to such information. The Chancellor bas 
agreed to hold the inquiry as a matter of urgency. 

Senate has set up a committee to consider the methods by 
which guarantees can be given that no improper use is made 
of political information received by the Univers.ity, and that 
in particular unsolicited information of this kind can be dis· 
closed to the person concerned. 

Senate fully realizes the importance of adequate social build
ings to lbe life of everyoae in the University. It welcomes the 
Council's recent decisions as the basis for the planning of social 
buildings and hopes that the detailed plans aod a settlemeot of 
policy for adminjstration, which are task! requiring the co
operation of staff and students, will go forward with all due 
speed. 

Senate is treating as a matter of urgency the need to achieve 



Documents 127 

a radical improvement in cooperation and understanding 
with.in the University. 

D . W. Dyk .. 
Registrar 

ProCffd.lnp of Unloo General Meeting. 16 Fd>roary 1970 

Copy of telepam. sent to Mr Davld Moota001ery 

We. the largest meeting ever held of the students and staff of 
the University of Warwick, extend to you our apology for the 
contemptible evidence that has come to Ught as to private re
ports being d iscovered in the University files upon your poli
tical activities and opinions. We assure you that we knew 
nothing of this matter, utterly deplore it, and will do all we 
can to ensure that such incidents will not recur. 

Motions pmsed 

1. This meeting regrets any distress, fear or anxiety which may 
bave inadvertently been caused to the clerical staff during tho 
occupation of the Registry. But reiterates its demands that no 
disciplinary action or legal charges be brought. 
2. Th.is meeting: 
a. Rejects the statement of the recent meeting of Senate (14 
February 197Q). 
b. Deni~ the moral right of the prei;ent University Administra
tion to bring any charges whatsoever against staff and student!! 
involved in recent events . 
c. Expresses the urgent demand for a public inquiry into rec.ent 
events and the administration of the University, to be con
ducted by an authority completely independent of the Uni
venity and it! connexions. 
d. Supports the demand for an integrated social building under 
staff /student control. 
3. This meeting of staff and students calls for a public ioquiry 
into: 
a. The structure, government and finance of the Univenity, 
in~luding the exercise by th~ Vic:e..cbanceUor of his: adm.ini· 
stntive powers. 
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b. All the allegations of improper conduct of members of the 
University Council. 
c. The untj) now uninvestigated resignation of the last Rcgi. 
strar and two o( his senior assi!tants. 
d. The character and source of information as to the c~tra~ 
academic activities of members of the University which are 
believed to be held in University files. 
4. TIW meeting pro~s that the studcnt!l of the University 
intend. to start a peaceful and orderly nationwide campajga to 
persuade the Privy Council to allow the majority membershlp 
of the University Council to consist of democratically elected 
staff and student representatives, and tbat the lay membership 
of the Council should represent the whole community. 

It further proposes that the Senate and Vice-Olancellor 
should declare that they would be in sympathy with the aims 
of such a campaign. 
5. -1n the light of recent events and with respect to the possi~ 
bility of _prosecution of c:ertaia members of the Union within 
two weekJ, this meeting demands that the proposed Union 
Legal Aid Fund be set up immediately. 

There were at least 850 staff ond studt!nts present and voting 
at this meeting_ 

Notee for a sptteh by Profe•n D. B. A. Epstein oo 16 Feb
ruary 1970 at a mettln1 of students and Ital of the UnJvenlty 
or Warwick 

Members of the Universjty 

The sit-in and its consequences have had the effect of remov
ing a tremendous amount of restraint on what I feel free to 
say. Oiairmen of Departments are inevitably inhibited in say
ing what they really feel. It is only under conditions of pub-
licity such as these we have at the moment that one can feel 
safe from retaliation. Even so my colleagues can conftnn that 
I have only decided to make this apccch with a considerable 
degree of trepidation. 

Let us go back to 1 S November 1963, when the draft charter 
and statutes were agreed by the Vicc-Cbancetlor and nine of 
the original professors. These bad been circulated to the 
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professors only two days earlier. They were agreed with only 
minor amendments . The statutC3 give the Vice..cbancellor the 
power to refuse to admit any person a.s a student of the Uni
versity without assigning any reason. At the Senate meeting on 
Saturday the Vic.e·Chanccllor stated that he could remember 
exercising this power on only two or three occasions. I find 
unacceptable the exercise of this power on any occasion. 

Let us now consider the origins of the sit-in - that is, the 
University's policy on social buildings. As far back aa Novetn· 
her 1967 a Union General Meeting voted unanimomly in 
favour of a Union Building. On 7 November 1967 the Uni· 
versity Council discussed the Union Building iuuc and on 5 
December 1967 the Council reached the flrrt of its final deci· 
s.ions on this question . The decision of Council wu against 
having a building under Union c.ootcol. Council thus con
sciously and deliberately ftouted the .Assembly, which it knew 
would be having an emergency meeting s.i:x days lat.er. At that 
meeting of Assembly there were seventy-on& votes in favour 
of a building under student control and thirteen against. On 
6 February 1968 the Council insulted As.1embly with the fol· 
lowing minute : 

Thilt any opinion expressed by Assembly could not con.strain 
Coundl in any way, but that such opinions might carry more 
weight if it was clear that all tac.cu of any case had been fully 
considered. 

On 19 February 1968 the Policy and Development Commit
tee of Council set up a Working Party on Social Structuro. 
By coincidence almost ·au tbe members of this Working Party 
had declared their opposition.to a Union Building. 

The Working Party met sixteen times and reported to Senate 
on 12 June 1968. At the Senate meeting four alternative pro
posals were voted on by a series of votes. In an attempt to 
ensure that the academic view would prev~l, it bad been pro
viously agreed by members of Senate that the final vote would 
be n~m. con. At the end of a series of votes Socate decided by 
thirteen votes to none in favour of a Union Building under 
student control. This was a vital meetiog and the minutes of 
the meeting were vital. On 26 June 1968 Senate correcte<l a 
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serious error in the minutes. However, on the day before, 
Council bad met and taken its second final decision against a 
Union Builclin,, using the incorrect minutes as a basis for ita: 
decision. 

Well, the whole business goe3 on and on, so J won't go into 
the excruciating detail. A number of points can however be 
made: 

1. In my view C.Ouncil bas usurped the power of Senate io this 
maner. The relevant statute says that Council should ·provide 
and maintain the buildings'. This statute bas been. let us say, 
broadly interpreted. By what right do lay members of Council 
tell us bow to allocate space between students and staff in a 
social building? 
2. After more lhao two ycan of equivocation, evasion and 
error by the CounciJ and the Vice-Chancellor, student opinion 
was unden:tandably restive. I now feel most unhappy and in
deed resentful that Senate, which has in the put bad a reason
ably good line on the Union Building issue, has been brougbt 
into confrontation with the students. Let the responsibility. lie 
with tbosc wbo created the situation. 

Fqr the above reasons J support the demand for an indepen· 
dent inquiry into tbe management of th.is Univen;ity. If we 
have such an inquiry I would be glad to produce a number of 
examples from my confidential files of what I regard as serious 
abuses ia the runnio,g o( this University. 

Amended nodce from Lord RadcliJfc 

19 February 1970 

I have been invited by the Chalnnan of the Council of the 
University to inquire into the procedures that have been fol· 
towed in the University with regard to receiving and retaining 
information about poUtical activities of the staff and of stu
dents . I have also been requested to take within the scope of 
my inquiry any allegations brought to me of improper adminJ. 
strative conduct within the University. Tue invitation has been 
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made at the unanimous request of the Senate, and, as it is 
obvious tbat the question of these procedures is .regarded as 
one of urgent importance. I have promised to undertake the 
inquiry. 

To carry this out I have to inform myself of certain mat
ters; bricfiy. in what ways such information comes into the 
possession of the University, what is done with it when re
ceived, and what, if any, use of it is made for any purpose of 
the University, 

Much of this I can find out from University officials. But, 
in view of the rfuquiet that has arisen on this subject, I shall 
not be content unless I know that every person in the Univer
sity who feels that he has any information or comments to 
contribute or any matter to complafo of has had an opportu
nity of getting in touch with me direct and putting any rele
vant material before me. 

I think that it will be most convenient for everyone if I 
nominate some place outside the University itself where such 
complaints or information can be lodged, together with aoy 
stipp<>rting evidence. I have ae<:orWngly asked Mr John Penn, 
of the firm of Messrs Rotherham & Co .• Solicitors, of 8 The 
Quadrant, Coventry. to act as my secretary for this purpose. 
I shalt be obliged if anyone wishing to communicate with me 
will do so through Mr John Penn at that address. 

