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Abstract 

This study seeks to explore responses to change within the higher education 
system. It takes as a case study one particular university and relates the 
evidence gained from a small scale investigation to the literature concerning 
universities in general and organization theory as it relates to higher 
education both in Europe and in North America.. The issues addressed are 
concerned with the means by which different types of institutions incorporate 
change within their systems. The ways in which structures and cultures are 
part of these accommodation strategies are explored and a model devised 
which seeks to explain how a particular organizational form works in practice. 

The claims for the importance of system, structure and coherence are 
challenged in respect of the effective organization of the traditional university 
whose strength and effectiveness are, it is argued, rooted in ambiguity, 
anarchy and even chaos. It is further argued that the strength of universities 
lies in their ability to manage competing interests and values for the better 
promotion of creative teaching and research. Effectiveness results from 
minimising bureaucracy, optimising accountability and maximising autonomy. 

The relevance of these assertions to universities with different cultural forms 
is uncertain. Further work needs to be carried out in 'new' and research 
centred institutions. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction to the study 

Introduction: 

The argument being put forward in this dissertation is that universities are 

immensely powerful social institutions which have lasted in recognisable form 

for centuries, carrying out, to all intents and purposes, the mission they 

currently fulfil. What this mission is and how it is fulfilled has often been left 

ambiguous and the parts of the organization which conduct various aspects of 

it are often in a very flexible relationship with the organizational centre; a 

relationship which, following Weick (1970) might be termed 'loosely coupled'. 

Current policy initiatives in the higher education sector seek to make explicit 

what has been implicit and to tighten those relationships which have 

previously been loose. The balance between academic autonomy and 

academic accountability is being affected, with a trend towards an emphasis 

on the latter. 

Yet evidence seems to suggest that loose and flexible structures are very 

effective in delivering the fundamental purposes of higher education; that they 

reflect and reinforce cultural networks and individual aspirations. It therefore 

appears that a paradoxical relationship exists between the intentions and 

outcomes of policy. In fact, autonomy is more effective than accountability in 

delivering the desired policy outcomes. 
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The dissertation seeks to explore this argument taking as a case study one 

particular university, a research and teaching institution whose purpose is 

rooted in the long standing, resilient but inexplicit tradition of higher education. 

Context: 

It is now just over thirty years since the Robbins Report(1963) set the scene 

for the establishment of a system of higher education in England. The 

principles of Access, Quality and State Funding made explicit in the report 

provide the background and context for this study of how higher education, 

particularly the single institution used as a case study, deals with change. 

The study is concerned, not with the policies themselves but with the ways in 

which cultural, including structural features of the organisation are affected or 

are themselves set up and used to deal with changes imposed by policy 

decisions related to these three central concerns. 

Access is understood to mean the expansion in the number of student places 

to accommodate the number of candidates with the ability and the desire to 

enter higher education, recognising the pool of untapped ability in the general 

population. The size of the higher education sector also has implications for 

its status in society and for the nature of the institutions in which it takes place. 

Quality refers to the increasingly ambiguous commitment to maintain the elite 

form which has developed from the Oxbridge tradition. This was to be the 

standard to which institutions aspired and the standard of the undergraduate 

award was to be recognised as equivalent across the range of institutions 

providing degree programmes. The establishment of the Council for National 

Academic Awards and the development within the then public sector of a 

rigorously monitored system to assure this equivalence confirmed the 
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commitment to what Trow (1989 a) describes as the 'gold standard' of English 

higher education. This commitment to quality implies monitoring or assurance 

that standards are being met. It also implies a continuing inability to provide 

mass higher education. 

The funding of higher education as recommended in Robbins continues to be 

seen, though somewhat problematically, as a state responsibility; since this 

funding encompasses both tuition fees and maintenance, it therefore forms a 

further bar to mass or eventually universal higher education. 

These three principles, operating in tension with one another, have formed 

both the foundation from which policy towards higher education has evolved 

and the challenge to its continuing viability. For example, the rate of 

expansion in participation is subject to budgetary decisions dependent upon 

the public sector borrowing requirement; the quality of provision that can be 

guaranteed with an increase in access and capped funding implies a 

diminishing unit of resource; the emphasis on quality as it is currently 

understood implies a changed balance in the autonomy/accountability 

relationship within higher education and threatens the traditional 

independence of the sector. The accommodation of these issues form the 

context within which higher education organisations are currently operating; 

the framework of change which is the focus of the study. 

