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Not unnaturally, the James Report set off a good deal of speculation
and discussion. Many times did those leading the debate need to be
reminded that the proposals contained in the James Report were only
proposals and that it would be "premature to make any definite
decisions" pending the publication of the Covernment's White Paper.
Nevertheless, it did not stop hypothetical problems from being
raised, argued over, agreed on or left unresolved. In the final
instance, it seemed that the James Report had put forward ideas

which were to set the scene for a direct clash between the elements

of the Higher Education sector.

The Government's response to the James Report came in December 1972
in the form of a 'White Paper' - "Education: A Framework for
Expansion'. It indicated that the Government accepted the six

objectives which the James Committee had put forward.1

The most significant and immediate recommendation was that which
related to the Diploma in Higher Education for it contained a
proviso that the award must become self-standing, entry to such
courses must be at the same level as that required to enter a
degree course and that the level of the course should be '"no less
intellectually demanding than the first two years of a degree

course'.

On other matters there were considerable differences between the
proposals of the James Report and the Government's view as
expressed in the White Paper. Taking a view expressed earlier in
the Robbins Report this became a clear indication of how future
developments were to proceed:
"Some colleges... should develop... into major institutions of
higher education concentrating on the arts and human sciences,

with particular reference to their application in teaching and
other professions..."

"3
The proposals now put a wholly different emphasis on the development

of the system. Although the James Committee had recognised that

modifications and streamlining of the teacher education provision
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was necessary, it was expected that, probably with minor exceptions,
this would be achieved within the existing system even though the
Area Training Organisations might need to be radically reformed - the
universities would still be the principal agents in the scheme of
things. As it was, the White Paper proposed much more radical
changes. The creation of major institutions of higher education was
to be effected by the amalgamation of existing colleges, whilst
others not suitable because of size and geography would disappear.
Some would be incorporated within universities (providing they were
wholly incorporated and integrated within the university), while

others would be absorbed into polytechnics.

The passage towards the future gradually emerged: from the James
Report to the 1972 White Paper, to the DES Circular 7/73 "Development
of Higher Education in the non-University Sector" it finally became
clear that the future of the Colleges of Education lay in the public
sector, and 1dcal education authorities were asked to submit interim

plans by November 1973 and that such plans should reflect:

"... a major consideration of the future role of colleges of

education both in and outside teacher training... ‘1
Events were moving rapidly. The Board and Committees of the
Sheffield Institute of Education were deeply concerned in deliberating
over those features of the White Paper which suggested that a three-
year ordinary B.Ed. degree be introduced which would also qualify the
holder as being of qualified teacher status, while a proportion of
students would continue for a further year to take a B.Ed. Honours
degree. Discussion too ranged round the status and proposed
validation arrangements for the Diploma in Higher Education but
clearly the debates were tinged with unease and uncertainty.
Nevertheless, the Senate of the University of Sheffield at its meeting
in March 1973 approved the following recommendations:
"(1) that detailed consideration be given to the modification
of the B.Ed. degree at present offered in Colleges of
Education to include both three-year ordinary and four-

year honours degrees, including professional qualifications
in each case;
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(2)  that consideration be given to the establishment in
Co%leges of Education of a Diploma in Higher Education
vhlch would be taken after two years and would form an,
independent qualification or a first part of a degree;

(3) that discussions be initiated on the establishment of
thFee—year degrees in Combined Studies in arts and
sciences to be taught in some colleges of education;

(4) Fhat the University consider how the resources for the
increased work that might be involved would be funded;

(5) that the load on academic departments represented by the
supervision of Diploma in Higher Education and degree
courses in Colleges of Education be taken into account
in calculations of student-staff ratios".1

Amidst the doubts for the future, more immediate matters were

being considered. Development work was put in train to establish
multi-disciplinary and combined subject courses, which augered well
and showed a distinct movement towards the improvement of courses
in line with contemporary educational needs. Seeds of earlier
development were also coming to fruition in the form of in-service
training and the emergence of successful candidates qualifying for

the award of the B.Ed. degree by part—time study.

But the days of the Institute of Education were nearly over:

"The new Further Education Regulations, which came into
operation on lst August, 1975, reflect 'the policy that,
outside the universities, teacher education and higher and
further education should be assimilated into a common system'.
Under the new regulations the constitution and functions of
Area Training Organizations have lapsed, and the duty of
recommending students to the Department of Education and
Science for qualified teacher status has passed to the
individual training institutions. The White Paper of December
1972... provided that new regional committees should be
established to replace the university-based A.T.O.s, but the
form of these new bodies has not yet been agreed...".2

Thus the Area Training Organisation system set up as a result of
the McNair Report came to an end as the new Further Regulations

came into force. But the Institute of Education continued for a
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further year until new arrangements could be made. 1In the final

report to the Senate, the valedictory observed:

"The time has not yet come to evaluate the work of the Area
Training Organisations, but one statement can be made with
confidence about the Sheffield A.T.0. It created very
valuable personal and professional relationships between all
those who took part in its work. They all learned a great

deal from the co-operation between individuals and institutions
which it engendered and, like its fellows throughout the country,

it helped to establish a common pattern of teacher education
which will be its main legacy to the newer institutions which
will replace it. It is impossible to mention here all the
individuals who contributed to the A.T.0.s work, but
particular reference ought to be made to M. H. T. Edwards who
was Secretary of the Institute from its inception to 1974,

when he retired...”.1
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CHAPTER XXIX

SHEFFIELD COLLEGE OF ART

The Sheffield School of Design was established in 1843. It had
survived many vicissitudes in its hundred-year existence. Despite
periods of high endeavour and achievement, the institution had
often been held in low esteem. On matters of resourcing, finance
and accommodation, it had for long been regarded as an educational
Cinderella. Yet, in spite of its poverty, it succeeded in
maintaining a reputation in the teaching of fine art and in
industrial design. Over the years, many of its scholars gained a
considerable share of successes by way of scholarships to the
Royal College of Art, Slade School of Fine Art, exhibitions and
prizes. Many of its staff too enjoyed considerable reputations

as teachers, artists and designers.

By 1945 the state of the College left a good deal to be desired.

While its accommodation was no better or worse than the Technical
School, the College of Arts and Crafts had suffered greatly when

at the time of the Sheffield blitz in December 1940 both the

original School of Art and one of its annexes had suffered severe

bomb and fire damage. These premises were almost entirely

destroyed. As an almost instant expedient, premises in Norfolk
Street, being the storage rooms of Messrs Cole Brothers Limited

and the upper storage premises of Messrs Furness Limited,

Drysalters, were requisitioned. Meanwhile, the College administration

was housed in a disused public house in Arundel Street.

By 1951, the accommodation situation at the College of Arts and
Crafts proved to be so acute that additional accommodation was

required most urgently. Although there had been moves to merge
the College into the proposed Sheffield College of Commerce and
Technology, the Local Education Authority thought better of the

idea, particularly as in the late 1930s the Institution had been
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designated as a Regional College of Art to serve the advanced art
educational needs of Sheffield, the southerly parts of the West
Riding of Yorkshire, North-East Derbyshire and North-West

Nottinghamshire.

In 1945, John H Harwood, ARCA, became Principal following the
retirement of John E Sunderland, ARCA. Harwood had previously
taught in the College as second master until shortly before the War,

when he had subsequently moved to become Principal of Gloucester

College of Art.

In 1951, on the closure of Brincliffe Emergency Training College,
the vacant premises were vulnerable to squatters and from the Local
Education Authority's point of view, occupancy became a prime
necessity. Consequently, when the idea was mooted that certain of
the Departments of the College of Art might be housed at Brincliffe,
the idea was seized upon with considerable enthusiasm. It was a
move which not only relieved pressure on the College's existing
premises and resources but one which was favourably received by
both the Principal and the staff as a means of moving the College
into more congenial surroundings. In 1951, the College was re-named

to become known as the Sheffield College of Art.

As the building programme for the College of Technology progressed,
a number of old premises in the Arundel Street area had to be
demolished and two of these were still occupied as annexes of the
College of Art. It was clear that unless alternative accommodation
could be found it would not be possible to proceed with the
subsequent building phases of the College of Technology. A decision
was now taken to rebuild the College of Art, not in City centre
premises but on the Brincliffe site in Psalter Lane, and hurried
preparations were made for the building of a technical workshop and
studio block.1 It was to house the Departments of Silversmithing,
Printing, Industrial Painting and Decorating, Pottery and Sculpture,
and provide some painting studios for the Department of Fine Art.

It was recognised that this block would be an initial development
merely to ease the problem over the loss of premises in the City
centre. Subsequent building phases would provide yet further

accommodation for both the industrial crafts and fine art courses.
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To Harwood and his staff, the relocation of the College at
Brincliffe was regarded as ideal. Indeed, the College of Art,

now divested of its Junior Art Department1 was by 1959 enjoying

for the first time the benefits of one centralised campus. It

had never enjoyed such a situation since it had outgrown its first
initial Victorian premises in the 1880s. 1In many respects, although
the Institution had a sound reputation both locally and nationally,
it was singularly introverted in its relationships with other
educational institutions in the City and was particularly insular

in its dealings with the Sheffield College of Technology.

The internal unified arrangements within the College of Art in the

late 1950s presented an interesting cameo with its twin-departmental
structure. Industrial Design and the Artistic Trades were under the
direction of J A S Sands, while Fine Art, Pottery and Sculpture were

the responsibility of A D H Cary.

Harwood was é respected figure in Art Education circles, he was an
acceptable painter but something of an ascetic. However, within

the College he 'bullied' his two heads of department and these two -
being forbearing, each for different reasons — offered little either
by way of direction or innovation. Other senior staff, less
compliant, pressurised Harwood for their own ends and the situation
smacked of less than satisfactory educational management. While
such a state of affairs may not have been ideal, none the less,

much was achieved. It was the very nature of the institution which
had a profound influence on the way it was run for the ethos of an
Art Institution is unique. Staff are firstly practising artists,
designers or craftsmen; and only secondly are they teachers.
Indeed, for many of them, entering into Art Education is often the
only stable means of earning a living while being able to practise
in an environment in which they are able to continue the development
of personal creative skills. The phenomenon is peculiar to such
institutions. While in Colleges of Education, Colleges of Further

Education and Polytechnics the same situation may prevail in a
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minority of departments which teach creative skills, and it may
apply to some individuals, nowhere else in the further and higher

education sector does the condition quite exist as it does in a

major art institution.

Not unnaturally, the ethos even within the Sheffield College of

Art tended to be singularly insular within the disciplines. Under
the direction of J H Harwood the institution not only manifested
these characteristics but possessed a peculiar self-deprecation in
relation to similar institutions. While the standard of excellence
of staff, students, products and achievements was considerable,
damning praise and internal denigration often eclipsed success in
spite of immense and constant external successes gained by the
students and staff; while other similar institutions in such
cities as Leeds, Newcastle and Manchester, were constantly upheld

as models of the highest esteem.

In the immediate post-war years the College offered full-time
courses leading both to the Ministry of Education's Intermediate
Certificate in Design and the National Diploma in Art and Design
in a variety of subjects; artistic trade craft courses leading
to the award of the Final and Full Technological Certificates of
the City and Guilds of London Institute; and a one-year post-
qualification teaching course leading to the award of the Art
Teachers Diploma qualification which was subsequently moderated
through the Sheffield Institute of Education. Additionally, the
College had an unrivalled reputation for the high standard of its
non-vocational studies which attracted many accomplished
practising artists and designers whose work brought credit to the

institution.

Unfortunately, the improved facilities of the 1950s arose more out
of administrative convenience than any other factor. John Harwood,
the Principal of the College of Art, was a good deal less determined
than his counterpart, George Lawton, the Principal of the College of

Technology. Instead of fighting the Committee, Harwood was prepared
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to avoid unpalatable issues. The transfer of premises to Brincliffe

and later the provision of the first phase of extensions at
Brincliffe were not as a result of any fighting for the development
of art and design education but because of the need of the Local

Education Authority to make adjustment to its overall further

education plans.

In spite of its successes, the College was not able to stave off
susceptibility to economic cuts and rationalisation. In the late
1950s, the Ministry of Education called for a reduction in the
number of National Diploma in Design options and to the loss of the
Art Teachers Diploma courses. The staff considered that too little
fight had been made to hold the courses; that a more aggressive
outlook leading to the generation of innovation and new courses was
necessary. In retrospect, the critics were right. Indeed, it was
largely because there was no vociferous and outgoing art education
lobby, particﬁlarly in the Education Committee, that cuts were

able to be made and courses lost. The curtailment of the Graphic
Design option in the Diploma Course was to have repercussions and

effects thirty years later.

Finally, remedies came not from within but from without. Although
a full H M Inspection carried out in November 1959 raised strong

criticism of the poor facilities and crowded teaching arrangements,
it was singularly euphoric on the high standard of teaching and the

quality of the work.

Although the more immediate result of the Inspection was the promise
of additional accommodation, the institution was set fair to
successful development in the 1960s. The role of the College was
even further justified when, following the publication of the

Report of the Coldstream Committee which led to the setting up of
the National Council for the Diploma in Art and Design, the College
was approved for the teaching of Fine Art, Three-dimensional Design

and Silversmithing at degree level.
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In 1963, in common with the other institutions of further education

in Sheffield, a Governing body was instituted under the Chairmanship
of Alderman Albert Ballard. The exercise in a wider style of
management augered well. 1In addition to the political representatives
of the Sheffield Education Committee, there were a number of
influential representatives from local industry and from the world of

industrial design who were to contribute much towards the College's

development.

In September 1964, John H Harwood, the Principal retired after being
nineteen years in office and the task of choosing a successor arose.
There was no obvious successor within the institution. Despite the
innovations of Boards of Studies and an Academic Board, these had
not reached a stage of development where participative management
had produced potential senior staff. The existing arrangement of a
Principal having two Heads of Departments reporting to him was
purely a token arrangement. Indeed, Harwood dealt contemptuously
both with Sands and Cary and allowed them very little real
responsibility. Meanwhile, within the framework of a notional two-
departmental college, sub-departments and sections were developing
under senior staff, who, because of their technical and creative
expertise, had had to be allowed even greater responsibility than

the two titular heads.

When J A S Sands retired in 1963 the opportunity presented itself
for a reorganisation. Three definitive departments were created:
Fine Art (Painting, Pottery and Sculpture), Industrial Painting and
Decorating, and Printing. Additionally, the subject areas of
Silversmithing, Pottery and Graphic Design were sectionalised and
placed under the direction of a Senior Lecturer. But such change,
contemporaneous with Harwood's impending retirement, had not really
fully established sound working relationships when other changes

were set 1n train.

The choice of successor to Harwood was not to be an easy task. By

1964, three things were clear - the College was to undergo
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considerable expansion in the late 1960s, the academic status of

the professional courses had been uplifted to degree status -

thus widening the academic range of educational activity, and
finally, some redefining of the definition of the status of
Colleges of Art within the Further and Higher Education sector was
imminent. Soon after Harwood's retirement and before the task of
appointment had started in earnest, A D H Cary was appointed
Acting Principal. Meanwhile, Eva Bridgman Pugh, the Registrar,
who had been the mainstay of the College administration for over
thirty years, also took retirement - a decision which greatly

affected the smooth running of the College, coming when it did.

Finally, the Governors, under the Chairmanship of Alderman Albert
Ballard, appointed A D H Cary as Principal. It was a decision
reached after the Local Authority had twice had recourse to
advertise the post. There was seemingly, for a number of reasons,
a paucity of‘candidates. The Acting Principal had been Head of
Fine Art Painting for sixteen years; his leadership was considered
mediocre and his professional ideas in relation to the avant-garde
styles which were emerging in the early 1960s were thought to be
unimaginative and inappropriate. On his appointment, many of the
teaching staff were disappointed — it seemed the '"0ld Guard" was
being replaced with yet another member of the "0ld Guard". What
had been tolerable under Harwood now seemed likely to become an

anathema under Cary.

The appointment of senior staff for institutions frequently poses
problems. Sometimes, natural successors have already been developed
but when this is not the case short lists of candidates are
invariably drawn up by professional educational administrators, and
while these lists are almost always subjected to scrutiny by a
Chairman and members of a College managing body, the views and
foibles of the administration still tend to influence the final

selection of candidates.
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Human weaknesses often prevail under such conditions in spite of
the fact that the appointment of a Principal can have serious
implications and influence both in the way that an institution
relates to the local education authority and the 'political' ethos

in which the public education service is conducted.

A 'strong' appointment may bring innovation, creative development
and a strong sense of identity and commitment, particularly in an
institution such as an art college, notwithstanding the fact that
such 'charismatic' appointments often bring considerable problems
for the administration and the education officers. Conversely,
the appointment of weak and mediocre individuals frequently allows
an educational administration to exercise power more easily, only
to find on the longer term that educational progress and

effectiveness 1s stultified.

The proposal to establish a Polytechnic in Sheffield was greeted
in the College of Art with considerable trepidation. In those
departments where the work lay in the field of advanced art and
design education, the immediate reaction was favourable. 1In
others it was clear that low status work would have to move
elsewhere. The prospect of Industrial Painting and Decorating,
Industrial Silversmithing and Diesinking, Printing, and low level
General Art Courses being moved elsewhere was met with either
sadness or glee. There had long existed a gamut of social
acceptability in the institution, where at the top of the scale,
Fine Art and related studies were regarded as the ''creme de la
creme" and, conversely, at the bottom, the departments servicing
industrial needs were merely suffered as a necessary evil - making
weight with student numbers and teaching hours. Much of the
internal discord not only stemmed from an ingrained perception of
the seeming gulf between creative aestheticism and the mechanical
arts, it also stemmed from the fact that from the late 1950s the
industrial departments began to attract larger student numbers,
often outnumbering and overshadowing the professional art and

design courses. It was considered by some to upset the balance of
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work in the College. It was a fact that towards the end of the
1950s large sums had been spent in developing the industrially
based departments. The situation led to much irritation. The
Finer Arts which, although they had been equally well-supported,
felt their place threatened by the industrial influence. It was
a clash of interests which found its roots in philosophical

debates on Art and Design Education going back to the early

nineteenth century.