Radcliffe 

Injunctions and tM Press 

Tbe lnjuncdon 

In the High Court of Justice 
Queen's Bench Division 

Between the Univenity of Warwick PlainJi01 
and 

[21 names] Defmdantl 

1970 T No. 840 

Upon bearing Counsel for the Plaintiffs u parte it I1 ordered 
that the Def cod.ants [21 names] and each of them: 
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1. By 9.00 am on Friday l3 February 1970, or withln tl).irty 
minutes after service of this order whichever is the later, do 
give up occupation of and leave the building known ns the 
Administration Building and Registry in the University of 
Warwick. 
2. Be restrained until further order by themselves, their ser
vants or agents or otherwise from re-entering the s.a.id Ad.mini· 
stration Building and Registry save for such purposes as the 
PlaintiHs permit them in accordance with the 1tatutes and 
usages of the University so to do, 
3. Be restrained until further order by themselves, their ser
vants or agents or otherwise from entering upon or occupy
ing or otherwise using a.ny part of the buildings or premises of 
the Plaintiff! save for such purl)Oses as they are pcnn.iued by 
the statutes and usages of the University so to do. 
4. Be restrained until further order by themselves, their ser
vants or agents or otherwise from further damaging any part 
o( the Plaintiffs' buildings or premises or any property o( tho 
Plaintiffs thereon, or otherwise harming the same. 
S. By 9.00 am Friday 13 February 1970, or within thirty 
minutes of tbc service of this order whichever is the later, de
liver to the Plaintiffs all such books, papers or docume~ts of 
whatsoever kind as the defendants have removed from the 
Administration Building and Registry in the University of 
Warwick:, including all copies of any such document!, and be 
restrained by themselves, their servanu or ageots or otherwise 
from removiog or copying a.oy further such documenh, 
6. Forthwith be restrained by them.selves, their servants or 
agents or olherwisc from publishing or otherwise in any way 
disclosing the contents of or making any use of any documents 
removed by the defendants from the Administration Buildins 
or Registry in the University of Warwick, or any copies of 
any such documents, or of any other cunfidcntial documents 
the property of the Plaintiffs. 

N orice 

If you, the within-named Defendants, neglect to obey all or any 
of the orders recited in paragraphs 1 or S of this order, or if you 
disobey all or any of the orders recited in paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 
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6 of this order. you will be li•ble to pro<eo. of exo<utiou for the 
purpose of compelling you to obey the same. 

[In handwriting] Leave to Plaintiffs to serve this order, if neces· 
sary, by substituted service either by communicating the words 
therein to tbe Defendants by loud-hailer or by leaving a copy 
of it in the Administration and Registry. 

12.2.70 

TM Times third leadu, ll Febru.ary 1970 

The Equity of Injunctions 

An important que.stioo of law has arisen in the case of tho 
Warwick UWversity injunctions. In the course of a student sit
in various confidential documents belonging to the University 
were taken. The University was granted an ex pane injunction 
to prevent any use being made of these documents by the stu
dents who had removed them. It is established law that such an 
injunction not only restrains those who are party to it but any
one who with knowledge of the injunction takes action wbich 
would have the effect of frustrating the injunction. 

In this case a student at Sussex University who was in no 
way involved in the sit -in at Warwick appears to have been 
referred to in one of the documents. The gist of the matter is 
that his headmaster, in a confidential letter, told Warwick Uni· 
versity about this student's connexion with the London Schools 
Action Group and. as a rem1t of that, Warwick University 
decided not to admit him as a student. 

This student natwally feels that an injustice was done to him 
and that his political activities should not have been made the 
subject of a report to a University where he was seeking en. 
trance. This is o bviously a perfectly reasonable complaint on 
!Us part . Some will feel that the headmaster exercised bis dis· 
crction legitimately and others that he did not, but no one can 
maintain that the &ludent in question is not an interested party. 
It is perhaps no damage to end up at Sussex University rather 
that at Wa.rwick, but it is fortuitous that be received no last· 
i:Dg damage. In fact Sussex bad been hi! first choice. 

What is really disturbing is that the legal advice given to 
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Tm Times is that no one who is not a party to an injunction 
can apply to have it removed or appeal against jt, even tbough 
the effect of the injunction may be to restrain him from rais
ing matters of great importance to himself. This seems on the 
face of it to be unjust; a doctrine that anyone who is inhibited 
from action by an injunction is oeverthe1e.n not a party to that 
injunction seems in itself inherently inequitable. Apart from 
the injustice that may or may not have been done to tbe young 
man in question, a very important point in law bas been raised. 

Blrmlngliam Post 'Comment', l4 February 1.J70 

The R.;ght to Publish 

Until the weekend the affair of the confidentiaJ files at War
wick University involved simply bow the University chose to 
deal witb information it received about the activities of staff 
and students- an important enough issue in all conscience. 

Since then the University has contrived, by its misconceived 
reference of the issoe to the Press Council. to bring into que.1-
tion another issue of major public importance - the right to 
publish. 

Nearly a fortnight ago students occupied the Registry at the 
Uoiversity and found various . confidential documents in the 
files. One, said to have been written by the Secretary of Rootes 
Moton, related to an American professor and suggested that 
his students might be exposed to 'a most undesirable indoctrina· 
tion'. There were other documents too. They seem to us to raise 
a Centra l issue of public importance. Precisely for this rea.wn 
we decided tO publish them, even though we deplored the way 
in which they had been revealed. 

The University obtained an injunction against a number of 
named students preventing them from publishing the docu
ments. It did not apply to us; and we have not been in touch 
with any of the named students. The documents, indeed, have 
been quite widely circulated. 

The University has now written to the Press Council setting 
out what bas happened and naming the Birmingham Post, the 
Covtntry Evening Teltgraph and New Society. A spokesman 
Wd no complaint bad been made. 'We hope that newspapers 
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wil1 be advised by the Press Council not to publish any further 
confidential information; he said. 

This displays a misunderstanding of the Press Council's 
function . It considers complaints about the Press. or about the 
conduct of persons and organizations towards the Press. It does 
not advise newspapers on how to act in particular circum
stances. It would get short shdft from the Birmingham Post 
- and most of the Press- if it tried. 

But the University bas done much worse than display an 
ignorance of procedure. It bas had a remedy open to it ever 
since the first of our reports giving details of disturbing infor
mation revealed in the files . It could have sought an in junction 
to prevent any further publication by us. We should have 
fought the case vigorowly, fortified by the comments of Lord 
Denning, Master of the Rolls, when the Sunday Ti~.1 con
tested an attempt to prevent it publishing an article about a 
report made by a public relations consultant to the Greek 
goveramcnt. Lord Denning said: 

There are some sphere.a of activity in which the public concern ia 
such thllt the ncwspapcni, the Prcs.t and indeed everyone may be 
entitled to make it pubtic - in the concern of all The freedom of 
speech and el"prcssion i1 lhe foundation of that If they a~ guilty 
of libel, or breach of confidence, or breach of copyright. that can 
be determined in the action hereafter, and the damages awarded 
against them. 

The University ha.s avoided this direct confrontation. Tt hu 
not even made a complaint to w. Instead it bas sought to 
silence the Post by indirect means, by recourse to a voluntary 
body like the Press Council with what ll a compla.i.nt in e11cct., 
but not a complaint in name. 

The University of Warwick: would do well to stop this use
less and unbecoming struggle to keep from the public what the 
public plainly bas a right to know. The University must recog
nize that it is not a closed community. It must accept that the 
public may have a concern in how it runs ita affaln. The dis· 
clo.sw:cs have been dis.agreeable, and have been made dis
agreeably; but out of them, out of the inquiry being made by 
Lord Radcliffe, the Chancellor of ttte University, may come an 
understanding of what is involved i.n this complex is.sue of 
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academic freedom. We have already said that the studeDts 
1tand in need of this. So, too, judging by its suppressive &etivi· 
ties since the sit-in, does the University itself. 

