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Abstract

This research identifies the prevalent external forces that have been a catalyst to
change in governance and management structures in UK universities. It reviews the
effects of growing commercialisation against a backdrop of changing funding
dynamics. The study included the political forces that have transformed higher
education, alongside the proliferation of managerialism. It examines these effects
against traditional welfarist and altruistic views of education, further investigating the
differing management structures and archetypes that exist.

In addition to this, the research reviews the effects of these forces against the more
complex university typology of ancient, red brick, plate glass and new institutions.

Utilising the pragmatic philosophical underpin the research employs mixed-
methodological approaches of qualitative exploratory desk research, quantitative
questionnaires and ultimately qualitative interviews. These entailed the analysis of
data both inductively and deductively. Questionnaire and interview surveys were
undertaken on UK universities on a range of staff groups within institutional
hierarchies. These include senior management groups, teaching and research staff,
and administrative staff to provide a diverse and reflective range of responses from all

staff members.

The research has identified changing notions of collegiality and traditional academic
autonomy towards more managed and corporate focused management structures. It
has further uncovered disparate approaches that exist against the various institutions
as a factor of age of establishment rather than solely on type.

It contributes to the current body of knowledge by amalgamating the different
external forces and reviewing its effects on university management, further
uncovering these management structures to exist as dominant-institutional and sub-
segmented or sub-structural forms alongside cultural permutations. The research
further posits that the established dichotomy of traditional and new universities
inaccurately reflects the complexity of the higher education sector within the UK.
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Chapter 1.0 Introduction

Fluctuations and alterations within the environment by which university education
operates have increased the proliferation of management ideologies and for-profit
orientation into traditional collegial institutions of public good. This has had an effect on
the HE sector within the UK. These external forces have been catalyst to the growth in
application of private-sector techniques and management ethos with increased focus upon
ensuring efficiency, effectiveness and economy (Dearlove, 2002; Deem, 2004; Dixon ef
al., 1998; Pollitt, 1990; 2003). This differs from the traditional management ideologies of
collegiality and scholarly freedoms, and instead promotes a regime of increased scrutiny

and accountability (Anninos, 2007; Bowden and Marton, 1998; Eustace, 1987).

The commercialisation of education alongside the assimilation of managerialism into
public services have required universities to rethink and restructure to change with the
times (Deem et al., 2007; 2008). The political forces within the UK of Conservative and
Labour Governments, together with the various reports and Acts of Parliament have
further compounded the issues and fluctuations within university management structures

and styles (Henkel, 2000; Pollitt, 2003; Shattock, 2006; Tomlinson, 2001).

The traditional university of scholars managing scholars and autonomy is being
challenged by other new management archetypes that have stemmed from a need to
remedy and counteract the prevalent external environmental forces (Chitty, 2004; Deem,
2006; Eustace, 1982). Moreover these changes are not restricted to traditional
universities, the newer universities (former polytechnics) are not immune to these
changes and pressures (Gray, 1989; Henkel, 2000). The growth of globalisation alongside
the introduction of tuition and top-up fees (Onsman, 2008; Tomlinson, 2005; Wagner,
1998) fuels the proliferation of managerial rhetoric and corporate paradigms and its
assimilation into public services and HE (Kitagawa, 2005; Morey, 2004; Owen-Smith,
2003). The interesting disparity between the altruistic ethos of education as public good
amidst increasing commercial pressures to remain profitable highlight strong
contradictory focuses in the established orientation and goals of university learning
(Anninos, 2007; Dearlove, 1995). These changes have inevitably transformed the existent
management structures within universities asserting both change and an environment

geared for change.



These issues have seldom been discussed holistically; instead each of the prevalent
external forces has been examined in singularity against the accustomed dichotomy of
traditional and new universities. The majority of studies endeavouring to examine these
forces and its effects on university management have either utilised solely qualitative or
quantitative methodologies (table 1.1). Moreover the more elaborate university typology
of ancient, red brick, plate glass and new universities as highlighted by Duke (1992),
Beldoff (1968), and Truscott (1943) suggest the existence of more complexity within the
university sector as opposed to the established binary divide (Henkel, 2000) (see chapter
2.26 and 2.27) positing a gap in the current body of knowledge. As such the research
highlights an ideological need in terms of the amalgamation of various external forces and
its effects on diverse university management structures contrasted against university
typologies for inquiry. Moreover, a methodological gap in the current body of research
exists, with utilisation of mixed methodologies or a pragmatist philosophical paradigm

potentially resulting in new conclusions, adding to current knowledge in the area.

1.1 Research aims and objectives

This research study aims to examine and analyse the different management structures that
exist in Higher Education (HE) focusing upon UK universities. The study further aims to
explore the numerous external factors such as changes in funding, increased local and
international competition, managerialism in public services and commercialisation of
global education that have affected or have been catalysts to the changes in University
structure and movement away from more altruistic ideologies of learning. Whilst existing
research has focused mainly on examining factors that contribute to management
changes, this study will effectively look into the structural changes and management
techniques assimilated into universities that were brought about by external and

environmental forces.

Through identification of these different external factors, the study aims to develop a
representative framework of issues affecting university structures. It should be noted that
the research study does not aim to develop a new management structure for universities
but seeks to extend the current information base of structures in HE with new data within

the current environment of change, intending to identify major issues that affect



university management. This will lead to better focus on valid and genuine forces that HE

governance can seek to remedy.

To satisfy the aims of this study the following broad objectives were identified for

examination.

o To identify significant areas of change with regards to HEI structures and

management

There is a plethora of literature discussing the erosion of traditional collegial structures in
universities that promoted autonomy and academic freedom within many Higher
Education Institutions (HEIs) now favouring more corporate management techniques and
structures. The movement towards managerialism is partly caused by changes in
government policy and funding together with an increased need to compete with other
universities. This is potentially truer for the ‘New Universities’ than for “ancient” and
“older” Universities that inherently possess considerably more independence and control

of their management.

This objective aims to review these changes in universities, determining the previous
structures that exist and the new approaches undertaken today. Examining these issues

will enable better understanding of the changes in HEI management structures.

e To explore the different external forces that have been a catalyst to changes in

Higher Education (HE) management.

Numerous external forces affect the management of HEIs, namely the changes in
government policies and funding together with the entry of managerialism and
commercialization in HE today. These forces have undoubtedly affected the raison d'€tre
of universities to provide HE and disseminate research, towards more business minded
goals of meeting objectives, attracting funding and students and remaining profitable.
Such changes in HE management and direction inevitably create an environment that

endorses more corporate management structures existent in the private sector.



Examination of these external environmental forces would potentially highlight key

issues relevant in satisfying the aims of this study.

e To develop a representative framework of different external and internal forces

that affect university structure.

The compilation of qualitative data and statistical analyses will provide a holistic view of
HE management today. The development of a representative framework depicting the
existent external forces affecting HEIs will provide considerable reflection and overview
into the changes in HE. Its findings can provide valuable insight, alongside useful current
and factual data, for university managers and individuals involved in HE sector on the
issues affecting management and structure. It aims to extend the current field of

knowledge by uncovering new and novel forces that could be affecting university

management.

e To identify archetypal forms of university management and structure as a product

of prominent external forces that affect the different university types.

This objective aims to amalgamate the different qualitative and quantitative results and
findings to highlight new archetypes and management structures that have been formed as
a result of the changing external environment that universities operate in. It aims to
contribute to and extend the present knowledge base of current university management
through identifying disparities and differences that exist in the various university
typologies. This seeks to challenge current conceptualisations of singular forces on HEIs
potentially indicating more complex dynamics and issues that need to be considered by

university management.
1.2 Methodological considerations

The research seeks to identify the existence of different external forces alongside the
prevalence of dominant management archetypes of structures within universities within
the UK. The dynamics of such objectives require utilisation of mixed methodological
approaches and paradigms to adequately satisfy the needs of the research. As such the

‘pragmatic’ philosophical approach was utilised to effectively employ a range of



methodological instruments available for research, selecting the methods that best fits the

needs of the study (Saunders et al., 2007).

The intrinsic nature of secondary data and literary sources by which to gauge and
establish the different extant forces required utilisation of qualitative and less mechanistic
methodologies by which to inductively identify their existence (Miles and Huberman,
1994; Saunders et al, 2007). Examination of current and past discourse in the area
provided a means to identify the prevalent and recurring issues, which were then
categorised into themes. These issues were examined to saturation (Miles and Huberman,

1994) with the majority of further identified issues matching thematic findings.

The approach is then built upon deductively through conducting quantitative survey
methodologies through which to ‘test’ the effects these forces have on university
typologies (Bryman and Bell, 2007). Utilising novel online/electronic methodologies by
which to gather questionnaire responses the approach sought to elicit a wide and
diversified range of responses from staff members within UK universities. The online
questionnaire was utilised as an effective means by which to effectively gather an
extensive range of responses which would more accurately reflect the diverse typologies
of ancient, red brick, plate glass and new universities, against the different staff groups of

university senior management, teaching and research staff and administrative staff.

These approaches are then further examined through a final qualitative context, seeking to
uncover ‘richer’ details (Saunders et al., 2007) into the effects of these external forces
against the different university and staff groups through interviews, amalgamating the

issues identified in earlier qualitative and quantitative methods.

Given the use of qualitative secondary desk research, followed by quantitative
questionnaires and ultimately qualitative interviews, the applied methodologies allow

triangulation for reliable and valid conclusions.

Employing a pragmatist philosophical underpin the research utilises an inductive-
deductive-semi-inductive paradigm matched with qualitative secondary research and

quantitative questionnaires followed by qualitative interviews.



Figure 1.1 provides a conceptual overview of methodological approaches with a detailed

breakdown of the phases of the research study available in chapter 4.
1.3 Contribution to knowledge.

The research examines and identifies the different external forces that have affected
university management within the UK. While some of these forces have been examined
previously — issues of welfare (Ambos et al., 2008, Anninos, 2007; Bowden and Marton,
1998; Eustace, 1982; 1987), quality management (Bleiklie and Kogan, 2007; Harvey,
2002a; Kanji and Tambi, 1999), efficiency measures (Dearlove 2002, Dixon et al., 1998),
managerialism (Deem et al., 2007; Deem and Brehony, 2005; Pollitt, 1990; 2003;
Trowler, 1998), political forces (Chitty, 2004; Henkel, 2000; Pollitt, 1990; Shattock,
2006; Tomlinson, 2001), manager-academics (Deem, 2004; 2006), funding dynamics
(Dearlove, 2002; Etzkowitz et al, 2000; Page, 2004; Shattock, 1998) and
commercialisation (Ambos et al., 2008; Bloland, 1999; Denman, 2005; Hendry and Dean,
2002), these have been examined in singularity. This study intends to review in
amalgamation the effects these forces have on university management structures and

archetypes.

The study also seeks to examine these issues against a more reflective university typology
and grouping as opposed to the accustomed dichotomy of traditional and new university
segmentation (Duke, 1992). Usage of ancient, red brick, plate glass and new university
(ibid; Beldoff, 1968; Truscott, 1943) typologies allow findings and conclusions to be

applied more specifically to the respective groupings.

The research further aims to contribute to practice as well as seeks to affect change in
both current methods of university management and understanding. The identification of
specific management archetypes and structures against specific university types would
provide valuable information and guidance on management orientation and ideologies
that would benefit from better realisation and understanding of key forces and issues. An
intention is that the identification of specific archetypes against a specific university type
would enable better understanding by which to manage and affect change, as well as

remedy the negative effects of these external forces.



Figure 1.1 Conceptual Map of the Research Methods Utilised

Quantitative Research Qualitative Research




1.4  Chapter Summaries

1.4a Chapter 1 - Introduction

Chapter 1 has put this research firmly in the context of HE and has detailed the main aims

and objectives of this research.

1.4b Chapter 2 — Literature review

This chapter discusses the different discourses in the area of the study. It provides a
detailed review of the different external forces that affect university management. It
begins by highlighting the traditional welfarist view of education and its contribution to
social good alongside collegial structures that were once a mainstay of university
management. The chapter continues by detailing the political forces from the 1960s and
the changes in Conservative and Labour Administrations and their respective policies that
have affected the face of higher education. It further examines the different government
reports and its respective recommendations alongside the end of the binary divide. In
addition to this, the chapter examines the changes in funding and funding dynamics and
discusses the growth of managerialism, commercialisation and globalisation within the

university setting and its effects of management orientation and focus.

The chapter further provides clear typographical interpretation of the different and diverse
university types in the UK alongside the different hierarchical and structural dynamics
that exist. It details the existence of ancient, red brick, plate glass and new universities

and examines the varying management structures and models that exist.

Ultimately the chapter provides a detailed and expansive examination of the background
and prevalent issues into the research area both providing a succinct review of the

literature as well as informing the quantitative methodological stage of the study.
1.4c Chapter 3 & 4 — Methodology and Methods
Chapter 3 reviews the different available methodological and philosophical approaches in

undertaking this research given the specific limitations and logistical considerations. It

begins by discussing the different philosophical underpinnings that provides the



ideological and theoretical beginnings of research approach and methodology with due
consideration of the nature and scope of this research, further discussing the potential
usage of interpretivist and positivist philosophical approaches. Ultimately it identifies the
usage of a pragmatist paradigm, which posits utilisation of available methods that best fits
the needs of the research, leading to the acceptance of a mixed methods application for

the purposes of this study.