Clearly, by 1966, the College of Art did have an exciting spread
of courses, a distinct reputation for creativity and standards,
and it provided and projected an exceptionally liberal and
aesthetic learning environment. Unfortunately, in practice, its

finite role was marred by a sense of creative encapsulation.

The inward-looking attitude which was fostered had its consequences
for it made the institution ripe for takeover and it was difficult
to find arguments otherwise. Following the early euphoria created
by the publication of the Report setting out the establishment of
Polytechnics, the proposed merger negotiations had not long been

in progress before it was clear that it was the College of Art
which was to be merged into the College of Technology. It was far
from being an equal partnership. At first a tentative proposal

was put forward by Cary and his staff for a federated two-college
structure of government, but the case was not pursued as the senior

staff succumbed to the pressures which emanated from Pond Street.

In the event, it was clear that if the proposals for a federated
arrangement had been pressed, little would have been achieved
other than merely delaying the ultimate. Although at the time it
could not have been foreseen, struggles elsewhere to retain some
semblance of autonomy and identity for constituent institutes came

to nought.1

But the real reason for lack of opposition stemmed not so much
from apathy as from lack of unity within the College of Art. Cary

was not the type of person to fight public battles - such would
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have been distasteful. Furthermore, he was not only relatively

inexperienced in the political skills required of a Principal, he
constantly lived in awe of the Education Officers and the members
of the Board of Governors. Senior staff of the College were
divided too; some knew that their careers and their departments’
future would lay elsewhere once the Polytechnic was established,
while many of the staff in the professional art and design
departments saw opportunities for possible personal advancement.
Sadly, a distinct minority not too discreetly relished the
possibility that the Principal would be removed, believing the
appointment to have been a mediocre choice. Indeed, it appeared
that some of the enthusiasm and willingness to effect an early
merger was based on opportunism not only for personal gain but

possibly also to settle old scores.

The bid by the Sheffield Education Committee for early designation
of its Polytechnic was successful when the DES announced that as

from 1st January 1969 Sheffield was to be so designated.

Subsequently the Reverend Dr George Tolly was confirmed as Principal
of the new institution, while the former Principal of the College of
Art, A D H Cary, was appointed Assistant Principal. From then on
the former Principal of the College of Art was accommodated in an
office in a functional city-centre annexe, three miles away from

the former College of Art, which was then re-styled the Faculty of
Art and Design of the Sheffield Polytechnic.

Four years later in 1973, A D H Cary died at the age of 58.

Administrative unification may be one prime objective to be achieved

in the organisation of an educational institution such as a Polytechnic,
the achievement of academic unity another. By the time Sheffield
Polytechnic was created, the second phase of a major building programme
for the College of Art was complete and a third phase in an advanced
state. It was clearly impossible to alter the physical site of the

Faculty of Art and Design ~ particularly as much of the provision was
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purpose-built studio and workshop accommodation. Fortunately, or

otherwise, according to opinion, although the independent institution
was destroyed, the creative ethos which is peculiar to institutions

of art and design seemed to be maintained. Opposing views may seek

to deprecate the insularity which the former institution fostered.
Often such critics are equally unable to accept that creativity and
expression are highly susceptible to regimentation, bureaucracy and
academically glib assumptions of interdisciplinary learning. Clearly
some who had accelerated polytechnicisation had cause for regret.

The role of Principalship was transferred to Deanship and those who

aspired to such pre-eminence found the mantle of responsibility and

the role of educational administrator irksome.
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The speed at which this first phase at Brincliffe was
completed was singularly amazing. The builders and
architects were on a tight 38-week completion contract
and despite an unexpected site fault (the unstable
scree of Brincliffe Quarry) the work was completed
only a few weeks after the end of the contract date.

Meeting the needs of children 13 to 16 years of age.

At Brighton and London, counterproposals were quashed

even after long debate and after strong public pressure
had been brought to bear.
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CHAPTER XXX

1930-1970 HIGHER TECHNICAL EDUCATION IN SHEFFIELD

Following the retirement of Percival Sharp in 1932 from the post
of Director of Education, his successor, W S Newton was appointed
Education Officer. The Annual Report of the Sheffield Education

Committee reported:

"The positions of Director of Education and Secretary for

Education have been abolished".1

Percival Sharp's departure from Sheffield was not wholly regretted
by a number of factions. He had a tough and uncompromising
relationship not only with the teachers but with those who worked
with him and many were not sorry to see him retire. Not
surprisingly, similar feelings prevailed amongst a number of
members of the Education Committee for contemporary sources have
related numerous encounters which he had with them. Conversely,
by the time Sharp left Sheffield it seems that he was less than
happy with certain members of the Education Committee and by the

way they endeavoured to implement their policies.

W S Newton's appointment was seen in many respects as merely a
palliative. Although it provided an opportunity of putting a long
time-served administrator into a post to crown his career” the
arrangement sulted the times for Newton was an obedient servant,
ready to act according to the whims of his masters. He died in
office in 1940, having completed 44 years' service with the

Authority.

Although the political direction of the Sheffield Education Committee
had been for the most part under the strong leadership of Alderman

E G Rowlinson since 1926, it was evident by the late 1930s that the
appointment of a strong, complementary and professionally competent
chief education executive was necessary. In 1939, Dr William Picken

Alexander (later Lord Alexander) was appointed Deputy Education
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Officir, a post he held until 1945, when he succeeded Sir Percival
Sharp  as Secretary of the Association of Education Committees.
The outbreak of the 1939-45 War brought the curtain down on many

old and unresolved problems. When it was raised again, the scene

had changed.

The task of solving Sheffield's post-war problems fell to Stanley
Moffett, the Director of Education until his retirement in 1958.
It was Moffett, together with his deputy and ultimate successor,
Thomas H Tunn (appointed in 1949) who bore the responsibility for
educational development in Sheffield in the 1950s and 1960s. But
apart from the principal professional education officers, the
majority of the Education Department staff were primarily
administrators. In the late 1940s this situation began to change
when the third tiers of the administration began to be staffed
with administrators who were also educationalists. Secondary
Education became the responsibility of John Holland2 who was
appointed Assistant Education Officer in 1947, while in 1955,

Leslie Brown was appointed with responsibility for Primary Education.

Responsibility for the Further Education provision from 1956 to 1964
was in the hands of William G Lumb, who had oversight of the
expansion programme planned for the College of Technology and tthe
first extensions of the College of Art. His prime achievement,
however, lay in establishing the Colleges of Further Education,
particularly in the form of the rapid transformation of the Day

Continuation School into the Granville College of Further Education.

Although County Colleges as envisaged in the 1944 Education Act
never materialised, the growth of the College of Further Education
was an educational development which owed much to W G Lumb and to
the experience of George Croft, who ultimately became the first
Principal of Granville College. In many respects it was unfortunate
that Lumb's3 move away from Sheffield came when it did for the plans
which he developed for Further Education were beginning to come to

fruition.
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1. . .
Roger Longden  in his thesis observed that the attempts of Sheffield

Education Committee to meet its responsibility between the Wars in
respect of secondary education was an inadequate exercise which
aimed to achieve the objective at the lowest possible cost. The
secondary education area was in fact no different from the further
educational provision. Indeed, so far as buildings and facilities
were concerned, further education in Sheffield appears to have been
in an even worse state. Before 1939 the two principal institutions
which made up the provision were the Sheffield Technical School and
Sheffield College of Arts and Crafts. The latter was housed in mid-
nineteenth century premises in Arundel Street, the work of which
overspilled into several nearby annexes. The Sheffield Technical
School comprised mainly part-time and evening classes conducted in

make-shift accommodation within the Bow Buildings complex.

During the 1930s, plans were made to bring together the various
parts of the technical school, whose work ranged from Metallurgy,
Engineering, Building and Commerce, into a central building to be
erected at a site on Pond Street which had originally been the
site of slum workshops and slum dwellinghouses. Plans were also
laid before the war to re-house on a site in Arundel Street the
Sheffield College of Arts and Crafts in buildings sited close to
the original Sheffield School of Arts. The 1939-45 War halted all
possible development of this kind but it did not stop the
relatively rapid growth of the Technical School. In 1945 the City
Architect's Department2 produced an eye-catching post-war plan of
development for the City - a plan which bore many of the pre-war
aspirations but which by 1945 had to appear of necessity due to
the extensive clearance as a result of bomb damage which had taken

place in the central area.

Contemporary with the planning proposals for the City was the
Sheffield Education Committee's development plan which had had to
be prepared as a response to the 1944 Education Act. The plan
outlined proposals for establishing a College of Technology, a
College of Commerce, and for developing the existing College of

Domestic Science. But after many changes, the various small and
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near mono-technical proposals gave way to a plan to set up the

Sheffield College of Commerce and Technology and the establishment

of a centralised institution began in 1943.

In the beginning the new central institution was merely a collection
of technical and commercial teaching departments loosely held
together administratively. Indeed, it was not until it was styled
the Sheffield College of Technology and established under the
Principalship of Dr George Lawton who was appointed in 1947 that it
began to take on the appearance of a unified institution. 1Its
departments, though predominantly part-time, were increasing both

in size and scope at a considerable rate. The administrative

centre was housed in the former premises of the Pupil Teacher Centre
in Holly Lane and the teaching facilities were '"carved" out of
accommodation which existed in the then Junior Technical School, the
School of Cookery and Domestic Science, and the City Grammar School.
The Science Department which had gradually been transferred as low
level work from the Applied Science Department of Sheffield
University was housed in the former Lancastrian School at Bowling
Green Street; the Department of Building had been established in a
former Board School at Salmon Pastures, while the Department of
Engineering was housed at Huntsman's Gardens - again another former
Board School. Latterly, the Department of Commerce and Management
was housed in a large Victorian house at Melbourne Avenue in the

Western subprb.

In 1954, building work commenced on the first phase of the College
of Technology on the Pond Street site to provide accommodation for
the Department of Engineering but within a few weeks of site
preparation commencing a serious site defect was encountered: it
was discovered that underneath Pond Street were remains of pillar-
and-stall mining operations and not only did considerable extra

work have to be undertaken to strengthen the foundations but the
cost of remedying the fault was likely to be high. It appeared that
the site might prove to be less than satisfactory and the Education
Authority began to seek alternatives which would not present quite

the technical difficulties which were likely to be encountered.
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One favoured site was a large piece of land which was bounded by
Chester Street, Fitzwilliam Street, Eldon Street and West Street
which had long remained clear of slum property. However, neither
the Planning Department nor the City Council was prepared to allow
a change of site. In consequence, the Education Committee was
forced to return to the Pond Street site and re-consider overall

design of the campus and the proposed building phases.,

By 1955 it was clear that if the College of Technology was to
erect a central complex of buildings in stages these would need
to spread over from Pond Street to a higher level in Arundel
Street and take in the areas of land which had been earmarked for

the College of Art. Plans were redrawn and laid accordingly.

The success with which Dr George Lawton pressed growth and
development of the College of Technology in the 1950s says
something for the character of the man. He waé.tough, forthright
and ruthless, and indeed many of the qualities of his Heads of
Departments showed them to be men of similar ilk. Following his
sudden death in 1959 the Authority appointed Jack Hiles, the Head

of the Department of Science, as Principal.

Although Hiles did not really seem to be of the calibre from which
principals of senior institutions are made, he took on a very
arduous job at a critical time in the development of the College
of Technology and did it creditably. Fortunately, he was very
familiar with the in-depth building planning which had taken place
and as Head of one of the key technology departments, he knew a
good deal of the policies and arrangements which were to be

implemented for higher level work.

In 1964, S B Hanson succeeded to the post of Assistant Education
Officer responsible for Further Education, and the appointment
heralded an era of considerable change. The establishment of

Granville College of Further Education in purpose-built premises
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and the subsequent establishment of Richmond, Shirecliffe and
Stannington Colleges made it possible not only to expand Further

Education provision but to transfer much of the low level academic

work into the district colleges.

During the period of enquiry leading to the publishing of the
Robbins' Report, Sheffield College of Commerce and Technology had,
together with other major public sector institutions, been under
close scrutiny. It was evident that the level of work in such
institutions was increasing in academic status and professional
importance and becoming obvious that the status of such

institutions needed to be more appropriately recognised within the

educational system.

Sheffield College of Commerce and Technology was offering a wide
range of Higher National Diplomas and Certificates, endorsement
studies leading to chartered professional status and external
intermediate and degree studies. In management studies too, the

college had a well-established reputation.

Two fundamental changes had already taken place. The setting up in
1964 of the Council for National Academic Awards had ended the
monopoly held by the Universities as degree-awarding bodies, while
the establishment of the National Advisory Council for Art and
Design Awards had made possible the award of Diplomas which were

recognised as of pass degree equivalent.

In May 1966 the DES published its proposals for the establishment
of twenty-nine polytechnical institutions by the merging together
and upgrading of local education authority colleges.1 The Report
was greeted with enthusiasm by the local authorities which had
proposed institutions. This was particuarly so in the case of
Sheffield Education Committee - indeed, the proposal seemed to
crown the City's post-war endeavours in the field of advanced

Further Education.
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Politically the Sheffield Education Committee had remained Labour-
controlled since the 1920s and this Produced a degree of stability.
In the late 1950s, leadership of the Education Committee began to
change. Alderman J H Bingham, who had been the successor to
Rowlinson, had been Chairman for thirteen years. His work had been
supported by Albert Ballard and S H Marshall. Ballard was a long-
standing and active member of the Education Committee and from 1954
until 1965 he was Chairman. S H Marshall too had many years
experience and had been the Chairman of a number of Sub-Committees,
of which the Training of Teachers Sub-Committee held his main

interest, he being Chairman from 1946 to 1963.

There seems to have been little doubt that it was the wisdom and
long~experience of such a group of Aldermen and Councillors largely
led by Bingham and Ballard which ensured that the Higher and
Further Education provision in Sheffield made such rapid advances.
As a group they were particularly aware of their role; they were
the "0ld Guard" whose political experience spanned the pre- and
post-war scene. It was not unnatural that they, and Ballard in
particular, desired to see successors who were not only stable,

but who were committed to educational politics.

As Ballard retired from public service, the Chairmanship of
Sheffield Education Committee passed to an up-and-coming young
Councillor, Christopher Price. However, within a year, Price was
nominated Labour candidate for Perry Bar, Birmingham and entered
Parliament. The Chairmanship then passed to another younger member
of Sheffield City Council, Councillor Roy Hattersley, but he too
was shortly afterwards adopted Labour candidate for Birmingham,
Spark Brook. Councillor Peter Horton succeeded to the Chairmanship
in 1967. Meanwhile, within the next two years, both Ballard and

Marshall retired from public duties.
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In many respects, the mid-1960s brought considerable change which
not only affected local education policies but also local

government politics. Boundary changes brought a Conservative
controlled City Council for the year 1968, with disastrous
consequences for local party politics. Although the Labour party
had been in control for almost forty years, there was a degree of
cooperation and respect between the two parties. Unfortunately,
misguided Conservative rule destroyed a long-standing and beneficial
relationship. Meanwhile, problems loomed relating to local
government reorganisation and educational policy too was being

subjected to revision.

The education service in Sheffield had been expanding to meet
growing needs but when plans for Secondary Education were redrawn
to introduce comprehensive secondary education, a major shift in
resources became necessary. Teacher-training was still undergoing
expansion and the further education provision was being stretched

to its limits.

While changes in personnel were taking place at political level,
personnel changes were also taking place at senior education officer
level. The Chief Education Officer, T H Tunn, retired in 1967,
being succeeded by his deputy, G M A Harrison. While Harrison had
promising previous experience, his service in Sheffield only
extended to a mere two years before he became Chief Education

Officer.

The pattern of continuity of control and established relationships
was therefore broken at a time of considerable change. 1In 1966
Jack Hiles retired from the Principalship of the Sheffield College
of Technology, being succeeded by Dr George Tolley. Tolley came
to Sheffield with strong academic qualifications and valuable
experience in the higher academic aspects of further education.

It was obvious that the Sheffield Education Committee was seeking
for its premier educational institution a leader who would carry
its development yet further, even though its ultimate designation

as a Polytechnic had not been considered publicly.
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When the DES Polytechnic proposals were published in May 1966 the
Sheffield Education Committee were eager to implement them and
within the ensuing months, discussions took place at Governor,
administrative and staff levels to effect early agreement on the
preparations which had to be made to merge the College of Art
with the College of Technology, whilst planning proposals were
quickly prepared and submitted to the Department of Education and
Science for consideration. Meanwhile, cross representation of
staff on the Boards of Studies and the Academic Boards was
introduced to enable members of staff of both institutions to

understand the workings of each college.

The members of staff of the College of Technology were in general
well pleased with the proposals - except those areas of work

which clearly did not fit into the academic level of a polytechnic
institution. They faced transfer to one or the other of the
further education colleges and there were instances of considerable
wrangling and bitterness arising from the seemingly arbitrary way

decisions were made.

The DES time-schedule for the creation of polytechnics was such
that those institutions which submitted satisfactory proposals
early enough could be designated from the 1lst January 1969. Once
this was known, Sheffield Education Committee and the College of
Technology appeared determined that Sheffield should be amongst
the first to be designated. Subséquently, the Education Committee
learned that as from the lst January 1969, the two Sheffield

institutions had been designated as having polytechnic status.