Research Questions 

The research questions identified in this study derive from interest in these 

continuing, significant and wide ranging changes affecting higher education 

particularly in the period since 1988. Whilst the major features of the 

Education Reform Act (DES 1988) affected most significantly the former 
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public sector system in separating the Polytechnics and Colleges from their 

Local Education Authorities and creating them as corporate bodies, 

subsequent changes, the abolition of the binary line (or at least its move to 

another place), the unification of the managerial systems in the consolidated 

university system (funding, quality assurance and assessment, 

expansion/contraction through differential fee levels inter alia) have affected 

the 'old' universities at least as much as the new. 

General questions raised in this context might address for example, the nature 

of the meaning(s) now attached to the term 'university': the extent to which 

they embody the Robbins principles, the range and balance of activities 

within institutions owning that title and how these reflect particular 'missions' 

in relation to some core definition of what constitutes a 'university'. The 

particular questions addressed in this study seek to relate competing cultures 

within the university as they are manifested in its various parts to the 

purpose and nature of its managerial structures and to explore these 

relationships under the impact of substantial change. What happens when 

external forces impose changes upon the management structures? How is 

the university itself changed, and how is this change achieved? 

More specific questions are; is there a series of consequential organisational 

implications which emerge from an institution's definition of its prime purpose? 

Do structures reflect culture, or cultures, structure or is there a pattern of 

interaction between them? Do changes in structures impact upon cultures? 

Is there a pattern of interaction between structures and cultures which reflects 

accommodation of change from without? 

If so, are there patterns of organisational structures which facilitate the 

achievement of particular ends and others which impede them? Are these 
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patterns consistent? Can they be identified? Can they be sustained under 

the impact of externally imposed change? 

These questions are addressed primarily through a theoretical study of the 

issues. A small scale case is employed, a study of a single university, to 

illustrate and illuminate the themes arising from the literature. A model 

seeking to explain the organizational structures of a traditional university is 

proposed and related to the cultures of one particular organization which has 

been studied in detail. 

The Literature Studied: 

The literature identified falls into two areas; the first relates to the changing 

nature of our concept of the university and the second to organizational 

cultures and structures . Key themes reflecting life in higher education are 

identified and integrated into an analysis of the evidence about effective 

management structures for different sub-cultural forms. Changes in 

organizational structures as a consequence of the turbulent external 

environment are identified and questions raised about the capacity available 

within the universities to deal with the rate and extent of such change without 

a fundamental effect on institutional culture, itself the core of organizational 

life. Differences of view about the nature of cultural commitment within higher 

education and appropriate managerial structures to fulfil these commitments 

are raised in the context of the recently and substantially enlarged university 

sector in England and Wales. 

One analytical problem, of course, is that the notion of a shared culture must 

be held to be problematic. We cannot assume an homogeneity of culture in 

the organization. We may speculate on there being numerous sub cultures 
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which compete, form and re-form, create alliances and fragment into 

Balkanized sectors. This reflects the notion of loose-coupling where parts of 

the organization interact flexibly as they respond to internal and external 

contingencies. 

The general issue being explored is whether there are distinctive forms of 

managerial structures which reflect and inform distinct organizational cultures. 

Specific questions are as follows: Is the nature of the relationship between 

them threatened as a consequence of external intervention?; How do 

universities respond to the challenge to promote both internally legitimated 

and externally imposed features within a unified management structure?; 

How is any consequent organizational tension managed?; Can institutional 

cultures be sustained?; How do such devices as are used to cope with these 

difficulties, particularly in resisting those aspects of change which threaten 

what might be defined as dominant culture operate?. 

It is suggested that organizational cultures are central to organizational 

responses to change and these cultures relate to and reflect the vision or 

mission of the university as made explicit by the organization. A model of 

organization is proposed and tested against theory and practice which centres 

on a culture of conflict in which the shared purpose and vision of the university 

is excellence through the successful management of continuing differentiation 

by minimum interference. Since the unification of the higher education 

system is more apparent than real, it follows that the management of change 

will differ between different types of higher education institution. In this study 

the responses to change of a particular, traditional university are explored, 

following a more general survey of literature on the nature of the university 

and on organizational theory as it relates to higher education. 
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Chapter 2 

The university system 

Introduction 

It is only in the period since the Robbins Report (1963) that a system of 

higher education can be understood to have been established in England. 