Chapter 4 further details the methods utilised in undertaking primary data collection. It
discusses the qualitative exploratory desk research utilised in phase 1 of the study
followed by a discussion on quantitative questionnaire usage in phase 2. Finally phase 3
utilises qualitative interview surveys and seeks to amalgamate the findings from different
dep]oyeci methods to provide holistic and accurate results. The chapter discusses the
rationale between method selection and identifies the research approach that best fits the
needs of the study further detailing the steps, procedures and protocols utilised in the data
collection stages undertaken, building upon the methodological considerations detailed in
chapter 3. Chapter 4 concludes by highlighting the sampling ideology and techniques,
logistical considerations, issues of reliability and accuracy, and confidentiality strategies

utilised.
1.4d Chapter 5 — Findings

This chapter discusses the different results from the methodological stages of the
research. It begins by highlighting the different external forces and identified
organisational structures as highlighted by exploratory research undertaken on secondary
data. The usage of the NVivo software package is highlighted with a graphical

representation of findings in this first qualitative phase presented.

The second part of this chapter deals with providing the statistical findings and results as
gathered from the analysis of questionnaire data. Statistical analysis in the form of
descriptive statistics, ANOVAs, Multiple Correspondence Analysis, bivariate tests and
factor analysis was undertaken on data using the SPSS software package. This section
presents the different statistically significant findings that identify differences in staff

perceptions at the different university types. It identifies the existence of prevalent



management archetypes and perceptions that exist within different university typologies

and staff groups.

The chapter further details the qualitative findings of the final interview stage of the
research highlighting the different triangulated issues based upon university and staff
groups. These issues are additionally examined within the context of individual university
type and staff group providing more extensive findings of prevalent triangulated themes

emanating from the specific university and staff segments.

It concludes by providing an overview of the main findings and issues identified by the

various stages of the research methodology.
1.4¢ Chapter 6 — Discussion and Contributions to Knowledge

This chapter discusses the different findings of the study alongside consideration of
literary foundations detailed in the literature review chapter. The chapter highlights the
ramifications and context of qualitative and quantitative findings and its relation to
current discourse and knowledge. Through discussion this chapter seeks to answer the
questions and objectives of the research through exploration of how research findings
relate to the current structural and management considerations in UK universities. It
further details these differences and the associated external factors against the different

university types, identifying potential managerial archetypes or management structures.

The chapter further examines the findings of this research and its contributions to both
current knowledge and understanding, examining its ability to affect change and practice.
The limitations of this study alongside the new avenues for potential further research are

examined in this chapter.
1.4f Chapter 7 — Conclusion

The chapter seeks to finalise the different findings of this study providing a summary of
the chapters and issues identified while highlighting the satisfaction of the objectives of
the research. This chapter further reiterates the contribution to the current knowledge base

and endeavours to affect change and understanding of university management structures.

10



It concludes by both recognising the limitations of the study and poses potential questions

and avenues for further and future inquiry.
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Chapter 2.0 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the current literature base within the area of the research. It
discusses the collegial underpin alongside the traditional academically centred
management ethos of universities within the UK. It highlights the different political issues
that have been catalyst to changing university orientation and management detailing a

number of governmental reports and policies since the 1960s.

The chapter further discusses the changes and effects of altering funding dynamics and
amounts on university management amidst growing assimilation of managerial tendencies
and managerialism into university management focus. It further details the growth in
commercial agenda and globalised university operation and competition in the current

environment, examining these forces and its related effects on UK universities.

In addition to this, the chapter provides background understanding and review of the
different existing typologies of universities within the UK and the growth of prevalent
management models or structures within institutions. Ultimately the chapter examines in
detail the growing external forces that have had an impact on university management and
structure and sets the scene for the research by highlighting the existing gaps within the

extant literature.

Bush (1985; 1996; 1999; 2003) highlights that the field of education management is
concerned more so with the operation of organisations underpinning the different issues
related to the management of the institution rather than solely the application of theory.
As such the field to a large' degree focuses on remedial action towards the different issues
than affect good institution management. Indeed Bush (2003: p25) highlights that there is
“no single all-embracing theory of educational management...it reflects the multifaceted
nature of theory in education and the social science”. Likewise Ribbins (1985 in Bush,
2003: p25) states that “students of educational management who turn to organisational
theory for guidance in their attempt to understand and manage educational institutions
will not find a single, universally applicable theory but a multiplicity of theoretical
approaches each jealously guarded by a particular epistemic community”. Moreover

English (2001) posits that education management theory can be based upon and arise

12



from observations of practice, developing these concepts into theoretical frames. For the
purposes of this study, it is important to note the scope of this research focuses on the
different external forces that affect higher education management. While a clear
theoretical concept would be amicable to the needs of this research, the very nature of
education management provides little clear frameworks. As such the study seeks to utilise
the different forces as part of this framework, building on English’s (2001) understanding
of theory arising from observations of practice. Moreover a number of discourses within
the field mirror this approach providing empirical understanding through observation of
the existent forces in the external environment. This study examines these discourses as

part of a review and exploration of empirical evidence.

2.2 The collegial university of learning

Universities are seen as organisations of learning involved with research, debate and the
discovery of new knowledge, seeking to provide not only excellence in teaching but
outstanding scholarly research and learning (Bowden and Marton, 1998; Buckland, 2004).
These institutions are not only involved in knowledge creation but have a key role in the
pursuit and dissemination of new discoveries, engaging new thinkers and individuals in
search of more thought provoking development (Buckland, 2004). Anninos (2007: p307)
states that such universities aim at:

¢ Transmitting scientifically documented knowledge through teaching;

e Advancing science through research; and

e Engaging economic development, social prosperity and progress.
It is clear from these aims that universities have not only a duty to discover truths through
scientific inquiry but fundamentally contribute to society as a whole — educating the next
generation of thinkers and providing in turn, any economic rewards that may come as a
product of such learning (Morey, 2004). University academics are deemed to engage in
three major activity streams — research, publish and teach with higher esteem awarded to

research excellence (Gray, 1989).

These ideals of autonomy of scholarly learning and excellence are embedded and founded
on the traditional collegial university, where such structures promote academic freedoms
allowing for flexibility of debate, discussion, learning and teaching (Dopson and McNay,

2000). Such collegial approaches to the university of learning were commonplace in the

13



collegial Ancient Universities of “Oxbridge” where hierarchy and bureaucracy were

secondary to intellectual freedoms and enquiry (Deem et al., 2007; Lomas, 2004).

While the notions of the collegial university favour research orientation and dissemination
of knowledge, Allies and Troquet (2004: p53) document this ‘slant’ towards research as a

consequence of:

- The pursuit of knowledge as a driving force of academic activity;

- A product of the above, academic career prospects are determined by scientific
outputs;

- The paradoxical effect of the opening up of universities has reinvigorated academics

to focus on knowledge production.

A view reflected by the rhetoric of research as ‘of the essence’ (Gray, 1989: p127),
similarly ridiculed as “flags that are flown to let someone else know that time is not being
wasted but also material to make available when matters of promotion or translation

arise.”

This is indicative of the demise of research orientation as a product of collegiality. The
deterioration of traditional collegial freedoms and universities as organisations of learning
(Morey, 2004) towards corporate orientation and for-profit education has been a product
of changes in university focus and growing public scrutiny (Ackroyd and Ackroyd, 1999;
Bok, 2003; Davies and Thomas, 2002). Moreover the blurring of administrative and
academic lines has become more common as academics are increasingly required to
undertake new management duties alongside teaching as well as occasional research
activities (Gray, 1989; Henkel, 2000). Indeed Deem (2004) documents new manager-
academic positions within universities with Heads of Departments (HoD) recruited from
the private sector (Ackroyd et al., 2007) to administer academic faculties and departments

as a current trend (see chapter 2.19).

The dynamics of collegial person-centred management where individuals and peers were
provided with freedoms and empowered within the decision making process is being
increasingly undermined by financial and commercial attention (Buchbinder, 1993).

Academic independence suffers as a result with managers and university directors
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increasingly prominent in university hierarchy and structures (Birnbaum, 1988). Indeed
even when members of academic staff are empowered under new management practices,
seemingly precedence is given to administration and the meeting of set targets (Jarvis,
2001). This has not always been the case as Eustace (1987: p7) identifies the ideal
university management as one that echoes the notions of collegiality - a composition of
scholars not as individuals but as a body formulating a ‘clerisy’ where equality of

empowered academics exists. He documents 5 criteria in order to achieve this end:

- Equality;

- Democracy;

- Self validation;

- Absence of non-scholars (to exclude scholars with non-scholarly functions
such as deans);

- Autonomy from society but especially from all forms of the state.

Eustace (ibid) recognised that in order for university management to be ideal it has to be
separate and free from external societal influences but unfortunately this dynamic can
only exist theoretically. Yet still he brings to the fore the need for any collegial institution
to encompass autonomy as is similarly dictated in the Royal Charters of ancient
universities. This notion is supported by Buchbinder (1993: p333) who recognises not
only the need to ensure scholarly integrity and focus, but that autonomy to ensure
‘academic enterprise’ that arises out of collegiality remains “a key ingredient in the

production and transmission of social knowledge.”

Yet Simkins (2000: p330) reminds us of the pressures faced by the UK education sector

which include:

- The need to ‘perform’ in the quasi-market and take a more ‘customer-focused’
approach to whom they serve;

- The need to set and meet demanding targets in terms of measurable
performance indicators, which are set by central government or its agents;

- The need to exhibit ‘appropriate’ forms of management and organisation

which can be inspected and for which institutions can be held to account.
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Moreover the tendency for university education and other public services is moving
increasingly towards marketed goods and provisions of services valued at monetary prices

differs from its traditional practices (Pollitt and Harrison, 1992).

These are indicative of the current forces that affect the orientation and management of
universities within the UK. Nonetheless the current changes in the educational
environment that universities operate in are not uncommon. Scholars are constantly
required to safeguard their autonomous freedoms in academia but changes and alterations
to the way universities are operated and governed must be reasonably accepted “we must
be prepared for changes — and not only for the changes that we desire” (Truscott, 1943,
cited in Eustace, 1987: pl1). This is perhaps as true now as it was then as shifts in
traditional management policies and practices may come as a product of new needs and

political initiatives (Ferlie et al., 2003; Pollitt and Harrison, 1992).

2.3 Education and its contributions

HE can have considerable beneficial effects to both its students and society at large.
Perhaps it is best to use the term stakeholders (borrowed from business) to describe the
eclectic mix of individuals that both benefit from and are affected by university education
(Bleiklie and Kogan, 2007). The nature of HE promotes scholarly advancement and a
general debating of current and historic knowledge with an aim to challenge previous
conceptions (Mohrman et al., 2008). This element of HE enables extension of the current
body of knowledge seeking to improve mankind’s understanding on numerous disciplines
and elements. Its activities are centred on imparting this knowledge and understanding to
new generations to continue interest and research in the future (Bowden and Marton,
1998; Mohrman et al., 2008; Jarvis, 2001).

Macfarlane (2007) views educational contributions as part of academic citizenship
seeking to serve the five ‘communities’ of students, collegiality, the institution, the
professional service and the public sector portraying the existence of a service pyramid.
These issues highlight the notions of academic service and further indicate contrasting

ideas of importance placed on different levels of the community hierarchy.
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Figure 2.1 The Service Pyramid

HE is also seen, conversely, as highly beneficial in its ability to contribute significantly to
the financial and economic wellbeing of society and the nation (Lockett and Wright,
2005: Lomas, 2004, Naidoo, 2003). It provides learning and teaching essentially enabling
individuals to gain both deeper understanding of a particular topic and perhaps vocational
understanding in order to future his or her career prospects. In essence through imparting
knowledge it provides individuals with the tools required to be economically viable and
independent (Dearing Report, 1997; Jarvis, 2001). As such HE is a catalyst to economic
rewards both to its lower level stakeholder (the student) and society at large as individuals
enter the economic market. Tapper and Salter (1997: p121) emphasize this best in their
review of Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP) powers, “to
demonstrate that expenditure upon the universities represented value-for-money, an
investment which would benefit the nation’s long-term economic performance.” It could
then be argued that universities are somewhat agents of the state-managed market unable
to break the shackles of overt strategic control through government funding and political
shifts (Tasker and Packham, 1990). Education maybe seen primarily as an “economic
resource, that is driven by the economic ideology of education™ (Tapper and Salter, 1997:
pl14) yet overall management is cryptically overseen by political pressure and reshaping.
Sanderson (2001 cited in Kirkpatrick and Ackroyd, 2003: p520) further highlights the
“willingness of politicians to rely on coercive mechanisms to achieve compliance with

expectations.” Nonetheless the question remains, if universities are not autonomous and
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free from government motives, why then the continued dwindling of the education
funding pot? Notwithstanding, HE has without doubt come of age as both intellectual

capital and economical investment for the future (Lomas, 2004).

