
‘As you are aware’, wrote the Vice-Chancellor to the Chairman of the
UGC on 8 February 1982, ‘the University of Manchester, as the largest
unitary university in the country, has a scale of problems in absolute
terms which is not faced by any other similar university.’ The arid prose
of official communications did little justice to the upheavals of the 
previous months. It had seemed that the University would be able to
escape bankruptcy only by shedding one-seventh of its academic and
supporting staff. Figures presented to Senate in November 1981
showed that the University’s annual income was now about £60m., and
that expenditure, if allowed to continue unchecked, would amount to
£64m. and immediately plunge the University into deep debt.

About £12m. of income and expenditure was attributed to ‘self-
balancing items’, where money was given for a specific purpose and
the University enjoyed no discretion in using it; these included
research projects, payments of local authority rates, and the purchase
and maintenance of equipment for the Regional Computer Centre.
Exclude those items from the calculation, and 52 per cent of the
remaining expenditure was on the salaries of academic staff and of
those para-academics who were paid on ‘academic-related’ scales and
enjoyed similar conditions of service (administrators, librarians,
accountants, engineers, building officers and so forth). Another 25 per
cent went to pay the support staff of the University, with the result
that only 23 per cent of expenditure was on matters other than
salaries and wages. In some areas of the University, such as the Faculty
of Arts, which spent little on equipment and the fuel needed to oper-
ate it, salaries and wages accounted for as much as 95 per cent of
expenditure.

During the 1970s it had proved possible to make the necessary
economies by leaving posts unfilled or suppressing them altogether
when their holders resigned or retired. But in 1981 it seemed clear
that the unaided efforts of ‘natural wastage’ would never solve the
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problems of the University, which would have to encourage voluntary
redundancies and perhaps dismiss academic or other staff against their
will. Things unthinkable under Armitage began to seem inevitable
under Richmond. Impatient of snivelling, reluctant to give false com-
fort, largely unknown before his first encounter with a Senate which
had spent the summer in a state of paranoid inertia, the new Vice-
Chancellor gave a misleading impression of lacking humanity. He was
forced to promise sweat and tears without the consoling prospect of
ultimate victory and appeared to be ignoring the moral difficulties and
legal implications of dismissing staff. For many reasons he chose to
press forward as rapidly as possible, rejecting proposals to ‘wait and
see’ or tarry awhile in ‘maybe land’. Resistance soon mounted, for, as
Dennis Austin observed, ‘universities are marvellously arranged to
oppose but ill-equipped to govern’. The Senate and the faculties might
well have been accused of ‘mulish opposition’ by Dr Parkes, but to
their student critics they were nowhere near obstinate enough.

Natural wastage, early retirements and voluntary severance might
conceivably make the required savings, but they would operate in a
haphazard manner. Unless the University resorted to planned, com-
pulsory redundancies it would be unable to carry out a balanced and
rational reduction of its staff. To some senior academics, who knew
whom they wanted to dislodge, the prospect of some dismissals was
not unwelcome. A few believed that the University had expanded too
fast in the 1960s and that too many lecturers of modest ability had
obtained secure jobs too easily. Some of these mediocrities, indifferent
to promotion, had lived very comfortable lives, in the manner of eigh-
teenth-century clergymen or the ‘monks’ of Gibbon’s Magdalen
(‘decent easy men, who supinely enjoyed the gifts of the founder’). A
few had published little, left administration to the professors, disap-
peared at the start of the long vacation and resurfaced only in October.
That they engaged in research or scholarship was a charitable assump-
tion rather than a proven fact. ‘Dear Mr X, we haven’t seen you since
the Middle Ages’, wrote a group of History students on the door of an
eccentric medievalist who could never fathom his own teaching
timetable; few academics had Mr X’s brilliance to compensate for their
failings in routine affairs. Even the stoutest defenders of academic jobs
would sometimes mutter behind their hands, ‘Lot of idle buggers
round here’. There was some duplication of effort, departments in dif-
ferent faculties teaching similar courses to small numbers of students,
and certain jealous teachers would have liked to be rid of their rivals.
A few subjects were so obscure, or so unappealingly presented, as to
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attract no takers. Some students appeared to gain little from being
taught in small groups, to whose discussions they contributed no more
than the occasional monosyllable or request to close the window:
could they not be left to attend large lecture or examples classes, and
to work on their own, thus reducing the need for tutors? Addressing
Conservative students, Dr Boyson had pointed out that prestigious
American universities, including Harvard and Yale, were capable of
operating with a far less favourable staff–student ratio. Where Britain
employed on average one member of staff to 9.3 students, the ratio in
France was 1:20 and in Italy 1:23.

A large proportion of the academic and academic-related staff had
been granted tenure and appointed to the retiring age of sixty-seven.
To this rule the principal exceptions were probationers, part-time and
temporary lecturers, and researchers engaged on finite projects and
employed on contracts of limited duration. Statute XVII in the Uni-
versity’s legislative code was not designed to protect academic jobs in
all circumstances, but it allowed dismissal only for proven incompe-
tence or grave misconduct, and not on account of financial stringency.
On the face of it the University could declare no academic redundant
without committing breach of contract and perhaps being sued for
unjust discrimination. There seemed to be only three serious possibil-
ities. One was the principle of ‘last in, first out’, which would deprive
the University of the young blood it badly needed. There might be a
case for closing down flagging departments with poor students and
few publications, which was the remedy apparently uppermost in the
mind of Dr Parkes. Or one might concentrate on inducing the most
senior people to take early retirement, shelling out for generous ben-
efits to persuade them to leave, but markedly reducing the annual
salary bill. Their disappearance from the payroll would provide the
quickest route to the ‘savings target’, a term which quickly invaded
the vocabulary of all responsible academics and dominated their
thoughts for years to come.

Manchester shared the plight of most British universities. Their 
representatives hastened to warn the Government of the folly and
financial cost of a policy which might well lead to prolonged litigation.
Damages for breach of contract and loss of jobs would be assessed in
each individual case by the courts; the sums awarded would depend 
on the extent to which the plaintiffs would be able to secure alterna-
tive employment. Hence the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and 
Principals foresaw ‘bitter and divisive battles, in which the least re-
employable get the most compensation, while the best get least’. In the
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Commons debates of 1981 Opposition Members made high estimates
of the probable costs – up to £100,000 in individual cases, a total bill
of £200m. or even £250m., since perhaps 3,000 academics would be
dismissed. To sack somebody without knowing the cost of one’s action
seemed the height of folly. If the cuts were inevitable, they should
surely be imposed more gradually, over five or six years rather than
three: the additional cost would be very little higher, much rancour
would be avoided, and the universities would be better equipped to
meet the peak of demand from eighteen-year-old students which they
expected in 1983.