The characteristics of higher education made explicit by the Report, and 

almost taken for granted even within the much expanded and changed 

university system since 1988, can be identified as 'freedom of individuals and 

institutions in any academic system' (Robbins 1963 p5), the enhancement of 

'general powers of the mind' (p6), 'the advancement of learning' (p7), the 

'search for truth' (p7) and 'the transmission of a common culture and common 

standards of citizenship'(p7) which ensures some degree of consensus on 

which a 'healthy society depends' (P7). Universities both define and defend 

the cultural life of the community. The Robbins' principle of access to 'all 

those who are qualified by ability and attainment to pursue them' (i. e. courses 

of higher education) 'and who wish to do so' (p8) was made explicit and, 

importantly, this extension of higher education to a broader pool of ability, 

'large reservoirs of untapped ability in the population' (p268) was to be within 

a system which 'produces as much high excellence as possible' (p10). 

These major features, which may be summarised as expansion of access to 

an elite, excellent form of education, combined with student support 

guaranteed by the state, provide some of the major tensions within today's 

university system - access, quality and funding. 
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The nature of the university 

Halsey (1992) speaks of four general views which might be adopted in 

seeking a vision for an institution - the elitist or expansionist form seeking 

either to preserve/transmit knowledge or to engage in the search for new 

knowledge. He affirms the view that all members of the university are 

students of their subject, not school teachers. Tutors have no responsibility 

for, quoting Veblen, the students' 'moral, religious, pecuniary, domestic or 

hygienic respect' (p41). The universities' concerns are with the 

'... complexities of values, purposes, and principles which make up the 

intellectual culture of a nation' (p53). Yet he recognises that 'The university is 

more fissiparous, less integrated, more eager to respond to external 

influences, less separate from the mainstream of profane life, and therefore 

more serviceable as well as more pliant to the power of the state' (p56). 

Shils (1984) reminds us why universities are important. 'They 'have a 

distinctive task. It is the methodical discovery and teaching of truths about 

serious and important things' (p3). This is the essential justification for the 

university, 'intellectual integrity and freedom of inquiry' (p5). 

What Shils maintains is that despite the challenges and sometimes hostile 

policies applied to universities, they continue to function as major centres of 

learning in society though the liveliness of the debate on what learning should 

be has spread from the academic to the socio-political and economic arenas. 

The diversity within the framework of the university system also affects the 
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argument, as do the various levels on which one might engage in the debate - 

societal, institutional, professional or personal (Tight 1988). 

Peter Scott (1989) affirms this. The university 'is a formidable instrument of 

cultural preservation and renewal' (p21). The mediaeval university embodied 

the 'separation of intellectual authority from the political power on which this 

depended' (p26). In other words the very idea of the university implies an 

arms length relationship between it and the state. Yet this does not imply an 

absence of dialogue or indeed any challenge to that intellectual authority, for 

the university is rooted in society. It has a key role in maintaining tradition and 

transmitting culture, particularly high culture, but it is also a focus for profound 

change both reflecting and creating social trends. Events in society may 

make 'previously adequate intellectual explanations clearly inadequate' (p42). 

New theories are 'rooted in the intellectual traditions of their disciplines and 

the surrounding social reality' (p43). The transmission and development or 

production of theories and ideas is the role of the education system as a 

whole with the universities representing the peak of this system and thus 

serving, as well as seeking to change society, though the level of detail at 

which response may be made to societal demands is clearly problematic. 

Reeves (1990) argues vigorously for a definition of higher education in which 

the 'experiences of power and delight mingle' (p1) and seeks to promote 

exploration, wonder, fascination and mastery to promote understanding and 

creativity. She argues that whereas a more vocational or instrumental attitude 

towards education may appear to resolve problems in the economic and 

socio-political sphere this concept of education is mistaken. It creates a 

dichotomy between 'the activities of analysis, criticism and acquisition of 

knowledge on the one hand, and those of problem solving, doing, making, 
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organizing, constructing and creating on the other... ' (p3). 'The "person" is 

enriched by a relationship which may not immediately be turned to any 

practical end at all'(p6). The key here may be the sense that education does 

not have immediate, measureable or even definable outcomes. But it does 

enrich and enhance the lives of members of the community fortunate enough 

to experience it. Thus, the larger the numbers of people who participate, the 

richer the life both of the individual and the community, independent of the 

nature of study (Trow 1989b). 'Knowledge for use and knowledge for delight 

should not be set in opposition: they are obverse and reverse of one coin' 

(p8). The university should stick to its conviction that higher education is not 

merely useful but intrinsically worthwhile to student and state. Accepting 

others' definitions of educational reality demeans both the activity of education 

and the institution entrusted to guard it. 