In appointing Tolley, the Sheffield Education Committee acquired,
in some respects, a tough, uncompromising, skilful '"‘political"
leader. Firstly, he became Principal of the College of Technology,
Principal-designate, then Principal of Sheffield Polytechnic, and
finally, Principal of the Sheffield City Polytechnic. While both
the Sheffield Education Committee and the Sheffield Education
Department fully achieved their ends, the ways and means by which

they were achieved and the interchange of power and support which
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had to be either given or conceded may never be known. Viewed
historically, George Tolley may have been the right man who was
in the right place at the appropriate time. Whether such a
strong personality was quite what either politicians or the
administrators wanted must be a matter for conjecture. What is

certain is that he was the successful founder of the Sheffield

Polytechnic.

The rapidity with which the Sheffield Polytechnic established

its identity not only in regional but in national terms owes much
to the strength of leadership of the Reverend Canon Dr George
Tolley. With single-mindedness of purpose, the institution
emerged to become one of the leading institutions of its type.
Obviously, such rapid progress cannot be achieved wholly by an
individual Principal but unfailing support from the Board of
Governors and with backing from the Sheffield Education Committee
ensured that the new institution flourished almost from its

inception.

While considerable civic pride motivated the desire to support
the new institution it also meant that the City of Sheffield was
now the home of two major institutions of higher education: the
University and the Polytechnic, one autonomous, the other the

responsibility of the Local Education Authority.
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CHAPTER XXXT

MOVING TOWARDS A UNIFIED STRUCTURE

Transcending the changes which were in store for the Colleges of
Education was the problem of the birthrate. For almost a decade
the United Kingdom birthrate had been in excess of 800,000

annually. But from a high peak in 1964 of 875,000 it had dropped
by almost 337 to 583,000. The birthrate figures for the City of
Sheffield also followed a similar pattern. From a peak of 8,612
in 1962 they began to fall until by 1975 only 5,7401 live births

were recorded.

While national demographic trends influence the decisions of
politicians and government departments, local trends bring
reality in terms of meeting the needs for future educational
provision. Although the intake of students into Sheffield Local
Education Authority Colleges of Education was both national and
regional in character, as the 1960s opened up opportunities to
mature students (most of whom were local) it was natural that
such students would be destined for local teaching appointments.
Such arrangements were useful during times of teacher shortages -

embarrassing in times of a diminishing pupil population.

From 1970 onwards the Sheffield Local Education Authority and its
Colleges of Education were beginning to face problems. Advice on
the make—up of the student body accepted for training came forth
from the Institute of Education in its role as Area Training

Organisation, and specific instructions came from the DES.

In June 1970, the Chief Education Officer reported to the Further
Education Sub-Committee the receipt of a letter which suggested
that the aim should be to achieve the following pattern in the
intake of students so as to increase the proportion of students
undertaking courses designed for the teaching of young children

(nursery, nursery/infant, infant and infant/junior):
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”Nur§ery,.nquery/infant, infant, infant/junior 407
Junior, Junior/secondary 387
Secondary 227,

°n

1

The Sub-Committee considered the position in relation to the
Sheffield Local Education Authority Colleges and discovered that
the percentages of training places in the Sheffield Colleges were
at least in line with those suggested. Nevertheless, the close
interest of the DES in the balance of admissions was to be
significant in the future. By 1973, the DES were informing the
Local Education Authority that the maximum permitted intake for
non-graduate entry to the Sheffield College would be: City College
315, Totley/Thornbridge College 290. While it was not intended
that the intake into training of those specialising in nursery,
infant and home economics and the training of teachers for the
mentally handicapped sectors should be reduced, the reduction in
the general intake was in the order of 16%, comparison being based

on the following:

" Intake Proposed DES Intake

72-73 74-75

City College 379 315
Totley Thornbridge College 340 290,,
2

It was a matter to which the Education Committee took exception.

The Chief Education Officer was directed to make objection to the

DES and subsequently pressure was put upon the Association of
Education Committees and the advice of Lord Alexander, the Secretary,
was sought. The matter was also raised with the Association of
Municipal Corporations and the Chief Education Officer reported that
the AMC fully endorsed Sheffield Education Committee's view and
concurred that:

"... in the planning of future teacher supply a fundapental
aim should be the abolition of classes of over 30 puplls”.3

Furthermore, the AMC agreed to private consultations with the DES
and the Secretary of State through the Association's representation

on the Advisory Committee on the Supply and Training of Teachers.
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Reductions in the intake of students now began to pose problems
for the local authorities, Indeed, as time was to show, cuts far

greater than 167 were imminent as the teacher shortage disappeared

and teacher unemployment loomed.

In twelve years, the College of Education lecturing staffs alone
in the Sheffield Local Education Authority Colleges had expanded
from 68 in 1962 to 228 in 1974 and there were many others employed
in administrative, technical support and domestic duties. Not
surprisingly, the reduction in the number of students raised

sensitive issues among the staffs and the members of ATCDE.

In a climate of a reducing need for teachers, the Government's
White Paper: "A Framework for Expansion" came to be regarded in
a different light, particularly when DES Circular 7/73: '"The
Development of Higher Education in the Non-University Sector"
directed each local education authority to submit plans by November
1973 on the way it intended to reorganise its Higher Education
provision. 1In response, the Further Education Sub-Committee at its
meeting held on 2nd January 1973 resolved:
"That the Chief Education Officer be asked to explore the
practicability, advantages and disadvantages of any

integration of the Authority's teacher training and higher

education establishments and to report back on the matter".1

At a subsequent meeting of the Sub-Committee held on 3rd April 1973
the Chief Education Officer "reported on his preliminary exploration
of the Higher Education issues"2 arising from Circular 7/73 and on
the setting up of a Steering Committee consisting of three
representatives from each of the Authorities' higher education
establishments and officers of the Education Department, whose task
it was to:

"report on outline proposals for reorganisation and recommend

procedures for detailed examination of, and consultation on
the proposals".3
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By early autumn, the Steering Committee was ready to make its
views known and the "Report to be submitted as a discussion document

to the Further Education Sub-Committee..." was presented on the 2nd
October 1973.

The Steering Committee had met four times and in presenting its
report, explained that their aim was to set out "possibilities" for
consultation with the Further Education Sub-Committee, the Governing
Bodies of the Colleges and other interested organisations. The

Committee recognised that:

"... the continuance of three separate institutions... is not

considered either practicable or likely to be acceptable as

the future pattern of higher education development in Sheffield".1

The principal criteria upon which the suggestions were based were:

- the continuance of higher education on all four sites:
Collegiate Crescent, Pond Street, Psalter Lane and Totley Hall
Lane

- the continuation of initial teacher training in the future to
take place in a diversified institution(s)

- the necessity to establish a new institution(s) endowed
with a new structure and a new organisation as opposed to
merging existing institutions into others

- the maintenance of the freedom currently enjoyed in respect of
responsibilities and autonomy

- the safeguarding of the interests of existing staff.

It was against this criteria that the Steering Committee considered

two possible solutions:

A single institutional model made up of the Polytechnic City
College and Totley Thornbridge College: it may have 8-9000

students by 1981; one governing body and one academic board.

A two-institutional model made up of the following possible

combinations:
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(a) City College with Totley Thornbridge and (b) Polytechnic or
(a) City College and (b) Totley Thornbridge with Polytechnic or
(a) City College with Polytechnic and (b) Totley Thornbridge.

It was intended that the institution which did not include the
Polytechnic would become a diversified institution with teacher

training and would be designed to meet the proposals in DES Circular

7/73.

The report asked the Further Education Sub-Committee to give an
early statement of intent in terms of the models proposed so that an
extended Steering Committee and working parties could be convened to

"investigate in detail within the agreed pattern".1

Although the discussion document was written in such a way as to
allay the fears of interested and involved parties, it was still
controversial. Unfortunately, added to the document, prior to its
presentation to the Further Education Sub-Committee was a prefatory
statement that the Chairman of the Education Committee (Councillor
Peter Horton), the Deputy Chairman (Alderman Bill Owen), the Deputy
Chairman of the Further Education Sub-Committee and the Chief
Education Officer had given preliminary consideration to the report
and had '"concluded that the single institution model would in their
view be the more appropriate'". The Sub-Committee resolved to invite
comments by 29th October from interested bodies; agreed to enlarge
the size of the Steering Committee to include representatives of the
student bodies of the Colleges; and that appropriate working parties

be set up to prepare detailed reports on the various aspects of the

pattern of implementation.

As the report passed to the Further Education Sub-Committee there
was an outcry. That the report was contentious was of lesser import
compared with the prefatory note which appeared to give a strong
hint of fait accompli; furthermore, the request for comments which

were called for from interested bodies allowed little time for

debate.
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Not surprisingly, almost every submission complained about the
shortness of time which had been allowed for consultation -
nevertheless, submissions duly arrived. The response from the
Board of Governors and the Academic Board of the Polytechnic
indicated substantial support for the single institution model.
Although it was a submission tinged with some caution, it indicated
quite clearly that the issue should be resolved along the lines .
suggested and with minimum delay. Of particular import was the
resolution of the Academic Board in calling.the Local Education

Authority to:

"... establish a feasibility study of the complete integration
of the three Colleges under a single Academic Board and a

single Governing Body".1

The Governing Body of the City College too called for a feasibility

study but this was to be based on:

"... a single institution and a two institution model of higher

education in Sheffield, the two institution model consisting of
the Polytechnic on the one hand and some form of amalgamation
of City and Totley-Thornbridge Colleges on the other".2

The proceedings of the Academic Board of the City College in
relation to the proposals were endorsed by the Governing Body for
submission. It contended:

"(a) ... that the Academic Board prefers a two institution model

of organisation of higher education in Sheffield in the local
authority sector.

(b) that the second institution of the two envisaged above
should include a substantial commitment to teacher education
and training”.3

The submission went on to comment that:

" .. (we) ... remain unconvinced, however, that the best interests
of students and teacher education and training will be served by
a single very large institution”.4
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The basis of the City College's deposition was a paper prepared

by Peake entitled "The Reorganisation of Higher Education in
Sheffield".” Reflecting on the uniqueness of a College of Education
as a special kind of institution and upon many views and sources,

his submission - largely forming the basis of what the Governing

Body submitted - observed:

"The vagaries of teacher supply and other manpower projections
are too well known to be rehearsed here. 'A highly sophisticated
and sensitive control of teacher supply, in terms of numbers and
composition' (para. 6.24 Teacher Education and Training, HMSO
1972) is highly desirable. The more complex the institution

and the greater its independence, the more difficult will it be
to adjust its output figures of trained teachers. It will thus
be imperative to ensure that the various teacher training
interests are adequately safeguarded in the chosen plan for
reorganisation. These interests could very easily be sacrificed
were they a minor aspect of the total commitment of any single,
very large institution. These interests must, therefore, be
clearly defined in any higher education structure which may
evolve.

It has long been felt that teachers should not be trained in
isolation and the City College has consistently sought a
diversified function over many years. It is also particularly
vital that students in training for teaching or any branch of
social work should themselves have experience of a caring
community since they must generate and transmit this approach
amongst those with whom they will later work.

For these reasons the City College with its excellent national
reputation for academic and professional integrity wants to
develop as a diversified institution of higher education with
a substantial commitment to teacher education and training.

The management of ... large institutions is inevitably fraught
with difficulty and especially so when their activities are on
separate sites some miles apart. Such split-site arrangements
can hardly be conducive to a common sense of purpose and the
concept of an educational community is hardly tenable, save on
each individual site itself.

Any suggestion that a second institution must of necessity be
an inferior one simply because it is the smaller is untenable.

... The deep antagonism which exists between faculty (students
and teachers) and administration on North American campuses
should be a serious warning...

The complexity of the issues... deter busy lay members from
querying recommendations... They can easily become mesmerised
by the size, self-importance and pretentions of the institution

itself.
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ExPerlgnce.so far suggests that institutions specialising
primarily in the Arts and Social Sciences can be considerably
smaller than the average size contemplated for the polytechnics.
It should be possible to cover a reasonable range of advanced

courses in this area in institutions with 1,000 to 2,000 full-
time and sandwich students",

Board of Governors of the Totley-Thornbridge College took a

different line. At a special meeting held on the 11th October 1973

it proposed:

The

?That Totley-Thornbridge College be developed as a small
independent institution offering both teacher training and
general higher education in certain specialised fields".2

Academic Board of Totley-Thornbridge also submitted views:
"... If we merge with another institution we face the destruction
of the strong staff commitment to Totley-Thornbridge and the
consequent break—up of the teams we have built. Furthermore,
staff changes would weaken our bonds with schools and thus waste
valuable professional capital at a time when, because of the
stress of change, we need it most...

... The management concept of "economy of scale" is, in many
aspects, not applicable to student education. It is
inappropriate to take the terminology of factory work,
particularly that of mass production, and apply it cost-wise
to college education. Educating students is not analogous to
manufacturing identical cans of beans.

Financially, the case for amalgamating the two Sheffield colleges
with the Polytechnic is not proven. We do not believe that

large colleges are necessarily cheaper to operate than smaller
colleges. Even if they were, it is still the quality of
education that is important.

.. The last decade has seen an escalation of conflict between
students and the institutions to which they belong. Available
evidence suggests that such conflict is directly related to an
inability to establish in large institutions adequate channels
of communication and a sense of community. It may well be that
to persist in a desire to concentrate all higher education in
mammoth units will lead, in the present state of our knowledge,
to academic and social chaos...

... The Academic Board proposes the retention of a relatively
small independent college of Higher Education at Totley,

offering to students a real alternative to the large institutionm.
We have, at the present time, links with the other local
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institutions of Higher Education, and the gradual strengthening
and dgve%oping of these links could well lead to the type of
association which would give the benefits of amalgamation
without 1ts obvious disadvantages. Such a development would

provide in Sheffield a viable and acceptable comprehensive

system of Higher Education”.l

The response from the Governing Bodies and the Academic Boards of

the three Colleges was hardly surprising. Meanwhile, the response
from the Sheffield Executive Liaison Committee of the Association

of Teachers in Technical Institutions dated 25th October 1973

protested strongly:
"... at the lack of time given for the consideration of the

Steering Committee Report on the Re-organisation of H.E. in
Sheffield;

the absence of information for the proper consideration of the
issues involved;

the publication of the personal opinions of the Chairman of
the Education Committee, the Deputy Chairman of the Education
Committee/Chairman of the Further Education Sub-Committee, the
Deputy Chairman of the Further Education Sub-Committee and the
Chief Education Officer as set out in "Note for presentation
to the Further Education Sub-Committee on 2 October 1973 -
Higher Education - Report of Steering Committee.

(we) cannot be held to be a party to any decisions made at
this time in consequence of the lack of opportunity for
adequate consultation and discussion with all parties involved.

(and) ... in any further process we require full involvement
together with ATCDE".2

It was not surprising that the response from the local membership
of ATCDE should be both fulsome and forceful - careers, principles

and aspirations were under distinct threat:

"The Association does not support the binary principle in
higher education and cannot accept it to be immutable. On the
contrary, we believe that the doctrine of 'separate but equal'
held in some quarters to justify the binary system is no more
likely to prove acceptable or realistic to the profession and
the public than did 'parity of esteem' with regard to the
tripartite system of secondary education which evolved after
1944, It is our conviction that the attempt to enforce and
maintain distinctions between systems of higher education in
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terms of planning, finance
fundamentally unsound; it
divisive and educationally

administration and character is

can only be uneconomic, socially
indefensible. It is our view that
the pr9posals in the White Paper must be regarded as an
eYolutlonary Stage towards the creation of a unified system of
blghgr equcation which would contain an appropriate variety of
institutions provided from the public purse and planned in the
national interest with due regard to regional needs.

e ?here i1s a strong case for a number of designated
institutions of higher education (including existing
polytechnics) of a more modest size than is presently proposed
for polytechnics. One hundred institutions of higher education
with student populations in the range of 1,000 - 3,000 would

seem to offer a more manageable and realistic means of achieving
the expansion of higher education provision in the non-university
sector than the somewhat lop-sided development currently proposed.

. The ATCDE members in Sheffield welcome the opportunity to
consider a two institution model but regret and reject the
limitations imposed by the note sent out with the Report of the
Meeting of the Further Education Sub-Committee which states:

'... Should the Governing Bodies and Academic Boards wish
there to be a two institution model, it is proposed that
they be invited to consider the merits and demerits of this
within the current Department of Education and Science
totals for the college(s).'

The development of higher education in Sheffield is ill-served
by a policy insisting on an inviolable target for one

institution and no expansion at all for any other.

that ATCDE members in Sheffield City and Totley-Thornbridge

Colleges of Education are of the
the interests of students in the
in Sheffield will best be served
of institutions. They therefore
rather than a single institution

opinion that in the future,
public sector of Higher Education
by offering them a genuine choice
favour a two institution model

of 7,000 - 9,000 students on four

separate sites".1

At first, Sheffield Area Students' Council decided that it was
"completely opposed to the proposal for the single institution".
A decision which was not easily arrived at, it was subsequently

overturned in favour of a single institution.

Meanwhile, as the Academic Board of the Polytechnic had pointed out,

the three Local
While

there were four institutions of higher education:
Education Authority Colleges and the University of Sheffield.
the Polytechnic firmly represented that part of the binary system

which was controlled, the University was representative of the



~-489-

autonomous, and to all intents and purposes the three Colleges of
Education were the go-betweens. They relied on the Local Education
Authority for economic sustenance on one hand and on the University
for academic legitimacy on the other. It was somewhat surprising
therefore that the submission from the University of Sheffield,
whether by design or default, appears to have avoided making a
positive contribution to the discussion for the response from the
Vice-Chancellor dated the 17th October 1973 was, to say the least,
irrelevant. It merely confirmed a statement of intent relating to
the validation of the award of the Diploma of Higher Education and

the Bachelor of Education Degree which was passed by Senate on the

7th November 1973.