In addition to this universities are important players in research. Universities undertake
vast amounts of scholarly enquiry and further disseminate its findings to spur further
debate and analysis. Its ability to promote scholarly collaboration and heated (but highly
useful) discussion provides an arena that has beneficial elements to both society and
mankind. Moreover the nature of research creates an environment where universities can
benefit to and from its activities, perhaps improving the wealth and recognition of a
region/area while at the same time advancing knowledge (DfES, 2003; Etzkowitz ef al.,
2000; HM Treasury and DTI, 1998).

This is reflected in governments’ grasps of the main purposes of HE (Allies and Troquet,

2004), which are to:

- Enable people to develop their capabilities and fulfil their potential, both
personally and at work;
- Advance knowledge and understanding through scholarship and research;

- Contribute to an economically successful and culturally diverse nation.

Moreover Andresen (2000) and Nixon et al. (1998) are keen to highlight the positive
association and influence research can have upon teaching quality fostering a community

and environment of continuous learning.

However there have been new demands on university education and management arising
from the increased need for universities to be accountable to public funds and dominant
issues of intensifying external scrutiny, performance measures and assessments of quality
(Buchbinder, 1993; Deem, 2006; Lomas, 2004). While HE promotes both a public and
economic good it operates in an arena that is in a constant state of flux. The various
stakeholders in HE and the different orientation and direction that HE can take create a
complex dilemma in its management (Bleiklie and Kogan, 2007). The rising influence of
business models into the organisational ideal has set new pressures on universities (ibid).

Lockett et al. (2003) and Lockett and Wright (2005) discuss the growth of university
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‘spin-outs’ as new pressures to realise and exploit its intellectual properties. Management
techniques that work within the private sector’s profit centred goals would only partly
satisfy the diverse needs of the HE sector. An example of which would be the growth in
adult and mature students as opposed to traditional enrolment of 18-24 age groups

(Levine, 1997; 2001; Morey, 2004) changing the demographic groups entering HE.

Moreover the more altruistic and welfare centred approach of traditional universities are
too rigid to cope with quick-shifting modern economics and complexities. Students as
customer, education as a product, increased competition amidst reducing funding are the
changing environmental forces that university management need to contend with
alongside pleasing and meeting its stakeholders’ needs (Jarvis, 2001) (see chapter 2.22
and 2.23). Its inability to satisfy these needs will only signal a relocation by its
stakeholders to other more attractive organisations. Moreover political initiatives or ideas
that have promoted privatisation, quasi markets and ‘Third Way’ reforms have added to
interesting but complex permutations (Dwyer, 2004; Ferlie et al., 2003; Giddens, 1998).
The position that HE occupies today lies in between profitability and social contribution.
To fall foul of either only creates instability, as a university must strike a balance between

contending with academic integrity and seeking financial security.
2.4 Education and culture

The nature of education provides distinct difficulties in the understanding of the term
culture let alone an aim to identify the potential existence of specific ideologies.
Bergquist (1992) identified the need to discriminate between culture as an integral whole
consisting of various elements that provide the necessary ammunition to cope, in contrast
to culture that focused upon production and consumption to fulfil a need as seen in
corporate organisational culture. Indeed he goes on to explain that culture can be
identified as patterns of simple assumptions that provide impetus and skills needed to

cope and deal with problems.

It seems likely then that organisational cultures within Bergquist’s (1992) context is
created and founded upon a need to remedy problems or achieve an end-goal. Indeed the
cultural paradigms that exist set the scene of changes in organisational structure,

hierarchy and ultimately management styles. He documents, alongside Tierney (1988;
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1990) four cultural paradigms that exist in academe: the collegial culture, the managerial

culture, the developmental culture and negotiating culture (see chapter 2.28).

Table 2.1 The Four Cultures of Higher Education
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It is in these cultural paradigms that emanate more defined structural orientations within
university management. The need to remedy and react to problems and issues that arise
have perhaps led to an assimilation of new cultural ideologies that provide the tools
needed to reach a resolution. De Boer et al. (2007) highlight these shifts to be driven by
economic, ideological and pragmatic motives as the market mechanism, increased state
regulation and managerialistic efficiency benchmarks created new pressures on traditional
collegial culture and paradigms. This view is shared by Jarvis (2001) in identifying shifts
towards corporate universities altering traditional scholarly convictions in favour of
commercial and competitive orientation. Indeed Birnbaum (1988: p9) viewed the
university setting as a “dualism of controls” with two inherent structures of the
“conventional administrative hierarchy” and areas of ‘academic jurisdiction’ coalescing
into a confused relationship. Smircich (1983: p344 cited in Birnbaum, 1988) goes further
to highlight the need for culture as the ‘social and normative glue’ that ensures
institutional integrity, creating “central tendencies” that “establishes an ‘envelope’ or

range of possible behaviours within which the organisation usually functions” (Birnbaum,

1988: p73).
2.5 Welfarism

Traditional notions of education were built upon welfarist ideologies of social
contribution and knowledge advancement. The altruistic tendencies of education provided
society with a means to not only benefit in knowledge growth but with the financial and

economic benefits as its product (Bowden and Marton, 1998; Kok ez al., 2008).

Education is seen to provide the tools required for individuals to grow and mature. Within
HE welfarist tendencies tended to promote not only learning and teaching but also
dissemination of research findings. The idea of education is to not only promote and
invoke thought but to promote the learning process passing knowledge onto others
(Jarvis, 2001). While the modern context of education is more focused on economics
from the point of view of both student and the organisation, it is important for
stakeholders to engage and remain supportive of furthering knowledge. The needs of
students entering into HE no longer solely lies in a fascination to learn and extend his or
her knowledge horizons but seeks to improve financial standing and career ambitions

(HEFCE, 2007a; 2008; Jarvis, 2001). The traditional view that HE was only accessible by
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the privileged has changed considerably with the advent of new government policies
encouraging young adults and adults alike, from varying backgrounds, to progress into a
more learned society (DfES, 2006; Osborne, 2004). This in itself can be seen as a new
altruistic focus for HE, widening participation to include students from less affluent
backgrounds in order for them to better contribute to society and the nation as a whole. It
seems that political forces are strongly seeking to improve access and participation to
ensure equality in opportunities allowing those from poorer socio-economic backgrounds
to benefit from higher education (HEFCE, 2004a) as highlighted by its growing funding
for widening access initiatives (HEFCE, 2004a).

Table 2.2. Changes in University Funding Amounts for Widening Participation.

The argument for such practices lies in the potential financial, economical or social
benefits that a knowledgeable citizenship and skilled workforce can offer as a form of
contribution to society (Lomas, 2004; Peters, 2001). Nonetheless the welfarist origins of
learning to extend global knowledge and environment require some form of grounding to
continue to ensure financial viability. The foundations of education need not be secondary
to revenue generation, where scholarly debate and communication of knowledge remain a
public good and service, yet it is without doubt that the modern economics of higher

education requires consideration of the matter of funds (Buchbinder, 1993).

Peters (2001) and Solow (1994) suggest that quality education is closely linked to
economic growth highlighting that education:

- Is important for successful research activities which in turn equates to growth

in productivity;

- Creates human capital and knowledge accumulation.
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Indeed his understanding is probably best echoed by the Lambert Review of Business-
University collaborations (Lambert Review, 2003) (see chapter 2.9f) calling attention to
the Government’s (under Blair’s Second Labour Administration) advocation of economic
growth association with educational welfare. While perhaps traditionalists frown upon the
business side of academe, there is both an economic and likely social benefit gained

through the practice of a more enterprise culture within HE.
2.6 Liberalism and Neo-Liberalism

With strong similarities to welfarist ideology, liberalism promotes the empowerment of
the individual and strong negativity towards state control and intervention. The approach

is keen to focus attention on the individual seeking to enable more autonomy and freedom

in order to develop and grow (Banya, 2005).

Differing from welfarism, neo-liberalism promotes similarities of new public
management focusing on quasi market and private sector goals and techniques. The
increasing commerce and enterprise culture of neoliberal ideologies conflicts with the
“public service ethic” (Olssen and Peters, 2005: p 324) where assumed operation to the
benefit of society is secondary to new adherence to benchmarks and quotas towards

increased professionalism and accountability.

The issue of welfarism differs substantially from what is seen as the neo-liberal
approaches associated with HE. Perhaps a product of necessity rather than choice the
changes in university management and focus stemmed from the increased need to be
more open to societal needs and meeting these needs through different means (Birnbaum,
1988; Chitty, 2004; Henkel, 2000; Pollitt, 1990). The shift from education as a public
good towards supporting a similar ethos but through more managed and economically
sound philosophy may differ from traditional utilitarian control, yet will the end justify
the means? Olssen and Peters’s (2005) discussion of neo-liberalism and its ‘freedom of
commerce’ may provide a new approach to HE management. Equally it is the authors

(ibid) interpretation that education viewed as trade could have a negative impact.
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Moreover as a product of increased globalisation neo-liberal culture (Burchell, 1996)
came increased expansion of education orientation towards market forces and enterprise
culture (Gleeson, 2001). Banya (2005: p147) highlights the key characteristics of liberal

ideologies to include:

- Free market economics viewing the market as an efficient mechanism to create
and distribute wealth;

- Laissez-faire approaches enabling self-regulation;

- Free trade;

- ‘Invisible hand theory’ where uncoordinated self interest of individuals is
commensurate with interests and welfare of society;

- The individual as self-interested subjects with rational self-optimisation.

The difference in approaches as compared to a welfarist paradigm lies in neo-liberalism’s
acceptable empowerment of the state with its participation of “creating the appropriate
market by providing the conditions, laws and institutions necessary for its operation”
seeking to create an individual “who is an enterprising and competitive entrepreneur”

(Banya, 2005: p149).

Aronwitz and Giroux (2000) similarly argue such neo-liberal rhetoric to exist in HE as
changes in population demographics and demand has led to a new fee charges for access
to education. This argument is supported by Banya (2005) who posits that as higher
education leads to increased earnings it should be financed by those who have the most to

gain.

Ultimately welfarism and its ideologies reflect more liberal management considerations,
operating under softer and less authoritative approaches. It seeks knowledge generation
and truth, while averring more democratic and collegial organisational structures
expressing ethical virtues in its paramount bid to benefit the public. Within universities
the liberal ideology entails a more public welfare focused approach to learning and
research, promoting more academic empowerment and less for-profit goals. Traditional
education and knowledge formation in teaching alongside less financially and
remuneratively focused research takes precedence over improving cost-effectiveness and

commercially viable subject areas (Olssen and Peters, 2005).
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2.7 Higher education seen as a public good?

The University as a place of learning, providing education through a community of
scholars, seeking common goals of knowledge dissemination, critical thought and quality
research is being eroded by new focuses on market principles and commercial criteria
(Bok, 2003; Harvey, 2002a; Stilwell, 2003). The welfarist notion of education as a
societal good, facilitating the development and growth of society is under threat from its
commoditisation into a more merchantable ‘product’ (Buchbinder, 1993; Carroll and

Gillen, 2001; Gordon, 2003; Stilwell, 2003).

The intrinsic value of education as beneficial to society (Dearlove, 2002) is being
contested by new economic incentives, financial considerations and quality assurance
(Harvey, 2005; Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2003). Universities within the UK and
internationally are further placing themselves and their academic programmes into the
globalised marketplace to improve student enrolments, further investing heavily in
international recruitment (Baker, 2004). Such movement displays the change away from
education as welfare towards education in an increasingly competitive environment with
restrictions on academic independence (Dixon et al., 1998; Grey et al., 1996).

These new ideologies emphasising cost productiveness, promotion of saleable courses
and programmes, and increased bureaucracy potentially erodes the fundamental welfarist
notions of education. The conflicting polar issue of profits and education not only creates
tension and issues of trust between University managers and the academic faculty
(Dearlove, 1995; Stilwell, 2003; Trow, 1996), but further blurs the line between education
as welfare and profit-oriented education (Chitty, 2004). Dearlove (1995: p161) reminds us
“in today’s world, universities cannot escape the need to adapt” but further adds “new
models of management are every bit as problematic in delivering changes as are the old
traditions of scholarly self-government.” Similarly Birnbaum (1988: p27) remarks that
“the processes, structures, and systems for accountability commonly used in business

firms are not always sensible” for educational institutions.

Nonetheless the importance for education to remain impartial and a public good is
pertinent. The change in precedence of education as an instrument of learning and
research, towards education satisfying measurable and quantifiable benchmarks distorts

the societal benefits that it brings for more current economic rewards (Grace, 1989;
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Stilwell, 1998). In the long-term would the fundamental values of education and its merits
be overrun by the commoditisation of academia? As Stilwell (1998: p44) argues the “root
of the problems is the subordination of diverse and complex social goals to a narrow
economic calculus of profit and loss.” Nonetheless whilst acknowledging the need to
ensure productivity and certain amounts of profitability, the question whether education
should become the output of a systematic production process remains (Farahbaksh, 2007).
Perhaps a balance of management for profits (Taylor, 2003) and education for welfare

(Syrett et al., 1997) can be attained.