When the argument was put to Sir Keith Joseph, however, he refused
to offer relief; the Government was interested not only in saving
money, but also in forcing universities to take painful decisions worthy
of tough managers. Snubbing Laurie Sapper, the General Secretary of
the AUT, who had joined the chorus in favour of natural wastage, Sir
Keith wrote in February 1982 that Sapper was only offering a choice
between ‘a random, uncontrolled reduction in university staff over a
longer period, from which it would take years to recover, and reorgan-
isation over a shorter period which, although faster and tougher than
universities would like, it is still within their power to structure and
control’. Sir Keith would pay something towards ‘restructuring’, but his
proposed contribution was no more than £50m.

If the Government refused any stay of execution, the University
might perhaps borrow against or sell assets in order to extend the
period of readjustment. The dangers of depleting its capital were
obvious. In November 1981 Senate heard that income from General
Fund investments supported about fifty posts which must be pro-
tected. The University owned some property which did not produce a
regular income, but it would probably prove difficult to sell: it might,
like Waterloo Place, be listed as of historical interest, and it might be
tied by legal restrictions imposed by charities and trust funds or by
other considerations. In the event the University did call upon its
reserves, not to prolong the process of adjusting, but to reach the sav-
ings target quickly by financing early retirements. As Mark Richmond
recalled years later, if the University could ‘throw in a lump of money
early on, in cash terms, it would have enormously beneficial conse-
quences downstream, because you weren’t, as it were, accumulating
interest on the debt’.

In the autumn of 1981, however, compulsory redundancies seemed
unavoidable; the Professor of Social and Pastoral Theology could only
plead for ‘corporate compassion’ (hitherto not much in evidence)

Contraction, 1981–84 145

chap 7  23/9/03  1:17 pm  Page 145

Brian Pullan and Michele Abendstern - 9781526137197
Downloaded from manchesterhive.com at 05/25/2023 02:55:58AM

via free access



towards the victims, and ask whether cumbersome bodies such as the
Senate could ever do more than react to each stage in the ‘fast-moving
and technical process’ of making the University’s savings. At the end 
of September Senate had indeed reacted volubly to the new Vice-
Chancellor’s unvarnished account of a grim situation. Some members
called for an alternative plan that would not involve dismissals, but their
motion was defeated by 49 votes to 28. However, opposition gathered
momentum in October and November. The five Professors of History,
for example, met and quickly concluded that they could have no oblig-
ation to help the University to commit breaches of contract. None of
their colleagues was incompetent or less than conscientious; there was
no reason, therefore, to respond to any request to nominate any of them
for dismissal. Inevitably the History Department was accused of merely
protecting its own interests, for, since most of its staff were young or
middle-aged, it would suffer little if the University relied on natural
wastage and early retirements, and other, more elderly departments
would lose a great deal. Were the professors lacking in moral fibre, fear-
ful of unpopularity, yielding to the threats being uttered by active mem-
bers of the AUT, who were prominent in their department? For all this
there was a kind of idealism in History’s actions, a desire to see law
respected and not overridden by the claims of financial necessity, a con-
viction that imposing redundancies would destroy forever any fragile
sense of community that the University had developed. In History and
elsewhere the intention was not to refuse to help the University in any
way, for people talked of a ‘spirit of common self-sacrifice’, and dis-
cussed the possibility of accepting a salary cut, or foregoing future pay
increases, or covenanting sums of money to enable the University to
overcome its financial difficulties.

Martin Southwold, a Senior Lecturer in Social Anthropology, put
the case well when he argued that entering into contracts of employ-
ment for life encouraged academics to develop a life plan that could
not be instantly modified – to specialise in ‘work for which there is a
narrow market’ and not to acquire a wider range of skills and qualifi-
cations. Financial ruin would be the consequence of dismissal in
breach of contract. ‘The University which entered into these contracts
with them is us. If we now break these contracts, acting as principals
or as accessories, we shall have betrayed not only our colleagues but
the University itself: we shall have destroyed the principles of honour
and trust without which there cannot be a university.’

The task of identifying methods of cutting expenditure rested with
the JCUD and its outposts in the faculties. These subordinate bodies,
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the Faculty Development Sub-Committees (FDSCs), were small and
intimate; their members had been nominated from above, effectively
by the deans, and had not been chosen by faculty elections. They were
not supposed to represent their own departments and were expected to
withdraw when these were discussed; their function was to sit in judge-
ment on the claims of departments to resources. The Sub-Committees’
name became an irony when they were called upon to administer cuts;
they began to attract from their parishioners the same kind of oppro-
brium as the UGC when the spirit of Christmas was lost and it mutated
into the unredeemed Scrooge. Rumours spread to the effect that some
of the FDSCs were concentrating on compulsory redundancies, per-
haps even drawing up hit-lists; the fact that they were not accountable
to faculties, perhaps even prevented from sharing information with
them, made for distrust. The deans of the larger faculties were torn, in
that they were usually chairmen both of their faculties and of an FDSC:
they were therefore required both to represent the faculty and to pro-
nounce judgement upon it to a central university body, the JCUD,
which seemed increasingly remote. Much depended on their personal
qualities, their tact and skill, and their understanding of the figures fed
to them from above.

The Faculty of Economic and Social Studies owed much to its Dean.
Sam Moore, a Senior Lecturer in Statistics, who understood the need
for exact measurement and distribution of resources, succeeded in
uniting his Faculty and earning its gratitude by promptly resolving to
take no action that involved compulsory redundancies and also by
arguing with the University about the extent of the cuts so convincingly
as to get a couple of percentage points knocked off the Faculty’s bill.

Suspicion and ill-feeling ran higher in the Faculty of Arts, which
was famous for being the most argumentative in the University. It was
now one of the most insecure. The Dean, Professor Brian Rodgers, a
geographer, was greeted at one meeting with groans of disbelief by a
Faculty which made no show of deference. He bore them patiently. In
the interests of goodwill he offered the Faculty a summary of his
FDSC’s seven-page report to the centre, but the Faculty, which sus-
pected heavy editing, resolved that ‘The Faculty Board finds the
report of the FDSC, as summarised, unacceptable, and wishes to dis-
sociate itself from it.’ Professor Welland, the former Acting Vice-
Chancellor, scolded members like a disappointed headmaster for their
distrust of higher authority, warning them that such ungracious
behaviour could only bring redundancies nearer. Unrepentant, the
Faculty breathed new life into its own policy and planning committee,
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which was chaired by another geographer, Peter Lloyd, and gave
advice – which the FDSC was not constitutionally obliged to follow –
on ways of achieving the savings. It would be possible, for example,
not to fill the expensive chairs of professors who took early retire-
ment: many lecturers and senior lecturers were now well able to
administer departments, and the ‘iconic figure’ of the professor could
be shelved for the time being in the interests of economy.