Meanwhile, the submission of views to the Further Education Sub-
Committee by 29th October precluded a formal reply from the Institute
of Education as a meeting of the Board of the Institute was not
scheduled until 1st November. In view of the circumstances,
Professor Roach, the Director of the Institute, wrote a letter on

behalf of the Chairman, Professor Armytage, and himself:

"... First of all we both agree with the requirements of the
discussion document about the academic and professional needs
which have to be met. We would agree too that the continuance
of three separate institutions of higher education in the City
is not likely to be practicable, but we would suggest that the
goals which are being aimed at may be more satisfactorily
achieved through the establishment of two institutions rather
than through the establishment of a single institution. For
that reason we are not in agreement with the note from the
chairman of the Education Committee and others circulated with
the report.

A single institution of the kind envisaged would be both very
large and very cumbrous, since it would be operating on four
sites. The proposals that it should be controlled by .a single
board of governors and a single academic board would, in our
view, if these bodies were themselves to be of manageable size,
create an administrative system which might be unrepresentative
and unresponsive to staff and student opinion as a whole...

If a second institution were to be created alongside the

Polytechnic, it would seem to us most advantageous that it
should be created by the fusion of the present colleges of
education, though we accept that other combinations, as sugggs?ed
in the report, are possible. To quote the report, 'a diversified
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college including teacher training, with an emphasis on other
courses p¥ovided in the arts and social sciences' seems to us

to be an institution which would be large enough to be
acaqem%cally strong and small enough to preserve the qualities

of intimate personal relationships which characterize the present
colleges of education. Such an institution would meet the proper
demands made in the report of the Steering Committee. It would
preserve and enrich the strong traditions of the existing colleges
of education, which ought to be preserved in a recognizable form
because they have much to give to higher education in the future.
Sheffield City College in particular should be mentioned here,
because it was one of the pioneer Local Authority colleges and it
has for many years held a strong national position in teacher
training... It would seem to us that a second institution of the
kind envisaged might enhance the appeal already exerted by the
Colleges and neither conflict nor overlap with the current
developments in the Polytechnic.

The report of the Steering Committee refers to such a second
institution, if created, as numbering between 1,500 and 3,000
students by 1981. The note from the chairman of the Education
Committee and others refers, in the case of a second institution,
to 'diversification taking place within the spare capacity
resulting from the reduction in numbers in teacher training'.

We wish to point out that this is a more restricted concept than
that expressed by the report of the Steering Committee, and we
submit that the second institution should not be considered within
such limited terms...

In our view a diversified college of 1,500 - 3,000 students,
alongside the existing Polytechnic, would be both a strong academic
unit and an institution in which both staff and students would work
happily and fruitfully. It would preserve many of the valuable
traditions of the past while making its own contribution to the new
demands in higher education. We would urge the Education Committee
to consider very carefully the case of setting up such an

institution".1

With formal replies received, the enlarged Steering Committee met on
the 31st October and considered them. In a memorandum prepared for
the Further Education Sub-Committee which was to meet on the 6th

November it noted:

"... that there were conflicting views: a body of opinion was
in favour of the one institution solution but there was also a
strong body of opinion in favour of the two institut%on §oluF10n
but with differences of view about the form the two institution

model should take...".2
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Meanwhile, an official response from the Institute was received
from Alex Currie, Registrar and Secretary of the University of
Sheffield, in his capacity as Clerk to the Board of the Institute
of Education. He stated that the Board "after considerable

discussion" took the view that:

"... The Board considers it imperative that in any scheme for
the reorganisation of Higher Education, the interests of
teacher training should be adequately safeguarded and
represented. It is particularly concerned that the quality of
teachers should be enhanced and that an adequate supply of
teachers should be ensured...".

The deposition of the Board of the Institute of Education also drew
attention to the major points of its discussion:
"Concern was expressed that the quality of student life might

be jeopardised in one large institution of higher education
based on four dispersed sites.

A general doubt was expressed that the D.E.S. forecasting of
target figures of trained teachers might, once more, prove to
be inaccurate. It was considered that a more sophisticated
method of forecasting was required.

It was pointed out that if such forecasting proved inaccurate

a large single institution might be unable, owing to its size,
to regulate the supply of good quality teachers to meet current
needs and to prevent mal-distribution.

There was considerable support for the idea of a consortium of
separate institutions which would enable them to retain much
of their own traditions and ethos. Such an association would,
in addition, give members the opportunity of retaining their
own governing bodies and academic boards".1

As the various interested bodies and organisations waited with
interest for reaction from the Steering Committee as a result of
submissions made, it was being rumoured that the members of the
Further Education Sub-Committee and the Officers of the Sheffield

Education Department preferred a single institution arrangement.

This was certainly the view of Peter Horton and Michael Harrison
who were strongly against the suggested two institution model and

particularly that option which proposed the merging of City College
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with Totley-Thornbridge College. They felt it would perpetuate
the existing rivalries, there would be a constant struggle for
finance, and it would create a three tier system: University,

~Polytechnic and College, with the surviving College being regarded

as an institution of lesser status.

The view of H M Inspectorate too seemed to favour a single
institution and it was decided to press the case with the DES. On
the 9th November 1973, Horton and Harrison had a meeting with H A
Harding, the Under-Secretary of State1 to ascertain the DES view

of the situation. But discussion showed that the DES were becoming
nervous and urged against over-stating the case for the single
institution as sustained objection may have resulted in prolonged
negotiations or even an enquiry. Furthermore, the DES were not
wholly convinced with what was being envisaged and revealed a
reluctance to support a single institution with a student population
which would possibly grow to 9,000 by 1981 - a projected size which
had hitherto been considered likely. Talks were now to revolve
round student numbers of smaller dimension if the single institution

was to be acceptable to the DES.

The basis of the consideration of student numbers lay in the
projected planning figures for the 1980s. Before the Government's
White Paper proposals had appeared, the medium-term growth plan
envisaged the Polytechnic with 6,600 students by 1981, City College
with 1,300 students and Totley-Thornbridge with 900 students. But
teacher supply needs were falling dramatically and already the DES
had started cutting student intake levels. Furthermore, pressure
to reduce yet further was imminent and the DES made it clear that

even the Polytechnic growth figures were not sacrosanct.

In the cockpit of local educational politics, discussions now began
to shift ground. The Local Education Authority had received both
comments and information relating to the plans of the other
Authorities. They too had plans to rationalise and diversify and

it seemed that the region might become littered with a proliferation
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of small liberal-arts colleges all attempting to compete for
students. If this was likely to be the case, what was the point
of attempting to diversify City College as a liberal arts
institution when the Polytechnic might take up the work as a major
institution? Elsewhere support was being sought to press the case
for proposing the amalgamation of the Polytechnic and the City
College so that Totley-Thornbridge would survive as a small,

separate, diversified College.

The issue was now becoming sensitive. Amidst a flurry of talks

and telephone conversations between senior members of the Education
Committee, the Officers of the Local Education Authority and
Principals of Colleges, the Authority was reminded of the long-
standing links with the University and the folly of severing such
links. The Local Education Authority was also reminded of the
independent powers of the Governing Bodies who could appeal to the
Minister. Although the DES had given tacit approval to the proposal
for a single institution, it did not want to become embroiled in a
Local Education Authority dispute and certainly did not view
favourably the possibility of an appeal being lodged. Although
Harding thought that the City College should accept the principle of
merging with the Polytechnic, he urged that every attempt should be
made to get agreement by common consent, but, if Sheffield Local
Education Authority really wanted two institutions, the DES would

not object. However, options were limited.

One aspect of amalgamation was that of differing academic standards.
The City College had persistently maintained that its standards of
admission and levels of teaching were higher than the other college
in the Sheffield Institute. It was a view which to some extent was
supported by Harding and it was on these grounds that he did not view
favourably the prospect of Totley-Thornbridge being merged with the
Polytechnic. A policy view also emerged during discussions when the
DES revealed that it was in the end unlikely to agree to the City
College continuing in its own right for a different reason: 1if it
was allowed to survive, Leeds, Didsbury, Nottingham, and others would

expect the same treatment. Meanwhile, Horton argued that the Sheffield
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Education Committee was not prepared to merge the City College and
Totley-Thornbridge College because it did not wish to create a

second polytechnical institution in the city.

Horton now sought to gain support for the single institution model.
In his view, there were good arguments for merging both Colleges of
Education with the Polytechnic: such a move would both broaden and
liberalise the Polytechnic's academic base and change its seemingly
scientific and technologically biased character. None the less,
should a two-institutional structure finally be accepted, the
merging of the City College with the Polytechnic would leave Totley-
Thornbridge to exist as a small separate institution taking in some
500 teachers under training and 400 students following social and

life science based courses.

As Horton's arguments emerged, Peake railed against them. He yet
again reminded that both the Totley-Thornbridge and the City
Governing Bodies could appeal to the Minister. Horton was aware

that Harding of the DES favoured the single institution principle
providing that it was reached by consensual agreement. What Peake
probably did not know at the time was that the DES feared that if
there was an appeal to the then Secretary of State for Education and
Science, Margaret Thatcher, there was every prospect that the Minister
may have agreed to a City-Totley-Thornbridge amalgamation, a decision
which Harding considered (at that time) could most probably have led
ultimately to the movement of the City-Totley institution into the

University.

The Governing Body of the City College met on the 7th November and

transmitted a resolution to the Chief Education Officer. It read:

"The Academic Board re-affirms its opposition to a single
institution solution and also re-affirms its preference for a
two institution model with the second institution including a
substantial commitment to teacher education and training.

The Academic Board wishes to state further that it strongly
supports the Governors in their submission that the second
institution should be a strong association of City and Totley-
Thornbridge Colleges, the precise form to be negotiated".2
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Meanwhile, Horton prepared a statement dated the 11th November 1973.

First, it summarised the national position and then adverted to the

reorganisation in Sheffield:

--. The White Paper plans for a 1707 growth in full-time
student numbers in Polytechnics over the next ten years and
for the number of full-time teacher training students to be
cut by over 407 (in Sheffield possibly by 503%)...

Local Education Authorities have been asked to submit their
proposals for the reorganisation of higher education...

Alarmed at the prospect of up to 150 uneconomic, small, liberal
arts colleges all competing for the same students, the
Department of Education and Science are, it is understood,
hoping that areas which are fortunate to have a polytechnic or

technical college will put forward solutions which make more
economic and educational sense.

Equally alarmed are many teachers that a situation might endure
in which most teachers continue to be trained in monotechnic
institutions staffed by lecturers nearly half of whom are non-
graduates. A wealthy nation which accepts a situation in which
807 of its teachers are non-graduates need not be surprised
that teaching as a profession does not enjoy the high regard
which it merits".1

Horton observed that the Steering Committee had recommended that

there should be two institutions and now, as Chairman of the Education
Committee, he was directing the newly extended Steering Committee to
limit its deliberations to the consideration of a two institution

scheme or a single institute scheme based on the following:

"The Steering Committee have recommended that the three lLocal
Education Authority Higher Education institutions in Sheffield
should be reorganised into not more than 2 institutions and have
asked the Local Education Authority to give a statement of intent
of acceptable alternatives.

Following discussions at the Department of Education and Science
I would recommend that an enlarged Steering Committee should limit
its further investigation to the following two models:

(a) A two institutional model made up as follows:

(i) City/Polytechnic - a new polytechnic-type institution
offering a wide range of courses including sciences,
technology, social sciences, arts, fine arts, design,
business studies and teacher training. Initially, student
numbers would be 4,000 rising to 7,000 by 198l. The new
Senate might wish to build on the City College site (which

at present accommodates 1,300 students) to enable a
considerable part of the expansion (e.g. courses in arts and
social sciences) to be provided there. The Senate might also
wish to consider seeking permission to award 1ts own degrees.
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- (11) Totley-Thornbridge - a small college of about 900
students concerned mainly with teacher training but
offering also a limited range of courses in the arts.
Linked courses with the new City/Polytechnic would be
encouraged. The question of inclusion of some adult
education courses should not be dismissed.

(b) A one institution model - initially with student numbers
of 5,000 rising to 8,000 by 1981. The new Senate would
decide how the sites, courses and administration would be
organised but the arrangement might not necessarily be
very different from that under (a).

Whichever structure (is) preferred, co-operation with the
university at all levels (will) be encouraged (and with other
colleges in the region). Co-operation on a basis of equality
would be likely to be easier once the new polytechnic and the
university were of comparable size. The long term aim should
be to achieve a unified structure of higher education in the
region in which courses of many kinds and at different levels
were available to suit the needs of adults of all ages from
many walks of 1ife".1

On the 12th November the Labour Group met and the issue was
presented by Peter Horton, who called for support for the single
institution model in order to effect progress. As it was, a number
of members of the Group did not grasp the urgency of the situation
and felt the matter was too rushed. Councillor Ron Ironmonger
wanted more time and suggested Horton prepare a more detailed paper.
The debate proceeded in an uneasy, desultory fashion until Councillor
David Blunkett moved acceptance of Horton's proposals. But then
Alderman Bill Owens objected: interested parties had been invited
to the meeting and the matter needed to be fully aired. Finally,

it was suggested that Horton should come back in a month's time

with more details - meanwhile, the negotiations would go ahead.

Peter Horton now seemed unsure of the exact nature of his mandate.
A small post-Labour Group caucus meeting was held comprising Peter
Horton, Frank Hooley (the Chief Administrative Officer for the City
College, previously Member of Parliament and succeeding MP for the
Heeley Division of Sheffield) and Dr Bill Carr (Chairman of the
City Governing Body). It was concluded that while the Group had
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not taken a vote on the proposals, there was sufficient support

to continue the negotiations and that the Group at this stage

preferred the "either/or" proposals.

The next move was a meeting convened with the purpose of
discussing the proposals more directly with the Colleges. On

the 16th November, Peter Horton chaired a meeting comprising

the Extended Steering Committee and twenty representatives from
each of the three Colleges. The scene was set by Horton who
first made a statement of progress followed by an outline of the
basis of the direction in which the Steering Committee was to
proceed: consideration of mergers of the former City-Polytechnic
or Polytechnic-Totley - advising that the idea of a City-Totley
merger was not to be proceeded with as such an arrangement would
not be considered. Meanwhile, the Steering Committee was charged
to consider a single Polytechnical institution. To many,
introduction of a single institution was considered to be a
foregone conclusion but Alderman Bill Owen was to intervene to
state that no final decision had been made either in the Labour
Group or elsewhere. As far as he was concerned the matter still

remained open.

Unfortunately, the relationship between Horton and Peake had
worsened. It was a situation which had been deteriorating over a
period of several months. When, therefore, in the course of
discussions Horton suggested that there may well be additional
buildings and resources on the City College site, it was
considered to be a conciliatory gesture offered in the hope that

opposition might be reduced and a satisfactory solution found.

Following the meeting with College representatives on the 16th

November, Horton prepared a statement:
"Further comments following the meeting with representatives...

1. Acceptable Alternatives

The Steering Committee have recommended that there should
not be more than two institutions. The alternative models
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which.might mgrit serious consideration by the enlarged
Steering Committee (further extended) could be:

a) Totléy—Thornbridge/Po1ytechnic with City (1,300 students)
remaining out,

b) City/Polytechnic with Totley-Thornbridge (930 students
(930 students) remaining out.

c) One institution.

2. Non-Acceptable Alternative

In my opinion the alternative of forming a new Liberal Arts

College by combining City and Totley-Thornbridge would not be
acceptable to the Local Education Authority or the Department
of Education and Science for reasons including the following:

a) If we are aiming for a more unified system of Higher
Education it would be a backward step to set up a third
large institution of 2,230 students in a city which
already has a University and a Polytechnic. It would
also be contrary to the intentions of the White Paper.

b) There will be too many Liberal Arts Colleges chasing too
few students.

¢) It is preferable to have one institution including both
Arts and Sciences rather than to have two institutionms,
one for Arts and one for Sciences. Those who are going
to teach in a world dominated by science should not be
cut off from it in their Higher Education.

d) It will be wrong to continue to prevent the Polytechnic
from becoming involved in teacher training.

e) The transfer of students from one course to another would
be more difficult where institutions are kept separate
than in the case where a College combines with the
Polytechnic.

3. Building Programmes

When current building programmes are completed there will be
accommodation for the following full-time student numbers:

Polytechnic 4,500 (now 2,800)
City 1,300
Totley 930
Total 6,730

A target for Sheffield of 8,000 by 1981 has been postulat?d
but this may be cut by the Department of Education and Science
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to allow growth in other areas. The remaining building

programmes for the next 8 years will therefore be for 600-
1,300 students.

If City and the Polytechnic were to combine then all or most
of the 600-1,300 places could be built at City. If City

stays out then all these places are scheduled to be built in
the Sheaf Valley.

4. Teachers in Initial Training Courses

If Sheffield has a 507 cut there will be about 1,100 places
in initial teacher training. The Department of Education and
Science have suggested that, should one College of Education
remain separate and the other combine with the Polytechnic,
there might be 700 in teacher training at the College

remaining separate and 400 within the new institution (College/
Polytechnic).

5. Choice of Institutions

There are 243 institutions offering initial teacher training.
Most of these will remain, so there will be plenty of choice
nationally and in this region. The choice of courses within
most of the 150 ex-Colleges of Education will, however, remain
narrow. A number of Colleges may no longer be allowed to
offer Degree Courses.

6. Size of Institutions and Flexibility

The view of the Department of Education and Science is that

the larger the institution the more flexible the arrangements
can be when dealing, for instance, with the question of changes
in teacher supply. The Department of Education and Science
will make sure that powers exist to determine the number of
teacher training places from year to year".1

The special joint meeting of the City and District Further Education
Sub-Committee held on the 20th November took on the task of
attempting to come to a decision on fundamental issues. Dr Bill
Carr (co-opted member and Chairman of the City College Governors)
posed the questions: 'Can we be certain that teacher training will
not be endangered by transferring it into a larger institution?

Can we be sure it would respond readily when we need more teachers?"