Admittedly, perhaps consumer culture may help to benefit university management and
focus, creating competition and a need for continuous improvement and quality control.
Moreover the accumulation and application of knowledge learned into more
commercially viable constructs might provide growth to the economy and in turn socially.
The nature of commercial and managerialistic education, whilst it differs from previous
notions of teaching, learning and research, provides social assistance and benefit in
differing ways fostering healthy competition. Yet as Peters (2001; p16) reminds us that,
“the shift from industrial capitalism to information or knowledge capitalism is
transforming the West into ‘workless worlds’, where only an elite technical labour force

will find jobs.”
2.8 Political timeline from 1960s till today

For the purposes of this research changes within the HE sector are reviewed from the
1960s (see figure 2.2). Numerous changes within the UK HE system emanated after the
Second World War as increasing numbers of students were entering universities. The
increasing student uptake of HE together with the Robbins Report (1963) fuelled the
development and growth in UK higher education (Chitty, 2004; Mayhew et al., 2004).
The HE sector not only developed to deal with growing student numbers but had to
change to accommodate increasing student enrolment (Carpentier, 2006; Pollitt, 1990;

Tomlinson 2005).

Continued growth within the sector led to an ever-constricting amount of funding
available for the different educational institutions. This expansion in the UK HE system

was partly a product of recognition by the general public that adequate education
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provided a means to improve financial and career rewards (Pollitt, 1990). As the social
economic wealth improved financially after the Second World War, a larger percentage of
individuals were keen on furthering their education in a bid to improve their standard of
living. The growth in industry was fundamental to the new need for skilled workers in

turn heightening the demand for graduate labour. The sector was set to grow.

The election of a Conservative Government in the early 1970s under Edward Heath
further fuelled changes to the sector as new policies to reduce public spending and the
reliance of public services on government finance led to increased competition and cost-
cutting measures by the sector in a bit to ensure survival and sufficient funds amidst
growing student enrolments. The re-election of the Labour Party in 1974 under Harold
Wilson’s Third Administration created additional instability and incoherence in the sector
as his administration “despite economic problems, did revert, to some extent, to an

egalitarian agenda” (Tomlinson, 2005: p24) (see figure 2.2).

The establishment of polytechnics provided a means to reduce the burden on universities
stretched by substantial growth in the sector. Yet changes in HE management and
orientation further emanated during the 1980s under Margaret Thatcher’s first
Conservative Government (Deem 2006; Pollitt, 1990) where the introduction of private
sector ideals of the 3Es (Dixon ef al., 1998; Dopson and McNay, 2000; Gordon, 2003;
Trowler, 1998) of management were introduced and assimilated into public services
(Kirkpatrick and Lucio, 1995; Prior, 1993). Sizer (1992) views utilisation of the ideology
of the 3Es as part of the methodology aimed at justifying and accounting for use of

resources (see figure 2.3). He examines the 3Es as:

- Economy in the acquisition and use of resources;

- Efficiency in the use of resources;

- Effectiveness in the achievement of institutional, departmental and individual
objectives, through the successful implementations of strategies and action

plans.

Moreover the government aimed at increasing selectivity of enrolments into education
seeking to control and reduce comprehensive access (Tomlinson, 2005), perhaps as part

of monitoring and limiting utilisation of public resources (Pollitt and Harrison, 1992). The
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changes resulted in diminished autonomy and institutional freedoms seeking to centralise
control of finances, curriculum and examinations. Tomlinson (2005: p40) argues “part of
what became a continuing political agenda was to remove power from institutions and

groups, which were bases for dissent, criticism or independent advice.”

These changes were alongside the implementation of managerialistic ideologies altering
the dynamics of traditional university management towards more corporate and business
minded approaches. This inevitably led to increased focus on bureaucratic and
management techniques within HE in a bid to secure government funding (Chitty, 2004).
Universities were forced to look at other private sources of funding seeking incomes and
potential remunerative gains from enterprise and the business world (Jarvis, 2001). The
growing international competition in education as a product of improving university and
higher education globally further pushed UK institutions to seek around the world and

attract richer students (Tomlinson, 2005).

The Jarratt Report (1985) further influenced change within the sector. It recommended
that HEIs required more managerial systems of hierarchical management echoing perhaps
new managerialistic culture popularised by the Conservative Government under Margaret
Thatcher’s First and Second Administrations (see figure 2.2). It emphasised more
administrative and bureaucratic approaches to university management moving away from
traditional academic collegiality and autonomy (Jarratt Report, 1985). Perhaps a bid to
ensure efficient and effective expenditure of funds, the report accentuated the need for
clearer hierarchies of control and chains of authority. The late 1980s saw continued
movement toward competitive tendencies as the national education system based on
egalitarian structures and outcomes was increasingly being replaced with a “competitive,
fragmented and divisive system,” (Tomlinson, 2005: p49) a view shared by Knight (1990)
in his review of ‘politics under the Tories’ or Conservative Government. Buchbinder
(1993) and Laux (1991) highlight the increased privatisation of state ownerships in a bid
to spur constructive competition as part of the Thatcher Government’s First and Second

Administrations.
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Figure 2.2 The Palitical Timeline

Timeline of Governments in Power

1964 - 1966: Harold Wilson (1™ Administration)

1966 - 1970: Harold Wilson (2™ Administration)
1970 - 1974: Edward Heath

1974 - 1976: Harold Wilson (3™ Administration)
1976 -~ 1979: Jim Callaghan

1979 - 1983: Margaret Thatcher (1" Administration)
1983 - 1987: Margaret Thatcher (2™ Administration)
1987 - 1990: Margaret Thatcher (3™ Administration)
1991 - 1992: John Major (1" Administration)

1992 - 1997: John Major (2™ Administration)

1997 - 2001: Tony Blair (1™ Administration)

2001 - 2005: Tony Blair (2™ Administration)

2005 - 2008: Tony Blair (3™ Administration)

2008 - 2010: Gordon Brown
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Figure 2.3 Value for money — The three Es

Pollitt (1996) on reviewing these shifts and change segments Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher’s Administration into three phases (see table 2.3) — the drive for economies
(1979-1982), application of the 3Es (1982 — late 1980s) and finally the launching of
public sector reforms (till 1990, then continued under John Major). The effects of
Conservative administration highlight considerable changes in the external and internal

environment by which universities and indeed HEIs operated.

Table 2.3 The Segments of Margaret Thatcher’s Conservative Administration
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The early 1990s saw the end of the binary divide as polytechnics were given the right to
be called universities creating a more uniform system of funding. The Education Reform
Act of 1988 (ERA, 1988) and Further and Higher Education Act of 1992 (FHE, 1992)
was seen by the government as a means to create a more compatible method of funding as
well as management, removing the binary divide between polytechnics and universities
(Morgan, 2004; Taylor, 2003). The Further and Higher Education Act (1992 para 77)

deemed any institution by which,

- Power is conferred by any enactment or instrument to change the name of any
educational institution or any body corporate carrying on such an institution;
and

- The educational institution is within the higher education sector,

be conferred (with consent of the Privy Council) the title of university.

This approach was aimed at providing a uniform university structure whereby funding
allocation could be effectively undertaken alongside a more manageable structure of
management (Chitty, 2004, Henkel, 2000) as funding councils were to be unified (see
chapter 2.12). This was in contrast to the separate funding allocations of the Universities
Funding Council and The Polytechnics and Colleges Funding Council (FHE para 62,
1992; Tomlinson, 2005). Patterson (1999: p15) views this mode of integration as ‘the
metamorphic model’ where “a virtual stroke-of-the-pen transformation of the

polytechnics into universities” took place.

The end of the binary divide provided a means for simplification and equality in funding
regimes aiming to create flexibility and adequate supply to counteract the rapid growth in
the sector. Yet as Tomlinson (2005) argues the period following the enacting of the Acts
was filled with chaos or instability within the sector. Moreover, the perceived goodwill
of increased research capable institutions was overshadowed by increased competition for
research funding and disparities in institutional capacities (Chitty, 2004; Morgan, 2004;
Tomlinson, 2005). Yet Patterson (1999) is keen to reinforce that in some cases former

polytechnics were well into several stages of institutional development.
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The period to 1997 continued with increasing emphasis on improving the quality of
education and the creation of national benchmarks as institutions were introduced to
quality control measures. Moreover this environment of changing autonomy and
freedoms in HE continued under New Labour in 1997 (Tomlinson, 2001), when Prime
Minister Tony Blair’s first Labour Administration implemented a number of
recommendations highlighted by the Dearing Report (1997) (Trow, 1998). The report
highlighted considerable benefits towards students and graduates post higher education,
recommending that it would be fitting for students to contribute in exchange for such
advantage (Dearing, 1997; Greenaway and Haynes, 2003; HEFCE, 2008; Sutherland,
2008). The move was sparked partly by the need to find new sources of funding for
higher education as student numbers increased amidst reducing government spending as
the Teaching and Higher Education Act (1998) abolished maintenance grants and
introduced a prescribed amount of £1000 as fees (Tomlinson, 2004). Lord Dearing’s
report did further recognise that “higher education embraces teaching, learning,
scholarship and research” (Dearing 1997, para 1) and increased funding was required to

support and bolster this trend.

This saw a shift in policies as students were for the first time likely to be charged tuition
fees. These policies not only established tuition and later variable fees (Chitty, 2004;
Pennell and West, 2005) but further led to the increased commercial and ‘market’
orientation of universities as competition for student numbers, research funding and
corporate-like goals became more widespread (Morley and Rassool, 2000; Sutherland,
2008). Gewirtz (2002) adds that under Labour’s first term between 1997-2001, HE saw
the intensification of managerialism and its ideologies practiced within the education

system.

Nonetheless the Labour Government sought to remove selectivity and improve
participation in higher education as “key to a successful economy was knowledge and
education” (Tomlinson, 2005: p90) and the ability to “respond to a competitive global
economy by improving the skills and qualifications of young people” (Levin, 1998 cited
in Tomlinson, 2005). New widening participation initiatives further compounded the
increase in student numbers as the government set new targets for entry in higher
education by less privileged and more deprived communities (Gewirtz, 2002, D1ES,

2006). While enabling a socially sound contribution it unwittingly created new
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competition in the sector as universities sought to increase enrolments to ensure steady
and sufficient amounts of government funding (Greenaway and Haynes, 2003). This,
nonetheless, resolves issues of access to education as government policies on widening
participation, removing selection and improving accountability and quality in HE (Chitty,
2004; DfES, 2006; Hendry and Dean, 2002; Lee, 2005; Shattock, 2006) provided
additional benefits to society as a whole. Similar importance was placed upon retention

rates by which funding allocations were considered (Rowley, 2003).

Whilst these implementations improved university funding and access to education it
created new complexities which universities had to contend with. No longer were
universities solely involved with the activities of education, learning and research but
with these new political forces they were required to acquire business management skills
(Pollitt, 1996; Tomlinson, 2001). Public institutions such as universities were increasingly
forced to cater to “market forces, competition and privatisation, which resulted in more
educational, social and economic inequalities” (Tomlinson, 2005: p134). The growing
trend was focused upon the main issue of cost, with less democracy, less collegiality and
increased centralisation (Buchbinder, 1993). The HE sector was increasingly being
remodelled into institutional hierarchies, as disparity in research quality and the attraction

of wealthier students grew more obvious (Tomlinson, 2005).

The Higher Education Act of 2004 (HEA, 2004) confirmed increased tuition or top-up fee
costs to students entering higher education. Universities were able to charge up to £3000
of variable tuition fees to incoming students creating additional funding for the sector
alongside new fears of diminishing student enrolments (Cassidy, 2006; Pennell and West,
2005). Even with additional monies, these changes came at a cost to the quality of
education as increased focus on meeting government targets for student numbers and
promotion of research recognition took precedence, obscuring the cardinal goals of
education (Bok, 2003; Stilwell, 2003). Yet Tomlinson (2005) still highlights that
government spending under New Labour’s manifesto of ‘Education, education, education’
(Labour Party Manifesto, 1997; Lawton, 2004; Tight, 1998) saw limited and at times

lower levels of funding allocations.

The political turbulence of changing government administration has inevitably been

catalyst in the transformation of HE as an elitist, collegial approach towards more
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corporate and business-orientated connotations. Yet it is also without doubt that many
educators today still value education as society’s right, but amidst calls for increased pay
(BBC News, 2006; Blair, 2006b; Halpin, 2006), students as customers (Denman, 2003;
Liu and Dubinsky, 2000; West, 2006; Winston, 1999) and the ethos of education as a
product (Stilwell, 2003), it is increasingly difficult not to see education as more of a
commodity within today’s marketplace. Changes in the ideology of education as a public
good as a fundamental tenet of a welfarist society and the welfare state is likely as amidst
decreasing government funding the push and allure of profitability in the modern
globalised world seems to be more prominent (Buchbinder, 1993; Gibbons, 2005;
Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2003).

2.9 Major Government Reports since the 1960s
2.9a Robbins Report 1963

The Robbins Committee of 1963, and subsequent report chaired by Lord Robbins,
highlighted the need for rapid expansion in higher education as new necessity within
industry for a skilled workforce grew out of new labour-force demands post wartime. The
growth in the sector was in part a recognition of many nations after the Second World
War for the potential and need for a more expansive education system for all individuals
(Dearlove, 2002; Sutherland, 2008). This coincided with awareness and appreciation of
the economic benefits that could be gained from a knowledgeable workforce (Tomlinson,
2005). The Report “rejected the prevailing notion that there was a limited pool of ability
and recommended the expansion of education” (Tomlinson, 2005: p19). Previous notions
of exclusivity to the affluent or upper classes were dispelled with more socially inclusive
policies to the sector. As a product of the report, shifts in the distribution of university
academics along the different university types amplified as faculty staff spread across

growing universities in the expanded sector (Halsey, 1979).