Wright (1988) takes the opposing view. ' ... the only references to intellectual 

curiosity, independence, imagination, or whatever, which are frequently to be 

found in statements about the aims of higher education need to be read as 

celebratory and rhetorical conceits: they are so vague as to be incapable of 

measurement; for their plausibility they rely on no more than a general and 

unquestioned consensus over aims' (p185). This view reflects the new 

accountability mode of interpreting education and offers advice to academics 

to face up to the new values informing educational policy or to face 

fundamental conflict. The more explicit the definition of education, the more 

clear the lines of accountability. It may be that a little ambiguity in the 

definitions of aims and objectives allows a more flexible approach to be taken. 

Tapper and Salter (1992) speak already of the '.. gradual demolition of the 

liberal idea of the university rooted in the Oxbridge tradition' (p3). They 
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confirm the academic drift in the former polytechnics which they identify as a 

'salutary tribute to the power of social forces and the limits these place on the 

success of state interventions' (p4). However, they make explicit a continuing 

socio-political function for the universities, the control of access to scarce 

knowledge and resources essential to occupational and social progress. The 

universities, therefore, are crucial to individual and social mobility and have a 

further ideological function in persuading society that this differentiating 

process is legitimate. What is happening in higher education policy making is 

to ensure 'change in the manner in which universities carry out their socio 

political functions' (p8) through the 'production of new organizational forms' 

(p8). However, these changes, both within the universities and in the 

relationship between the universities and the state, have 'to be preceded by 

an ideological shift capable of legitimizing the proposed change in the 

exercise of university power' (p8) since the 'universities and state exist in a 

situation of perpetual ideological tension' (p9). 

The tensions between access and elitism 

Trow (1989a) identifies four features of the Robbins Report which he argues 

are 'incompatible with the provision of mass higher education' (p55) and which 

must be addressed if mass, or eventually, universal provision is to emerge in 

Britain. These are the monopoly of degree awarding powers held by 

institutions funded by the state; the insistence that an honours degree is of 

consistent and common standard across the system; that degrees are, in the 

main, earned by three years of full-time study and that fees and maintenance 

costs of students are borne by the state. His view is that the necessary 

expansion in access must lead, not to the total rejection of these 

characteristics, but to a system expanded through diversity to offer a range of 
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alternative forms of higher education which do not all conform to this 'gold 

standard' (p58) so strongly defended by the traditional universities. Growth, 

he argues, 'has not been constrained by demand, even by highly qualified 
demand, but by supply and by the commitments to the values of elite higher 

education that constrain supply (pp 62/63). This arrangement, furthermore, 

'simply transfers from poor to rich' (p68) so there are issues of equity to be 

considered. Trow (1987) defines the problem as 'how to reconcile the survival 

and provision of elite education, at high levels of both cost and excellence, 

with the emergence of mass education... " (p269). 

The regret for the loss of certain values and characteristics of the traditional 

more elitist universities, should not blind us to the benefits, institutional and 

societal, which mass higher education can bring. Trow (1989b) writing of 

American higher education is convinced that the more people who can be 

persuaded to enrol in a college or university, the better' (p5). The system of 

which he writes is the biggest and most diverse in the world and it is this 

diversity which offers most strength in meeting the challenges of the future. 

The qualities emphasised about British higher education - standards, control, 

consistency and cultural integrity are those, the absence of which, makes the 

American system so powerful. 'Europeans try very hard to reduce the 

influence of the incompetent mass on high cultural matters and to preserve a 

realm of elite determination of cultural form and content' (p12). America, the 

populist alternative, opens its educational establishment to the market forces 

which empower consumers rather than producers and results in an 

'extraordinary mobility (p13) of students within and between fields of study 

and institutions along a time frame determined by their personal choice and 

circumstances. The status of the university teacher in these conditions 

remains relatively low. Indeed outside the university 'the title 'professor' still 
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has slightly pejorative or comic overtones' (p15). But the influence of the 

universities is more pervasive than in the United Kingdom and has, Trow 

argues, in terms of social effect, transformed race relations; racial prejudice 

has been seen to be in marked decline and the education of black, Hispanic 

and Asian students has both established and expanded their middle class. It 

has also helped in the transformation of the position of women and has 

instilled the longer term perspective necessary for the development of 

increasingly complex societies and the capacity of its citizens to learn, 

essential for social mobility. Higher education is, Trow asserts, 'a better 

instrument for strengthening the legitimacy of political democracy' (p19) than 

the armed forces yet ' where it performs that vital function 
... 

it goes 

unrecorded on the accounting sheets of the cost/benefits analysts' (p19). 