The Tyzack Report, 24 May 1968 
Para. 24. Ta.ken as a whole, the University is certainly ineffi
cient by normal commercial or industrial standards: it is in
efficient in its dcd.sion-making proccssc:5, in its administrative 
structure, and in many of its administrative practices. Some 
pUts of the machine run with commendable smoothoess and 
economy of effort, notably in the library and in the sections of 
the Registry dealing with routine procedures such as ad.mis· 
sioru, staff recruitment and internal examinations; but these 
areas are outbalanced by cumbersome and timc-wuting pro· 
cedurcs in parts of the Finance Office, very inefficient use of 
the excellent computer facilities offered by the City of 
Coventry, unduly lavish procedures in the pans of the Registry 
dealing with committee work, failures of communications and 
a good deal of inefficiency in the catering department, general 
lack of supervision aod coordination in what might be termed 
the 'bomekccping' side of the University (which includes mat· 
ters such 85 the admini1tration of halls of residence, porters and 
cleaners), and undue absorption of the time and eoergy of 
many members of the academic staff in serving a ponderous 
and indecisive committee system . . .. 
Para. 28. Finally, we come to a matter which lie! on tbe fringe 
of our brief only, since it is largely concerned with imponder
ables and matters of judgement in the academic sphere. It 
seem§ difficult for w to ignore its existence, however, since it 
involves the expenditure of large sums of money. Roughly half 
the Univenity's annual expenditure on income account is de
voted to paying the sala.ries of the academic staff. It is difficult 
to envisage economies in this sphere which do not involve an 
increase in the ratio of students to academic staff, or an in· 
crease in the proporti~n of lower-paid senior staff. 
Para. 29. Clearly only marginal changes in teaching costs can 
be expected, unJes5 th're is a countrywide change of view in 
universities, for oo university alone could embark. on revolu-
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tionary changes in academic structure. Nevertheless, marginal 
. improvements are pMSiblc and should be actively sought at 
Warwick: in the Jong-term interests of the University, which for 
many rca.sons demandli ex.pans.ion far beyond its present siu:. 
Such expansion will for the time being depend critically on the 
next quinquennial allocation of funds by the Univenity Grants 
Committee, and there would be an obvious advantage if the 
University were able in present conditions of Treasury strin
gency to prove that its academic cost.a were competitive. Aca
demics tend to be idealists, and they find any conftict between 
the ideal and the pragmatic correspondingly distasteful In the 
long-term jnterests of the Univenity, however, an unduly rigid 
attitude at the present time may well defeat its own objects; we 
suspect it might be wiser to bend a little before the financial 
wind and fight back later .. .. 
Fara. 35. The appoiatmcnt of a senior administrator of high 
calibre, who could provide the University of Warwick with the 
same degree of competence as would be found at key positions 
in a well-run business, appears to us to be the moil important 
single s.tep which the University couid take towards putting its 
house in order. The need for such. an appointment is making 
itself felt already in many ways. 
Para. 36. The Vice-Oiancellor's energies are at present quite 
clearly being dissipated by too deep an involvemeat in malteJ'1 
of day-to-day administration. Despite this involvement, how
ever, our report as a whole shows how many administrative 
problems still remain to be solved. To say this is not intended 
in any sense to be read as a criticism of the Vice-Chancellor, 
but as a statement of the facts of bis position. 
Para. 37. The Vice-Chancellor has a vital role to play in main
taining the momentum and the quality of the University's 
growth and in nurturing its reputation for high academic 
achievement. He also bas an external role which is no Jess im
portant; he has to represent bis University in the outs.ide 
world, fostering its interests in the highest circles, attracting 
financial support, and enhancing its status by playing a part ln 
the public life of the University world at large both in.side and 
outside the United Kingdom. His image is its image .... 
Para. 41. It will be observed that our suggested terms of 
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reference for thill appointment are designed to avoid giving 
the Administration any additional voting rights on academic 
committees. UnJess Counci l so determines, moreover, the post 
of Deputy Vicc..Chapccllor would not carry security of tenure; 
the reasoniog here is that th.is is primarily an administrative 
appointment, and we see no reason why it should not be 
treated by Council in the same way as a board of directors 
would treat the appointment of a General Manager. Alter
natively, if security of tenure is to be offered (aod this may 
become necessary in order to attract a suitable candidate), 
we recommend that this sbouJd not operate until the end of 
a twe>-year probationary period. It seems important to \l.! 

that Council should be able to reconsider its appointment 
to the post of Deputy Vicc..Cbairman in the light of early 
e:ii:perience, for the qualities required of the holder are not 
such u can be assessed with certainty at an interview, or 
even from his past experience. A man who bas proved com· 
petent in many normal managerial situations might neverthe· 
less fail in the special conditions of a university. Some un
sw:pected trait might prove politically divisive or personally 
antipathetic to academic staff to a degree calling for termina· 
lion of the ap)Xlintment while there was still time to avoid a 
disastrou.'i commitment. .. . 
Para. 44. We have mentioned already the title of a new post, 
tentatively called that of the Steward, which we think it es.sen· 
tial to create at a senior leve l. diro:tly answerable to the 
Deputy Vice-Otancello r. The Steward would take over from 
the Finaoce Officer the entire domestic administration of the 
University, comprising the 'hotel·kecping' functions (i .e. cater
ing, the administrations of the balls of residence and social 
building) and a wide misccllaneow sector which includes such 
matteN as porters, internal mail, transport services, cleaning, 
and printing and stationery. 
PQJ'a . 45. The 'hotel·kccping' function will soon include 11. 

substantial bwiness operation with an annual turnover well in 
exce.u of £100,000. namely that of accommodating vacation 
conferences and possibly tourist parties. The remaining mis· 
cella.n~l.13 sector of general a dministration is a1so becoming 
substantial, aud will employ a greatly expanded staff if the 
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propcm1I to nm 1 cleaninr .icrvice inllfcad of r:mploying con. 
tractors is accepted. It appears to have been an historical a.c.ci. 
dent that either sector should have become a responsibiUty of 
the Finance Officer; be has not got the time to administer- it 
effectively, nor is it appropriate that he should operate a sys
tem which he has the duty of controlling financially .... 
Para. 73. lt seems to us that at the University of Warwick:, tho 
committee system of government is in danger of running riot 
We have been told that democracy has a special place in Uni
versity life, and that there is con~tant political pressure from 
the rank. and file of the academic staff claiming the right not 
only to be consulted more but to 'have a hand in decision
mak.iog', The result in practice is already an amorphous and 
tUne-wasting system which has led to ni:cdleuly protracted 
argument, dilatoriness in the taking of decisions, uncertainty 
regarding the effective centres or power and action, and at 
times to conl'Hcts or policy and incompatibility of decisions. 
The system, moreover, has shown itself to be capable of manj. 
pulation, partly because references to committees without 
executive powers can generally be relied on to devHal.iz.e UD· 
welcome proposals or hold up action indefinitely. 
Pora. 74. Sooner or la ter, the University of Warwick will have 
to come to terms with the age-old connict between democratic 
principles and effective government. In its early days, the 
policy of allowing everybody to have h.is say in nearly every 
ca.we and problem was workable. At it& pr~nt size, the result· 
ing system of committees and debating forums is a source of 
inefficiency. Tue aystem is fa.st running to seed as continuous 
play is given to the instinct to form a new committee for every 
n'cw problem. The tendency, moreover, is to give such com· 
mittees powers only to discuss, to consider, to advise, and even 
to consider the desirability of advising; all too often, they 
then report to an existing committee whose Own tenru of 
reference are themselves advisory ooly . We believe that the 
time has come when the University must not only call a halt to 
th.is pr<>CCM but actively set about the streamlining of its exist· 
ina system. 
Para. 75 . One of the wont features of the present committee 
aystcrn results from the combination of an absence of effective 
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delegation of powers, an absence of representational functions 
on higher committees, and overlapping committee member· 
ship. A battle lo!t by an individual on a working party can be 
renewed by him on the sponsoring commjtte.e itself, and re· 
newed again in Senate or Council or both of them if the deci· 
sioo again goes agaimt him. If he is tenacious, be may even 
succeed in getting a matter referred back down the line for 
further intcnninable argument, with the certainty that it will 
have to returo by the same route before an effective decision 
can be taken. 
Para. 76. It is not only time and i.ncisiveness a.s such that is Jost 
when -a committee system proliferates. Time costs public 
money. Committees absorb not only the energies of salar.icd 
members of the academic staff whose primary function is sup
posed to be teaching and research, but also tbe time of the 
Registry staff who have to service the committees. Every time a 
committee talks and reports in11tead of taking action therC arc 
new committee papers to be written, new Hoods of stationery 
to members ol superior committees (some members of which 
get the same paper a second time as members of the reporting 
c.ommittcc), new demands on filing time and shelf space. 
Para. 77. Significantly, and rather unexpectedly, a surprising 
number of senior but relatively d.iseofrancbjscd members of the 
academic staff obviously accept the necessity that in certain 
controversial areas as well as matters of day-to-day detail the 
last word should lie with a small body having effective powcn 
of decision. Even more significantly, however, this accept
ance was qualified by tbe demand that they themselves should 
over the years bave as good a chance as anyone else of serving 
their turn on the committees which matter. They were prepared 
to live with the suspicion, however justified or unjustified, that 
tbose on the most powerful bodies could influence decisions in 
favour of their own departments; but only if they had their 
owa opportunity of redressing the balance in due course. 
Para. 78. In practice, we . believe that responsibility tends to 
come with powers of decision; it is in the committees' bearing 
oo oous of action that irresponsibility Hourishes. Our recom
mendations arc tailored accordingly: a greater degree of dele
gation and more rotation a.re both recommended. We cannot 