This inevitably increased pressure on the then older universities to satisfy the growth and
enlarging of student numbers and required new universities or institutions to balance the
supply and demand for HE. The existing universities did not have sufficient capacity to
cater for the expanding numbers entering into HE (Dearlove, 2002). Halsey (1979: p406)
views the report as crucial in the growth of numbers and “the invention of a separate form

of higher education in polytechnics.”
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Many of the plate glass universities (discussed in more detail in 2.27c) were established
during this time and operated alongside the existing ancient and redbrick universities and
colleges of further education. Nonetheless it is also important to note that the
establishment of said universities was decided before the report was published (Wagner,

1998) (see chapter 2.27 for more details).

Dearlove (2002) and Mayhew et al. (2004) highlight the report as a shifting point at
which HE moved away from an elite system to that of mass education as a result of

environmental pressures.
2.9b Jarrett Report 1985

The Committee chaired by Sir Alex Jarratt was charged with reviewing and identifying
potential methods by which HEIs could enhance overall efficiency through improved
management (Jarratt Report, 1985; Jones, 1991; Shattock, 2002). Considering universities
as corporate entities it recommended more diverse governing members to include
laypersons (Pollitt, 1990). Recognising the limited available funds for universities, the
report further highlighted, while accepting of scholarly autonomy, a need for corporate

governance and “strategic academic and financial planning” (Dearlove, 2002: p260)

The report has been criticised for not identifying with the ideological and intrinsic scope
of university education, but instead was overly focused on promoting efficiency gains,
promoting more corporate and business-like management hierarchies (Dearlove, 1995;
1998; 2002). It recommended a shift from traditional Senate and Council governing of
“executive governing body responsible for control of resources... and a sovereign
academic authority” to other more inclusive orientations (Dearlove, 1998: p66).
Reflective of these changes, the report further advises title shifts of vice-chancellors into
chief executives and increased delegation to full-time administrators (Dearlove, 1995;
1998; Shattock, 2002; Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998). Duke (1992: p11) further highlights
the recommendations for tighter and more managerial methods that enable "faster, more
efficient systems for taking decisions, monitoring results and acting to rectify
deficiencies." Moreover additional payments were only made to staff members that were

"deemed particularly valuable, either because of their productivity or because of their
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scarce market-value” (ibid).

Ultimately the Committee reinforced many assumptions of increasing corporate views of
university operations and the need for business-like techniques, ideologies and
management to bolster the administrative trend and authority through the growth of
performance indicators (Jones, 1991; Sizer, 1992). The Committee further pushed forth
usage of performance measures as assessments of accountability alongside its
recommendations to empower singular individuals with both managerial and academic
leadership (Sizer, 1992). It supported changes in the traditional management of
universities, suggesting fewer committees and challenging established university-wide
participation and discourse in favour of small and powerful committees that would plan

and manage resources (Jones, 1991) - effectively moving away from collegiality

(Dearlove, 1998).

2.9¢ Education Reform Act 1988

The Education Reform Act (ERA, 1988) effectively set in motion changes to the binary
system of HE within the UK. It established separate funding councils for polytechnics and
university with polytechnics no longer under local education authority controls. Bargh et
al. (1996) and Dearlove (2002) document this freedom from local authorities as
polytechnics and colleges were transformed into higher education corporations with
legislations prescribing membership of its Board of Governors. The Act further clearly
defined the powers of higher education corporations and the designation of what

constitutes as institutions of higher education (polytechnics) (ERA, 1988: para 123; 129).
2.9d Further and Higher Education Act 1992

The Further and Higher Education Act of 1992 effectively established the new
universities from their title as former polytechnics (Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998). The
move was aimed at improving the overall management of the sector and to create a
uniform system of funding and fair competition. In essence, in a bid to improve the
overall productivity of the sector and create an even field for research and government
funding, the Act aimed to remove the existing binary divide creating a generic and thus

level playing field for all HE institutions. Yet academics have questioned its rhetoric as
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being “designation as university” is quite opposed from being “recognised” as one

(Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998).

The Act unified previous funding councils into the Higher Education Funding Councils

for England and Wales

2.9¢ Dearing Report 1997

The Dearing Committee of 1997 chaired by Sir Ron Dearing and subsequent report,
highlighted numerous changes required of the British HE system putting into motion the
introduction of tuition fees. The report called for increased input (in monetary terms) by
students entering into HE who were to gain from further and higher levels of education
(Dearing Report, 1997; Osborne, 2004; Shattock, 1998). The ideology emphasised by the
report and in part the government’s approach to ‘no rights without responsibilities’
indicates the need for a return input by students who stand to benefit from HE (Gewirtz,
2002; Labour Manifesto, 2001; Lawton, 2004). Greenway and Haynes (2003), HEFCE
(2008) and Wagner (2008) highlight this marked improvement of salaries and job
opportunities of graduates portraying the potentially remunerative gains of students

entering and completing degree education.

Moreover this report, implemented by the incoming Labour Government of 1997 under
Blair’s First Labour Administration (see figure 2.2), was seen as a catalyst to the
increasing commercial and competitive focus of universities seeking increased student
numbers to ensure continued funding (Shattock, 1998). While the application of tuition
fee recommendations were implemented, Wagner (1998) highlights a distinctly different
approach and tact by the government in its execution of methods disparate from the report
- the creation of 100 percent student loans and means-tested allocation of tuition
contributions rather that 50/50 percent grant/loan mix and 100 percent of tuition

contributions.

It further set in motion increased expansion of the sector, citing new needs for vocational
training and HE to satisfy the growing labour market (Dearing Report, 1997). The report
was instrumental in its recommendations for increased quality control and audit of the

sector seeking the scene for “a more equitable system of financing” (Wagner, 1998: p75)
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However Dearlove (2002) and Shattock (1998; 2002) highlight the reports effects on
university governance (seeking to streamline the Councils of traditional universities and
the growth of performance indicators) as measures of institutional effectiveness and
compliance to government targets. This is alongside the distancing of academic authority
within university decision-making against growing emphasis on management and

benchmarking of teaching and research (Dearlove, 2002).

Shattock (1998: p42) reflects this perspective and recognises the report’s ‘corporatist’
model drawn from the “world of business and commerce” with an “analogy [that] simply
does not fit.” He goes on to indicate the report’s lack of understanding of the strengths
and weaknesses of traditional university governance, and offers no evidence that its

recommendations would remedy pressures within the sector (ibid).

2.9f Lambert Review of Business-University Collaboration 2003

The Review and subsequent report was very much seen as a business review of university
operations and highlighted key areas for development (Lambert Review, 2003). It
provided the government with recommendations on how universities could improve
productivity and overall financial wellbeing through better interactions and working
together with private companies (Shattock, 2004). The report further discussed the
potential approaches and methodologies that could be undertaken to forge a more
vocationally sound graduate workforce and research and knowledge transfer that would
rival international institutions (Lambert Review, 2003). Buckland (2004: p252) indicates
these approaches to stem from ‘modernising’ agendas drawing ideas from “company

model[s] of a ‘board’ solution to external governance problems.”

Identifying weaknesses and potential remedies to current funding mechanisms the report
addressed many economically centred issues with appropriate implementation leading to
both internal university financial gain and that to the region and nation as a whole
(Lambert Review, 2003). It highlighted key changes that were to be effected in the HE
system, identified shortcomings in the lack of collaborations and relationships between
business and universities, and indicated several key areas for government review and

potential policy implementation (Buckland, 2004; Shattock, 2004).
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The report identified a need for more demands from business and enterprise for research
from universities rather than vice-versa and sought to improve knowledge transfer and
intellectual property into the economy (Lambert Review, 2003; Lockett and Wright,
2005). Yet Buckland (2004) reminds that the review analysed the deficient demands for
research by business and sought to enhance business performance rather than aimed to

improve and stimulate university management.

The need for regional improvement and development was another issue highlighted by
the report as it called for universities to become more proactive in improving the social
and economic wellbeing of its geographic region (Lambert Review, 2003). The review
also indicated the current difficulties in terms of funding mechanisms and suggested a
review or shift in dual streams of funding into a more realistic approach (ibid). The
current system, although aspiring universities to meet national benchmarks, had
outstretched smaller institutions that had to compete generically with other larger
institutions (Shattock, 2004). Buckland (2004) and Shattock (2004) highlight this
disparity to lie strongly with disparities between governance, management structures and
institutional design of pre-1992 and post-1992 universities, which inherently provide

different capacities from varying institutions.

This is perhaps an issue of the current management of universities with rigid and
traditional management styles that at times do not interact well with the profit-centred and
decisive decision making that takes place in the private sector. Shattock (2004) highlights
the reports similarity to the Dearing recommendations in its bid to alter university

governance with prominence given to managers.

The report further advocated a closer working relationship with businesses to identify key
and important skills required for the next generation of graduates entering the labour

market, alongside stronger executive management (Shattock, 2004).
2.9g Higher Education Act 2004

The Higher Education Act of 2004 (HEA, 2004) established the introduction of variable
top-up fees where universities were essentially able to charge up to £3000 in

undergraduate student fees. As part of this change universities were required to submit
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their fee plans for assessment to the Director of Fair Access (a post enacted by the Act) to

ensure equality opportunities and continued widening participation.

Other actions within the Act include the establishment of a new Arts and Humanities

Research Council and a new scheme for reviewing student complaints.

2.10 Politics and structure.

Undeniably changes in political parties and changes in politic directives have had a
considerable effect on university management. Traditional elitist higher education can no
longer cater for the widening entry of students from other demographic and less
economically equipped individuals. The drive from policy to improve participation rates
not only benefits society and the region but also the UK economy as a whole as

individuals contribute to the economy as skilled workers towards the creation of a

knowledge economy (as highlighted in chapter 2.8).

Indeed left and right politics over the last few decades have altered HE into a system that
meets the measure of performance indicators and quality benchmarks and away from
‘ivory towers’ and ‘closed doors’. The role of the university, while a public and in
essence a non-profit organisation is being reshaped into institutions that are publicly
accountable with elements of profitability considered (Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998).
This new paradigm shift and orientation requires new structures and management that can
not only cope with the new needs within HE but that can foster change and react to both
the needs of government and still balance its books. A view that Gray (1989: p124) agrees
as governmental monetary pressures foster “simplistic authoritarian managerial approach
of many vice-chancellors and their most senior colleagues to shake the bones of the
institution with ruthless determination to make something happen... so long as costs were

significantly cut.”

The traditional collegial structure created in ancient universities may hold rigid to such
change but are able to mainly as a product of research prestige and excellence. The newer
and younger universities would inevitably have to cater and capitulate to the modern
trends of financial management, increased bureaucracy and overall transformation of

management geared towards resisting the negative forces of the education market
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(Henkel, 2000). Yet their intrinsic background as vocational and technological colleges
provide considerable management structures that are already in place and suited to such
orientation (Gray, 1989; Henkel, 2000; Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998) (detailed
discussion in chapter 2.25). Nonetheless Tapper and Palfreyman (1998) warn that
collegial structures are in retreat as a product of more dominant internal and external
forces play a role in shaping management within universities existing only within

particular layers or segments of institutions.

It is without doubt that the changes in the political environment since the 1960s have
affected the management of universities. The changing demographics of students within
HE and the transforming demands of modern economies requires restructuring and
realignment to these new focuses (Henkel, 2000; Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998). The
eclectic nature of universities and their management structures highlight a strong diversity
within the sector, which are at times rigid to change and political pressures. Orthodox and
conformist styles may not cope well with education today. While it is indeed ideological
that academic sanctity should be free from political bias and influence in the search for
truth, the mechanisms linked with political authorities can and do shape the environment

within which HE operates.
2.11 Historic approaches to university funding

Dearlove (1998) in his examination of funding and resulting management changes details
traditional university funding to come from private sources till the early 1900s with the
establishment of the University Grants Committee (UGC), which as Shattock (2008)
explains consisted of academics that worked closely with different branches of
government departments and other committees to allocate funds based upon the needs of
the university and the country. A view further reflected by Eustace (1982: p284) who
states “the great majority of the members of the Committee have always been scholars in
good standing; and the chairmen have always been university scholars though generally
with administrative experience.” Yet this centralisation of funding into the UGC saw
university funding managed by government and the institutions themselves increasingly
dependent on state monies (Gray, 1989). These funds came in the form of ‘block grants’
where individual institutions were free to redistribute and allocate resources determining

“their own pattern of development... against internal transparency and external
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accountability...” (Dearlove, 1998: p64). The system known as the “quinquennium”
awarded funds to universities every five years and provided sufficient scope for autonomy
as institutions were not only able to exercise their own discretion with the usage of funds

but did not have to account for its utilisation at the end of the period (Eustace, 1982).

