
Echoes of a report 

Kendrew report opponent John Mulvey -
'A sorry song for Europe'. 
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In March 1984, two bodies respon
sible for science research policy 
and funding in the United King
dom - the Advisory Board for the 
Research Councils (ABRC) and the 
Science and Engineering Research 
Council (SERC) - asked for a Com
mittee to investigate the UK's par
ticipation in high energy physics in 
general and in CERN in particular. 
The enquiry was in the context of 
continually reduced levels of pub
lic sector expenditure in the UK, 
which have caused severe cut
backs in all non-defence research 
spending. The Committee, under 
the chairmanship of Sir John Ken-
drew, a distinguished molecular 
biologist, included other scientists, 
an industrialist and an economist, 
but no particle physicist. Th'e 150-
page report was published on 18 
June this year. 

The bulk of it is highly compl i 
mentary towards high energy 
physics which it describes as 
'enormously exciting, exhilarating 
and intellectually rewarding'. It is 
also highly complimentary about 
the way in which the research is 
managed and about CERN's role 
as an international scientific enter
prise. To quote UK physicist John 
Mulvey, T o r the Committee, no 
praise seemed too high for particle 
physics research, for the accom
plishments of British physicists 
and for the excellence of CERN'. 
One of the Committee members, 
Eric Ash of London's University 
College, said 'CERN should be re
garded as one of the brightest 
jewels in the scientific crown' . 

Despite this fulsome praise, the 
report ended abruptly wi th the fol 
lowing major conclusions -
That the UK should remain a 

Report opponent Erwin Gabathuler -
'another act of scientific barbarism'. 

Member State of CERN on the 
present basis until 1989 but should 
continue its membership beyond 
1989 only at significantly lower 
cost; 
The subject is wor th pursuing but 
the proport ion of the SERC budget 
now taken is too high; 
UK withdrawal wou ld be a major 
blow to the science both of the UK 
and of the rest of Europe wi th 
long term detrimental implications 
for international col laborat ion; 
Progressive reduction of the UK 
total expenditure on particle phys
ics should attain at least 25 per 
cent by 1991; 
The recommended reductions 
wou ld still al low the Laboratory to 
maintain itself at a wor ld class 
standard; 
Irrespective of the present acute f i 
nancial situation, the overall level 
of expenditure on the subject is 
too high. 

The report met a great deal of 
criticism in the UK Press which 
emphasised the apparent incom
patibility between the body of the 
report and the conclusions. 

The Times thundered 'With
drawal f rom CERN would be w i th 
drawal f rom an unusually 
successful fo rm of European joint-
action and of international scien
tific collaboration. It wou ld mark 
the effective end of Britain's long 
and leading contr ibut ion to the sci
entific study of the nature of mat
ter. It would do more harm to the 
esteem and animal spirits of the 
scientific communi ty in this coun
try than any good the redistributed 
funds might do.' 

The New Scientist remarked on 
the report's 'strange lack of con
sistency' and added 'CERN's wor th 
cannot be measured in Swiss 
francs, non-stick frying pans, or 
even in Nobel prizes. Its value lies 
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in the fact that it has long sur
passed its aim to bring Europe to
gether. CERN has become a truly 
international Laboratory. It de
serves better analysis and thought 
than are evident in this repor t / 

Nature commented T h e deci
sion that there should now be a 
reconsideration of continued Brit
ish membership of CERN wi l l fur
ther reinforce the impression that 
the British have concluded that 
their sceptred isle north of the 
white cliffs of Dover wou ld be bet
ter off on its o w n / 

Particle physicists in the UK nat
urally reacted very strongly. Chris 
Llewellyn Smith of Oxford, who 
had served as consultant to the 
Committee, said T h e unsubstan
tiated contention that a 25 per cent 
cut in the CERN budget by 1991 is 
attainable and would al low CERN 
to maintain itself at a world-class 
standard is fa lse / John Mulvey, 
also of Oxford, concluded a New 
Scientist article headed 'A sorry 
song for Europe' wi th a quote 
f rom a West German delegate: If 
Britain fol lowed that course it 
would be advertising its resigna
t ion as one of the West's techno
logically advanced nations'. Erwin 
Gabathuler of Liverpool referred to 
the proposal as 'another act of sci
entific barbarism towards Europe'. 

The European Committee for Fu
ture Accelerators (ECFA) tabled its 
own response: 'ECFA considers 
that the Kendrew Committee's call 
for a cut of at least 25 per cent in 
the CERN budget by 1991 is totally 
unrealistic, and is in fact incompat
ible wi th the Committee's stated 
aim of ensuring that research of 
wor ld class standard is continued 
at CERN. 

A cut of 25 per cent in the CERN 
budget wou ld imply a cut of 50 
per cent in the materials budget 

and the consequential cessation of 
most experimental activity. This is 
because the conditions of employ
ment of CERN staff and fixed over
heads mean that any cuts would 
fall on the experimental pro
gramme. It is not rational to con
struct a new facility such as LEP 
and then to create conditions that 
preclude its exploitation. 

Building LEP within a constant 
budget is already placing enor
mous strain on the organization 
and much essential expenditure 
on refurbishment and mainte
nance is being deferred until after 
the construction period. This back
log must be made up after 1990 in 
order to maintain the operational 
efficiency of the accelerators and 
to minimize safety hazards.' 

These and other considerations 
lead ECFA to the inevitable conclu
sion that CERN wil l be unable to 
carry out the research programme 
for which LEP is being con
structed, and maintain its current 
position of scientific excellence 
and leadership, unless present 
budget levels are preserved be
yond 1989. ECFA believes that the 
Member States of CERN should 
agree its future budgets on the ba
sis of their own scientific priorities 
and international commitments. ' 

Meanwhile particle physicists in 
the UK are marshalling their 
forces. At a meeting at London's 
Imperial College on 23 September 
to discuss the situation, Abdus 
Salam argued 'should there not 
have been a Kendrew Report on 
Defence Research, its performance 
and its efficiency, at the same 
time? Should not one have ques
tioned why UK defence research 
should spend 59.4 per cent of the 
public R&D budget - and not, say, 
the 40 per cent the French do, be
fore particle physics is destroyed. 

just so that the other basic sci
ences gain one third of one per 
cent at the end of the exercise?' 

The UK Institute of Physics has 
given its approval to the format ion 
of a new Institute group for high 
energy particle physics, under the 
chairmanship of Robin Devenish 
of Oxford and wi th Brian Foster of 
Bristol as Secretary. 

Its first meeting is scheduled for 
Imperial College, London, on 27 
November, where the subject wi l l 
be 'Particle physics - now and the 
next ten years'. Speakers wi l l be 
Peter Higgs on theory, Peter Kal-
mus on proton-ant iproton collider 
physics, Roger Barlow on electron-
positron interactions and Don Per
kins on the lepton-nucleon sector. 
In addition there should be an ani
mated round table discussion on 
the status of particle physics in the 
UK. Those wishing to attend 
should contact Brian Foster at 
Bristol's Department of Physics. 

The report f rom the Kendrew 
Committee was endorsed by the 
SERC and the ABRC in July and is 
now being considered at UK gov
ernment level. It is thought likely 
that the government attitude wi l l 
be known in advance of the De
cember Session of the CERN 
Council. 
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