It was not clear how far the FDSCs were expected to make judge-
ments on the ability of individuals and the quality of departments, or
whether they were to concern themselves only with such matters as
the number of academics approaching retirement age. The officers of
the Faculty of Science inquired into the number and quality of appli-
cations to departments, the proportion of good degrees awarded, and
the career prospects of graduates, thereby applying some of the crite-
ria which the UGC had supposedly used in its assessments of univer-
sities. Since the timetable was tight, it was the Dean, the former Dean
and the Dean-elect, a body even smaller than the FDSC, who con-
ducted the business. In the words of Jack Zussman, the geologist who
had the dubious privilege of being the Dean of Science, ‘we took it all
into account, and we added it up, and we gave it weightings, and came
up with a pecking order in the Faculty, and it was resented terrifically.’
‘The atmosphere between departments and people in different disci-
plines became very difficult, competitive, alarmed, anxious . . . ’

In November 1981 the Science Board passed by 93 votes to 17 with
5 abstentions, two resolutions. The first lamented the fact that the
Deans had not presented the report for discussion to Faculty mem-
bers, either in full or in summary form, although the Board also
acknowledged ‘that constitutional arrangements presently inhibit
such discussion’, and called for ‘urgent changes in these arrangements
so as to permit the widest possible debate within the Faculty of all sub-
missions and developments within the FDSC’. The second resolution
declared it premature to make detailed proposals for percentage cuts
within departments. But the Dean’s extraordinary patience came to be
appreciated in time; an account of Jack Zussman’s work, presented to
Senate on his retirement in 1989, was to declare that ‘Only a man of
Jack’s special temperament could have undertaken these onerous
duties without ever raising his voice or showing displeasure.’ Similar
constitutional resolutions were passed by the Arts Faculty and by the
Assembly and forwarded to Senate and Council: they called for new
arrangements which would oblige the Sub-committees to share infor-
mation and recommendations in a spirit of total candour, concealing
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only personal details, and which would make them more broadly rep-
resentative of Faculty opinion.

Random reductions of staff, dependent on what the Science Faculty
called ‘Nature’s path’, would probably preserve the University as a
community and save it from litigation. But they would make the insti-
tution less effective in teaching and research. Harmful imbalance
would develop because vacancies tended to occur most frequently in
the areas which the Government and the UGC were most anxious to
protect. Turnover was very high in clinical medicine, very low in arts,
and academics in such disciplines as computer science, engineering
and accountancy might well be able to find more lucrative jobs out-
side the University. The UGC therefore warned of the undesirable
consequences of a general moratorium, for the practice of freezing
every post as it fell vacant would damage highly valued sectors of the
University such as the Faculty of Medicine, where many jobs were
held for short spells by fledgeling doctors completing their training.
Even where posts were not to be suppressed, it took time to fill vacan-
cies, and the University benefited at the Faculty’s expense from the
stretches of time when it was not paying salaries and not functioning
at full volume. Professor P.O. Yates complained publicly in March
1982 that ‘this University Department of Pathology has already lost,
because of the hold-up of reappointments, seven out of its ten quali-
fied staff and 50 per cent of all laboratory workers. So much for the
UGC request for the protection of clinical departments from its cuts.’

Vacancies in a Law Faculty caused no distress to patients, whatever
they did to legal education; law teachers were often qualified barris-
ters or solicitors, willing to enter or return to practice if their univer-
sity prospects were not bright enough. Law at Manchester succeeded
in shedding the four posts required of it when three lawyers moved
into practice and one took early retirement. There was likely to be an
awkward period of transition to a professional appointment, involv-
ing some retraining. Hence, in December 1981, the Law Faculty asked
the Senate to consider a scheme, involving cash settlements and
opportunities for part-time teaching, which would tide ex-academic
lawyers over the hard times when they had no supporting income.

Early retirements furnished the most civilised alternative to com-
pulsory redundancies, and the terms offered were generous. Pensions,
and the lump sums payable on retirement, naturally depended on the
number of years served, up to a maximum of forty. By way of ‘dan-
gling the gold’ (as Dr Beswick has put it), the University offered to
purchase extra years of service for those willing to leave. They could
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also be tempted by opportunities for part-time teaching, a source of
extra income over the years before a state retirement pension began
to flow in. Furthermore, the University proposed to award them hon-
orary fellowships for periods of up to three years, lest the break with
the institution prove too abrupt. Even so, it was hard to believe that
many of the early retirements were wholly voluntary: few senior aca-
demics were sufficiently stubborn or egotistical to ignore the moral
pressure to leave in order to protect the jobs of younger folk. How-
ever, as Ken Kitchen remembers, many ‘could see how the university
world was changing away from what they’d always enjoyed, and they
didn’t want to be a part of it’. It was also true that pensions were bet-
ter protected against inflation than were academic salaries, which had
fared badly during the 1970s and were under threat again.

Now called upon to act as an academic personnel officer, the Reg-
istrar wrote to all academics approaching or passing the age of sixty.
By early November 1981 he had interviewed fifty-five interested par-
ties and was extending the operation to everyone over fifty-five; his
personal interest was widely appreciated. Some help could be
expected from public funds, but the University was improving on the
benefits likely to come through the UGC and establishing an
Enhanced Premature Retirement Compensation Scheme by calling
upon its own resources. It was possible to refuse permission to retire
early on these terms by invoking management interest, usually for the
protection of small departments which would collapse if key figures
left. But in the bleak winter of 1981–82, there was a strong presump-
tion that almost any early retirement would be in the management
interest, although it sometimes proved, on this and other occasions in
the future, too costly to buy out certain senior people in the field of
clinical medicine.

Early in February 1982 the University, as the rules required, noti-
fied the UGC of the number of posts at all levels which would be lost
by early retirement and other means. The teaching and research staff,
estimated at 1,369 in 1981–82, would be reduced by 17 per cent to
1,136 in 1983–84, and the academic-related staff would fall by 15.4
per cent, from 363 to 307. One hundred and twenty-seven posts
would be lost by early retirements, which were described to the UGC
as redundancies: eighty-seven from the academic staff, and another
forty from their academic-related colleagues. The remaining jobs
would be lost by ‘normal wastage’, by resignations and retirements in
the fullness of time. As Mike Buckley remembers: ‘we were one of the
few universities to get through a deal which I used to describe as 
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winning the pools and the lottery all on the same day. The first lot who
went, not only got their pensions made up to the full forty years, but
they got a year’s salary on top, tax free . . . That got knocked on the
head, very rapidly, but where you’d already committed yourself to
paying [before 5 February 1982] you were allowed to do it. But there
were lots of problems, because one of the conditions of it was that you
had to get Statutory Redundancy Pay for them, from the Social Fund
or whatever it is, so that that reduced the UGC’s commitment, and a
lot of people strongly objected to letters saying “You’ve been made
redundant”, because they thought they were taking voluntary retire-
ment, which they regarded as an entirely different thing. We had a lot
of hassle with people objecting very strongly to the wording of the let-
ter. But the wording of the letters had to be that which would enable
us to claim the Statutory Redundancy back, because the money we got
from the UGC was the compensation, less what you’re going to get
for Statutory Redundancy.’