Since the end of the Second World War, there has been considerable growth in the
education sector (Bleiklie, 2003). The Robbins Report (1963) identified the need for
expansion of the HE sector in order for university operations to cope with the growing
number of enrolling and potential students and moreover initiated the shift away from
UGC under Treasury control towards management under the Department of Education

and Science (DES) (Eustace, 1982; Tapper and Salter, 1995).

Further changes in HE funding stemmed from shifts in governmental politics during the
late 1970s. The election of Margaret Thatcher as Prime Minister in 1979 led to
considerable changes to funding within the public services and HE, introducing more
stringent measures of funding alongside tighter financial control (Deem, 2006; Pollitt,
1990). This differed from Conservative promises of level funding instead imposing cuts
of 15% to university allocated monies and a bid to reduce student numbers by 10%
(Eustace, 1982). The reduction in public funds alongside increasing student numbers and
competition created an environment of change and restructuring within HE (Carpentier,
2006; Morley and Rassool, 2000). Universities were required to seek alternative methods
of funding (either through their own operations, donations or private enterprises), setting
the scene for the assimilation of increased managerialistic and bureaucratic considerations
in HE management, reducing traditional academic autonomy and freedoms in favour of
financial prudence (Chitty, 2004; Henkel, 2000; Shattock, 2006).

This along with the establishment of more quality control benchmarks together with
student enrolment quotas and pass rates led to increased competition within the sector,
requiring more administrative sound usage of funds. Changes brought about by the
Education Reform Act (1988) and subsequently the Further and Higher Education Act
(1992) (as discussed in chapter 2.9d) saw the end of the University Grants Committee
(UGC) in favour of the Universities Funding Council (UFC) and Polytechnics and
Colleges Funding Council (PCFC), all of which ultimately gave way to the Higher
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Education Funding Councils at the end of the binary divide (Taylor, 2003; Williams,
1992).

The FHE (1992) was aimed at amalgamating the two systems of polytechnics and
universities into one singular and thus more manageable system of control and funding
(Chitty, 2004; Henkel, 2000). The end of the binary divide, while in essence sought to
simplify funding mechanisms and approach, lead to widespread inequality and at times
was met with strong negativity (Taylor, 2003). The unified system of HE meant that both
traditional universities and former polytechnics were competing for similar ‘customers’
while providing not dissimilar programmes of study (Bleiklie, 2003). In addition to this,
the unified system brought about increased research competition as the number of
research-able and active institutions grew. Nonetheless a significant proportion of RAE

monies and research grants still funded older more research-oriented universities (Lomas,

2004; Morgan, 2004).

The reduction in funds amidst an enlargement of the student population meant that
universities were stretched financially (Greenaway and Haynes, 2003). The public pool of
funds was considerably limited. Moreover research grants and funding were rigorous
contested by a large majority of both traditional and new universities. The creation of the
RAE in a bid to improve research quality through competitive measures as universities
sought to achieve high research scores may have heightened the calibre of research
dissemination but did not resolve the problem (Tapper and Palfreyman, 1998). Although
the RAE has contributed to enlarging emphasis on research quality, expertise and
recognition with an aim that the monies received can be channelled into university
operations, universities without the capacity to compete found themselves falling behind
the older and larger research centred institutions (Bleiklie, 2003; Morgan, 2004; Page,
2004; Shattock, 1998). Similarly Salter and Tapper (2002: p252) highlight significant
realignment of “internal governance arrangements” to enable institutions to adequately
compete for RAE funds in a “highly labour-intensive game characterised by increasingly

detailed and sophisticated rules.”

Literature in the area (Bok, 2003; Harvey, 2002; Stilwell, 2003) questions the merits of
research undertaken to attain funding. Traditionally research linked to prejudicial funding

sources questions its ethics, yet research to improve and attain considerably larger
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government funding is less frowned upon. Lomas (2004) identifies that research was the
major activity within the ancient universities of Oxbridge and many red brick universities,
partly as it was viewed as a major resource stream (typology discussed in chapter 2.26).

Political shifts led to further changes in the funding regime, most notably the introduction
of the HEFC throughout the UK. Universities within England and Wales were funded
under the HEFCE while Scotland and Northern Ireland had their own counterparts (see
table 2.5). The movement towards HEFCE funded control essentially devolved
autonomous, government-agenda-free funding mechanisms. Instead what was previous
council distance from politics increasingly moved towards more intense review by
government (Sizer, 1992). Many have voiced a keen dislike for HEFCE’s seemingly
government linked agenda in its ability and decisions to antagonise academics through
more restrictive funding measures (Dearlove, 1995; Shattock, 2008; Trow, 1996).
Altering funding calculations and measures that more actively meet government and
political agendas highlights the reducing freedoms within university management and
setting as new benchmarks and targets need to be achieved in order to receive adequate
funds (Kok et al., 2008). This is echoed by Sandbach and Thomas (2000: p61) as
changes in UGC policy led to calculations of funding based upon teaching and research
components, ‘breaking’ the “historic pattern of funding.” This shift required reassurance
by the UGC (now defunct) that funding still remained as block grants with institutions

free to allocate the funds internally.

HEFCE funding was calculated on a number of measures, mainly dealing in student
numbers, enrolment and retention. A plethora of literature argues that these measures
tallied with the government agenda on widening participation (HEFCE earmarks funding
allocations for this (HEFCE, 2004a; 2005; 2006; 2007a; 2008)), which aimed to improve
participation by lower social groups into HE, circumvents institutional and academic
autonomy for politically linked control (Gordon, 1999; Grace, 1989; Shattock, 2008;
Stilwell, 1998). Unfortunately this approach, while satisfying both the funding needs of
universities and the political agendas of government, creates an avenue for less interested
and capable students slipping into university education. Moreover overemphasis of degree
classifications as true indicators of distinction could highlight a significant diminishing
quality of university education, focusing instead on the quality of teaching and learning as
a product or currency of honours classifications (Elton, 2004; Turnbull ef al., 2008; Yorke

et al., 2008). Current worries on the quality and ease scoring high ‘A’ level results for
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university entrances highlights the grass root dilemmas in widening participation (Gunn
and Hill, 2008). While there is an inevitable debate on scholarly conduct and excellence,
promoting equal and more diverse access into university education does align well with
altruist tendencies of HE and learning (Anninos, 2007; Clarke et al., 2000). Conversely
Tapper and Palfreyman (1998: p153) argue that political forces within government have
not pressured universities to align with politically fuelled agendas and pathways but have
rather sped up the “inexorable social and academic developments that were already being

driven by society.”

Under Prime Minister Tony Blair’s First Labour Administration the implementation of
the Dearing Report (1997) recommendations brought new changes that were further
required of universities. One of the report’s recommendations was for students to
contribute financially to their education via tuition fees as their payment for improved
career opportunities and income. The introduction of tuition fees in the early millennium
sought to create additional funding within the HE sector (see Wagner, 1998). Applying
the recommendations of the Dearing Report (1997), tuition fees in the amount of £1750
were effectively being charged to students as a means to provide funding to the sector — a
rights with responsibilities approach or ‘Third Way’ by the Labour government (Dwyer,
2004; Gewirtz, 2002; Labour Party Manifesto, 2001; Lawton, 2004).

This shift in access to education was further altered with the introduction of variable top-
up fees through the Higher Education Act of 2004. 2003/2004 saw the introduction of
variable top-up fees, where universities were free to charge students tuition fees up to the
value of £3000 (Deem, 2006; HEA, 2004). These new policies were set in place to ensure
continued adequate funding for HE through a contribution by students who themselves
would benefit from higher learning, yet created doubts in future student enrolment
volume (Blair, 2006a; Cassidy, 2006) and potential negative effects on widening

participation (Osborne, 2004).
2.12 Funding in the UK
HE and university funding in the UK is provided from two main resource streams — the

government and private funding. Within governmental funding four UK funding bodies

are charged with annual allocation and distribution of funds to the nations of England,
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Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales. They include the Higher Education Funding
Council for England (HEFCE), the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council (SHEFC),
the Department of Employment and Learning (DEL) and Higher Education Funding
Council for Wales (HEFCW) respectively (see table 2.5).

These bodies distribute funds through a funding formula for teaching and research that is
based upon student numbers, subjects taught, research quality and volume (see Appendix
1 for more details). Consultation with governmental bodies such as the Department for
Education and Skills (DfES), the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) and Higher
Education Statistics Agency (HESA) is undertaken before allocation of funds. The
approach (HEFCE, 2006: p4) aims to ensure that there is:

- Opportunities for students from all types of backgrounds to benefit from HE

- Maintain and enhance the quality of teaching and research

- Encourage universities and colleges to work with business and the community
- Support diversity

- Encourage efficiency in the use of public funding

- Provide stability in funding from year to year.

Private funding for universities comes from non-governmental sources to include private

research income, fee-paying students and other activities.
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Figure 2.4 Sources of University Income in 2001-2002

Indeed levels of funding have risen over the period 2003-2008, with monies allocated to

different university initiatives (see table 2.4).

Table 2.4 Changes in University Funding Amounts
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2.12a Research funding and income

Research funding is strongly based upon volume of research output alongside indicators
of research quality. These assessments are undertaken through the Research Assessment
Exercise (RAE) which grades university research output and income based on
international and national excellence (HEFCE, 2004a). These ratings provide an indicator
and measure to determine allocation of research funding by the research councils (see
Appendix 1 for more details). Where funds utilised for university infrastructure are
managed by the education funding councils, the research councils provide research
specific funds (see table 2.5). The approach sough to distinguish funding for teaching and
research into two separate streams will separate calculations for allocation of monies

(Chiang, 2004).

Funding from the research councils comes in the form of grants and contracts, which are
applied for by university academics. These are examined on a case-by-case basis and are
utilised in the pursuit of specific and particular lines of research. Nonetheless such
approaches have not been accepted without particular obligations, as Becher and Kogan
(1992: p60 quoted in Chiang, 2004: p196) explain of increased selectivity and growing
“determination to plan, through stratification, and to demand accountability.” This
commitment extends into changes from previous grant letters to financial memorandums

revealing contractual government-university relationships (Chiang, 2004).

The majority of UK research income comes from the research councils and funding
bodies but include monies from other private non-governmental sources. Figure 2.5

provides a representation of sources of university income and funds.
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Table 2.5 UK Funding and Research Councils

e Higher Education Funding Council
for England (HEFCE)

e Scottish Higher Education Funding
Council (SHEFC)

e Department of Employment and
Learning (DEL)

e Higher Education Funding Council

for Wales (HEFCW) °

Biotechnology and  Biological
Sciences Research Council
(BBSRC)

Engineering and Physical Sciences
Research Council (EPSRC)

Economic and Social Research

Council (ESRC)
Medical Research Council (MRC)

Natural Environment  Research

Council (NERC)

Particle Physics and Astronomy
Research Council (PPARC)

Council for the Central Laboratory
of the Research Councils (CCLRC)

Figure 2.5 Breakdown of HEFCE funding available for 2008-09: Total £7,476 million.

Research
£1,460 million

|
e e oty |
engagement (Higher
Education Innovation Fund)
£120 million

Special funding
£337 million

Earmarked capital funding
£902 million

Teaching*
£4,632 milion

Additional funding for very high cost and
vulnerable science subjects
£25 million
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2.13 Funding and higher education management

While the application of new mechanisms to improve funding to the sector provided
additional monies for university operations, its application has contributed to the
changing face of HE management and organisational culture (Davies and Thomas, 2002;
Dearlove, 2002). The approach of HEFC has created disparity and inequality in funding
allocations as traditional research centred universities increasingly benefited from RAE
funding while newer universities were unable to compete effectively (Bleiklie, 2003;
Page, 2004; Shattock, 1998). New universities were more suited to activities related to
teaching and learning and thus fell significantly behind in research ratings and league
table calculations, potentially leading to additional dissimilarities as potential students

favour universities further up the ranking (Gunn and Hill, 2008).

These changes in funding structure have affected organisational culture by creating a shift
away from the conventional core of HE towards more quantifiable goals and objectives
(Birnbaum, 1988) than meet the benchmarking needs of accountability to public funds
(Becher and Kogan, 1992; Trow, 1996). Sandbach and Thomas (2000) have highlighted
shifts and devolution of budget centres as recommended by the Jarrett Report (2003) to
ensure better adherence to financial constraints and funding allocations. The approach
perhaps devolves power from academics towards budget and financial managers creating
more sophisticated models of management and hierarchy (Sandbach and Thomas, 2000).
Moreover the growth of public performance indicators as measures of accountability for
funding bodies, governments and society, of appropriated usage of public funds highlight
the new market orientation model of university management (Sizer, 1992). The shift in
organisational power and devolution of financial and perhaps administrative control
generates new dilemmas of micro-politics, altering current university priorities and with
its institutional culture (Sandbach and Thomas, 2000). Changes in the autonomous
management regimes alongside the urge of scholars to produce scholarly research (as
before) as major elements within universities are increasingly eroded by being forced into

more commercial attitudes (Eustace, 1982).