On these points an unequivocal assurance was given.
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Dennis Spooner (General Secretary Sheffield Branch NUT) put the
view that it was "the nature of the new institution which was
important” and there was a wish to see much more devolution.
Councillor Miss Pat Santhouse enquired: "Was the City-Totley
amalgamation to be ruled out entirely?" 1In answer to which,

Councillor Horton intimated that there was a letter on its way

from the DES confirming the fact.

Finally, it was moved by Alderman Bill Owen, seconded by Martin

Flannery:

"(a) That the Report of the Steering Committee be accepted.

(b) That the enlarged Steering Committee be asked to
continue its work based on consideration of the
following models:

(i) Totley-Thornbridge College of Education/Sheffield
Polytechnic with City College of Education (1,300
students) remaining separate,

(11) City College of Education/Sheffield Polytechnic
with Totley-Thornbridge College of Education (930
students) remaining separate,

(iii) One institution combining all three establish-

ments''.
1

But Councillor Santhouse was not to be put off and proposed the
following resolution, which was seconded by Len Harvatt (a co-opted
member) :
"That the Department of Education and Science be approached in
writing to confirm or deny that a two institution model
(Sheffield Polytechnic and City/Totley-Thornbridge College of

Education) will or will not be acceptable and that in the light
of the Department's reply this model be considered".2

The amendment to the resolution was put but it only raised one vote;
there were two abstentions and the remainder of the votes were cast

against.
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The Further Education Sub-Committee next deliberated on the remit

of the Steering Committee and resolved:

"That the membership of the enlarged Steering Committee be
extended to include one representative from the non-teaching
staff of each of the three establishments and up to two
representatives of the Sheffield Teachers' Associations.

That the Steering Committee be given guidelines assuming
about 8,000 full-time higher education students (including
1,109 = 1,300 in initial teacher training) by 1981 but with
consideration given to the position should there be an
increase beyond these figures through additional numbers in
teacher training, and of the need for a considerable degree
of devolution of authority in the combined institutions”.1

Although the aspirations for the future of the City College
appeared limited, its Governing Body challenged the decision of
the Sub-Committee. At the 2nd January meeting of the Further
Education Sub-Committee a recommendation from the Governors of the

College of Education was considered. It asked that:
"... the Education Committee be formally requested to state
the reasons why the Governing Body's request for a feasibility

study of the two institution model of higher education in
Sheffield (the two institution model consisting of the
Polytechnic on the one hand and some form of amalgamation of
City and Totley-Thornbridge Colleges on the other) had been
ruled out of consideration (the models which were under
consideration being one institution combining all three
establishments and two institutions consisting of the
Polytechnic together with one College of Education, with the
other College of Education remaining separate at about its
present size).2

Response came in the agreement that:

"... the Chief Education Officer should write to the College
Governors, referring them to the recent Department of Education
and Science letter and also advising them that it was not
wished to have a "third centre" established in the city and that
it was wished to have initial teacher training associated with
the new institution which included the Polytechnic".3

During January 1974 the extended Steering Committee worked towards
producing their revised report. Meanwhile, Harold Peake put forward

a four-page counter proposal dated 29th January 1974. The document
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envisaged a single institution to be known as the City of Sheffield

Polytechnic, a collegiate system comprising three colleges:

Sheaf College (Polytechnic at Pond Street) 3,400 students

City College (including Psalter Lane site) 3,400 students
Totley College (including Grove Road) 1,000 students
A total of 7,800 students

The proposed institution would have a Governing Body and a Senate
and the collegiate institutions would have a considerable degree
of autonomy. There would be Principals over each College and an

Academic head who would be styled "Chairman".

Meanwhile, the final meeting of the extended Steering Committee

was delayed. The Chief Education Officer was questioned and the
teacher representatives were in dispute. The issue concerned the
Sheffield Teachers' Association representative, Harry Dowson, who
decided to send an alternative representative. The Chief Education
Officer had ruled that Dowson was to be the only representative.
John Turner (a member of the City College staff) had attended the
penultimate meeting claiming he was the alternative member. After
discussion, Turner withdrew. Meanwhile, Dennis Spooner claimed
that Dowson had resigned and Ron Long was to succeed in his place.
The final meeting of the extended Steering Committee was then
convened. The revised report followed the direction given by Horton
in the previous November and presented the strengths and weaknesses
of the various amalgamations. The revised report also outlined the
principles on which the single institution might be based and not
only referred to the Faculty system approach but included Peake's

proposed collegiate system.

The extended Steering Committee refrained from commenting on their

proposals. Instead they:

"... considered it desirable to express a view to the Further
Education Sub-Committee on the three models under consideration
(as opposed to forwarding a Report setting out the pros and
cons, constraints and safeguards and structures needed, but
with no recommendations), with the following as the basis of
indication:
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(a) of the three models, the preferred one is:

Votes cast

(1) City separate and Polytechnic/Totley-
Thornbridge combined 3

(i1) Totley-Thornbridge separate and City/
Polytechnic combined 6

(iii) 'All three combined 12

(b) if the Authority wishes one college of education
to remaln separate, the preferred one is:

(1) City 6
(i1) Totley-Thornbridge 14

(c) if the Authority wishes to combine all three
establishments, the preferred structure is:

(1) faculty 2

(i1) collegiate 19,,

Not unnaturally, Harold Peake was a disappointed man. A vote
against City College seemed like a personal defeat; the university
links would be lost. One ray of hope remained: there was over-

whelming support for the collegiate system.

The revised document was now distributed to interested parties for
comment. The adjacent local education authorities gave it a tart
reception; L G Taylor, Director of Education for Rotherham,
complained bitterly that 907 of the Higher Education places for

South Yorkshire would be concentrated in the Sheffield Local
Education Authority. M J Pass, Chief Education Officer for Doncaster
Education Department rejoined: he felt it "inappropriate to comment"
but observed that "any Higher Education development in South Yorkshire
should be sited away from the area already well saturated with such
provision...".2 The Derbyshire Local Education Authority advised
that they intended developing their own institutions of Higher

Education.
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Within Sheffield Local Education Authority an adroit response was

received from the City College Governing Body which met on the lst
March 1974 and resolved that:

", ghould there be a two institution solution, it should be
the City College which should retain its distinct identity as
a separate institution,

that the Governing Body strongly supports the maximum
possible freedom for the Colleges within a Collegiate system,
draws particular attention to the possible system suggested by
the Academic Board, and considered it essential for all detailed
discussions of such a system that there be the closest liaison
with this Governing Body and the Academic Board...”.1

The sentiments of the Governing Body were supported by the Academic
Body which:
(1) expressed regret that the possibility of a second major
institution of higher education in the city formed from some

association of City College with Totley-Thornbridge had been
discounted;

(11) reaffirmed its previous opinion that a single institution
of 8,000 students on four sites was undesirable and that a two
institution model in which the City College retained its distinct
identity as a separate institution was the only acceptable
solution...

(iii) agreed that if the LEA insists on a new single institution,
that institution should be organised on a collegiate basis with

a substantial and genuine delegation of authority and
responsibility to the colleges...".2

The parties who had interest in Totley College were somewhat elated
and encouraged by the way voting had gone in the Steering Committee.
Consequently, the Governing Body instructed the Chief Administrative
Officer to remind the Local Education Authority of their previous
resolution that it should remain a small independent College. To
press the point yet further, John Banfield, the Principal of Totley-
Thornbridge College, now took the opportunity to write to the Chief

Education Officer on the 5th March 1974:
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"Totley-Thornbridge College of Education

Dear Mr Harrison

... would you please bring to the notice of the Sub-Committee
the actual wording in Mr Harding's letter, when he stated that:-

'We recognised that whatever the arguments in favour of
amalgamating both colleges of education and the polytechnic
and they seemed to us to have very considerable force,
there would be real difficulties in achieving this unless
your further consultations resulted in a fair consensus of
opinion amongst the staffs of the institutions concerned
that amlagamation would be the best course.'

... I wish to bring to the notice of the Sub-Committee that
the costs at Totley-Thornbridge College, per student hour,
are approximately 507 of those at the Polytechnic. One
would assume that, with the country in financial difficulty,
the Education Sub-Committee would not support needless
increased spending.

Yours sincerely

J. Banfield

Principal."1

Once again, the Polytechnic responded. The Governing Body at its
meeting on the 7th March expressed a "willingness to change styles
and structures" and intimated that a feasibility study should be
proceeded with as quickly as possible. Meanwhile, the Academic
Board of the Polytechnic was '"seriously disquieted that after nearly
a year... there (had) been so little progress'". A sting was to come

in three resolutions which it put forward:

(1) Accepting that there must be a merger of Colleges, and
that this merger can be of great educational benefit, this

Board welcomes a merger, providing that it 1s a genuine merger
aimed at fulfilling educational objectives, and not an attempt
to perpetuate existing structures and existing management styles
and procedures.

(11) This Academic Board emphasizes that, whatever the number
of constituent Colleges involved in the merger, it seeks the
establishment of a single institution as a result of the merger.
Within this single institution there should be a considerable
devolution of authority such as is essential and usual within
any large academic organisation. We are not convinced that the
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case 1s made in the Report for a collegiate structure, neither
do we accept that the Faculty and Collegiate structures,
referred to in the Report, are in any way representative of
varying degrees of devolution.

(1i1) This Academic Board re-affirms its desire for a one
institution model and recommends that a feasibility study, as
previously suggested, be set up quickly, such a study to proceed
without preconditions about academic government and management
structures imposed upon it".1
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CHAPTER XXXII

MONOPOLY

Three possible organisational forms were being considered by the
various factions. While the strongest lobby favoured a single
institution organised on a faculty basis, those in favour of
maintaining Totley-Thornbridge College still sought to press a
case for its retention as a separate institution. In contrast,
the Academic Board of the City College, being acutely conscious
that the College could not remain independent, now sought a
different solution by attempting to devise a structure for a
Collegiate system of organisation within a single institutional
model - an alternative which had been given strong support by the

extended Steering Committee.

On the 7th March 1974, Peake issued a confidential note on the
"Possible Collegiate Structure'. It suggested a Governing Council
and overall Academic Board, to be known as "the Senate'" and '"that
the institution should be organised on a Collegiate basis with a
substantial and genuine delegation of authority and responsibility

to the Colleges".1

To ensure that each constituent college was able to exercise
clearly defined powers and ensure continuity of decision-making

it was envisaged that every college would have its own Governing
Body, a Principal, a Secretary and an Academic Board. The
Governing Council would be made up of members of each College's
Board of Governors and while the "President" as head of the
institution would be essentially a co-ordinator and directly
responsible to the Governing Council, each College Principal would
be responsible for the internal organisation, management and

discipline of the College.
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The Further Education Sub-Committee now needed to come to a
decision. The single-institution facility-based lobby was
threatened for if the Collegiate structure lobby produced an
acceptable, workable solution, the Authority could well be forced
into having to accept such a system - particularly if pressure

was brought to bear and the DES softened its line. Speed was to
be an important factor. At the meeting of the 12th March 1974,
Harrison and Hanson, the Officers of the Local Education Authority,
outlined the issues: was there to be a single institution or two?
On the subject of the suggestions put forward by Peake and the
City College's Academic Board, Hanson contended that Peake's
proposed Collegiate system could not be considered to be a single
united institution, it was merely a federation, and discussion
continued until the Chairman of the Further Education Sub-Committee,
Bill Owen, expressed a personal view in favour of a single
institution and contended that discussion had revealed that there
was but one problem and that was how the single institution should

be structured?

Thereupon, the meeting went on to consider the merits and possibilities

of the various organisational structures based on:

Unitary - centralised with all power at the centre or
decentralised.

Federated - maintaining an organic whole through the maintenance
of centralised powers with residual power vested in units.
Confederated - sovereign units (the colleges) each with
considerable powers, confederated power being vested in a

Governing Council.

The Sub-Committee now accepted the single-institution model but it
was clear that further detailed discussions were necessary and it
was suggested that a Planning Committee be established consisting
of the extended Steering Committee, representatives of the ATTI and
ATCDE, members of the Further Education Sub-Committee, and

representatives of lay members of Governing Bodies.
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Finally, two Proposals were put by the Chairman and carried with a

majority:

"(1) That, in response to Circular 7/73, it be proposed to
t?e Department of Education and Science that Sheffield
City College of Education, Sheffield Polytechnic and
Totley-Thornbridge College of Education be merged to
form a single, new institution of about 8,000 full-time
students, with its own governing council, its own
academic council and its own head of the institution,

byt with a considerable degree of devolution of authority
within the institution;

(ii) That a Planning Committee be established to oversee
and facilitate the merger, and to set up Working Parties
concerned with the various aspects of implementation of
the development of the single, new institution; the
membership of the Planning Committee to include the
extended Steering Committee together with the Chairman
and Deputy Chairman of the Education Committee and one
other member (nominated by the minority parties), the
Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the three Governing
Bodies concerned (or their nominees) and two

representatives each of the A.T.T.I. and A.T.C.D.E.”.1

The resolutions were confirmed by the City Council on the 3rd April
1974 and by the 5th April they had been communicated to the DES.
Immediately, the Sheffield Education Department set in motion the
organisation of the Higher Education Planning Committee in
anticipation of receiving a response from the Ministry. In a
memorandum dated 10th May 1974, written by Brian Hanson and
submitted to the Committee under the signature of the Chief Education
Officer, he advised '"that a preliminary meeting of the Planning
Committee might usefully be held... to consider the setting up of
Working Parties which would examine and report in detail on the
various aspects of implementation...".2 The memorandum went on to
relate that:
"... considerable change in the higher education establishments
cannot be avoided in their merging into a single, new,
purposeful institution. Mutual co-operation rather than the
protection of existing interests will be needed in the setting
up of a single institution with a unity of purpose and of

academic planning and direction but with as high a degree of
devolution of authority as is compatible with the overall unity.
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?he Pand%ing of multi-site development and of size of the new
1n8t1tut19n.Wi11 be important factors in ensuring its success.
In determining the organisation and management structures,
particular regard will need to be given to these factors...

In the.academic category, among the points requiring particular
attention are the position of teacher training in a multi-
purpose institution; the existing special relationships of the
establishments with regard to their validating bodies; the
needs of the student who is committed to teacher training, or
uncommitted, or wishes to change either way; and the position
of existing effective teaching teams. The academic structure,
overall, at intermediate and at basic operational level,

appropriate to the new single institution will have to be
determined.

The question of what is to be devolved, and how, will require
a most careful and thorough examination, in academic no less
than in organisational and managerial matters; and with
exploration of the meaning and limits of autonomy of
constituent parts of a single new institution formed by the
merger of separate establishments...

The Authority has proposed that the single, new institution
should have its own governing council, its own academic council
and its own head of the institution. Consideration needs to be
given to the practicability, desirability, and timing of the
setting up of interim or joint governing and academic councils,
and of appointment of a head-designate for the new institution.
In all three cases, premature establishment might limit the
effectiveness of the Working Parties and late establishment
might deprive those who will be essentially concerned with the
management of the new institution of the opportunity of
contributing appropriately at the planning stages...".1

Arising from the first meeting of the Planning Committee it was
agreed that there should be five Working Parties which would be

charged to report on:

. Government and policy-making structures
. Academic development and academic structure
Use and development of resources

. Staffing

v B~ W N -

Student facilities and services.

It was clear that the Working Parties which were considering
Government and Policy-Making Structures and Academic Development and

Academic Structure were keys to the whole strategy and these Working
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Parties were instructed to complete their reports by the 1st
December 1974. Surprisingly, within days of the first meeting of

the Planning Committee, Harding of the DES responded to the
Authority's letter of the 5th April:

"

17 May 1974

Circular 7/73 and The Development of Higher Education in the
Non-University Sector

Sheffield Metropolitan District

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to refer to Mr.
Harrison's letter of 5 April to me, in which were set out two
resolutions concerning the future development of higher
education in the non-university sector in Sheffield passed by
the Education Committee and subsequently confirmed on 3 April
1974 by the Metropolitan District Council.

2. The Secretary of State has carefully considered the
resolutions in the light of earlier correspondence on the
subject between the Department and the predecessor Education
Authority for the County Borough of Sheffield, and in relation
to general government policy for the development of higher
education. He welcomes the proposal that the Sheffield City
College of Education, Sheffield Polytechnic and Totley-
Thornbridge College of Education be merged to form a single
new institution. He is confident that a merger of this kind
will enable Sheffield to play a full and effective part in

the development of higher education in coming years and allow
the greatest possible flexibility in meeting future changes in
the nature of demand for higher education. He is, therefore,
pleased to approve the proposals in principle, subject to what
is said below.

3. The Authority's intention that the new institution should
provide for 8,000 full-time students is noted. Insofar as this
will require the provision of additional accommodation, the
Secretary of State's approval of the merger proposal is without
prejudice to decisions yet to be taken in respect of future
major capital building programmes.

4, The Authority will be aware that at present the Department
is setting targets for the intake to initial teacher training
courses on a year to year basis, and it will thus be some time
before individual institutions can be given firm figures for
their teacher training number in 1981. The Secretary of State
is therefore pleased to note that the Authority is planning on
the basis that the proposed new institution should be capable
of supplying a range of teacher training places by the end of
the decade. He hopes that, within the total number of teacher
training places, the new institution will provide for those
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stu@en?s who wish to defer a commitment to teaching beyond the
?eglnnlng of their courses. This will be particularly helpful
ln ensuring that the institution can respond quickly and
flexibly in the face of changing teacher supply requirements.

?. ?he first of the Authority's resolutions refers to the new
1nst1§ut10n as having its own governing council and academic
counc%l but with a considerable degree of devolution of authority.
In th1§ context I am to draw the Authority's attention to the
Education (No. 2) Act 1968 which provides for the government and
conduc? of institutions of further education maintained by local
education authorities. It appears to the Department that, in
order to comply with this Act, formal powers will need to be
vested in the new institution's governing body, academic board
and director. Careful consideration will be needed to establish
whether and in what measure devolution of authority is possible
within such a framework but the collegiate structure mentioned
in the Steering Committee's report would not seem compatible
either with the Act or with the most effective use of available
resources. No doubt this question will be carefully considered
by the Planning Committee referred to in the second of the
Authority's resolutions. Further consultation with the
Department will be necessary in due course about the Instrument
and Articles of Govermment of the new institution.