Documents 141 

emphasize too strongly. however, th.llt whatever. 11. committee's 
area of authority it has no power to seek implementation 
otherwise than through the Vice·Chancellor, unles.s the latter 
chooses to allow the committee to act directly on his bcbaJf .. .. 
Para. J 16. There are a number of disturbing features in the 
situation. Of these, perhaps the most potentially daDgerous one 
is the tendency towards a set of attitudes and practices similar 
to those found in negotiations between employers and trade 
unionists. The Student Liaison Committee has no powers aod 
no positive, constructive functions. It is intended lo be a 'forum 
for discussion, but there are strong pressures on both sides 
tending to make it an arena for confrontation. The Students' 
Council, Uke the executive e-0mmittee of a trade union, dis
cusScs its grievances and oomes forward with demands; the 
Vice-ChanceJlor's Committee, like the negotiating committee 
of an employers' a..sociation, concerts its own attitixle and then 
faces the student! with a solid front in the Liaison Committee. 
There seems to be in this system an open invitation to the 
development of a series of embattled positions. 
Para. J 17. This situation would be undesirable in any circum
stances. It is doubly dangerous, however, in circumstances 
where students have genuine grievances as they have at the 
University of Warwick. If the seeds of oonfUct are there , and 
the machinery is such as to invite confrontation instead of 
coopcratioo, it wilt only be a matter of time before a genuine 
issue can be raised to red heat by extremist elements and theo 
used as a pretext for demands whlch would not normally re
ceive the backing of the preponderantly sensible mass of stu
dents. 
Para. 118. One reason why we feel that the studenta have 
genuine grievances is that we had the opportunity of seeing 
some things through their eyes when we Uved for three months 
in Rootcs Hall. This not only meant that we shared their ser: 
vices and facilities but met them naturally in rela:x:ed and 
social circumstances. 
Para. 119. We informed the Vice-Chancellor of our own ob· 
scrvations on some of the conditions in Rootes Hall, but more 
important than the detail is the fact that the students do have 
grievances. Many of these can no doubt be explained away. 
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u, for example, the wid~prcad c::onviction that the catering 
services are run at a profit by outside contractors. But the fact 
that grievances, whether real or imagined, exist is a cause for 
concern. Moreover, while objective grievances of this kind are 
a continual irritant it is our impression that there is a more 
fundamental grievance of a largely subjective nature. 
Para. 120. Taking the academic staff as a whole, they 5eem to 
the students to be remolc from and even indifferent to the stu
dent population. The tutor system i! working wcU; but in 
general it seems to provide almost the only effective contact 
between the students and the staff apart from practical work in 
the laboratories and limited bridgc.s being built by one or two 
membcn of staff in the student houses and balls of residence. 
Para . 121. One member of the Registry staff bas done a lot for 
the students, partly through his registry activities and partly 
because of his interest in team gam~. But most of the teach· 
ing staff disappear from lbe campus wben lectures are over, 
leaving the scene to portcn, barmen and students . 
Para. 122. It can o( course be claimed with some justice that 
teaching staff are not there to be nunemaids; they have their 
own wivea aod [amHies to consider as well as students. If stu· 
dents have penonal problems there is a good sprinkling of 
chaplains about the ,Place, and they have a tutor. Their repre
sentatives can let off !team in the Liaison Committee. Unfor
tunately, however, the existence of a defence may have little 
impact on a grievance, partly because the defeocc may not be 
believed but more often because the owner of the grievance 
has not heard tbe explanation. What mattcn is that all too 
many students are indeed disgruntled, and feel a basic lack of 
interest on the part of the academic staff. Whatever , within 
reason, can be done to remedy tlW state of affairs should be 
put in band before and not after an explosive situation has 
arisen . The University must somehow put acroM the mes.sage 
that the student is .considered important as an adult member 
of the oommunity, and that the authorities care about him and 
value him ... . 
Para. 130. We recommend that the Uaison funct ion of the 
present Student Liaison Committee should in matters of de
tail and day-to-day working be uadena.ken by a small com· 

1 
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mittcc whose main function would be to provide a working 
link between the students and tbe Administration rather than 
the Univenity at large. 

Letter from G. E. Hodak.l.Pson, Chainnan of the Pla.DPla1 and 
Denlopmeat Committee, to the VK.CbuetUor 

Mr J. B. Butterworth, IP 
Vice.chancellor 
University of Warwick 
Coventry 

Dear Jack 

1 Browett Road 
Coventry 

18 January 1967 

Few situations have shocked and hurt me more in nearly forty 
years of voluntary service in local government in this city than 
that relating to the propiosal to make Kcnilworlh Road a dual 
carriageway. At meetings of the University and Coventry City 
Council Liaison Committee, strong opinion has bttn expressed 
about the threat to the form and character of the road innate 
in some of the proposals for development. Our fears about the 
violation of the road were apparently not unfounded. though 
we believed honestly that the dialogue bc=tween the officers of 
the County and City was going on in the hope of reaching 
an agreement on the technical aspects of the proposals undu 
discussion. No account has been taken of the principles govern· 
ing active and useful Jiaison, and the City Council is faced 
with an a ttempt to secure a fail accompli . . . . 

You can imagine the feeling& of members of the Coventry 
Council when faced with a scheme of road development which 
constitute.1 a threat to destroy the character a11d beauty of 
Kenilworth Road and to throw a spanner into the carefully 
considered work done in connexion with the Development 
Plan Review. In other words, to ·coct a snoot' and flout the 
opinion of the friend! of the University in the City Council 
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who have given unwavering support to almost everything you 
wanted to do. 

[The Jetter then expresses amazement at a report from the 
Divisional Road Engineer's department, presented to the Traffic 
Policy Committee on Monday 16 January.] 

The Minlrrer ha.r decided that trunk road improvements will be 
carried out at this point, and that a acbemc is included for com· 
mitment immediately and requisitioned by April 1967. lt is impor· 
tant therefore to accept the invitation issued them under fonn 
T.R. 100A (to prepare details and estimate~ for a dual carriageway). 
Otherwise we shall have to consider alternative arrangements ... 
I earnestly hope that you will undertake th is work ac.d forward the 
layout plao and the T.R. IOOB not later than 18 January 1967, so 
that the scb~me may proceed and I can honour my 1.1nd1:rtaklng Jo 
the Yice·Chonccllor of tht University that I would be undertaking 
thL~ work in the immediate future. to assist in the sa fe pa.~agc ot 
students from Warwi.cj( University across the trunk road. 

Cha.irmanship of the Planning and Development Committee 
of Coventry Corporation places some re.c;ponsibility on me to 
promote and support the views and resolve of the Council 
about the Development Plan. . . Do Iocal authorities count 
any more? Is local democratic sentiment to be trodden down, 
and where does the statutory planning function come in? These 
are not wild sentiments, they have been gelled in the discussion 
at Liaison Committee level, and you must be aware bow much 
both the County Council and Coventry City Council feel about 
tbe road developments in the vicinity of the University and the 
possibility of injury to the bigb amenity of Kenilworth .Road. 

Planning authorities are becoming apprehensive as to the 
extent to which the roads, be they trunk or urban, will domi
nate the physical scene, unless great care is taken to ensure 
suitable landscaping. Kenilworth Road fonru one o[ the finest 
approaches to any city in the country. It depends for its 
character on the scale of the road, the height of the trees and 
the width of the grass verges . It is a heritage of fine landscape 
architecture we cannot let go without a challenge. 

The simple fact is that there is an alternative in planning 
design to give students the protection required; there is also a 
purpose to preserve, At oce time I said publicly that 'I would 
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give my right arm to preserve.the Coventry cod of Kcnilworth
Warwick Road', and I would give my body to protect the 
physical scene at Gibbet Hill. 

The whole story makes me wonder whether membershlp of 
the 'Liaison Committee' is worthless and meaningless. Whether 
faith in one another, public morality, trust and contidence, and 
the proper use of the English language mean anything . Two 
and two don't make four any more, there are not tbirty·six 
inches to the yard and you can drive both ways on any side of 
the road. · 

Yours 
G. E. Hodgkinson 



Chapter 7 
Highly Confidential : A Personal 
Comment by the Editor 
I have tried, three or four times, to write a contribution to this 
book which respects the impersonal tone proper to the 'aJliance' 
of differing viewa which bas made up the 'Warwick movemtllt'. 
Each time I have come up with muffled rhetoric, which h!i! 
evaded critical questions - of academic freedom, of university 
government, and of the rights and wrong.-; of breaking into 
files - as to which there are differing emphases within the 
Warwick movement and among the contributors to this book.. 

It seems therefore to be more honest to offer an individual 
comment, using an editor's pri.Yilege to give a perronal answer 
to several of these q uestions : an answer with which other con· 
tributors and actors might well disagree. 

First, the Warwick. 'alliance'. There have been at Warwick. 
not one, but at least two overlapping circles of con.ftict which 
have come to a coincidence in the present crisis. One hrus beeo 
a straightforward struggle to enforce due _process - the honest 
and open operation of democratic procedures of academic 
self-government - a.s against undue influence, or manipulation. 
or the introduction of inappropriate managerial methods. Tills 
struggle to uphold the traditional rules of the academic game 
has been without political overtones. Conservatives have fought 
as stawicbly for the rules as have socialists, and some admia..i
strators have fought rather more staunchly than most 
academics. The staff have obviously been more involved in its 
episodes than the students, although the latter were driven 
through every one of il!I hoops during the Union Building 
saga, and they understand its significance very well. 

The second area of conflict is the one in which students 
have been pre-eminently involved, and partakes of the inter
national movement of student 'militancy' and revolt It shares 
its demands for student control over the student social environ
ment, greater student participation at all levels of decisioa
making (and also greater participation by non-professorial 
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academic st.aft), and it bas perhaps added to these familiar 
demand3 a new seriousness of intention in exploring new 
modes of tt:lationship bctwoca the academic and the civil 
oommunities. While some conscrvatiVC!I have taken ao active 
part in this struggle, the leadership has come most oftco from 
socialist or radical students; aod ·the academic staff generally 
have been hesitant in giviag their support. · 

lbcrc has been a large area where these two circles o! 
con6ict have fotersccted, and with.in that area the Warwick 
alliance has been firm. But at the left and right extrcmitiC1 of 
each circle there has been a continuous flow of criticism. 
threatening to erode aad - in any mormnt of distrust - to 
destroy the alliance altogether. One way of examining the 
ls.sues involved m.igbt be to examine these criticisms. 