The eventual cost of the early retirements was about £3.4m., of
which the UGC covered about £2m. and the University about £1.4m.
Approximately three-quarters of the scheme’s beneficiaries were to
leave full-time employment in the University on 30 September 1982,
and most of the remainder on 30 September 1983. In November
1982, Senate received twenty-six resolutions of thanks to retiring pro-
fessors, compared with nine in 1981 and eight in 1980; in November
1983 there were twelve, and the following year eleven. Some of those
resolutions betrayed a sense that an era was passing, that there would
no longer be room for gentleman scholars such as Donald Cardwell,
the Professor of the History of Science, based at UMIST, whose motto
had been that ‘if a story is worth telling it is worth embroidering’, and
who had, ‘in an age of fierce pressure stemming from financial stress’,
‘provided a clear reminder of the crucial need for the retention of the
more traditional qualities and values of a university’. As David Pailin,
the Professor of the Philosophy of Religion, remarked some years
later, ‘I’ve felt at times that the colonels have taken early retirement
and the corporals have taken over’, some academics of no great emi-
nence having been elevated into promotional chairs to take their
places. Barbed rumours also suggested that the scholars had moved
out and the accountants had moved in. Whatever the justice of this
comment, it was true that the random effects of early retirements
were potentially disastrous for some areas of the University, including
the modern language departments, which found themselves for a time
almost wholly deprived of professors. To the Arts Faculty radicals this
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might be no bad thing, but it had a sorry effect on morale and on the
standing of the departments concerned.

The support staff of the University were to fall by just under 15 per
cent, from 2,183 in 1981–82 to 1,857 in 1983–84. Overall, the Uni-
versity’s staff, both academic and supporting, would shrink from
3,915 to 3,300 (down 15.7 per cent); one hundred and twenty-seven
posts would go through early retirement under the terms approved by
the UGC, 488 by natural wastage. In July 1981 Council had pro-
nounced it wrong to make disproportionate cuts in non-academic
areas where the staff were not protected by tenure; secretaries, tech-
nicians and other highly skilled workers were just as essential to the
running of departments, and sometimes to their safety, as were many
academics. Retirement came to a number of senior cleaners, some of
whom, now in their sixties and seventies, were among the most effi-
cient. In October 1981 the Catering Officer bade farewell to fourteen
members of his staff, now held to be of retirement age; they had
notched up between them 206 years of service to the University, the
senior being Mrs L. Nicholson, who had forty-four years behind her.
Student journalists, taking up the cause, feared that many jobs would
be lost in the catering department of Owens Park. The kitchen equip-
ment in the student village was becoming obsolete and it was believed
that rather than replace it the University intended to convert the Park
into self-catering flats and pay off its loyal workers. When nothing
came of this threat it was soon replaced by another – that the Univer-
sity might turn the catering over to a private company and that this
concern would enhance its profits by cutting jobs. In the University
Library the turnover among counter assistants was rapid and jobs
became easy to suppress; it seemed, in February 1982, that twenty-
nine posts were to go, that services to readers would suffer, and that
it might now take a week to return books to the shelves.

Tough negotiations proceeded with the most indispensable workers,
the technicians. In October 1981 officers of ASTMS were understand-
ably envious of the more generous terms being offered to tenured aca-
demic staff, and well aware that their own pensions (dependent on the
University of Manchester Superannuation Scheme started in 1925)
were less well protected against inflation. However, as Ian Cameron,
then Personnel Officer, remembers, there was a difference between 
the public and private attitudes of the local branch officers, who 
personally regarded the terms as favourable and signed up for early
retirement without withdrawing their public objections. In June 1982
Mr J. Kay, of the Department of Physics, one of only three glass-
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blowers in the University, chided ASTMS for its obduracy, which might
well force the University to resort to compulsory redundancies. In
reply Mr A. Dawson, of Metallurgy, put the union’s case, and wrote of
its duty to get the best possible deal for those who remained behind to
‘pick up the pieces’. For ‘the frozen posts would be lost forever, and a
slow assimilation of extra duties without pay will occur’. ‘We cannot
accept voluntary redundancy unless we are fully involved in monitor-
ing redeployment and retraining. The University uses words like con-
sultation, co-operation, mutual agreement, etc., [only] in so far as it
suits them’, and Manchester attitudes were said to compare poorly
with those of the management at Salford and UMIST. In the words of
Harry Kent, who was then Deputy Bursar in charge of Personnel, ‘half
the technicians in Physics were sixty, and if they were going five years
early, how would Physics continue? Because it’s not really very con-
ceivable to switch a technician from Engineering to Physics, although
that’s what the University thought you could do!’ Perhaps the early
retirements, by clearing paths to promotion, brought some advantages
to those who remained to do the extra work. Trouble with the campus
unions lay ahead, however, for the financial constraints upon the Uni-
versity were soon to prevent it from continuing to honour national pay
agreements, as it had done in the past.

By December 1981, with the early retirement scheme coming to the
rescue, most academics felt an ignoble sense of relief. A document
known as the Green Book, drafted by the Deputy Registrar Douglas
Porter for JCUD, Senate and Council, assured them that ‘JCUD
believed that a major and radical restructuring of the academic shape
of the University was not required’, but that ‘some limited changes in
the academic activities of the University were inevitable’. University
teachers might congratulate themselves on staving off compulsory
redundancies, but the officers of the Students’ Union and some student
activists were unimpressed by their performance. During the 1970s
home students had scarcely noticed the Government cuts in University
funding. They had demonstrated against discriminatory fees, but had
deplored the injustice to overseas students rather than the effect on
university finance. Now, in 1981, the cuts were impinging on all under-
graduates and postgraduates. Students in Economic and Social Studies
saw weekly tutorials in econometrics and sociology reduced to fort-
nightly events (large examples classes, they protested, were no substi-
tute), while the opening hours of the Faculty Library were curtailed.
All students’ welfare suffered when jobs in the University Health 
Service were suppressed. Potential students younger than themselves,
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with equally strong qualifications, would soon be denied university
places. As a writer in Mancunion put it, students had changed from ‘the
cream of the system’ into its ‘rancid milk’ and had become ‘the dis-
carded milk bottle outside No. 10’. Student leaders now believed that
the University authorities were failing to resist educational damage
except by mouthing insincere and ineffectual protests. To fight by
rustling papers was not enough. By preparing to enforce the cuts, even
by discussing them, by doing anything other than denying their exis-
tence, universities appeared to be shooting themselves in the feet. Even
the AUT, it seemed, thought only of stretching the cuts over five years
rather than three. The policy committee in Arts, mocked one of the
Faculty’s student representatives, ‘thought that what Sir Keith was
doing was economic and educational nonsense but they also thought
that they had better help him to do it’. His headline in Mancunion ran:
‘AUT 10 – Education 0. Education Relegated’.