6. The Authority's second resolution, concerning the
establishment of a Planning Committee to oversee and facilitate
the merger, has been noted with interest. Should the Committee
and its Working Parties at any stage find it helpful, members
of H M Inspectorate will be very willing to give such advice
and assistance as they can. The Secretary of State looks
forward to receiving final detailed proposals in due course,
and in particular the Development Plan for the new institution
to which Mr Harrison's letter referred. It is assumed that
such a Plan will be intended in substitution for the present
Development Plan for the Polytechnic as submitted by the
predecessor Authority on 31 August 1972."1

The circulation of the letter from the DES raised immediate action

from Peake:

" _ 24th May 1974

Thank you for the copy of the Secretary of State's response to
the resolution concerning the future development of Higher
Education in the non-University sector in Sheffield.

I am writing to request an early meeting of the full Higher

Education Planning Committee to consider the implications of
"

paragraphs 5 and 6 and what action should be taken... ‘5
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Although the Chief Education Officer considered the calling of a
meeting of the Planning Committee unnecessary he nevertheless
approached the DES for further clarification on the contentious
paragraph No 5. By the 14th June, the DES had responded and, as
a result, the members of the Planning Committee were informed by
the Chief Education Officer of the DES views and the general
policy position:

1"

1 July 1974

- When the Further Education Sub-Committee considered the
letter of 17 May from the Department of Education and Science
approving the Authority's proposal for a single new institution,
I was asked to seek clarification of the statement in paragraph
5 of that letter that careful consideration will be needed to
establish whether and in what measure devolution of authority
1s possible within the framework of the Education (No. 2) Act
1968.

The reply from the Department of Education and Science has now
been reported to the Further Education Sub-Committee and I have
been asked to send a copy of the reply to members of the
Planning Committee and of the relevant Working Parties.

You will note that solutions are not ruled out if they can be
shown to be workable and to meet the criteria set out in
paragraph 5 of the letter of 17 May, though the present view of
the Department of Education and Science is that a collegiate
structure with a division of powers between collegiate bodies
and a superior body would be neither legally possible nor
compatible with the efficient use of resources and the effective
working of the institution. A Governing Body and Academic Board
may, however, devolve parts of their functions on subordinate
bodies.

Clearly, detailed consideration will need to be given by the
two main Working Parties to the question of devolution, in the
light of the considerable degree of devolution of authority
proposed by the Authority for a single, new institution with
its own academic council, its own governing council and its own

n
head... ‘1

It was clear that although elsewhere proposals had been put forward
for collegiate systems, these were not sufficiently convincing for

the DES to take seriously, even though Harding himself had

tentatively put forward some general ideas on collegiate organisation

to a meeting of Principals of Church of England Colleges in the

summer of 1973:
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"
.- 1 should make clear our view that wherever it is possible

co§p1ete amalgamation is the better solution administratively
and educationally and so far as relationships with universities

are QOncgrned the White Paper rules out any less complete
combination...

How fgr... could there be real autonomy of collegiate policy in
relation to students unless some part of the total tuition was
colleg? rather than departmentally based? Would it be possible
to devise a system under which lectures and some seminars were
departmental and other seminars or individual tuition was
c?llegiate? Here I should perhaps warn against the analogy
with the Oxbridge college system which is based on tuition
arrangements very different from those which obtain in colleges
of education and is buttressed by the colleges' handsome
private endowments.

The Circular has a good deal to say about the better
distribution of higher education facilities and what one might
call the macro-geography of higher education. I believe also
that the micro-geography is of great importance. In relation
to polytechnics it has been a cardinal principle that we should
avoid like the plague the creation of institutions scattered
over a wide range of sites and that where this is inevitable in
the first instance there should be a high priority for building
programmes designed to bring facilities together on a common
campus. ..

In a unitary institution the disadvantages of separate sites
can be minimised by rationalisation of function between them...
But in a collegiate institution each site would serve not only
an academic function but also as a base for a self-contained
community...

It seems to me different to envisage a successful federal
structure consisting of two institutions only. If they differed
in size there would be a strong danger that the smaller would in
effect become a dependency of the larger, while if they were
more equal there would be the alternative danger of polarisation
of opposing views between representatives of the two institutions
in the common decision making machinery. A federal structure of

3 or 4 institutions would seem to offer more promise...".1

Harding's letter of the l4th June in many respects confirmed the
view that as far as Sheffield Local Education Authority was concerned

the Faculty system arrangement would be the most acceptable:

"Development of Higher Education in the Non-University Sector:
Sheffield

... We agree, of course, that under the Education (No. 2) Act
1968 it is possible for a Governing Body and Academic Board to
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devolve parts of their functions op subordinate bodies. The
word "whgt@er" in our letter was intended to relate solely to
the possibility of devolving powers through a collegiate
Structure. Our present view is that this would be neither
legally possible nor compatible with the efficient use of
resources and the effective working of the institution.

The d%vision of powers between collegiate bodies and a

superior body has, of course, been much discussed in many parts
of.the’country in the context of federations of voluntary and
maintained colleges. So far, however, no document has emerged

wbich makes a clear cut proposal about how such powers might be
distributed...

While we are therefore fairly firmly of the view that a broad
faculty structure is the right solution to the problems you
are facing in Sheffield, we do not rule out alternative
solutions if they can be shown to be workable and to meet the
criteria set out in paragraph 5 of our 1etter".1

The two principal Working Parties of the Higher Education Planning
Committee now commenced work in earnest. The Working Party
concerned with Government and Policy Structures met on the 12 July
1974, Dr W Carr (co-opted member of the Further Education Sub-
Committee and Chairman of the City College Governing Body) was
unanimously elected Chairman. The Vice—-Chairmanship passed to Dr
J Banfield (Principal of the Totley-Thornbridge College) while the
Secretary to the Committee was to be Dr G Tolley (Principal of the
Sheffield Polytechnic). Meanwhile, the Working Party on Academic
Development and Academic Structure met and appointed Dr H J Peake

Chairman and Dr W D Hills Deputy Chairman.

During the summer and early autumn, each Working Party met frequently
but final solutions were still months away. It was, by late autumn,
becoming evident that the key Working Party was that relating to
Government and Policy Making Structures. By the time it convened
on the 16th December 1974 to ratify the final draft of its report,
it had met fifteen times between July and December, and the opening
comments of the report observed:

" .. We have also been constantly aware of the fears of many in

the existing institutions that a time of change might be one of
disruption and disorientation in which good things might be
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1<t)1§t}.1 It is our h9pe thét the structures and the machinery
which we propose will, given goodwill and good management, allow

and encourage a smooth transition into a new situation of great
opportunlty...".1

The report went on to detail the policy and management structures

for the proposed institution: the Working Party had clearly opted

for a faculty organisation. Each Faculty would be under the
responsibility of a Dean. There would be a Principal over the whole
institution, supported by Assistant Principals who would act as
"senior managers and co-ordinators rather than policy makers"2 and

it was proposed that with the aid of S B Hanson, the Senior Education
Officer, a Draft Instrument and Articles of Government were to be

prepared ready for early submission to the Planning Committee.

Within the Working Party, the report did not go wholly supported
nor unchallenged. Indeed, notes of dissension were put by several
members of the Committee. One paper in particular prepared by Dr
B H Fletcher and Mrs J E Ward, both members of staff of the City
College, dated 1lth December 1974, reminded the Planning Committee
that although the extended Steering Committee had accepted the
single institution principle, its members had voted strongly in

favour of a collegiate structure, and observed:

"... We have examined very carefully the principle of devolution
with particular reference to the split-site working which must
be faced in the new institution and we cannot agree with the
majority report recommendation that major devolution should be
to faculties and not to colleges. In Sheffield we are not

faced with creating a single new institution on a relatively
compact campus, and in our opinion it is unrealistic to minimise
the problems presented by trying to produce a single institution
using sites which are miles apart: geography must be an
important determining factor...

If it is accepted that movement between sites should be kept
to a minimum, it is inevitable that staff and students will
identify themselves with the particular place in which most of
their time is spent. They will give each site a distinct
identity and expect it to be academically and administratively
cohesive and significant. Although some form of college
structure would encourage the development of strong new
independent units within the new institution, so too would the
proposed faculty based structure. As much prejudice, friction
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an@ undesirable competition can develop within seven small
units as with%n four larger ones. 1In addition we argue that
in an enterpr%se of this magnitude it is unrealistic to pretend
that one can ignore histories, change loyalties overnight and
apparently jettison all that the existing institutions have
achieved. Integration in any real sense will be achieved
gradually and it is likely to be some considerable time before
tbe new institution can be seen as a whole, with its own
d}stlnctive reputation within higher education. We remain
flr@Iy of the opinion that a college structure provides a
basis for moving forward gradually into the challenges of the
new situation. At the same time it would provide the

f}ex%bility to allow enterprising developments to take place
within a unified whole...

We believe that a college structure... would reconcile the
legitimate claims of the whole institution with the individual
needs of students and staff: it is our view that major

devolution to faculties as outlined in the report will not do
this...

J. E. Ward (Mrs)

B. H. Fletcher".1

Not unnaturally, the minority view on the Working Party came from
those representing the College of Education interests. The
proposed draft Articles and Instrument of Govermment for the new
institution had been discussed by the Academic Board of the City
College which resulted in a letter being sent to Dr Carr by the

Chief Administrative Officer:

". I am writing to you in your capacity as Chairman of the
Working Party concerning the Management Structures of the New
Institution. The Academic Board of this College at their
meeting on 6th November, 1974 passed the following resolution
which I have been asked to transmit to you:

'The Academic Board reaffirms that the only acceptable form
of devolution is one which gives a considerable degree of
academic and administrative autonomy to individual colleges

and not to schools...'."2

None the less, the prefatory notes to the final report of the Working
Party on Government and Policy Structures declared:
" . . . . .
In our view devolution is a requirement for effective management.

We are agreed that devolution should be real and should be a
requirement within the Articles... We are also agreed that there
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shall be devolution to Departments, to Faculties and to sites,
which shall be designated as Colleges We have had extensive
discussion upon whether there should be pre—eminence in the
matter of devolution given to Colleges or to Faculties, since

i1t cannot be given to both. There is a very substantlal maJorlty
within the Working Party which is of the view that pre-eminence
in matters of devolution should not be given to Colleges'". 1

On the subject of organisation, the report proposed that:

"The Governors, in consultation with the Academic Board, shall
initially cause to be established the following Faculties,
which shall have powers devolved upon them necessary to secure
oversight and development of the work of the Faculty; Art and
Design, Business and Management Studies, Education, Humanities,
Social Studies, Engineering, Science.

The Governors, in consultation with the Academic Board, shall
initially designate four Colleges within the Institution to be
associated with the sites of City College, Sheffield Polytechnic
(Pond Street), Sheffield Polytechnic (Psalter Lane) and Totley-
Thornbridge College of Education, and shall require them to
establish such consultative and advisory machinery as may be
deemed necessary by the Governors and the Academic Board".2

The third meeting of the Higher Education Planning Committee met on
10th January 1975 to receive the Working Party reports relating to
Academic Development and Academic Structure, Staffing and on
Student Facilities and Services, and then went on to consider a

title for the new institution. Four possible names emerged:

City of Sheffield Polytechmic
Hallamshire Polytechnic
Sheffield City Polytechnic
South Yorkshire Polytechnic

These titles were forwarded to the Further Education Sub-Committee
for final selection and subsequently the name "Sheffield City

Polytechnic'" was adopted.

Following receipt of the Higher Education Planning Committee's
report, the members of the Further Education Sub-Committee were
then called to a special meeting on the 2lst January 1975 to consider

the recommendations, and arrangements were made to invite comments on
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the proposals. By the meeting of the 4th March 1975, these had

been received. The Academic Board of the Polytechnic declared:

11" 3
We are not in favour of any devolution of powers to Colleges'.

While the response from the Totley-Thornbridge College Governing
Body and Academic Board ran almost in the vein of accepting the
inevitable by merely suggesting minor amendments, this was not to
be the case with the Academic Board of the City College, which
"reaffirmed (its) support for the views expressed in the note of

reservation in the names of Mrs J E Ward and Dr H B Fletcher":

". the new institution's management structure should reflect
the fact that the institution will not be housed on one compact
site but will be on a number of widely separated sites.
Consequently, a Collegiate Structure, such as that outlined in
the note of reservation, would best serve the needs of the new
institution and meet the requirement of immediate authority
that will be necessary on each site.

It was also agreed that teacher training should be clearly
identified within the new institution and that, if a faculty
structure was to emerge, the Board favoured a Faculty of
Education to which the existing Departments of Education,
Professional Studies and Postgraduate Professional Studies
would be allocated along with appropriate provision for In-
Service Courses Research and Curriculum Development. Further-
more, the Board emphasized their belief that colleagues from
subject departments contributing to the teacher training
programme should be qualified and experienced teachers
specifically designated for this Work...".2

Events were now overtaking any possible attempts to recover the

situation in favour of any form of Collegiate structure.

At the meeting of the Further Education Sub-Committee held on the
19th March 1975, the recommendations of the Planning Committee
which had met on the 4th and 10th March were put to the Committee
by the Chief Education Officer and with minor amendments were
approved. At the full meeting of the Education Committee held on
the 20th March 1975, the scheme for a single institution was
approved. At a special meeting of the Further Education Sub-

Committee held on 3rd December 1975 the Chief Education Officer

1
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reported that the DES had accepted the draft Articles and Instrument
of Government for the new institution and on the 8th January 1976 Dr

George Tolley was appointed Principal of the Sheffield City
Polytechnic.

In subsequent months, Dr H J Peake opted to take early retirement
and shortly afterwards was awarded the CBE. 1In the ensuing months
many other members of staff also took early retirement for not only
was there a surplus of staff now that the two Colleges of Education

were being rationalised, but teacher training places were being

drastically reduced also.

On the 1st April 1976, the Sheffield City Polytechnic came into
being, thus ending the monotechnical teacher training and education
provision which had existed in Sheffield since 1905 and which was
the successor to the Pupil Teacher provision set up by the Sheffield
School Board in the 1870s. In the future, the Polytechnic was to
have a monopoly sf the Local Education Authority-controlled sector

of Higher Education in Sheffield.
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CHAPTER XXXIII

THESIS

Up to 1975 the supply, the education and the training of the
majority of teachers in England and Wales was undertaken within

a "closed system'". Teachers were first educated in schools,
further educated and trained in colleges, and then returned to
the schools to teach. The builders and maintainers of the system
can be identified as: the Government, the Executive Department
and H M Inspectorate; the universities; the local education
authorities; the colleges; the college staffs; and finally,

the students themselves.

Central Government, the Executive Department and H M Inspectorate

From the mid-nineteenth century onwards, Central Government
increasingly became involved in issues concerned with educational

provision.

The development of a decentralised educational system from a base
of voluntaryism presented administrative and political problems
which necessitated the creation of an interface between the
Government and the public or voluntary agencies they supported via
the grants system. The fact-finding and "watch-dog" role of H M
Inspectors of Schools was no substitute for a centralised executive
arm of Government: hence the creation of the Education Department
of the Council for Education, the Board of Education, the Ministry,

and finally, the Department of Education and Science.

The principal agency within the system is Central Government, whose
primary aim in the past one hundred years appears to have been the

provision of an efficient public education system at the lowest

reasonable cost within the existing social organisation.
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If the role of successive Governments and the Executive Department
is considered conjointly, much is revealed when attempting to sum
up the role of the two in relation to the "system" which existed.
The problems which the Government faced between 1870 to 1900 were
resolved in the main by masterly control of the difficult course
which had to be steered between the Voluntary Bodies and the

developing School Board organisation.

By 1899 it was becoming evident that strong action was required to
move forward the English educational system. While the 1902
Education Act made it possible to effect change legally, there can
be little doubt that the rate of change which took place would not
have been achieved without the influence of Sadler and Morant.
Unfortunately, much of the development set in train by Morant was
marred by the insensitivity shown towards the local education

authorities and the national educational bodies.

As a result, the local education authorities came to view the Board
of Education with considerable suspicion and looked closely on any
actions which might be regarded as reducing their autonomy. For
many years, relationships were strained and goodwill was lost.
Later, Government policy during the period of the 1920s and 1930s,
bespectered as it was by economic stringency, did little to allay
the fears of both local education authorities and teachers of the
possible threat of increasing direct control from Whitehall. 1In
consequence, the Board of Education and the Inspectorate timidly
and tentatively introduced reforms more by infiltration than by

direct methods.

Under such circumstances, it was hardly surprising that the task

of the Secretary of State for Education was a difficult one. Lord
Eustace Percy put one of the most succinct points relating to the
political emasculation of the role of a Minister and the Ministerial

dilemma:
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1" . . . . . . .

A minister with wide administrative power is at a peculiar
disadvantage in dealing with a question which lies just outside
the scope of those powers. He has not enough authority to take

a positive line, yet he has too much authority to take a purely

tentative one".1

Viewed in this light, it is hardly surprising the Executive Department

also wields its power ambiguously.

The period of the Second World War and the immediate post-war

period brought opportunities for development and relationships
improved between the educational agencies. Even so, while the
implementation of the provisions of the 1944 Education Act proceeded
satisfactorily, the subsequent development of teacher education
arising from the recommendations of the McNair Report was less than
satisfactory. Over-cautiousness and avoidance by the Ministry of
Education of direct involvement in the politics of education, a
frequent unwillingness to take a positive line, and seemingly
intimidated by the corporate power of the local education authorities,
often meant that post—-war reform and development in teacher-training

was insufficient and too compromising.