To the left - in the columns of the Red Mole, the Work1m 
Press and the fly..gbccts of associated sects - there has been a 
continuous natter of uncomradefy narking, directed against 
Warwick. radicals and sociaJists alike, for their sycophantic 
compromises with ' liberalism'. Warwick's Open We.ck failed 
to set up a revolutionary .!IOviet of workers and students, but 
was a mere celebration of 'hippiedom'. 'The leadership of the 
5truggle fell into the hands of the liberals .. .. The current wave 
of struggles about files may have begun at Warwick", but 
Warwick is no longer in the vanguard of the struggle' (Red· 
brick, 4 March 1970). (But Warwick's struggle has been about 
a great deal more than file!.) So far from moving forward 
towards Outright revolutionary confrontation, the Warwick 
movement bas reinforced the illusions of liberalism, and 
attempted to turn the wheel of 'history' backwards. Warwick, · 
in this view, is in no sense a pe.culiar case : it is a typical 
capitalist university. Translatine a simplistic clau-struggle 
model from industry to education, academic staff and ' the 
Administration' a re seen together as one reactionary blur. 
That blur must be opposed by relentless revolutionary opposi· 
tion - confrontation after confrontation - until at last the mask 
of liberalism slips and it reveals its true oppressive fcature.1. 
No alliance is po~ibJe, although the odd university teacher may 
be saved by cros.!ifll to the side of the student! and giving 
instant allegiance to whatever they - or the loca1 red mole -
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may demand. Any attempt to make the University a better 
place to live and work in, or to strengthen its liberal defences, 
is simply to c<1ntributc to the mask of illwion. 

This k.iod of analysis - while commencing with the very real 
dilemma of the limits of change possible in any irutitutioo 
whose financing and government arc ultimately determined by 
capitalist power - procoods swiftly to polemical abstractiom 
by underestimating the hwnan and constitutional defences 
which exist- or wh.ich can be established - against this power. 
And the polemic is given a passionate edge by the geouine need 
to express solidarity with a zestful and courageous American 
radical student movement which (it is not clearly enough 
understood) operates within a very different culture, with 
different educational institutions, and with a sensibility seared 
by the absolu~ of racial conflict and of direct, daily opposition 
to the Vietnam war. 

T am willins to argue elsewhere (as I have done in the past) 
my disagreements with lhe nostrums of Instant Student Power. 
It is more relevant here to argue the case in terms of two of 
the incidents of the Warwick cvcot.s - the affair of 42 High 
Street, Kenilworth. and the qut.!lion of political fiJes. 

At a casual reading, the 42 High Street, Kenilworth, affair 
(see pages 112-19) appears as a storm in a teacup. Three 
student& gave out leaflets at a girls' High School, giving this 
addreu as a meeting-place for the Schools Action Union. In 
the ensuing correspondence (in which the wrong three students 
were named) the Clerk. to the Warwick.shire County Council, 
two MPs, the Warwickshire County Education Officer, the 
Chairman of the Warwickshire Education Committee and the 
Vic.c-Chancellor all took part. The Vice-Chancellor repJied to 
Alderman Douty that be bad 'by law no further influeote 
over the outside activities of bis students than the Managing 
Director of Roote.s has over the outside activities of his 
employees', which was, perhaps, a rather more proper ~cpJy 
than his ensuing assurance that 'if I can see an opportunity 
for taling action you may be sure 1 wiU do so'. At the weekly 
meeting of the University's Officers the tnattcr was discussed 
further: the Assistant Vice-Chancellor was detailed to 'talk to 
pelice about 42 ffjgh Street'; and it was suggested that graduate 
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applicanto from Essex 'ml&ht be carefully l!CreenW in 
futu(e'. 

It i:s worth noting that, in the view of another outsider to 
the University, this furore among County and University 
officials about a leaflet was 'a squalid affair'. [n a statement to 
tbe Press Mr Thomas Littcrick, Chairman of the Kenilworth 
Labour Party, asked: 

'What wu tltl.9 propa1anda that Cou11cillor Fol'l'Ytb [and] Alder· 
man Dooghty , . . think. is so sub$Cnive7' The leaflet advocated 
higher pay for teacbcra, support for the teachers' strike, higher cdu· 
cational expenditure, abolition of corporal punishment _in schools, 
smaller classes, freedom of choice in matters of drua, hair styles.. 
clc .. . . 'In revealing the details of thit squalid affair the students 
of Warwick University have performed a public service which de
serves the gratitude of the community' (Coventry Evening Tdegroph, 
9 March 1970). 

One mwt thank Mr Littcrick: for his forthright statement 
and for his sense of proportion. What should give rise to 
further concern is the speculation as to what might have 
happened to any of the (wrongly identified) students if any 
of them had been dependent up0n the Warwick.shire education 
authority for their grant. There has been increasing pressure 
over the past two years from several quarters (including, alas, 
a few police·mindcd administrators and academics) to use the 
local education authority grants as a means of discipline. 
Ill-informed laymen have suggested that universities should 
·report' militant or refractory students to their LEA.s. who 
could then , on an adverse report, terminate their gratlts. (We 
have already noted (p. 37) that Mr Gilbert Hunt suggested on 
Warwick. University's Council that students demoostrating at 
a Rootes factory might be 'reported' to their LE.As. 

This is a problem specific to the British context. Neither 
the students at the Sorbonne nor those at Berkeley share to 
the same degree the advantages or tbc difficulties of the British 
students' dependence on public grant!. In th=e circumstance! 
the disciplinary procedures of a university asswne (like its 
examination procedures) a quasi.judicial significance, since 
upon them the reputation aod financial-security of the students 

w.u.-8 
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depend. Any attempt to short-circuit due proccs:t, and to vest 
in senior administrators or professors powers to issue adverse 
reports to LEA!, would constitute the most severe limitation 
of student rights, and would affect most punitively students 
from working-<:lass or Jower-income homes. 

No responsible university teacher, and very few students, 
would propose that students should be immune from all dis
ciplinary procedwcs of an academic character. Apart from 
qualifying cuminations, Warwick - in common witb other 
universities - bas procedures by which the odd student who 
for no good reason is simply failing to do his academic work 
can be reported to an academic committee (the School of 
Studies) and (after warning, and with right of representation 
and appeal) be sent down. ~ 

Seen in this context, the 'law and order' lobby set a-buzzing 
and a-fuzzing by a leaflet could be judged to be a lobby for 
the suspension of Jaw and for the provocation of disorder. 
(Students would most certainly 'sit-io' if their feltows were 
disciplined for exercising their civil rights, and they would 
be a hundred per cent right to do so.) And any de{encc by 
the University's Officers that, first, they did nothing and, 
second, they merely bandied public relations with influential 
1ocal officials in tactfuJ ways, turns out to be less than con
vincing. To plan to 'screen' applicants from another wllversity 
(presumably on some otmr grounds than academic merit), to 
assure outsiders that. the Univenity authorities wiU watch for 
an opportunity 'for taking action', to wonder whether further 
inquiries in Coventry would be worth while, and to 'talk to• the 
police - all this is doing something. This is to go regrettably 
beyond the limits of showing tact to local County officials. It 
is to suggest an identity of intttesrs and of outlook as between 
County authorities, Conservative MPs and police, together 
with the University's Officers, on the one hand, a11 against ill· 
disciplined university teachers and students on the other.• The 
Officers of a university that was fully intent to establish.. 

•Thrct: months a fur this lncidl2lt - and after so much talkina to officiW 
a.nd police - the Unlven.ity's Officers bad RID not found time to notify 
one gnduate student's Head of Department (and Supervisor) of tho 
incident, or of what all Ute talking had bccri. about. 
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against improper pressure, the prerogatives and independence 
of their institution as a ceritre of learning. wouJd have dealt 
with these inquiries in a very d ifferent tone. 

It may be argued that, if something was done, nothing much 
was done. Tbis may be true. But the complacent should recall 
that these incidents should be examined, in a period of par· 
ticular sensitivity, in the light of a jock.eying for positions from 
which (if uncont=ted) a great de.al might be done. As the 
County Education Officer informed the Clerk to the County 
Council: 'the University authorities a re placed in a difficult 
position if. as it seems, the students have not placed themselves 
within the reach of formal disciplinary measures.' In plain 
English the (wrongly ideotified) students had done nothing 
wrong at all. And, further, the University hu constitutional 
procedures which administrators and university teachen - as 
well as studentc; - will ensure are fully respected. 

It is here that rod moles and Maoists, looking down at our 
contemptible liberal maunderings from the revolutionary 
he ights of North London, tend to go wrong. lo so fa r as they 
persuade students that all the rules, the democratic and con· 
stitutional defences, of the institution aro no more than liberal 
'masks', their analysis could be self-fulfilling. But it is scarcely 
likely tha t the students' economic lifeline - the LEA grant -
can be defended. simply by the tactics of 'confrontation' alone. 
Once that lifeline is easy to cut, once it becomes possible in any 
university for students to be disciplined through the LEAs a fter 
merely perfunctory proceedings, then the ltudents• world will 
become one of general inse.curity. 

In this critical area of conflict, then , militant student! would 
be very unwise to reject out of band the arguments of liberal 
constitutionalinn; and lf, even in this limited area, they arc to 
accept in good faith the afliance of constitutionalists, then 
their own participation must evince a more than tactical com
mitment. To stand aside from these procodures, denouncing 
as bureaucrats and lackeys any students who take part in them, 
i'I not a convincing pOl!lition, politically or morally, from wh.icb 
to defend these procedure! if they come - as they may well do 
in the next two or three years - under heavy attack.. 

Some of tho same argument is true of the most sensitive 
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issue of all, that of •political files'. The speed with which tho 
agitation. to 'open the files ' spread through other universities 
recalled a grand peur. Like all such infectious social (cars, it 
revealed not so much an accumulation of hard particular 
evidence (1 don't myself believe that the more obnoxiou, items 
in the Warwick files are 'typical', although such items might 
be found in a few other place!) as a general condition of 
insecurity and lack of confidence. 