Some students sensed that the cuts were not just a temporary mea-
sure for managing an economic crisis. They interpreted them as part
of a concerted attack on the independence of universities, which the
Government believed to be centres of criticism and dissent, and as a
fatal blow to the principles of the Robbins Report. But students’ solu-
tion to the problem – ignore the cuts, reject the UGC’s advice, protest
and carry on as before – appealed to few academics, for most knew
that inaction would bankrupt the University, and that no-one, least of
all the next generation of students, would benefit from that catastro-
phe. A policy of ‘waiting for Lefty’, of hoping for a change of Gov-
ernment at the next election, carried obvious risks, for the Labour
Governments of the 1970s had not been generous to higher educa-
tion. Students might well have argued that the University should
refuse to lower its student intake, thereby allowing the staff–student
ratio to deteriorate, but making a little extra money from fees. How-
ever, in their reluctance to let conditions get worse, the students did
not pursue this idea consistently, and might not have won if they had,
for there were threats of financial penalties on universities which
stepped out of line.

Diana Mitlin, the Union Education Officer, pleaded at Senate with
the candidates for early retirement, begging them not to go. Other
students proposed more spirited tactics: let the University demand the
resignation of the UGC; let it refuse to carry out research for Gov-
ernment agencies or departments; let it imitate the University of
Southampton and, by way of protest, award no honorary degrees. But
the Vice-Chancellor told the Students’ Union in February 1982 that
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‘the Government was prepared to go down with flags flying’ and ‘the
more steam you give them the more they stand up for their own
actions’. No gestures of defiance, in his opinion, would carry any
weight with such a self-confident body.

Rituals, rallies and direct action none the less remained on the
cards. In December 1981 students staged a mock funeral, processing
round the precinct and bearing shoulder-high the coffin of British
Education. A Cuts Collective formed in the Union and resolved to
picket Senate, assailing the ears of members with a chant of ‘Fight!
Fight! Fight!’ as they assembled to discuss the ‘notorious Green Book’
which stood for capitulation to a hated Government. Early in 1982
the Collective forced the University to abandon two meetings of Sen-
ate and one of Council. On 15 January students invaded the Senate
and forced it to suspend its deliberations, and several days later a
picket, said by Mancunion to be 300-strong, blocked the entrances to
prevent Senate from meeting at all. Students further expressed their
feelings by occupying for two days the first floor of the main admin-
istrative building and using it for ‘holding meetings, producing leaflets
and issuing press releases’. However, on Monday 1 February, the Sen-
ate succeeded in getting together, the police clearing a passage for
members as students tried to block their path and were yanked out of
the way by hefty constables. The Vice-Chancellor and some col-
leagues had taken the precaution of slipping into the Council Cham-
ber an hour before the advertised time of the meeting. One student
was charged with assaulting the police, but subsequently escaped with
a light fine and costs; two others, according to the student newspaper,
received hospital treatment for concussion sustained in the melée, and
a third had an epileptic fit after being knocked down by a policeman.
Frustrated, the students again occupied part of the main block while
Senate was in session; receiving the news in the Council Chamber, the
Vice-Chancellor cut the protest down to size, saying ‘Now I can’t get
my raincoat.’

Student occupations annoyed some campus unions, because they
created ‘hazardous’ working conditions and threatened to interfere
with the payment of wages (though students disclaimed any intention
to do so, and called the suggestion that they might a piece of black
propaganda). Neither the AUT nor NALGO (the clerical workers’
union) would back the occupation, and they reproved the occupiers
for ‘disrupting services provided to the whole University community’.
Other unions, NUPE, AUEW and especially ASTMS, were said, how-
ever, to be more sympathetic. The University obtained a possession
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order, naming three officers of the Students’ Union and banning the
students from occupying any building on the campus. Having no
stomach for further defiance, the students ended the occupation.
Once the University had accepted the cuts, militancy lacked an imme-
diate goal and began to subside, though demonstrations were held in
November 1982 when a UGC sub-committee visited the Mathemat-
ics Department. Even the Union Education Officer admitted that,
with graduate unemployment running at 15 per cent and still rising,
the Government was unlikely to agree to more generous funding of
higher education.

At least one student journalist believed that the campaign against
the cuts was winning less support from students in Manchester than
in other universities. Writing in May 1982, Matthew Richardson
complained of the extremism which the Cuts Collective had begun to
display towards the end of the spring term: ‘some of its meetings were
more reminiscent of a mobilisation committee for the socialist revo-
lution than a group trying to organise a campaign against education
cuts’, and it seemed like ‘an extremist group dedicated to bringing
about the downfall of the Conservative Government at any cost’, an
aim not generally shared. Student activists were disappointed at their
failure to attract the attention of the national press; but since they
were saying what they might be expected to say, and doing so in a pre-
dictable manner, they were not very newsworthy. For all the protests
of students anxious to defend the interests of their successors, the
total number of full-time students at Owens was to descend from
11,493 in 1980–81 to 11,070 in 1984–85, the proportion of post-
graduates rising a little and that of overseas students falling.

As Mark Richmond observed years later, a ‘negative resource flow’,
even a small haemorrhage, causes decision-making to gravitate towards
the centre of an organisation, ‘and everyone starts to protect their own
power . . . the system is going to shrink a bit, and you’ll be darned sure,
particularly if you’re a dean and given the job, you’re not going to have
your bit shrink’. The centre of power in the University, in so far as one
could be identified, was now the supreme resource committee, the
JCUD. In times of prosperity the only problem was ‘How to queue the
things you’re going to do’; in times of contraction, the question could
only be ‘What can we claw out of here?’ Since the activities of JCUD’s
sub-committees had roused suspicion during the first phase of the cri-
sis, Senate in the summer of 1982 approved proposals to make them
more democratic. They were to include ex officio, nominated and
elected elements, the chairman to suggest the balance between them in
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the light of the local situation, but the JCUD to approve the proposed
arrangements. When the Arts group went too far and took advantage
of the loose wording to request an elected majority at the Faculty’s sug-
gestion, JCUD rejected the proposal, one member saying that he would
have no confidence in anything put forward by such a body. Since
democracy was often associated with delay if not with obstructionism,
money and democracy were expected to mix only up to a point; but the
FDSCs were urged to consult with Faculty Boards and endeavour to
dispel suspicion.

The JCUD itself was to consist of the Vice-Chancellor as Chairman,
the Pro-Vice-Chancellors, three honorary officers (the Chairman of
Council and the Treasurer and Deputy Treasurer), and one student on
the recommendation of the Council of the Students’ Union. The Sen-
ate was to elect four members from its own ranks – two from its ex
officio members, most of whom were professors, and two from its
elected members. Deans, though in theory part of the machinery of
JCUD, since they chaired its sub-committees, were cast in the role of
supplicants. Supposed to know their own bailiwicks and advise on
their needs without exaggeration, they had the power to agonise over
priorities, but could do little without the centre’s permission. An
inquisitorial atmosphere prevailed when they attended the JCUD;
hanging about in the corridor outside the Senate Committee Room
like fags at the door of the prefects’ den, they were offered no wait-
ing room in which to cool their heels and read over their papers. The
University was not prepared to give faculty groups devolved budgets
and tell them to manage them as they chose without committing the
crime of asking for more.