Moreover the competition for funding has altered traditional academic mindsets of
undertaking good research in favour of research that equates to increased funding and are

economically beneficial to the university (Bleiklie, 2003). The dilemmas involved with
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seeking stable government funding have compelled universities to become more business
savvy, fostering new partnerships with private enterprises and international organisations
(Buchbinder, 1993; Gibbons, 2005; Lambert Review, 2003; Shattock, 2004). Indeed the
adoption of patents regarded as part of quality research indicators highlights further this
movement away from conventional academic orientation in a bid to secure funding as a

product of intellectual property endeavours (Etzkowitz et al., 2000).

The ‘stranglehold’ of government funding and the obligations that follow alter the
dynamics of traditional HE management, favouring governance that manages rather than
allows for academic autonomy and knowledge discourse (Shattock, 2008). The shifts in
government politics together with funding calculations and mechanisms promote
university management compliance to government policies and agendas in order to meet
benchmark levels for funds. Etzkowitz et al. (2000: p319) document that public funding
of research within the UK is dependent on “whether it will make a direct contribution to
the economy.” Yet the application of quality assurance benchmarks and performance
indicators set by government agencies (such as QAA, HEFCE) are aimed at improving
transparency (Jackson, 1997) and seek to “make more explicit the operation and outputs
of the UK higher education sector” (Turnbull et al., 2008: p17) rather than solely aimed at
aligning university orientations with political initiatives. Nonetheless Eustace (1982)
recognises the ease at which the State could utilised the research councils as an
administratively simple to use, powerful weapon to alter the balance and decide on
priorities. A perspective that advocates Dearlove’s (1998: p64) interpretation, as
universities were increasingly “squeezed financially and made more accountable for their
expenditure of public money.” This, in tune with new quality control measures, required
universities to become more effective and efficient with diminishing levels of funding
promoting a shift towards mass education (Morey, 2004; Turnbull et al., 2008). The
Jarrett Committee and its report bolster this impression in its advice that universities can
best improve efficiency and effectiveness through adequate planning and usage of
resources (Dearlove, 1998). Although suggesting that quality assurance applications can
improve overall university delivery and the 3Es, thereby ensuring effective usage of
funds, Lomas (2004) recognises that inevitably there is some form of ‘opportunity costs’
that arise with resources allocated to one method precluding usage of the other. Sizer
(1992: p158) highlights concerns that excessive emphasis on cost efficiency in the short-

term would be at the expense of more long-term effectiveness in university operations,
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potentially losing sight of what is actually required — “you can be inefficiently effective,
but not efficiently ineffective.” Moreover with new focuses on achieving better funding
(through industry, government and the generation of income) universities have been
pressured to become more involved with entrepreneurial culture and the exploitation of

research for commercial gains (Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Lockett et al., 2003).

Nonetheless Lomas (2004: p157) reminds that the application of quality assurance
measures in itself sets new dilemmas that need to be considered, as “some outputs of
higher education are more easily measured than others” and reflects more managerialism
aligned methodologies. Lomas (2004) and Yorke (1996) argue that there is increased
focus today on quality enhancement rather than assurance, seeking to improve through
transformative techniques the current methods of teaching and learning, instead of
preventing product or service issues as prompted by quality assurance. As such research
quality and quantity of outputs as performance measures by which to allocated research
monies creates new dilemmas. Davies ef al. (2007) highlight the difficulties that arise in
the implementation of measures of Total Quality Management (TQM) within
incompatible university cultures. The theories behind TQM, or even Critical Success
Factors (CSF) may play a more sizeable role in education management, but the question
of applicability still lingers (Kanji and Tambi, 1999). Moreover the drive by universities
towards seeking more substantial research related funding mechanisms could be at the
expense of teaching (Sizer, 1992), which is a fundamental university activity. Similarly
Sizer (ibid) notes the difficulties in assessing quality in teaching and the development of
performance indicators as measures of this. However Eustace (1982) argues that even
under the UGC, there always existed an expectation for universities to undertake research

as part of funding allowances.

Chiang (2004: p195) highlights a significant deterioration of both academic and
university-wide autonomy as a product of diminishing funding — “funding gradually
became a powerful tool available to the English government for steering the system and
influencing institutional behaviour.” With funding increasingly linked with research
output and the meeting of quality benchmarks accountability to public funds is becoming
increasingly strong and formal, with government keen to retain some control over the
shape of higher education (Robertson, 1998). The changes in funding based on political

directives have inevitably reduced traditional management autonomy and freedoms.
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While the promotion of quality learning and research with freedoms for scholars to
exercise some amount of personal discretion and option remains, these are increasingly
based upon budgetary constrains and forecasted potential financial returns. Chiang (2004:
p204) identified funding and its ramifications best as “university staff recognised that no
funding was free” yet given the context and nature of external funding linked conditions,
government funding “carried less interference.” Ambos et al. (2008) discuss an
amplification of this as ownership disputes and tighter controls of intellectual properties
can arise as part of commercially driven university research. Lomas (2004) has indicated
that opportunity costs can arise as part of resource reallocation and in addition to this
highlights that these need not lie solely within the financial and monetary sphere and can
affect university autonomy as new tighter regulatory regimes are enacted to cope with
funding-linked performance measures. Rowland er al. (1998) questions the validity of the
dichotomy between RAE demands against the push by government for improving
teaching quality with the competing demands further stretching universities both

financially and in quality benchmarks.

This disparity extends to differences in opinions and objectives with commercial entities
seeking to control and regain the remunerative value of collaborative innovations and its
ownership rights as compared to freedoms of knowledge dissemination advocated by
academics (Argyres and Liebeskind, 1998; Ambos et al., 2008; Di Gregorio and Shane,
2003). Moreover Buchbinder (1993) is quick to reinforce that market-orientated funding
measures alters patterns of management and can affect academic autonomy and
collegiality, the form and transfer of knowledge no longer university goals stimulated by

intellectual demands but rather by market concerns.

Nonetheless it is also important for universities to diversify their funding base in order to
ensure a certain amount of institutional autonomy, freedom from total governmental
funding reliance and ultimately better interaction with industry. Chiang (2004),
Goedegebuure et al. (1994) and Clark (1998) argue that university autonomy is enhanced
through such funding diversification and provides universities with discretionary money
to allocate as they see fit. Inevitably selection of funding sources focused upon the
accumulation of government monies or those from external organisations will determine

the organisational orientation of universities.
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Yet as Sizer (1992: p166) comments, there is an inherent capacity for “market forces and
the actions of individual consumers to force institutions to take seriously the need to
assess and deliver teaching quality,” and demonstrate their drive to achieve this as the

government, as monopolistic buyer, alters the funding dynamics within HE.

2.14 Managerialism

Managerialism is widely understood as the assimilation and adopting of private sector
techniques of management and management focus into the public services (Brunetto,
2001; Pollitt; 1990; Turnbull er al., 2008). Its beginnings in the UK stemmed from
Margaret Thatcher’s First Conservative Administration in the early 1980s, which aimed
to reduce the burden on public sector resources (Deem, 2006; Pollitt, 1990). Pollitt et al.
(2007; pl) explain that “financial crises, discontent about the inflexibility of

administrative procedures and decreasing public trust” led to the need and assimilation of

managerialistic ideologies.

Private sector management focused on ensuring effectiveness without sacrificing
efficiency and economy built on the ethos of improving profitability. Applying similar
management approaches the government embarked on improving the effectiveness of
public expenditure through a campaign of increasing bureaucratic scrutiny and
accountability (Davies and Thomas, 2002; Deem and Brehony, 2005; Dixon ef al., 1998;
Hendry and Dean, 2002; Kirkpatrick and Lucio, 1995), a method viewed by Pollitt
(1996), Randle and Brady (1997a) and Terry (1998) as part of Market-Type Mechanisms
(MTMs) introduced by government. It sought to audit public spending to ensure efficient
and effective usage of public funds to deliver specified quality benchmarks and
assessments. These ideologies encompass the managerialistic paradigms highlighted by
Pollitt (1990: p2) of “continuing increases in economically defined productivity” and the
view of “management as a separate and distinct function.” The effects of managerialism
within the public services were widespread affecting the National Health Service (NHS),
government councils and education (ibid). The approach seemingly introduced more
decentralised management and administration, moving towards usage of divisional
structures and MTMs (Pollitt et al., 2007), fashioning more structured corporate
management hierarchies that provide a quick remedy to universities in the ever

fluctuating education sector (Denman, 2005). Simkins (2000: p321) takes the view that
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managerialism is derived from “concerns focusing around organizational objectives and
outcomes and the deployment of resources as defined by management in response to their

interpretations of the environmental forces with which the organization is faced.”

The reduction in government funding amidst a time of substantial growth in the education
sector prompted a serious dilemma within the different institutions. Not only were they
required to ensure stringent quality in education within a growing sector; they were
required to do so with diminishing funds (Henkel, 2004, Pollitt, 2000; Simkins, 2000).

The approach of managerialism was strongly focused upon “delivering economy,
efficiency and effectiveness” seen as the 3Es of management techniques (Trowler, 1998:

p93). He documents the following important value structures and beliefs that are core

ideologies within managerialism (ibid: p93-94):

- Management is seen as crucial for organisation and social amelioration;
managers should have the right to manage;

- There is an orientation towards the customer and the ‘market’ rather than the
producer;

- There is an emphasis on individualism and an acceptance of the status quo;

- A ‘policy science’ approach to the understanding of policy-making and policy
implementation is adopted;

- The management of change is seen primarily as a top-down activity;

- Staff in an organisation are seen as relatively easily ‘managed’ through clear
procedures which take well-understood patterns of motivation into account;

- In education, an atomistic and mechanistic understanding of knowledge and

learning is adopted.

Pollitt (1990: p7) adds to these ideologies as a ‘“systematically structured set of beliefs,
not just a random assemblage of attitudes and superstitions”. Yet within HE the mission
and vision of profitability of the corporate sector conflicts with the inherent altruist
properties of education (Harvey, 2005; Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2003). The contrasting
values and beliefs of the private sector and education created additional issues for both
government and university management to nullify. Moreover increased bureaucracy,

focus on mission objectives, and responsibility to stakeholders have magnified new forces
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for universities to consider (Buckland, 2004; Dixon et al., 1998). Pollitt (1990) argues
that the assimilation of such methodologies into the public sector within the UK

constituted the entry of a ‘foreign body’ into traditional public good and welfarist ethos.

Current discourses have highlighted the resistance by academics of the entry of increased
accountability and control within HEIs. Research council funded empirical research
undertaken by Deem ef al (1998-2001) on managerialism alongside that undertaken by
Wallace et al (2006-2008) on organisational leaders within UK have highlighted these
issues. The differing approaches of autonomy and freedom to conduct teaching and
research prevalent in university management were incompatible with new required
bureaucratic and administrative restrictions (Simkins, 1994; 2000; Hewitt and Crawford

1997). Academics have been prone to resist authoritative dominance and administrative

control (Eustace, 1987).

Traditional ideals of university education providing a social contribution through
education and in turn wealth generation alongside disseminating new research discoveries
into the public domain are seemingly secondary to managerialist principles that ensure a
healthy financial standing (Deem ef al., 2007; Srikanthan and Dalrymple, 2003). Whilst
the more defined and achievable goals of the performance targets may provide tangible
benchmarks of success, the intrinsic benefits of quality education and the receipt of

knowledge are far less measurable (Grace, 1989; Stilwell, 1998).

Instead universities are increasingly pressured to accept and assimilate managerialism
techniques and private sector orientation striving to achieve the 3Es. Simkins (2000:
p323) remarks “managerialism might be argued to be virtually synonymous with the

predominance of the chief executive role,” indicative of more corporate banter.

These approaches are reflected in Randle and Brady’s (1997a: p230) understanding of

managerialism. They highlight managerialism and its ideologies to include:

- Strict financial management and devolved budgetary controls;
- Efficient use of resources and an emphasis on productivity;
- Extensive use of quantitative performance indicators;

- The development of consumerism and the discipline of the market;
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- The manifestation of consumer charters as mechanisms for accountability;
- The creation of a flexible workforces, using flexible/individualised contracts,
appraisal systems and performance related pay; and

- The assertion of ‘the managers’ right to manage’.

Similarly Simkins (2000) documents the managerialist ideology to reorganise institutional
dimensions towards one that exhibits tighter senior management teams, clearer middle
management roles, more formal planning and agendas dominated by measurable
performance. Likewise Gleeson (2001) and Patrick ef al. (2003) highlight this as the
growth of ‘performativity’.

Bleiklie and Kogan (2007) identify the application of quality assurance processes and
increased enforcement of academic transparency as indicative elements of managerial
culture and ethos and further highlight the creation of new powerful managerial
infrastructures. Nonetheless the authors are also keen to assert that new performance
indicators and measures tend to be assessed and influenced by academics alike, creating

elements of inclusivity.

While the application of new private sector management mechanisms enable better and
more accountability within public sector management the very nature and focus of
corporate approaches differed substantially from the socially contributive goals of public
services (Clarke et al., 2000). Managerialism it seems deferred strongly from classic
public administration paradigms focusing on “bureaucratic rules to an external
orientation” (Pollitt er al., 2007: p3). This was further exemplified by a push towards
manager-academics (Deem, 2004; Deem and Brehony, 2005) and the reinforcement of
organisational leaders (Clarke et al., 2000; Jephcote et al., 1996; Simkins, 2000). Changes
in teaching roles towards increased focused on bureaucratic demands have further led to
lengthier working hours (Gewirtz, 2002) alongside new corporate centred dynamics
assimilated into the welfarist and liberal stronghold of education (Henkel, 2000; Holman,

2000).