Plenty of word~ have been written already about the diffi
culties of working out effective procedures to prevent institu
tions from holding or passing on this kind of information. 
(No doubt those devices which have been worked out at various 
plac~ to enable students directly or by proxy to inspe.ct their 
files arc all to the good.) But jf one or more powerful Uaivcr
aity Officer is determined to accwnulate such material, be will 
find ways of doing it - not necessarily on the campus, and 
ccrtaioly not in the ordinary student record flies. 

lo the end, there can be only one cffe<:tivc defeoec against 
the boldiog or use of such extraneous political information: 
and this, quite simply, must be that it is an outrage to univer
sities and to public opinion to do so. Not only this - opinion 
must JCad swiftly to action, so that offenders, if found out, 
must be made to know that such behaviour is intolerable. 

A climate of opinion must exist within which any in· 
former, however inftuential he may be, may c~pect to be 
shown, metaphorically, off the univcnity's premises (rather 
than being asked to inform on 'further instances'); in 
which any student, or administrator, or university teacher, or 
filing clerk, who has evidence of the collection or use of this 
kind of material, or any Uberal-minded employer who receives 
irrelevant political information in a reference, can take this 
iostantly before public opinioD, and call ~ author to account. 
In this way, those who might attempt to build up a security 
system will be conscious of being surrounded by the far wider 
counter-security of democracy. 

But, it this is true, once again our red moles can't have it both 
ways: they can't denounce democracy as a spoof Hnd at the 
same time help to man its defences. I believe that the challenge 
is, in~ serious and that the managed corponte society is at 
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many poiot3 closing in. But it hasn't closed in ahogctbcr, nor is 
the British campus identical with its American counterpart, nor 
is there any historjcal inevitability by which it must become so. 
1t would be tragic if a section of the Left, through a liking for 
large polemical absolutes, through an inattention to .the close 
detail of political actuality, and perhaps through an emotional 
preference for the drama of absolute confrontation, hastened 
its own immolation. 

To our left the scolding of the Pharisees. But to our right the 
enormous pomp and propriety of the self·important academic, 
Coming to Warwick from seventeen years of extra·mural 
teaching, I have never ceased to be astounded when observing 
the preening and mating habits of fully grown specimeos of 
the species Acad~micus Su~rciliosus. 

The behaviour patterns of one of the true memberl uf the 
species ace unmistci.k:able. He is inflated with self--esteem and 
perpetually self-:eongratulatory as to the high vocation of the 
univeni.ty teacher; but be knows almost nothing about any 
other vocation, and he will lie down and let himself be walked 
over if anyone enters from the outer world who has money or 
power or even a tough Jine in realist talk. He i:! a consummate 
politician in university committees and can scull over every 
inch of his own duckpond; but - apart from one or two 
distant landmarks, such a.g the UGC or the SSRC, which 
stand like windmills on the horizon - he knows next to nothing 
of the world outside his own fannyard. (Academici Supercilio.ri 
are never able to see beyond their next meeting, and are con
tinua11y overcome with amazement and indignation when un
invited intruders - public opinion, the Press, local political 
movements - interpolate themselves upon the agenda.) Superci
liosus is the mosl divisible and rulable creature in this countrY, 
being so intent up0n crafty calculations of short-term advan
tages - this favour for bis department, that chance of promo
tion - or upon rolling the Jog of a colleague who, next week 
at the next committee, has promisod to roll a tog for liim, that 
be has never even tried to imagine the wood out of which all 
this timber rolls. He caa scurry furiously and self·importantly 
around ia his committees, like a white mouse run.oing in a 
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wheel, while his master i! canying him, cage and all, to be 
sold at the local pet-shop. 

These people annoy me a good deal more than do red moles. 
Academic freedom is for ever on their lips, and is fo rever dis· 
regarded io their actions. They arc lhe last people to whom it 
can be safely entrusted, siocc the present moment i1' never the 
opportune moment to stand and fight. Show them the last ditch 
for the defence of liberty, and they wiJJ walk backward.~ into the 
sea , complaining that the ditch i9 very ill dug, that they cannot 
pos9.ibly be asked to defend it alongside such a ragged and 
seditious-looking set of fellows, and, in any case, it wouJd 
surely be better to write out a tactful remonstrance and present 
it, on inscribed vellum, to the enemy? 

The one unmistakable means of identification of Acad~micu' 
Sup~rciliosus is that be over-reacts to any sign of student 
~If.activity. Even a polite deputation or petition throws him 
into a tizzy. His life is lived in a kind of Awe of Propriety. 
Whatever the studenll or the younger staff do is \\'Tong, since 
it is alway., embarrassing him in some delicate tactical 
manoeuvre on a higher committee. If he disagreei with student 
demands be will not go and argue it out with them, face to 
face, in a ra tional way, but he will thumb through old Senate 
minutes and utter a low disciplinary hi53. He encourage! 
an atmo,phcre of institutional loyalty, which would have 
astonished the undergraduates of fourtecnth-antury Oxford 
or of cightunth-century Cambridge, in which it appears all 
11omebow sensational and 'di5Joyal' for any member of staff 
to voice publicly at a student meeting criticisms of the univcr· 
11ity's policies - or, even, sharply expressed intellectual dis· 
agreements. Hence the students arc defra\Xled of some of the 
essential iotcllectual dialectic from wbicb their own orientations 
should be worked out' Above all, any serious episode of 
student 'unrest' - a sit·in, a rough mus~c, or a h"eckling - is re· 
ceivcd, with lowered voices, as if it were some aboriginal 
calamity. 

We me.y Icavc him there, walking backward! into the sea 
to hill final academically reputable 'glug glug glug• as the 
wave.' cover his liberal brow. But those who arc genuinely 
bemused by hi! argument.! should take a steady view of one 
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(perhaps unpalatable) fact in the Warwick events. The 
academic staff, aU of us, throughout the early history of 
the University, were struck by e. paralys.is of will - not on this 
or that local issue, but in any genera] exertion of control over 
their own institution. Since the Tyzack. Report was marked 
'Strictly Confidential' no staff, except for senators, were in
volved in the dccis.ions as to the major restructuring of the 
University orga"nization. No attempt was made to involve 
other members of the University in matters which were their 
legitimate concern. No iDquiry was instituted into the mig
nation of the Registrar and of his Deputy. None of m 
iostituted any systematic examination or critique of the Uni
versity's structure and policies, or initiated any proposals for 
the reconstruction of its Council. Profound and multiplying 
dissatisfactions, instead of being channelled in any open and 
coostructivc direction, ran away in personal resignations, com
mittee warfare and running inter-Oepartmental feuds. The event 
which ended this paralysis, which at last prised the whole situa
tion open and enabled a constructive critique to be started, 
was student 'revolt'. 

I am not, among my students or acquaintanoca, notorious 
for my uncritical admiration of 'youth'. I have been known to 
lament that yoWlg people do not serve for a term io a really 
well-disciplined organization, such as an Officen' Training 
Corps or the British Communist Party. Youth, if left to its 
own devices, tends to become very hairy, to lie in bed tiH 
lunch-time, to mi.u seminars, to be more concerned with the 
atyle than with the consequence of actions. and to commit 
varioUs sins of self-righteous political purism and intellectual 
arrogance which may be itemized in some other book.. In short. 
I am disposed to admire youth only if, by their actions, they 
command admiration. As.. in the case of the students of Wara 
wick, they most emphatically have. 

All students share certain qualities of ·negativity' which, at 
the simplest Jevel, arc an important corrective within university 
11tructures. They tend to be concerned with university 
'poli tics' at a primary level of princip]c aod not at a secondary 
JcveJ of interest. Their mere presence on an acadc01ic coma 
mittee or Senate often induces a more dignified and principled 
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conduct on the part of their seniors. Since they have few 
logs of their own to roll they are not amused when they are 
spectators of log-rolling. They are not at university to intrigue 
for 'Chairs'. They generally know much more about the 
university's actual product - the quality of its teaching - than 
the· unive~ity teachers who plan the courses but who scarcely 
ever enter each others' seminars or lectures. 

This goes, so far, for all dudents. The student'\ of Warwick 
have added to this many other, positive, qualities. Ever since 
11 February they have shown the capacity - not just to give 
one spirited but impatient heave to the system - but to take 
the leading part in a Jong, complex, tactica.Jly intricate running 
conflict. They have resisted all tendencies to divide into sec
tarian groupings. Tuey have maintained their early positions of 
principle, and have not given way before special pleading, or 
been discouraged by inadequate support from the staff. lbey 
have shown patience and growing maturity in learning to 
adjust their: strategy to the slower·moving modes of extra~ 
Univcnity opinion. 

'Aha t ' says .Academicus Sup~rciliosus, struggling back out 
of the sea, an almost-militant glint· in his eye, 'so you condone 
illegal actions, damage to property, the breaking-open of files, 
.the theft of private and confidential corrospondencc?' I am 
fairly caught by the question, whlch I have evaded for weeks 
under the formula: 'Without making any judgement as to the 
propriety of .. .'. That formula is fair enough for people on 
the periphery of the conflict. But since I have argued that onJy 
atudent revolt laid open issues of grave public concern, and 
since it is evident that these issues would scarcely have become 
clear without the aid of documents thus brought to ligh~ can 
I evade an answer any longer? 