The Vice-Chancellor and his advisers, particularly Douglas Porter,
strove to formulate comprehensible rules for the administration of
resources. The main principle was that JCUD would assign ‘savings
targets’ to faculties, and that only when they had exceeded these by a
certain margin would funds become available to them for new appoint-
ments. At first the overall target for the whole University was a saving
of 16 per cent, to be achieved within three years, but the burden 
was unevenly distributed and was related to the number of students
which faculties were allowed to absorb. Since Arts was called upon to
cut its numbers most severely, it was required to save almost 19 per
cent; 15.8 per cent was expected of Science, 12 per cent of Clinical
Medicine and Dentistry. Lest anyone put it about that the bureaucrats
were getting off lightly, the administrative offices were asked to save 
18 per cent.

Contraction, 1981–84 157

chap 7  23/9/03  1:17 pm  Page 157

Brian Pullan and Michele Abendstern - 9781526137197
Downloaded from manchesterhive.com at 05/25/2023 02:55:58AM

via free access



In July 1982 the overall target was reduced to 13 per cent, for the
UGC had been more generous than expected, income from overseas
students’ fees had fallen less steeply than pessimists had predicted,
and investments had performed better than many had feared. Gener-
ally the policy was to save hard so that the University could pass the
targets and start to rebuild, rather than spend profusely and retrench
only when insolvency drew nigh. The rules did not allow the Univer-
sity simply to fill posts vacated by persons whose early retirement the
UGC had helped to finance: since the UGC was supposed to have
raided its purse in order to make possible some kind of beneficial reor-
ganisation, it was necessary to claim that new posts differed from old.
When the Bursar, Dr Beswick, and the Director of Building Services,
Mr Crosby, took early retirement in 1983–84, a reorganisation of
duties followed: the office of Bursar disappeared for the rest of the
century, and a Director of Finance and a Director of Estates and 
Services rose up in the Bursar’s place.

Professor Richmond looked with detachment on the University and
was not overawed by its reputation. All the signs were that, at least in
the sciences, it was losing its former eminence. ‘The physics-based sub-
jects were still pretty good, but they really weren’t of the same quality
and calibre as they had been twenty years before.’ Physics and chem-
istry needed rejuvenation; engineering departments, in his view, did
much the same as their counterparts in UMIST; biology, his own sub-
ject, was sadly in need of an overhaul. The University had suffered
from the migration of many of its brightest academics to older or
newer rivals, and now had difficulty in persuading high-fliers to move
from south to north. Given the relative costs of housing, a move from
London to Manchester would improve one’s standard of living, but
there would be little prospect of getting back again. As one of Engels’s
correspondents had written, ‘I would rather be hanged in London
than die a natural death in Manchester.’ One rare triumph, bucking
the prevailing trend, was the appointment to a Physics chair in 1984
of Professor Michael Hart, FRS, who had been for eight years the
Wheatstone Professor at King’s College London. No doubt the nearby
Science and Engineering Research Council (SERC) laboratory at
Daresbury in Cheshire played some part in his decision to come north.

The Government could not ignore the unintended consequences of
its policies: arts folk sitting tight if not pretty; science and engineering
losing stars to careers outside universities; a middle-aged spread
caused by the retirement of older scholars and a dearth of posts for
young entrants, who could only hope for temporary jobs. These evils
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it now proposed to remedy, positively by financing a small number of
posts for youngish lecturers in favoured disciplines, and negatively, by
undermining tenure, which had inhibited rational planning.

Between 1982 and 1985 universities were invited to compete for a
total of nearly 150 new posts in information technology and almost
800, called New Blood posts, in all other subjects (with a bias towards
science, medicine and technology). The Research Councils and the
UGC judged the competitions, in which Manchester, framing its bids
skilfully and exploiting its good reputation in several fields, did well.
The Science Faculty won twenty-two posts (including five in Physics,
with one in Radio Astronomy, three in Chemistry, and three in Math-
ematics); the Faculty of Medicine three; and other faculties six
between them. New Blood posts were confined to applicants under
the age of thirty-five, were primarily intended to promote research,
and did not attract additional students. Those in information tech-
nology, of which the University secured eight, had stronger links with
teaching as well as research and generally carried an additional load
of ten students each. Successful departments such as Physics scarcely
felt the cuts. Basking in Government favour, Computer Science was
caught up in the ambitious Advanced Information Technology Pro-
gramme, designed to involve universities and industrial concerns,
based at the Department of Trade and Industry, and known as the
Alvey Programme. A process of tipping the balance towards science
and technology appeared to be taking hold, although it crept rather
than galloped, and the University’s intention, as stated in November
1981, was only to shift the Arts to Science ratio from about 48:52 in
1980–81 to 47:53 in 1983–84. Alarm and hostility arose, however, in
October 1983, when the UGC invited the University to accept a num-
ber of extra students in technical and vocational subjects without
extra resources; though uneasy about principle and precedent, the
University agreed to accept on these terms twenty extra students in
engineering, five in social studies, and five in arts.

Conscious of being poorly valued by Government and society, fear-
ful that the University might become an inferior British imitation of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the Arts departments began to
formulate a reasoned defence of the humanities and to issue warnings
against too crude a notion of what was useful to the country. Useful
activities, they argued, were not just those that added to the gross
national product; culture was not just a luxury to be afforded only in
prosperous times. The History Department joined colleagues in thirty
other universities in signing a widely circulated letter which proclaimed
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that ‘History is an intellectual training in distinguishing relevant mate-
rial, in evaluating an argument, and in presenting a logical case. Society
cannot live by inventions alone . . . It is a vital part of universities’ wider
function to help create a society that values reasoned debate, analytical
rigour, and intellectual originality . . . History is of use as a defence
against the misuse of history. The clearest and most critical under-
standing of the past is crucial, as we confront a complex and difficult
present.’ Dennis Welland, addressing the Arts graduands of 1983,
attacked the ‘new philistinism’ embodied in a tasteless advertisement
issued by the Equal Opportunities Commission. The Commission’s
object, to attract girls into careers in science, might be laudable, but it
was insulting to describe a woman arts graduate as ‘Another dead end
kid’. ‘ . . . what kind of insular arrogance or myopia is it that sees no
constructive role in a modern European business and exporting society
for graduates with the expert knowledge of foreign languages or for-
eign lands that most of you have acquired during your time here?’ The
Faculties of Arts, Music and Theology commissioned their most formi-
dable campaigner, Professor Brian Cox of the English Department, to
prepare a document on ‘Universities and the Arts’. This spirited piece
attacked the new vocationalism and emphasised, among much else, the
low cost of producing arts graduates.