Trowler (2001) identifies managerialism not as a specific technique or ideology but a mix
of both “framework of values and beliefs about social arrangements and the distribution

and ordering of resources.” His understanding examines managerialism as a force highly
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focused on effective usage of resources drawing together different management
techniques and approaches to satisfy this goal. The ideas of market responsiveness,
efficiency and economy measures and management scrutiny are hallmarks exemplifying

managerialistic approaches and tendencies.

Trowler (2001) goes further to highlight the assimilation of managerialism in HE to a
state of ‘new higher education’ as further averred by Winter (1991). Trowler (ibid: p185)

cites changes within the sector as:

“...epistemological assumptions which commodify knowledge, and value forms
of learning acquired outside the academy, including non-propositional and even

demotic knowledge; responsiveness to the ‘marketplace.’”

In essence he highlights the current plight of balancing both knowledge generation for
public good and new assimilation of managerialistic approaches. An outcome that
Gewirtz (2002: p12) finds untenable owing to the corrosive nature of managerialism, its
risks to quality, sustainability and democratic accountability, and ultimately its continued

exacerbation of inequalities.

These effects create both an environment that is geared for change evident in the new
marketplace culture of students as customers and the generation of modularity of degree
programmes (Liu and Dubinsky, 2000). The quantified ‘credit framework’ of academic
degree structures and awards allows clearer assessment of learning alongside increasing
facilitation of external accreditation and work-based learning, while seemingly beneficial,
displays increased need to portray accountability and effective resource usage. Yet do
managerialistic assumptions alongside market and fiscal tendencies promote an

appropriate ethos for HE management and orientation?

While managerialism provides clear conceptual approaches to both management and
resource management does the business rhetoric of ‘customers’, ‘business plans’ and
‘markets’ digress the true needs and welfare of quality education? Hartley (1995)
highlights significant worries that the prevalent usage of managerialism may ultimately
lead to a ‘McDonaldisation’ of the sector, creating a franchise and perhaps soulless

approach to learning in universities. The commoditisation of HE, as part of
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managerialism ideology, transforms organic learning into a mechanistic approach within a

production line of quality management and process charts.
2.15 Managerialism and its other forms

Managerialism emphasises an ideology and framework that promotes more systemic
management and control of both people and resources with a goal to ensure continued
productivity through more effective and efficient means. Built upon many of the theories
behind the scientific management theory as averred by Frederick Winslow Taylor (1911
cited in Pollitt, 1990), the assimilated managerialistic approaches into HE highlights
inferences of what Pollitt and others (Deem and Brehony, 2005; Hood, 1995; Hood and
Scott, 1996; Hood et al., 2004) view as ‘new public management’. Its different

manifestations arise out of different application and understanding of the idea of

managerialism.

Managerialism itself builds on scientific management techniques and theories focusing on
maximising productivity and orientation towards meeting consumer wants and market
needs (Deem and Brehony, 2005). New public management (NPM) highlights similar
approaches but a shifting viewpoint of the public services away from public welfare
providers towards economically centred and financial priorities as governed by state
agencies (ibid). The shift in organisational goals from traditional ‘public good’ services in
the direction of more business-like initiatives symbolises the NPM dynamism. Yet Pollitt
et al. (2007) document the adaptability of NPM and its ability to blend accordingly to
match local requirements, which in turn highlights its lack of consistent form for
application. Ferlie et al. (2003: S9) highlight the view of NPM as “divorced from the
policy and political contexts in which it is located”, as simply “management in a different
arena from that of the public sector.” The authors nonetheless comment that the NPM’s
approaches should be ‘intimately’ linked to enable better communication of the needs of

both and provide more authority for managers to work.

Pollitt et al. (2007) argue that the use of performance indicators as NPM approach is
inconsistent in its approach. The usage of indicators to improve overall effectiveness,
productivity and in turn quality supposedly equates to lessening administrative burdens

and improved cost efficiencies. Yet the costs associated with quality control and
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implementations of these performance indicators are insufficiently considered, creating

contradictions in NPM application.

Pollitt (1990) further highlights the existence of ‘neo-Taylorism’ as an extension of
managerialistic ideologies, which focuses similarly upon performance indicators as

measures of achievement and merit and drives target setting.

Moreover assimilation of managerialism can take two contrasting forms approaching
university management through hard managerialism that emphasises the role of
management and the 3Es to a paramount position. Conversely, soft managerialism
incorporates its ideologies to provide solutions and aide in difficult management

situations that would benefit all (Trowler, 1998; Pollitt, 1993).

2.16 Managerialism and structure

The changes required of managerialism and managerialistic culture is contingent on
management structures that are welcoming and assimilative of these changes. Traditional
collegial management structures, which themselves hold strongly to time-honoured
practices and established ‘way of doing things,” would inevitably more rigidly shun
managerialistic techniques (Eustace, 1987). Newer and more flexible structures that have
had little time to settle may be able to adapt and promote the new managerial tendencies,
filtering them down to faculties and departments. Literature within the area suggests that
the proliferation of managerialism within the HE sector is brought about not only by a
need for new management practices within changing environments but by structures that
are more accepting of managerialism (Clarke et al., 2000; Farahbaksh, 2007; Deem and
Johnson, 2000). The ability of university management that is able to embrace and
proactively engage its members provides a versatile hierarchy and structure for

managerialistic tendencies (Bottomley et al., 1999).

While it is also true that flexible and more loosely coupled structures are organic in
adopting new ideologies along changing times (Weick, 1976), managerialistic tendencies
require realignment towards more organised and coordinated organisation (De Boer ef al.,
2007). Indeed Birnbaum (1988) highlights that loosely coupled systems are often viewed

as inefficient, prone to waste and indecisive leadership, yet he is also quick to recognised
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the ability for these ‘partially independent and specialised organisational elements’ to
improve sensitivity to the environment. Acceptable structures require coherent and well-
communicated engagement with employees. The need to communicate central goals and
new mission and vision orientation is key to managerialistic effectiveness. The traditional
college and collegial orientation of older universities would battle and challenge these

erroneous economic dispositions (Gewirtz, 2002; Henkel, 2000).

Trowler (1998) highlights the high compatibility of managerialism’s ideologies with the
new credit and modular framework of university education (see table 2.6). The ability of
managerialism to exploit HE’s “economy and efficiency; its potential for market
responsiveness and income generation; its ability to extend managerial surveillance and
control and its ideological and discursive symmetry with New Right and managerialist

ideology” is indicative of its susceptibility and acceptability (ibid: p95).

Trowler (ibid: p95-100) further provides more details explanations on how these 4
reasons apply:

- Increased economy and efficiency;

- Market responsiveness and income generation;

- Managerial surveillance and control;

- Ideological and discursive symmetry with New Right and managerialist

ideology.
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Table 2.6 Detailed explanation of compatibility of managerialism and university
modular frameworks

The influx of managerialist rhetoric and ideologies into HE and university management
highlights perhaps a new acceptance of private sector techniques. Indeed the increasingly
competitive nature of HE alongside limited funding propagates and fosters changes to

traditional academic centre management (Jarvis, 2001). The ability of managerialism to
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satisfy performance indicators and financial specifications amidst the increasing scrutiny
of government asserts its attractiveness in the sector. De Boer et al. (2007) view its
methods as seeking to create more ‘complete’ organisations undertaking a process of
restructuring. Indeed the authors along with Brunsson and Sahlin-Andersson (2000)
explain that these elements of restructuring operate as three distinct entities — constructing

identity, constructing hierarchy and constructing rationality.

Constructing identity exists as alterations to the current dynamics, forms and ideologies of
the organisation and of what is accepted as the socially constructed concept of the
institution itself. Within universities this highlights the concept of what its aspirations are
and seek to be, namely its fundamental and inherent goals of education and learning (De
Boer ef al., 2007). Yet it is also worthwhile to note that these identities can exist out of
common and current fashion and trends influenced by popular ideas within the larger

environment (De Boer et al., 2007; Czarniawska, 1997; Gioia et al., 2000), perhaps

indicative of current managerialist preferences.

Yet it is also pertinent for organisations seeking to implement managerialism’s ideologies
to contain a hierarchy that has the capacity or is suited. De Boer et al. (2007) question the
viability of any practice or operational methodologies without the required infrastructure
or capacity of organisations to cope and highlight the need for a constructing hierarchy
that is suitable. A view similarly held by Bottomley ez al. (1999) and Turnbull et al.
(2008) as they highlight the need for proactive management and development to stimulate
and monitor any application of change, with a keen focus upon available resources (Both

in terms of finances and human capital).

Changes to the current needs and end-goals of universities towards targets more aligned
with corporate culture entail the need for constructing rationality. The notion stresses that
organisations are directed towards “attaining goals through formal and rational means”
(Weber, 1968 cited in De Boer et al., 2007: p34) and as such realigning university
orientation in favour of forecasting results and preferences, allocating accountability and

measuring performances — elements reflective of managerial connotations.
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2.17 The Case for Management

Pollitt et al. (1998) argue the case for increased management within public services,
highlighting this improved structure and consistency in meeting goals and benchmarks.
The introduction of managerialism in the UK was aimed at reducing the strain of the
global fiscal crises (Ackroyd er al.,, 2007) through controlling costs and ensuring

appropriate utilisation.

The concepts promoted by increased management identify accountability and enable
more stringent and transparent governance of resources to achieve set targets and goals.
Ackroyd et al. (2007) promote the use of management reform as a ‘key strategic weapon,’

which would provide improved coordination and supervision of institutional

management.

Indeed managerialism and increased management in universities would enable a more
effective pursuit of institutional goals and objectives while satisfying the requirements as
set by government benchmarks and quality control. The impetus and strongly constructed
management paradigm would facilitate improved achievement of targets and meeting of
objectives, perhaps through better techniques of management by objectives (MBO) and
Total Quality Management (TQM) (Kanji and Tambi, 1999). These methods reward
success and punish failure creating a culture of increased administration and perhaps
‘active managerial function’ to ensure adherence and realisation of targets, while
authoritative management leads to results. Yet Birnbaum (1988: p58) warns that often
management seeks goals that ‘satisfice’, establishing “criteria for deciding what an

outcome would have to achieve to be considered satisfactory.”

The approach enables more efficient control and management of resources befitting the
political forces that seek to transfer more responsibility of allocated funding to university
managers. Moreover the introduction of more executive management groups and
business-like directors of school enables empowerment of individuals well placed to
promote change and control (much like the Jarratt Report, 1985). The improved decision
making speed of reduced committees and long-winded collegial practices further enables

expeditious management and communication of policy.
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Overall, managerialism and the techniques utilised, while creating increased bureaucracy
and administrative labour, enable better and more structured control of resources in both
human resources and funding. While the approach has its own limitations and fallacies it
does advocate and promote the use of methodologies that can and do deliver results
(Turnbull et al., 2008). While it may also be short sighted to assume that managerialism
and its ideologies can solve the problems faced by UK HE the introduction of clearer
organisation and management of universities’ departments and structures expedites the
achievement of goals. The improved and increased scrutiny by management further
fosters better alignment and the meeting of quality audits and results orientated funding

(Randle and Brady, 1997a; 1997b).

Ackroyd et al. (2007: p19) further highlight the change in professional values as senior
individuals “identify with the changes and have sought to benefit from them.” While
these insights may come from the health and social sector, the proliferation of such
acceptance seems to be spreading into education. The acceptance and assimilation of
management discourse, while often met with cynicism (Jones, 2001; Ackroyd et al.,
2007), “enable[s] cost consciousness, performance review, standardisation and evidence

based practice” (Ackroyd et al.2007: p20).

Kitagawa (2005: p12) while examining policy contexts in several OECD (Organisation
for Economic Co-Operation and Development) countries, further considers the improved
autonomy of new management paradigms through centralising power and control to upper
management which would open up “opportunities for some universities to engage in
entrepreneurial activities.” This approach would alter traditional management structures
and promote more commercial engagement generating more rewarding incentives for
business-orientated research. Failure to identify these opportunities and evolve may not
only prevent a move forward but perhaps a stagnation of management archetype as the

environment and policies that govern university education continues to alter.

The need for public institutions today, such as universities, to operate under their own
aegis but within publicly accountable standards and benchmarks (Turnbull ef al., 2008) is
perhaps indicative of the catalyst for management practices. Assessment of quality
through RAE, quality audits and student number linked funding require universities to

accept and integrate management ideology to ensure not only more cost-effective
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measures but approaches that work in harmony with the needs of the external
environment (Morgan, 2004). Financial constrains and changing “goalposts” stimulate
such transformation of university management to adopt managerialist ideologies in order
to cater for a new performance-orientated culture (Simmons, 2001). Turnbull ef al. (2008:
p21) likens this to “QAA ‘recommendations’ [which] are expressed in the same way as an
armed robber ‘recommends’ that he be given money.” While undeniably the shift towards
management culture benefits university operations, the shift in paradigm from social
benefit to profit orientated f