Clearly I mu.<;;t and do support this action of the Warwick 
students also. I support it a5 an action which, like all actions, 
exists not as an abstract generality but as a specific action in 
a specific context. Most English democrats supported the 
deinonstraton for the Second Reform Bill who tore down the 
Hyde Park railings in 1866. No one supposed that thls neces
sarily entailro support for the tearing-down of alt railings at 
all other parks. Only a really subtle and unworldly acadcm.ic 
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mind could suppose that support for Warwick students who, 
after coming upon the 'Montgomery documcnr.s•, took a 
deliberate deci5ion to proceed to the examination of other rues; 
thereby must entail supp0rt for any aod every other raid on 
files . Such raids could be motivated by hysteria or by unin
formed curiosity; they would have a similar political and 
moral content only if the files had been giving out a similar 
unwholesome smell. 

1 must confess also that, as a historian, I find a certain 
piquancy in that moment. It is my trade to open fiJes, but the 
authors of the oorresPondence have always been long dead. 
One of the difficulties in writing 'contemporary history' is that. 
until the files have been opened, the actual thoughts e.nd 
motives of the actors may be difficult to determine because of 
their public image. But here, for a moment, the actuality and 
the image co-existed , giving a sense of double vision; and even 
when the inertia of institutional routine reasserted itself, there 
lingered the sense of a new dimension to its reality - what the 
institution wished to be taken for set alongside one's new know· 
ledge of what it actually was. 

Of course no correspondent likes the idea of milita nt youth 
going through bis confidential letters: certainly no bad
tempered, middle-aged corresp0ndent like myself. (l was later 
tofd that one file which attracted a good deal of sardonic 
interest was a bulky flle full of my own fatuous a nd long
winded a ttempts at resignation.) What made the candid eyes 
of some first-year students blink was not so much the Catch· 
pole report and suchlike but the revelati on of the stark: old 
Adam which their seniors and mentors usually disguise be· 
neath their lecturing habit - the waspish n otes and back.
biting memoranda of that adult world . Well, Superciliosu~. I 
agree that it was not altogether nic~; but if you can't also see 
that the scene had its own bitter humour - and a humour very 
properly aimed against you and me - then you are lacking in 
some sense of proportion. 

And , finally, on the matter of flies. The students, having 
taken lhat decision, executed it respemsibly. They published 
nothing which was not, in their view, of public significance. 
Whatever personal matters they may have stumbled upoo they 
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suppressed, Tbc occupation waa not succeeded by a wave of 
irnilevant pcn;onal aoss.ip. But for some days afterwards, a.s 
they looked at all of us on the staff, there was something hard 
in their eyes. 

At Warwick we are now awaiting the report of Lord Rad
cliffe's inquiry. The reasons why the students and a number 
o( the staff have rejected this inquiry, and continue to call for 
a public inquiry instead, are very simple. They do not caJJ in 
question Lord Radcliffe's eminence or bis blgh qualification.!. 
But they are bound to ask: whether Lord Radcliffe, as Chaoccllot' 
of the University into which be is inquiring, can really be seen 
to be uni.oi!uenced by the concern that his institution should 
1tand well in public opinion. His difficulties are made 
greater by the fact that he knows personally, has dined with 
and been on Christian name terms with, some of the Univer
sity's Council members and Officers, whereas the greater part 
of the staff and pcrhap! all of the students are not known to 
him al all. He will, no doubt, make allowance for this kind of 
influence, but further difficultie! rcmaia . A private inquiry of 
this kind bas no power to subpoena witnesses, nor to examine 
them under oath. And, as William Wilson. MP for Coventry 
South, bas pointed out (Coyentry Evening Telegrciph , 16 March 
1970), it will be confined strictly to University matters and will 
not extend to the use of 'agents' in the Coventry Labour Party's 
rooms, or other extra-University matters. 

It would be especially unfortunate if Lord Radcliffe should 
take a decisioD. to separate in his Report the indivisible issues 
of the 'political files' and ot 'improper administrative conduct 
within the University'. For. as all historians tnow, no evidence 
can be fully understood nntil it is placed in its context. Jn a 
situation in which the evidence brought to light may give only 
a very partial view of evidence still undisclosed (as pencilled 
filing annotations show, certain documents were held, not in 
the Registry at all, but in the\ Vice-Chancellor's lcxige•), then 
the general is.sues of confidence and of due administrative pro· 
ceS3 become of the first relevance in interpreting the evideocc 

•To whJcb Mr Gilbert Hunt &cnl. one of his pieces of lnformatioO 
(MIC p. 110). 
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disclosed. In the ab.ence of evidence bearing upan the wbolo 
question of confidence. it is scarcely possible to be satisfied 
as to whether or not this or that isolated piece of evidence WM 

or was not 'unsolicited', and as to whether its receipt did or did 
not influence any University decision. 

Thus the students arc likely to continue to preM for a public 
inquiry, for which there is growing public suppart. Beyond 
this, the Warwick. movement faces the classical dilemma of a 
reform movement which bas access to no con.<1titutional means 
to enforce reform. We face the Unreconstituted Council in 
the same manner as the British people faced , in 18'31, the 
Unreformed House of Commons. The logic of the whole 
conflict leads not just to a defensive position (of establishing 
traditional safeguards for 'academic freed om'), but must lead 
on to a pcsitivc and far·rcaching reconstruction of the Univer
&.ity's self-government and of its relations to the community. 
We have forced matters to a point where we must demand a 
more democratic constitution than a ny cx..isting university 
enjoys, or. nothing - and perhaps something very much worse 
than nothing -will have been won. 

This meam, first, that - if it should be shown upon inquiry 
that any University Officers or Council members have acted 
improperly - they should be clearly and openly called to 
account and, if necessary, replaced. ]t is extraordinary th6 
way in which the Establishment rc,,ists any such procedure, in 
a country which proffers itself H a democratic model. Not 
only the 'law and order' brigade, who thirst for the disciplining 
of studenU, but also our friend Superciliosus, throws up his 
bands in horror at the mere suggestion of open democratic 
accountability. In England 'we' have better ways of conducting 
&:uch affairs; if 'mistakes' have been made, then in three ycaB, 
or perhap! even in two, certain changes may be made, provided 
that they are made discreeily. Above all, they must not appear 
to be made in response to popular - still les.s student I - pres
sure; indeed, a pre-condition of any change is that the inatitu
tioo shaH Jirst, at whatever cost, be restored to discipline. Any 
alternative wouJd threaten the posjtion of every university 
administration in the Free Democratic Workl. 

In this kind of way certain 5ellior members of the Univcraity. 
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themselves perhaps a little compromised by the "mistakes', 
who have themselves offered absolutely notblng and risked 
absolutely nothing in the conflict, arrange among each other 
its outcome, in ways which will effect the Jcast possible chaoge 
but may enhance their own power. 

In such ways the cJdcrs of the academic - and of other -
establishments indicate the true value which they set upon 
democracy. And if they succeed in handling matters io their 
own established way, then of course the red moles and Maoists 
will have got the better of the argument with us. The liberal 
tradition will have turned out to be a slipping mask, public 
opinion will have turned out to have offered no safeguard 
against "political files', the corporate society will have moved 
a step closer - not on1y at Warwick but at every university io 
the country - and the whole texture of democratic life will be 
a little thinner. 

The second obj~tive of the Warwick movement is for a 
reconstitution of the University's govemment. Committees are 
now studying - and discussions are proceeding with people 
in the local community - with a view to working out a new 
democratic charter. While such a charte r should en large the 
representation of both staff and students, no one has argued 
that a university should be wholly self-governing, without 
re.spQnsibility to the society within which it is situaicd . Clearly, 
a univenity can't grow ia any direction it chooses, without 
reg-Md to social needs and demanch; and clearly, also, relation. 
ships with the community - with industry at every level, with 
the Shakespeare Memorial and Belgrade Theatres, with locaJ 
teachers and welfare workers, with ordinary citizens, perhapS 
even with pupils at Kenilworth's Abbey High School - can 
only eorich the University's life and help to dig students and 
1tan: out of their somewhat introverted isolation. 

How to achieve such links requires the most careful study. 
There are simple technical probfemS - in what ways are lay 
members to Ix: cQ·Optcd or appointed? To .supplement so 
many industrialists with so many nominees of the organized 
trade.union movement would only be to offer some formal 
tatisfaction of a 'party·political' kind. one trouble, in any case. 
with the appointment of nominees from o ul!iide iostjtutions is 
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that it generally gives rise to the nomination of penona so 
imp0rtant and so busy with other public duties that they can't 
rive more than a casual formal interest to the University's 
affain.) It was not a militant student but a spokesman of the 
Coventry Labour Party, Councillor N. P. Lister, who proposed 
in the City Council chamber that rcprcsentativea might be 
direct1y elected from the workshop floor : 

In the population there must be a worker, a trade unionist, or a 
housewife of a wortina family, who ha$ aomethlng to offer to the 
University. Jt is In this spirit that we feel we can contribute more 
(Covenlry Evmfng Tdegraph, 11 March 1970). 

It is in the same spirit that Warwick student<; arc exploring a 
new charter. 