The effectiveness of the Ministry to stimulate the training and
supply of teachers was primarily the result of the finance which

it was able to direct towards achieving its aim. In short, the
fulfilment of political policies and promises to improve educational
provision in terms of staffing the schools was principally achieved
by the injection of cash into the system. But the evidence available
leads to the conclusion that overall, educational priorities are
rated low in the scale of governmental affairs. 1In consequence,
Education is either advanced or retarded according to the prevailing
political or economic climate in spite of a Minister's wishes or his
Department's plans. Notwithstanding the ultimate control of the
situation which it is able to exercise via the 'purse strings", the
Executive Department still has to resort to consultation, negotiation
and persuasion. It seems that open political confrontation involving

departmental policies must be avoided at all costs.
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By the time of the McNair proposals, the final determination of

the form which Institutes of Education was to take must seriously
throw into question the willingness or otherwise of the Government's
intent to make a political issue of educational reform. Did the
Ministry of Education really have a clear indication of how it
considered the Institute concept should be established? In
retrospect, the unsatisfactory way consultations developed, the
lack of resolution which beset the scheme before it was introduced,
and the general dissatisfaction with the arrangements when finally
implemented, may well be held up as an example of the democratic
process. But when, after twenty-five years, assessment is made of
the purpose which Institutes of Education served, it would seem
that the Ministry merely used them as instruments of administrative
convenience and intervention and when the Institutes had outlived
their usefulness, discarded them - leaving the task of "winding-up"

to the parent university.

After 1958, the problems of teacher supply hinged primarily on the
availability of training places and the DES, almost irresponsibly,
stimulated the massive build-up of facilities through the
dispensation of grant at a level which made it difficult for
providing authorities to ignore. Yet what of the process of teacher
training and education itself? How much did the Inspectorate

contribute by way of leadership and creative innovation?

Finally, when teacher-supply needs slackened, how positive was the
leadership from Elizabeth House? While the James Report proposed
a major break-through in the traditional pattern in teacher
education, the real DES response lay in the contents of Circular

7/73.

Did the DES propose the rationalisation of the Colleges of Education
merely as a convenient expedient in the face of rapidly changing
demographic trends? Or was the effecting of mergers with Polytechnics
and /or the creation of Colleges of Higher Education part of a well-
laid and long-laid Departmental plan awaiting a convenient point 1in

time for implementation?
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If, in the 1930s, or in 1948 (the time of the attempted
implementation of the McNair Report), or even in 1960 (when the
three years' teacher's certificate course had been introduced),
the Governments of the day had put forward White Paper proposals
for the assimilation of the Colleges of Education into a different
type of institution, there would have been long and bitter

opposition. Yet, how long had such a hope been cherished within
the DES?

Clearly, two forces can be seen to be at work within the Ministry.
One, where overt political policies and programmes are implemented
and where causes and effects are debated openly in Parliament and
elsewhere. The other is the mechanism which seemingly exists for

the introduction and implementation of covert policies.

It is obvious that the polytechnical idea was well laid in the
early years of this century and, by 1931, Lord Eustace Percy was
clearly not only reflecting his own ideas but also those of his
former Department:

"The universities have suffered, and are suffering increasingly,
from the handicap of being regarded as the sole avenue to the

coveted status of educated man... Technical colleges have at
this moment a great opportunity to win recognition as
alternative sources of supply... the first essential step in

this direction is the linking up of the schools of technology,
commerce and art in each locality into one federated centre of
1earning".1

. 2
Furthermore, had not Tobias Weaver and Barbara Drake produced a
New Fabian Research Bureau Tract in 1936, the proposals within
which had ultimately, one way or another, been implemented by

successive Reports and White Papers during the 1950s and 1960s?

While the establishment of polytechnics in 1969 may have been the
fruition of a long-laid plan, the place of teacher education was
not overtly expressed in the report which gave rise to them.
However, earlier, in 1964, with the establishment of the CNAA,

restless comments had come from those in the College of Education
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world who were less than satisfied with the arrangements in their

constituent Institutes of Education that the CNAA might validate

1 . . . .
the Teacher's Certificate in Education. It was an avenue which

was considered yet more seriously when the degree of Bachelor of
Education was introduced. To such pleas and suggestions the DES
remained overtly inscrutable, yet as some Colleges of Education
became involved in Polytechnic development, there was a distinct

air of agreement at the pProposed innovation.

Meanwhile, ideas had long been mooted for the liberalising of

teacher-training. As early as 1933, R W Rich had observed:

"... perhaps the time is not far distant when. .. training

colleges... will become... agencies for some general
educational purpose rather than remain dedicated to a narrow
professional end...”.1

And, S H Wood of the Board of Education, giving evidence to the
McNair Committee, drew to the Committee's attention the weakness
1"

... that we commit young people to teacher training at too early

an age'".

It was a sentiment which to some extent had already been expressed
by the NUT, which declared that:
"... no student, whether at a training college or at a

University, should finally commit himself to teaching until
the end of his second year..."

"3

It would seem that the plain truth of the matter was expediency,

and expediency was put above all else. The aim was to fill the

schools with trained teachers. In such a situation, any reform

of teacher education which was likely to break the ''closed system"

was not likely to find favour. Then, in the period of full employment,
the realisation that a teacher's training and education and subsequent
certification may have had employment value outside the education
field would without doubt have led to many leaving the teaching

profession for other careers. It seems therefore that the maintenance
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”"
of the "closed system" was necessary to secure teacher-supply

objectives even though it was educationally unsound and

professionally limiting,

The Universities and the University of Sheffield

The place and contribution of the universities in general and of

the University of Sheffield in particular to the monotechnical
training and education of teachers also rajses questions. There

can be little doubt that the universities were reluctant to

respond to the needs of teacher training and supply unless it was
via postgraduate training. Admittedly, in Sheffield there was an
early "University Connexion" but this was to some extent accidental.
At Sheffield, the training of teachers in the Day Training College
helped the newly established University College to develop into a
fully chartered institution, while at the same time the Connexion
also facilitated the growth of the Sheffield City Training College.
Unfortunately, the time was not right. The University was seeking
academic prestige and there was nothing to be gained through
involvement with non-degree teacher training courses. Academic
attitudes too mitigated against any longer term connections.

Despite initial encouragement from the Local Education Authority
the newly established Training College did not see a future in a
connection which of necessity put it in a lesser light, and finally,
the inflexible attitude of the Board of Education made severance

the only satisfactory solution.

The projected rapprochement in the late 1920s when the universities
were pressed into the scheme for the validation of the Teacher's
Certificate was an arrangement which was in the main resented by

the universities. Sheffield University's contribution to the
Yorkshire Joint Board was, for a number of reasons, tentative, but
the principal reason for its lack of interest lay in possible direct
interference from the Board of Education in University government,
as well as a distaste for involvement in activities which were
plainly seen to be outside the University's academic remit and
predominantly the responsibility of the Local Education Authority

and the Board of Education.
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In the immediate post-Second World War period, the initial
reluctance of Sheffield University to become involved in the McNair
proposals was only equalled by its unwillingness to support an
Institute of Education in spirit and in body, and, when an Institute

was established, of keeping it at virtual arm's length from main

University activities.

Yet Sheffield University was not alone in its unwillingness to
respond to the higher educational needs of teachers in particular
and indeed to the community in general. The universities, obsessed
with academic standards and full-time degree courses, shunned
innovation and alternatives. When finally the monopoly of degree-
awarding was broken, first by the institution of the CNAA and then
by the establishment of the Open University, the situation was too
late to recover. 1Indeed, time may well serve to mark the
introduction of the CNAA and the OU as the beginning of the decline
of the English university education. Academic inflexibility may
have been the price paid for academic freedom and relative economic

independence.

Local Education Authorities and Sheffield Education Committee

The emergence of civic identities during the latter years of the
nineteenth century gave rise to two attributes: one, that
government of local affairs was to remain essentially decentralised
and, two, the embodiment of civic pride. The consequences of
decentralisation are to be found in the constant clash of interests
between the aims and policies of central government and the
aspirations of local govermment. There can be little doubt that
many reforms and innovations of central government and its executive
departments have been in the past, and still are, emasculated by

the all-powerful interests of local government and its support

organisations. Nowhere is this more evident than in the field of

education.

There can be little doubt that from the time of the Sheffield School

Board and following the establishment of the Sheffield Education
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Committee, relationships with the Executive Department were
cautiously maintained. The "removal" of Morant from the Board of
Education served to strengthen the hand of the local education
authorities and in consequence the position of the Board of
Education was weakened and its pressure and interference reduced
until the period of economic stress in the 1920s and 1930s, by
which time, Percival Sharp had emerged. Nationally, Sharp elevated
the status of Directors of Education: he promoted a policy of non-
cooperation with the Officers of the Board of Education, until
finally the Board was forced into recognition of the role of the

Chief Education Officer in loecal education authorities.

Meanwhile, during the 1920s, within the Sheffield Local Education
Authority, political changes soured relationships within the
Sheffield City Training College. Indeed, for many years,
relationships between the Local Education Authority and its Schools
and Colleges were particularly bad. For over twenty years the
Local Education Authority was tightly controlled by long-serving
members of the Labour Group. While a deep civic pride was
engendered, as employers they often frustrated creativity and
educational development. The policies which they pursued were not
without cause. Central Government cuts in expenditure, slow
economic recovery and lack of capital mitigated against real
educational development - a conclusion well supported by Roger

Longden's thesis.}

In the post-war period the Sheffield Education Committee took

every advantage it could from Exchequer grants. The development

of 1ts Schools, Further Education College and Colleges of Education
proceeded apace - almost on the basis of "get as much as we can

while we can'". The period was no less auspicious in the array of

civic personalities it projected to national level. Sir William
Alexander (later Lord Alexander) followed in the footsteps of

Percival Sharp as Secretary of the Association of Education Committees.

Alderman Sir Harold Jackson became the spokesman for the Employers'



-533-

Panel of the Burnham Committee; W G Glossop, a Sheffield Head
Teacher, became General Secretary of the National Association of
Head Teachers. Both Alderman John H Bingham and Alderman Albert
Ballard served on several national committees as well as being
long-serving members of the Association of Education Committees.
Finally, Councillor Peter Horton, Chairman of the Sheffield
Education Committee, became Chairman of the all-powerful Association
of Education Committees. It is hardly surprising therefore that
Sheffield Education Committee was in a strong position to influence
the national education scene. However, the exercise of such power

and influence must inevitably raise questionms.

The fifty-year rule of the Sheffield Labour Party (with a single
year's exception) has brought benefits, for educational policies
have not been subjected to the changes and reversals which have
taken place elsewhere. However, dangers may arise from such
single-party dominance. How far has it been possible to implement
policies without recourse to real consultation? How far has it
been possible to gain support on local matters from Central
Government on local plans because of the influence held by local

individuals at national level?

While the reorganisation of Higher Education into a single
institution was the only really effective and ultimate solution,
the way it was effected is left open to question. Within days of
the DES Circular 7/73 appearing, Horton and Harrison were clearly
opting for a single institution. Months later, with opposition
reduced and alternative proposals discounted, the single institution
scheme was agreed. Over a period of months the Local Education
Authority worked seemingly systematically to destroy any bases for
compromise or alternatives. While to accuse the Local Education
Authority, the DES and H M Inspectorate of being in collusion may
be overstating the case, there is sufficient documentary evidence
to indicate full support from the DES - short of public
confrontation. How much more cost-effective and overtly moral

would the situation have been regarded if the Local Education
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Authority had made an arbitrary decision. Was all the verbal

attrition really necessary? Clearly the will of the Local Education

Authority was paramount and the DES attitude ambivalent.

Although subsequent events appear to have vindicated the single
institution concept, the rightness of the decision cannot be
dismissed as being totally based on known future predictions.
Previous evidence relating to decisions on teacher supply had
frequently been wrong in the past. Events of 1973-75 merely proved
to be an exception due to the refinements of oral birth control and

subsequent economic developments.

Colleges of Education and Sheffield LEA Colleges

The essence of meeting the needs of teacher supply was "low cost".
That School Boards of the period 1870-1900 faced a Herculean task
1s accepted without doubt. Frustrated by their own limited powers,
they turned to the only possible alternative, the development of
the Pupil Teacher System. The School Boards proved without doubt
that they could train pupil teachers better and more effectively
than the Voluntary Bodies. However, in the social and political
climate of the last quarter of the nineteenth century, it was clear
that the School Boards would not be granted further powers. Indeed,
the ingenuity with which the extent of their powers was explored
proved in the end to be their downfall and exposed the weaknesses
of the powers delegated by the 1870 Education Act. In Sheffield
the Pupil Teacher system took aboard the ideas from other
contemporary institutions and eventually established a single
centre, which became probably one of the best of its kind - if not
in bricks and mortar, at least in spirit and effectiveness.
Unfortunately, it outlived its usefulness but remained in being -

a personal monument to an idiosyncrasy of Percival Sharp.

The newly established Sheffield Education Committee's decision to
establish a municipal teacher training college was clearly an

attempt to redress the wrongs of the previous thirty years and the
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sheer enthusiasm of the members of the Education Committee who
promoted it was quite remarkable, In the face of controversy,
hostility and opposition, the College quickly developed and soon
became respected in the annals of teacher-training. The slow
development of the 1920s and 1930s merely reflected the difficult
economic situation. At times the College came near to closure
but such was the support it received from the Local Education

Authority, it would have been a difficult decision to have enforced.

The immediate post-war expansion of teacher-training provision
gave rise to the Brincliffe Emergency Training College - a bright
but short-lived star. It was unique and distinct and made a
notable contribution to the education provision in Sheffield.
Regrettably, there is little doubt that its alumni were, on entry
to the profession, damned by criticism. Many of the existing
members of the teaching profession were less than fair both to the
institution and its former students. When Brincliffe Emergency
Training College closed, its passing was not wholly mourned by a
"dyed-in-the-wool" parochial profession who saw it as a threat to
existing standards. Unfortunately, many lessons could have been
learned from the Emergency Training Scheme but the majority did not

wish to listen nor learn from the experience.

The third venture of Sheffield Local Education Authority into

teacher training was, if not a potential disaster, merely a mediocre
scheme which should not have been proceeded with. Thornbridge Hall
Training College had but a single virtue - its idyllic surroundings.
Yet, this was to be the very point from which most of its problems
stemmed - 1solation, lack of social amenities, a single sex
institution - everything mitigated against it, particularly when
compared with the developments in colleges elsewhere. Had Thornbridge
Hall College been established fifty years earlier it may have been a

different story.

The fourth venture of the Sheffield Education Committee into teacher

training resulted in the establishment of Totley Hall College of
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Housecraft. 1In many respects it was a venture based on opportunism

and disappointment. Opportunism because the Ministry was virtually
prepared to invest money with any local education authority which
came up with reasonable plans; disappointment because the Local
Education Authority cherished a wish for a Music, Drama, Arts-
biased training college of the ilk of the West Riding County

Education Department's Bretton Hall, but were beaten to the post.

After successful initial years as a specialist centre, gradually
Totley Hall "ran out of steam" as its base needed to be broadened
towards a more generalist approach. Fortunately, as the City
Training College grew out of all proportion to its peers, Totley
Hall reaped the benefit. It was too a benefit gained at the
expense of Thornbridge Hall, although in many respects even the
expansion of Totley Hall came a little late. The injection of
generalist courses, of a recruitment aimed at attracting mature
women as students and finally the admission of male students was
by 1970 auguring well for the future. Courses of a different
style were beilng introduced, postgraduate work and courses in
educational management all brought a fresh outlook to the scene.
Indeed, many who, following the publication of Circular 7/73,
pressed the case for it to be retained as a separate liberal-arts
college did so in the belief that its approach to teacher education

was being tackled differently and successfully.

Finally, the City College of Education: by the end of the 1960s
it had emerged as one of the largest of its kind in the country.
Long-established, much esteemed and seemingly academically sound.
Yet it was not without problems. Its critics argued that it was
too large in relation to the type of organisation by which it was
managed. Even though substantive and conclusive research has yet
to be carried out on the optimum size of certain types of
educational institution, had Colleges of Education continued to
exist, the discussions on optimum size and types of organisational
structure best suited to their management would have continued.

Though economies of scale in running the City College were proven,
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such measures do not always prove a case for warranting the
academic utility of an institution in perpetuity. Nevertheless,
that the Sheffield City College of Education as an identifiable

institution would totally disappear was wholly inconceivable -

even as late as 1974,

College Staffs

Although the trend over the past twenty years has moved increasingly
towards a system of college government arrived at through
consultation and corporate decision-making, it appears that the
office of Principal still has the greatest single bearing on the

work and life of the institution.

To examine in detail the role and to assess the achievements of
each of the Principals and of their Vice-Principals is almost a
comparative study in itself, but sufficient evidence has emerged
to warrant a few general observations. Their fortunes certainly
varied. At times they were successful; at other times less so.
Their state of grace depended often upon their degree of
acceptability within the Education Committee and with the Governors.
Their work was marked by successes and disappointments, which were
sometimes personal and at other times corporate. That some were
more effective than others 1s clearly to be seen. Yet cognisance
has to be given to the social, political and economic climate in
which they worked and of the nature of those who controlled them,
either in the guise of the professional officer of the Local
Education Authority or LEA lay members of Committees and Governing

Bodies.

Among the College staffs there was an array of abilities - from
academic brilliance to questionable mediocrity. The criticism of
the staffs of colleges by the education service in general and

the teaching staffs in schools in particular was a constant source
of irritation. While some members of the College of Education

staffs were exceptional teachers both in the schools and as teachers
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of teachers, the spread of ability stretched in the opposite

direction to the point of a situation which did little to dispel

the view that some were undoubtedly refugees from the classroom.