Perhaps agreeing that pure or fundamental science might soon be
attacked for not being immediately useful, the Vice-Chancellor
endorsed the case, as did Senate and Council. Richmond assured the
Dean of Arts that he did not want Arts to languish, and took a per-
sonal interest in the filling of a chair in French, when funds for it
became available. He could not, however, fail to remind the Univer-
sity that measures which in effect compelled Science and Medicine to
subsidise Arts would be contrary to Government policy.

The notion of tenure and the concept of academic freedom went
hand in hand. Tenure, it was often said, enabled academics to speak
and write as they found and protected them from dismissal for
expressing honest opinions which conflicted with some orthodoxy
subscribed to by powerful people. It was also designed to give acade-
mics the security and confidence to undertake a major, even a life
work, and not simply concentrate on small enterprises which gave
immediate results, resulting in a steady flow of forgettable articles but
no monumental books. Like most human institutions, both tenure and
academic freedom could become corrupt, especially if they were
invoked to resist any kind of accountability and used, as a student
once complained in print, to defend incompetent lecturing. Arguably,
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one could distinguish in principle between dismissal for stating het-
erodox views and dismissal on account of an institution’s financial dif-
ficulties; Sir Keith Joseph thought it unsporting to invoke academic
freedom in defence of individual jobs. Abolition of tenure, however,
might well make it easier for the Government or its agents to shut
down departments not regarded as useful, and to do so on the
grounds that there was no money to support them in hard times.

In 1981 the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals agreed
that in future, academics’ contracts of employment might have to be
drawn up on different lines. Sir Keith Joseph, in 1982, talked of amend-
ing university statutes in order to allow institutions to declare acade-
mics redundant without incurring the legal complications anticipated
the previous summer. Even champions of tenure in Manchester had to
concede that the procedures for granting it were not rigorous. They
depended upon small sectional committees of professors who gathered
in intimate conclave and nodded each other’s cases through, for fear of
retaliation from colleagues if they made themselves awkward; only
those who had candidates for tenure in a particular year bothered to
turn up to meetings. Bent on making tenure more defensible, Senate
agreed in principle to lengthen the period of probation: it would now
be possible to require new lecturers to serve for a fourth probationary
year or even longer before the University decided whether to make
them permanent or throw them out. Sectional committees were dis-
charged; departments were required to paint more detailed portraits of
their candidates; responsibility for granting tenure passed to Faculty
Review Committees and ultimately to the Standing Committee of 
Senate. Lecturers were now supposed to show firm promise, by ‘work,
commitment and enterprise’, of continuing to develop in their profes-
sional fields. For new arrivals, the retirement age fell from sixty-seven
to sixty-five, but this arrangement did not apply retrospectively to
existing contracts.

No such defensive measures prevented the Secretary of State from
attacking tenure. He accepted the need for ‘reasonable security and
continuity of employment’, but not the argument that ‘academics
should be guaranteed continued employment until retiring age, no mat-
ter how the circumstances of their university change’. There was no
proposal to alter existing contracts, but rather to perform a messy act
by creating, as the national President of the AUT complained, a second
class of young university teachers who would not enjoy tenure. In the
summer of 1984 the new Chairman of the UGC, Sir Peter Swinnerton-
Dyer, warned the AUT that its battle to preserve tenure would never
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end in victory, and that if it fought to the death and lost it would have
no say in the arrangements which replaced this important contractual
right. Since the universities had themselves taken no drastic action, leg-
islation seemed unavoidable. Senate debated the matter in July 1984
and some speakers pressed the case for a robust defence of tenure and
resistance to the Government’s mounting intrusions into university
affairs. It proved impossible to carry a motion refusing co-operation
with the moves initiated by the Secretary of State (this was defeated by
41 votes to 29), but the question of defining and defending academic
freedom, which could perhaps be separated from the defence of cast-
iron tenure, was referred to the Standing Committee of Senate.

Within the University there were moves to extend rather than dimin-
ish security of employment, particularly for the benefit of researchers
on short-term contracts in the Faculties of Medicine and Science. Their
position was becoming doubly precarious as the supply of lectureships
dried up, and they longed for established posts and a recognised career
structure. They now had their own professional body, ARMS, the
Association of Researchers in Medicine and Science. Their local
branch chairman, Dr Allison Keys, in the Department of Surgery,
wrote in July 1983 that the previous year the Faculty of Medicine had
contained 122 full-time and 12 part-time research staff on short-term
appointments, together with 45 technicians who were similarly placed.
In their quest for security they sought membership of the Assembly for
those who could be regarded as comparable with university lecturers,
and this status would have entitled them to the protection of Statute
XVII, which governed tenure. By July 1984 the discussions were
becoming increasingly complicated, because they raised legal and con-
stitutional questions about the Senate’s authority under the Charter to
extend membership of the Assembly.

By the summer of 1982 the immediate crisis had passed and many
academics were elated by the camaraderie they had discovered through
thumbing their noses in unison at higher authority and suspecting it 
of evil designs. But a long and often dismal process of patching and
mending, dependent on makeshift arrangements and large numbers of
temporary and part-time appointments, had now to begin.

Applicants for promotion to senior lectureships were among the first
to feel the pinch. They found that the path before them, once broad
and smooth, had become a defile strewn with sharp rocks and for some
almost impassable. Where posts were supported by the UGC (as were
almost all posts outside the National Health Service), a distribution of
40 per cent senior to 60 per cent junior staff had to be maintained.
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Since 1974 many junior posts had been lost, and the situation wors-
ened when the recent moratorium prevented young people from 
getting potentially permanent jobs. With fewer juniors around, and the
age structure top-heavy, fewer grants of seniority could be made. 
In 1980 and again in 1981 it had proved possible to make twenty-
one promotions in the areas to which the ratio applied, and sixteen 
followed in 1982. But in each of the next two years the number
dropped to eight, and partial recovery came only in 1985, with thir-
teen promotions: these made only a slight impression, however, on a
lengthening backlog of deserving cases. The process became a fierce
competition; it was all too possible for a candidate to reach the
notional standard for promotion for three years running and still not
be preferred to a senior lectureship. Standing Committee of Senate,
meeting for two or three days in bleak January weather and sometimes
becoming almost comatose, struggled with the task of distinguishing
between academics in different walks of life and penetrating the
vapours arising from the eulogistic prose of numerous external refer-
ees. These pundits, to their exasperation, found themselves being
approached year after year and asked to write further letters as their
favoured candidates failed to get professional advancement.