One s~. fairly frequently, splenetic letters in the com~s
pondcnce columns, arguing that students., who arc dependent 
upon public money, should be subject to public controls. In so 
far as this i! true, it is true equally of Vice-Chancellors and 
(as we have argued sufficienUy in this book) for universities as 
a whole. But if 'public opinion' i! exerted by too direct means, 
then - as American experience shows - the university can be 
thrown into the arena of •party-political' warii!lre in some of 
i~ most phili!tine forms. & Professor Harold Peri:in noted 
(The Times Uterary Suppleme"'· 19 March 1970): 

Universities are at ooce detached from and embedded in the life ol 
society. As centre.s of inquiry and criticism they must stand apart 
from the rcat of 1ocicty, detach themselves from loo mocb de pell'" 
denoe on it, so as to be free to follow uncomfortable and unpa.Jat• 
able truths wherever they may lead . • .. 

It is a question of adjusting the proper area of an imtinrtion's 
self-determination and control by its own members in relation 
to that proper area in which society's own demands and occ:ds 
can be indicated. But, once we have reached this point, the 
argument becomes .infinitely more complex, because there is 
not. ot course, in Britain one 'public', but many different 
publics, with different demands, oee.ds alld values. Hence, to 
respond to social demand! doe! not mean to respond instan~ 
tancously to ooe particular in<licator of demands - government 
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policy or the policies of senior iod11Strialists - but to take pal'\ 
at many different Jevcls io society. in the argument between 
differing indices of social priority. A university must leave 
itse1f the freedom actively to seek out social needs which have 
not, as yet, percolated to the level o( government or which 
may not coincide with the needs of indllStrialists; and if links 
ace to be forged there Ls also a need (as one Warwick. student 
argued) for lints to be made between 'the subversives in tho 
University and the subveRives in society'. 

What is at issue here is not just the government of one uni .. 
vtrsity, but the whoJc way in which a society selects its priOri
ties and orders itself. I suppose I am the onJy one of the 
contributors to this book who can rec.a.LI, as an adult experience, 
the ioternationaJ symbol which Coventry became in the war; 
and who took part in the brief cpil1odc of optimistic socialist 
populism, between 1944 and 1947, when there really was abroad 
an intention to re-build cities and to re-order industries accord
ing to the democracy of need. It is an irony that Coventry, with 
its energetic Jabour movemcot, its brave new comprehensive 
schools, its famous cathedral, its planned industrial belt, should 
have become host. with.in its City boundaries.. to a Univers.ity 
which couJd be takeo as a symbol o.t an altogether alien order. 

That order supposes that - whatever government• may come 
and go - the summation of social good may be achieved by one 
thing on ly : the greater stability of the ongoing industrial 
system. Since this is so, then clearly the industrial managers 
and their financiaJ advisers arc the men who must stand at the 
top. Their contribution to 'society', and their 'advice', must be 
overwhelmingly more important and more realistic than the 
contribution or advice of a musician, or of a probation officer, 
or of a primary-school teacher. Government also should in
dicate in every way the educational priority of "industry' and 
of 'bu.-iiness' ; and by far the most important educational pro
ducts of a university must be those which go to reinforce a 
system which in fact is directed by criteria of profitabilitf, 
although the public image is of efficiency and economic growth. 
Supplementing tbis ever-present. persua.. .. ive propaganda of 
priorities, there come new methods of management, a new in
sistence upon the subjugation of the individual to institutional 
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loyajtieo, The demands of the iostillltioo beoomc largor -
moving outward. from the working life to the private and 
social life of its employees - and its attempts to enforce l oyal
ties by moral or disciplinary means, by streaming its proce
dures or by managing promotions and career prospects, become 
greater. The managers, at the top, need not even see themselves 
u police-minded men; they think they arc acting in the interests 
of greater •efficiency'; any other course would damage the in· 
stitutioil's 'public image' or would encourage subversion. 

Unfortunately, inside the institution the workers work to 
rule and the ')Ong-haired louts wearing jeans and sandals' 
lounge against the walls. So that, instead of 'efficiency', the 
managers drive headlong towards confrontation after con
frontation. Because neither efficiency nor productivity were 
ever, in the long run, achieved by the manipulation of people, 
by limiting their rights, by defrauding them of their own in
itiatives, by denying to them participation in the control of their 
own affain. 

And what is wrong, again, is the whole system of values -
the entire ordering of human priorities - of this insistent mana
gerial propaganda. It is sad to see even the scholars themselves 
hesitate in their work and wonder about the use of what they 
uc doing. Bven they begin to feel, defensively, that a sa lesman 
or an advertising executive is perhaps a more important and 
productive human being than an actor, or a designer, or a 
teacher of English. Able and perhaps eminent men in their 
own disciplines, they capitulate without a struggle before the 
intellectuaUy specious proposal that a university can train 
young me·n and women, who have no industrial experience, in a 
'managerial science• in which they master no single academic 
&kill - whether as economists or ·engineers or sociologists -
but which will miraculously equip them to 'manage' the affain 
of the skilled workers and technicians of Britain. Step by 
step the defensive scholar resigns his wider allegiances - to a 
national or international discourse of ideas - and retreats with
in the limited area of manoeuvre allotted to him within the 
manascrial structure. Step by step he resigns his responsibility, 
not only to listen selectively for social demands. bot to insert 
Into 1ociety the demand for prioritie5 which it is h.i:i own Mt 
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duty to make : that man exists and progresses, not only by pro
ductive technology, but also by the strength of his ideas and by 
the artefacts of his culture. In his submis,,ion to a subordinate 
role in a managerial system, he is re-enacting the meaning, for 
Britain in the 1970s, of the trahi.son de~ deres. 

So, against all this, we have raised at Warwick, not only a 
new flag or two, but some very ancient and tattered flags, even 
older thao those of rotten liberalism. We also have our allegi
ances: the very pressures of th.is new institutionally centred 
society make for peculiarly intense institutional conflicts, pecu
liarly obsessive internal confrontations. We apologi~ to 
readers for our obsessions. But the outcome of our conflict con
cerns them also. It will decide not only whether this University 
can become a good, technologically well-equipped and intel
lectually alert, self-governing community - as it still, despite 
all its history, could be - or whether it will bet:ome simply 'the 
Business University' from which all other aspirations fall 
rapidly away. The ou1come of this episode will also be some 
kind of an index of the vitality of democratic process - and of 
the shape of the next British future. 



General Conclusion 

The examination of the University fUes during the student 
occupation of the Registry at Warwick wa:s a political action 
whose repercwsions have spread outwards from the Univer
sity to other universities, and to the wider society of which they 
arc a part. We have had neither the time nor the information 
to examine a.JI these repercussions. 

At William Ellis School the headmaster (who had sent the 
report on Michael Wolf) was forced to justify his action to 
angry pupils and parents; and ·school pupils around the 
country were again made aware of the power that lies in the 
hands of headmasters. At more than a doz.en universities 
agitations began on the issue of 'political files', and university 
authorities, under pressure, gave as..i;urances u to the character 
of student records. The publication by members of Birmingham 
University of a well-edit~ select.ion of documents · (from the 
Warwick files) received by Butterworth in his capacity as 
Chairman of the Inter-University Council, and relating to 
the Medical Schoo] of University College, Rhodesia, revealed 
the imposition by tbe Smith regime of intolerable racist con
ditions upon the work of the new teaching hospital in Salisbury. 
Following these revelations - and the indignation aroused by 
them among students and faculty members of the Birmingham 
Medical School - the Senate of Birmingham University has 
decided to phase out its links with University College, 
Rhodesia. 

Thus the 'Warwick Affair' has raised the general issue of 
the role of universities within contemporary society. This book 
docs not describe an episode in local history; the writing of 
it is itself a political act. one of the series which were set ia 
motion on 11 February, and whose outcome is yet to be 
enacted. These events have given more relevance and impor
tance than ever before in Britain to the intcrnationa1 confiict 
as to the role of a university in a modern capitalist society. 



166 General Conclusion 

United as we are in opposition to what is in our opinion an 
industriiJ...-.intelloctual oligarchy as described in this boo\:, we 
can still be sharply divided in our response to the underlying 
questions. Is it inevitable that the university will be reduced 
to the function of providing, with increasingly authoritarian 
efficiency, pre.packed intellectual commodities which meet the 
requirements of management? Or can we by our efforts trans~ 
form it into a centre of free discussion and action, tolerating 
and even encouraging 'subversive' thougllt and activity, for a 
dynamic renewal of the whole society withia which it operates? 
Can we achieve anything by working through the existing 
socia1 and political institutions - academic, national and local 
governmental - or are these lrutitutions tbemselv~ too deeply 
compromised? Can we change, in radical ways, the structures 
of the university and il'i links with tbe community, or wiU the 
universities sec themselves destroyed rather than have such 
changes allowed? Would any partial success actllcved in such 
a struggle be bound to be self-defeating (without far-reaching 
changes in the society itself) as institutions rc;grouped and 
absorbed our gains within a new and more subtle system of 
discipline and direction? 

At Warwick as elsewhere there have been widely different, 
more or less weU thought-out answers to these questioll.!l; and 
different answers have resulted in different emphases upoa the 
kinds of action which can, with most effect, be taken. And, 
equally, there have been different assessments - to whjch this 
book bears witness - as to the effectiveness of these actions. 
We invite our readers to join in these arguments and to sup
port whichever of these kinds of action they judge to be most 
effective, For, in all its forms, the movement goes on. 
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