Students in Training Colleges and Colleges of Education

On the subject of teachers and would-be teachers, Asher Tropp's
researches revealed telling evidence of the sociological make-up
of the teaching profession. There can be little doubt that prior
to the First World War both the Pupil Teacher System and the
Normal Teacher Training College course provided many working class
children with a means of obtaining a Secondary Education which
could not have been otherwise acquired. For those who entered the
profession of teaching, it provided a means of social mobility and
for women it offered access to a "genteel" profession when entry
to other professions was severely limited. Entry to elementary
school training and teaching was also attractive for it demanded
a relatively low standard of academic attainment for entry to
college and relatively low academic demands within colleges.
Teaching provided a safe option for the betterment of the working-
class child whose parents had social aspirations. Of equality of
sexes, little existed in real terms. Whilst before introduction
of equal pay the salaries of male teachers were better than those
for women, the male teachers suffered a different social handicap.
In the professional and commercial world outside teaching, the
status of male teachers was bedevilled by an outside perception of
being seen as '"a man among boys and a boy among men'. The closed
system may well have suited the majority of women, at least up to
the time of the Second World War, but a male teacher was not as
easily able to mix freely in society as his contemporaries in
other occupations. Participation in the exercise of moral and
social virtues was acceptable; involvement in anything less - a
threat to professional progress:

"The particular image he has had of himself - powerful but

threatened — has tended to carry over into his relationships

with society outside the school. 1In his profession he sees

himself as a source of wisdom and authority, separated from
other people; it is sad that people often feel that he
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carries some of this attitude with him into society.
Tgachers tend to marry teachers, to make friends socially
with other teachers. To onlookers his pretensions are not
well’matched by his financial rewards, while his short
working day and long holidays arouse envy...

T? sum up, the image that the teacher of the past had of
himself was that of a highly responsible figure at the centre

of the stage, giving academic, social and moral instruction

to children...”.1

The evidence taken by the McNair Committee revealed many of the
unfortunate and anachronistic styles of organisations in Training
Colleges and ample evidence of a tardiness among men to enter
teaching. The Emergency Training Colleges made an impression
largely because their students were so very different. Unfortunately,
both the teaching profession and the Training Colleges succeeded
most effectively in closing the Emergency Training Colleges from
the mainstream of teacher training. Much reformation of the
Training College system could have been effected by closer
contemporary studies of them, particularly relating to their style
and purpose. Alas, almost by design, they slipped into the past

and much valuable, collective educational experience was lost.

The post-war age gap between the men and women students which
existed from 1946 to 1959 helped to create a different environment
in mixed colleges such as Sheffield City Training College but in
the single sex situation such as Thormbridge Hall and Totley Hall
the social environment was little better than it had been in the
earliest years of the century. It was allowed to continue far
too long and was largely abetted by the long-standing expectation
that teachers, and would-be teachers, would be compliant and
adhere to the mores of the educational system:

"Perhaps (wrote one observer) the integration of Education

with Further Education and Colleges of Art, is a better

concept socially than integration with universities.

Should the course be preceded by, or accompanied by, industrial
or social work?

.. How can students be trained in changing methods? Does this
imply that they themselves should be taught by individual and



=540~

§mall group methods with 'lectures' as exemplars? ... perhaps
interdisciplinary areas of subjects should be the normal

content for much of their work. Can one any longer assess
practical work by 'the lesson'? ..."

"1
By the time Edward Britton2 was making a plea that all those
entering teaching should come as adults, the Colleges were
admitting many married women and some late-entry men. In reality,
while Britton's proposal was impractical, it nevertheless
reinforced contemporary beliefs that the '"closed system" was
inappropriate. But even mature entry posed problems. While it
produced some splendid teachers on whom public funds were well
spent, there was on the other hand a high incidence of drop-out.
Equally, and for very doubtful reasons, some students were
admitted on minimum standards and their subsequent performance
in the classroom left much to be desired - but then, was this not

the price paid for attempting to meet teacher supply needs?

Conclusion

From the very beginning of state involvement in education, teacher
supply has been the strongest thread in the intertwined problems
of teacher supply and teacher education. As far as Central
Government has been concerned, quantity rather than quality has
been the dominating factor and one which has overridden all other
considerations because of its political sensitivity. A further
factor inhibiting the English educational scene has been that it
has been bedevilled by the translation of improvement and
innovation into measurable, comparative or physical terms, such as
the duration of courses; the size of institutions; the relation-
ships between certificates, diplomas and degrees - the whole being

reduced to so many units of this or that.

But when has there been a fundamental reform of the educational
and training needs of a would-be teacher? It may be argued that
the James Committee did just that, but what support did the James
proposals have? It may well be argued that the proposals came too

late or that changed social and economic conditions had overtaken
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the pre-James situation but it is characteristic of the English

educational service - particularly so in respect of teacher

education - that it seems incapable of solving its own fundamental

problems.

While innumerable opportunities arose in the period 1875 to 1975
to effect a radical reform of teacher training and education -
particularly so in 1949, in 1959 and in 1969 - these opportunities
were lost. Regrettably it seems the price of freedom and
consultative democracy has too often enabled progress to be
frustrated by individual and institutional desires in order to

maintain the status quo or to grasp opportunities at the expense

of others.

Circular 7/73 caused the whole of the monotechnical education
structure to collapse and it was probably the only way of securing
rapid and radical organisational reform. Dent summed up the demise
with clarity:
"Thus has ended a system of teacher education and training
which had endured for nearly two centuries. Throughout that
long period the training college curriculum, and the methods

employed to apply it, though progressively altered and
improved in detail, remained basically the same".1
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1. Primary Sources — Personal Written Papers and Letters

Private written evidence has been obtained from the following:

BINGHAM, Dr John H Personal letters

CARR, Professor W Personal committee notes

COLLINGTON, M Ermnest Personal letters

COWLEY, John W Personal letters
HOLLAS, Frank W Personal letters
HOOLE, Samuel Personal letters
JOHNSON, Anne C Personal letters
KIMBELL, Ralph R Personal letters
METCALFE, Olive Personal letters
SMITH, V Personal letters
WALLIS, P J Personal notes

WING, Dr Herbert D Personal notes
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Contemporary evidence has been gathered as a result of discussions

with the following:

ARMYTAGE, Professor W H G

BANFIELD, Dr John

CARR, Professor William

DOWNEY, Peter R

EDWARDS, Trevor H

GOODFELLOW, Alan W

HORTON, Peter

JOHNSON, Alwyn

MOULTON, Jane, OBE

PEAKE, Dr J Harold, CBE

ROACH, Professor J P C

SPINKS, Peter G

Division of Education, The University of
Sheffield

Formerly Principal, Totley-Thornbridge
College of Education

Formerly Chairman of Governors, Sheffield
City Colleges of Education

Formerly Chief Administrative Officer,
Sheffield City Training College

Formerly Secretary, The University of
Sheffield Institute of Education

Formerly Senior Lecturer, Brincliffe
Emergency Training College

Chairman, Sheffield Education Committee

Formerly Student, Brincliffe Emergency
Training College

Formerly Deputy Principal, Sheffield City
College of Education

Formerly Principal, Sheffield City Training
College

Formerly Director, The University of
Sheffield Institute of Education

Formerly Vice-Principal, Totley-Thornbridge
College of Education
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2. Primary Sources - Oral (continued)

O?al evidence has also been collecte
time from the following:

BASHFORTH, G

BOWKER, Miss E K

CHAPMAN, Dr A W

CODDINGTON, Dr A

HOLDSWORTH, Alfred J

HOOLE, S

JOHNSON, Miss Annie C

KIMBELL, Rev R R

LENTHALL, Clement

MATTAM, Donald

TUCKER, Reginald A

WALLIS, Dr P J

WHITTAKER, Dr P

WING, Dr H D

A further note:

d over an extended period of

Formerly Secretary, 0ld Crescenters'
Association

Formerly Principal, Thornbridge Hall
Training College

Formerly Registrar, The University of
Sheffield

Formerly Lecturer, Sheffield City Training
College

Formerly Secretary, 0ld Crescenters'
Association

Formerly Principal, Sheffield City Training
College

Formerly Lecturer, Sheffield City Training
College

Formerly Principal, Sheffield City Training
College

Formerly Lecturer, Sheffield City Training
College

Formerly Head of English, Sheffield City
Training College

Formerly Lecturer, Sheffield City Training
College

Historian, King Edward VII Grammar School

Formerly Principal, Thornbridge Hall
Training College

Formerly Principal, Sheffield City Training
College

Students and former students interviewed have not been listed.
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2. Primary Sources - QOral (continued)

Many instances of hearsay evidence have been acquired over the years

as a result of the following:

In 1942 I became an indentured seven—year apprentice compositor and
later a skilled craftsman at the City of Sheffield Printing and
Stationery Department. During that time I engaged in copy-holding
and typesetting of such works as the Education Committee minutes,
school magazines such as "The Holly Leaf", "Prest", and "Crescenter";
Education Committee Annual Reports and the Annual Handbook for
Members of the Education Committee. An apprenticeship with the
"municipal printing works" was highly prized, and although of mere
apprentice status, it brought contact with many civic dignitaries
and personalities of the time. Many were pillars of the original
Labour group: John Holland, S H Marshall, Isidore Lewis, Albert
Ballard and John Henry Bingham would regularly visit the Printing
Department. Under war-time conditions, difficulties abounded but
the war broke down many barriers. The young apprentice would be
despatched down the corridors and into the inner sanctums of
municipal power in the Town Hall and in the Education Offices in
Leopold Street. All too frequently was one directed to await the
reading of urgent proofs, thereafter being suitably rewarded with
sixpences. Sitting in W P Alexander's room (later Lord Alexander)
while he checked the final proofs in his dressing gown and carpet
slippers, and drinking coffee, he having, for one reason or another,
seemingly spent the night in the Education Offices, was a remembered

experience.

Moving into a studentship at the City Training College during the
1950s, 1 became immersed in College activities, renewing acquaintance
with "Crescent" first as Student Editor and later as 0ld Crescenter
Editor; as Social Secretary of the Student Representative Council

of experiencing .the trying and sometimes frustrating task of

dealing with Dr Herbert Wing and his liberated approach to teacher
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2. Primary Sources - QOral (continued)

training. My studentship at Sheffield City Training College

coinclded with the Fiftieth Anniversary and provided an ovportunity

of writing a brief history of the College. Consequently, I was
exposed to the presumptions and prejudices of the teaching

profession and was made privy to many skeletons in cupboards and

enjoyed many confidences.

Later, when appointed Head of the Department of Printing in the
Sheffield College of Art, I was heir to some of the legacies of
Brincliffe Emergency Training College - mainly the science
laboratory and equipment. I had the 'task' of disposing of the
once magnificent grand piano which belonged to Brincliffe College
after Art students had reduced it to a heap of junk. As Secretary
of Sheffield Branch ATTI it was a significant experience to be a
member of the Joint Committee of teacher representatives which
consulted with the Officers on the changes from secondary to
comprehensive education. Finally, in the closing years of service
at Sheffield College of Art and briefly in Sheffield Polytechnic,
I was not only in the melee as one of the members of the ATTI
negotiating staff conditions but also as a senior member of the
College of Art of negotiating acceptable terms on which integration

into a Polytechnic could take place.

On the other side of the higher education scene - '"the autonomous
sector" - a seventeen year connection with that auspicious
institution, the Postgraduate School of Librarianship and Information
Science of the University of ‘Sheffield, serves to make a close-on

forty-year involvement with the subject.
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3. Primary Sources - Public Documents

Reference was made to the following documents and papers:

Governmental

Committee of the Council on Education: Minutes 1846

Department of Education: Circular cmd 287, 1891
Report of the Departmental Committee on
the Pupil Teacher System, 1898

Schools Inquiry Commission Reports,
Volume III, 1899

Board of Education: "Regulations for the Training of Teachers",
1904
Circular cmd 878, 1914
"Education After the War', 1941
Circular cmd 1652, 1944
Report on the Training of Teachers and
Youth Leaders, (McNair), 1944

Ministry of Education: Pamphlet No. 17 '"Challenge and Response',
1950
Teacher Training Regulations, 1959
Pamphlet No. 34 "Three-year Course'
Reports "Higher Education" (Robbins)
Cmnd 2154, 1963
Circular 5/63 "Teacher Training Regulations".

1963
Department of Education Report of the Study Group on the Government
and Science: of Colleges of Education (Weaver) 1966

Report, Teacher Education and Training

(James) 1972

White Paper: A Plan for Polytechnics and
other Colleges, Cmnd 3006, 1966

White Paper: Education and Framework for
Expansion, Cmnd 5174, 1972

Circular 3/70 "Balance of Training", 1970
Circular 7/70 "Government and Conduct of
Colleges of Further Education', 1970

Circular 7/73, Development of Higher
Education in the Non-University Sector,

1970

Circular 5/75, "Further Education Regulations',
1975

Reports of the National Advisory Committee on
the Training and Supply of Teachers I to IX
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3. Primary Sources - Public Documents (continued)

Municipal

Sheffield School Board:
Medical Office of Health
for Sheffield:

City of Sheffield
Education Committee:

Sheffield Metropolitan
District Council
Education Committee:

University

University College of
Sheffield:

The University of
Sheffield:

Minutes 1870-1901
General and Annual Reports 1873-1901

Annual Reports 1870 onwards

Minutes 1902-1974

Annual Reports 1902 onwards

Education Week Handbook 1624

Handbook for use of Members of Education
Committee 1903-40 1942-64

Report on Higher Education (M E Sadler)
1904

Minutes 1974-76

Day Training College Committee Minutes
1892-1904

Senate and Council Minutes 1905 onwards
Annual Reports to Council and Senate of
the Board of the Institute of Education
1949-76

University Gazette 1948 onwards
University Newsletter 1960 onwards

Newspapers, Journals and Magazines

Sheffield and Rotherham Daily Independent 1870-1932
Sheffield Daily Telegraph 1870-1932

Sheffield Daily Telegraph and Independent 1932-1960

The Times Educational Supplement 3.3.1923 and 19.5.1928

The Schoolmaster 25.5.1909

Derbyshire Life, Spring 1979
Yorkshire Life, Summer 1948
Hallamshire Teacher No 15, 1963

The Crescent 1905-42 1946-1958

The 0ld Crescenter 1938-39 1947-50

The Holly Leaf 1904-1964
Prest 1947-51

Hunter Archaeological Society Transactions Volumes IV and X
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4. Primary Sources - Printed Books

Published works referred to in the text:

ALLEN, Bernard M

BERNARD, Sir Thomas

BINGHAM, J H

BINNS, H B

BROWNE, Joan D

CHAPMAN, A W

CLEGG, Sir William

COLE, Skelton

CURTIS, S J

DENT, H C

DENT, H C

DERRY, J

GOSDEN, P H J H

GRIER, Lynda

LONGDEN, Roger

NIBLETT, HUMPHREYS
and FATRHURST

"Sir Robert Morant", Macmillan, London, 1934

"An Account of the Free School™, 1812,
(Sheffield Collection)

"Sheffield School Board 1870-1902", Northend,
Sheffield, 1949

"A Century of Education 1808-1908", Dent,
London, 1908

"Teachers of Teachers", ATCDE, Hodder and
Stoughton, London, 1979

"The Story of a Modern University", OUP,
London, 1955

"Sheffield Education Week'", Handbook, 1924
(Sheffield Collection)

"Work of the Sheffield School Board",
Sheffield, 1882 (Sheffield Collection)

"History of Education in Great Britain",
UTP, London, 1950

"The Training of Teachers in England and
Wales 1800-1975", Hodder & Stoughton,
London, 1977

'""1870-1970 A Century of Growth in English
Education", Longman, London, 1971

"Sheffield and District Who's Who'",
Independent Press, Sheffield, 1905

"Education in the Second World War', Methuen,
London, 1977

"Achievement in Education - The Work of
Michael Ernest Sadler 1885-1935", Constable,
London, 1952

"History of Secondary Education in Sheffield
1902-1939", University of Sheffield, Doctoral
Thesis, 1980

"The University Connextion', NFER, London,
1975
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Primary Sources - Printed Books (continued)

PERCY, Lord Eustace

READ, R

RICH, R W

SMITH, F

SMITH, F

SOUTHEY, R & G C

TAYLOR, W (Editor)

TROPP, A

TROPP, A

WELSH, S

WELSH, Stephen

WINTER, D

WOOD, A

"Education at the Cross Roads', Evans,
London, 1931

"The English Provinces", Arnold, London,
1964

"The Training of Teachers in England and
Wales During the Nineteenth Century",
London, 1933

"Life and Work of Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth",

Murray, London, 1923

"History of English Education', ULP, London,
1931

"The Life of Dr John Bell", Murray, London,
1844

"Towards a Policy for the Education of
Teachers', (Colston Society Proceedings No.
20), Butterworth, London, 1969

"Changing Status of the Teacher" from
"Sociology, History and Education", (Editor
Musgrave, P W), Methuen, London, 1970

"The School Teachers', Heinemann, London,
1957

"List of Important Sheffield Schools 1870-
1910", (MS Sheffield Collection)

"Biographical and Architectural Notes...
of Messrs Weightman, Hadfield, et al",
(MS Sheffield City Collection)

"Death's Men', Penguin, London, 1973

"Great Britain 1900-1965", Longman, London,
1973
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5. Secondary Sources - Printed Books

ADDY and PIKE

BARNARD, H C

CASSON, E F (Editor)

DERRY, J

HUNTER, J
ODOM, W
PERRY, P J C

WILEY, F T and
MADISON, R E

"Sheffield at the Opening of the 20th
Century", 1900

"A Short History of English Education"
RKP, London, 1947

"Chronicles of Lady Mabel College 1949-1977",
Sheffield Polytechnic, 1981

"The Story of Sheffield'", Independent Press,
Sheffield, 1915

"Hallamshire" (edited by Alfred Gatty), 1875
"Hallamshire Worthies'", 1926

"The Evolution of British Manpower Policy".
BAICIE, London, 1976

"An Enquiry into Teacher Training', ULP,
London, 1971
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