Salary problems became increasingly thorny. The University’s
finances suffered from so-called ‘incremental drift’, the increasing bill
from an ageing workforce which was moving up the salary scales,
with few resignations or retirements of senior staff now in prospect.
Recurrent grants to universities made very modest allowances for pay
and salary increases. In the face of such parsimony, the AUT and other
unions had every reason to urge Vice-Chancellors to be more gener-
ous. They argued that should the heads of universities fail to improve
their annual pay offers they would soon be unable to recruit staff of
the right calibre to the few jobs they were able to advertise. But high
salary settlements were not covered by the Secretary of State, and it
was not clear where or how the money could be found to meet them,
as University cupboards grew increasingly bare.

Illusions that financial trials were over soon evaporated; the Uni-
versities were not moving into what Churchill had once called ‘broad,
sunlit uplands’. Axes would not again fall so suddenly and cut so
deeply at a single stroke, but a process of attrition was about to begin.
By the autumn of 1983 it was clear that the Government intended 
to require further savings of 1.5 per cent per annum up to the end of
the decade and beyond. Recurrent grants, though increased in cash
terms, would fall below the estimated level of inflation. Should the
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inflation curve prove flatter than expected, money would very likely
be ‘clawed back’.

In 1983–84 the UGC, now under Swinnerton-Dyer’s chairman-
ship, circulated a lengthy questionnaire which could in principle be
answered by any individual and any institution in the world of uni-
versity education. The central question, though not expressly stated,
was unmistakable: how would you cope with further cuts? In March
1984 the University’s response to Swinnerton-Dyer included the esti-
mate that continued cuts, at the rate of 1–2 per cent per student per
annum, would cause a monetary loss of 15.6 per cent by 1995 and a
fall in the number of academic posts of 325, or more than 25 per cent
of the current establishment. One of the questions raised the possibil-
ity of shutting down flagging universities. Fearing that they might be
tricked into appearing to approve of closures, the Senate chose not to
answer it. By majority vote, however, the Council insisted on doing
so, and advised that ‘In the unhappy event that closures had to occur,
the process should be concluded quickly on advice from a specially
constituted body independent of Government and the UGC.’

The University was later to be criticised for its failure to adopt rad-
ical solutions. By choosing not to reduce the bill for salaries more
drastically, it made it impossible to spend enough money on its fabric
and otherwise maintain its property. As Dennis Austin wrote in 1982
in his account of the cuts and their impact, ‘All the early talk of redun-
dancies and lean greyhounds was simply moonshine alongside the
plain fact that the University was not prepared to have them.’ ‘It will,
I fear, confirm the drift towards mediocrity. By choosing early retire-
ment we have deprived ourselves of the elderly and we have not
replaced them with the intelligent young . . . There is no movement
now of scholars between universities and a diminishing scholarly
interest within each university.’ Perhaps the University had taken a
soft line to avoid crippling unpleasantness and a breakdown of trust,
but it was not alone in doing so; indeed, no tenured university acad-
emic suffered compulsory redundancy until 1988, when Edgar Page,
a Lecturer in Philosophy at Hull, declined early retirement at the age
of fifty-seven and provided a test case.

Events at UMIST demonstrated the strength of the opposition which
would face a manager who too ruthlessly pursued a radical academic
plan. Here the Principal, Robert Haszeldine, facing deeper cuts than
did his colleagues in Oxford Road, produced ‘a snapshot of a slimmer
UMIST’ and tried to introduce policies ‘based upon stepwise restruc-
turing for the future, with discriminating assignment of resource to
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reflect academic quality and national need’. At one point his plan pro-
posed cuts on individual departments which would vary between 3 per
cent and 38 per cent and average out at 24 per cent overall. But the
political and diplomatic skills which would have made the measures
acceptable appeared to be wholly lacking. Professor Cardwell, of the
History of Science and Technology, learned of proposals to close his
department only by reading about them in a circular addressed to all
academic staff. Assurances that the proposals were not ‘encased in
granite’ did little good. Growing opposition to the Principal resulted
in votes of no confidence; evidence of loose financial controls, extrav-
agance and other irregularities came to light and eventually made his
position untenable. Complaining of ‘character assassination’, the 
Principal announced in June 1982 his own decision to take early retire-
ment. He was succeeded, first temporarily and then permanently, by
the Deputy Principal, Professor Harold Hankins, whose great gift was
not to appear to be leading, but to allow his colleagues to think that the
initiative was wholly theirs, whereas in fact they were being impercep-
tibly nudged in a certain direction for the good of the institution.
Though cast at first in the role of Gerald Ford after Watergate, Profes-
sor Hankins proved to be far more than a stopgap Principal, and led
UMIST for thirteen years with conspicuous success.

Amid the troubles of the 1980s, Manchester had remained a Broad
Church, or, as upbeat jargon had it, a ‘dynamic, full-service univer-
sity’. The labour force might be thinner, but the structure was no less
sprawling, for few enterprises had closed down. A rare exception was
the Centre for Urban and Regional Research in the Faculty of Arts,
founded in 1967 but abandoned on the early retirement of its direc-
tor; it had failed to attract income by means of research grants and its
Consultancy Research account was almost £20,000 in the red.

Outside the walls, however, a grimmer fate overtook institutions
associated with the University but more cruelly exposed to the cutting
winds which blew from the Department of Education and Science.
The post-war School of Education, which conferred under the Uni-
versity’s aegis the Teacher’s Certificate and the Bachelor of Education
degree, was virtually dismantled in the early 1980s and the Univer-
sity’s regional influence reduced. Demographic arguments, man-
power planning, and rationalisation all contributed to the process.
Recruitment to secondary schools now appeared to be falling, and a
recent increase in the birth rate suggested a shift of emphasis to pri-
mary school teaching. The DES was bent on concentrating virtually
all teacher training in the area at the Polytechnic, which was overseen
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not by the University but by the Council for National Academic
Awards. These measures weakened the only remaining Catholic 
college in the strongly Catholic Manchester region, De La Salle Col-
lege at Hopwood Hall in Middleton, although it continued for the
time being to offer other advanced courses. Senate and Council
reflected that ‘the University would be prevented from performing a
service to the region in which it had taken great pride and which the
region greatly valued’. Now its relationship with the colleges would
shrink to ‘a minimal role in respect of the Bolton Institute of Higher
Education and to one course at Stockport College of Technology’.

In the near future institutions would still be affiliated to the Uni-
versity, but they were generally in the fields of medical care and nurs-
ing rather than teacher training. The Northern College of Chiropody
at Salford Technical College and the School of Physiotherapy at the
Manchester Royal Infirmary both affiliated in 1985; the Institute of
Advanced Nursing Education of the Royal College of Nursing was
affiliated, initially for five years, from October 1987, to enable it to
offer part-time courses which would lead to the degrees of BA in
Nursing Education and BSc. in Nursing Studies. The term ‘School of
Education’, which had once denoted the teachers’ training colleges
affiliated to the University, was from 1989 officially applied to the
Faculty of Education within it. Future influence over the region was
to be exercised in a different way, partly through developing connec-
tions with industrial firms, particularly in the fields of high technology
in which the University excelled.

166 The 1980s
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