The implications of public funding 

The alternative to elitism and which may be offered alongside the elite forms 

is, Trow (1 989a) suggests, to develop a set of institutions offering cheaper, 

less rigorous higher education, with easier access and what he describes as 

'hospitality' (p69) to part-time and older students. The further education 

system stands ready to do this, and would contribute to a necessary 'collapse 

of deference' (p73) if mass higher education is to become a reality. 

Trow's (1987) answer centres on different quality of provision reflecting 'the 

character of the students and the nature of instruction' (p269). A more 

heterogeneous student body is envisaged, older, part-time, less well 

prepared, less motivated, who will have a higher rate of failure, be taught 

more cheaply and to lower levels of attainment. Not university provision at all 

but higher education in the further education system. He suggests this on the 

grounds that the price being paid by British higher education to sustain the 

current commitment to the gold standard across the entire higher education 
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system is too high. He promotes diversity and difference - in level of cost, in 

standards and in amenities. 'No country in the world is rich enough to support 

a system of mass higher education at the per capita costs of elite higher 

education, either as Britain provides it or as we do in the United States' 

(p285). The unified British higher education system will, he predicts, 'become 

increasingly differentiated in character, function, and in cost and standard' 

(p290). 

It is, however, already somewhat differentiated. Halsey (1992) sees the 

distinctions as represented within the university system to include the different 

ends served by the old and the new. He defines this as' more a separation in 

higher education between levels of amenity, quality of staff, and concern with 

the advancement rather than the transmission of knowledge' (p122) and is 

concerned with the continuing process of proletarianization across the system, 

represented by an erosion of power, market position, autonomy, security and 

promotion prospects. His conclusion, like that of Trow (1989 a) proposes 

that we 'have to recognise a hierarchy in levels of academic excellence' 

(Halsey 1992 p140) and that in order to make most benefit of this excellence, 

the maximum amount of access and movement between institutions should 

be encouraged rather than sharing out academic talent between universities. 

However, given the multiple ends served by universities and the 'melancholy 

consequence of disapprobation' (p269) which had caused the government to 

act with such hostility to the universities, Halsey advocates that 'Humility 

about the conditions that foster creativity should give us pause before we 

apply any simplistic reforms' (p265). In the meantime we must seek 'the 

tolerance of hostile ideology and the patience to pursue reasoned argument' 

(p270). 
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The provision of funding via the state and the expansion of this funding 

through the development of mass higher education highlights two values 

which may be incompatible without change to the present system; academic 

standards and access. Fulton (1991) argues that 'polytechnics were intended 

to be cheaper by virtue of less favourable staff-student ratios, lower staff 

salaries, absence of funding for staff research time and lower levels of capital 
investment' (p593) but this has been undermined by academic drift, (the 

inclination of academic institutions to emulate elite traditions), particularly 

since the movement of the binary line. The universities' policy, insisted upon 

by the Universities Grants Commission, was that the unit of resource be 

protected but the method by which this was implemented in 1981 caused 

'uproar in the universities' (p595) and 'the UGC's credibility was severely 

damaged' (p595). This undoubtedly contributed to the demise of the UGC 

and its replacement body, initially the Universities Funding Council (UFC) and 

now the unified Higher Education Funding Councils (for England, Scotland 

and Wales) bears little resemblance to notion of the 'buffer' played by the 

UGC which Warnock (1982) suggested '... may be the best we can do"(p116) 

in retaining the illusion of autonomy. In fact, the Higher Education Funding 

Councils act as arms of government policy (Trow 1994). The separate 

funding of teaching and research, now established as policy, may serve 

further to differentiate between institutions in the unified system in much the 

way suggested by the ABRC report (1987); the 'notorious report' according to 

Sir Peter Swinnerton-Dyer (1988 p40). 

Quality: The tensions between autonomy and accountability 

The commitment to quality is another of the planks on which the government's 

policy to increase accountability at the expense of institutional autonomy is 
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based (Scott 1988). Furthermore, the existing diversity within the system has 

been masked by the universal title of university now held by the majority of 

large higher education institutions and by the early indications of academic 

drift in the former polytechnics represented by, for example, their desire to 

extend their commitment to research. However, there are also some 

indications that the integration of the system, with a common decision making 

framework, the results of which impact differentially on the various members, 

is the precursor to a more stratified university system in which there will be 

research, teaching and research and teaching only institutions. The report of 

the Advisory Board for the Research Councils (1987) made explicit this view 

and it reflects some of the concerns identified by Trow (1989 a). 

The imposition of policy initiatives is identified by Tapper and Salter (1992) as 

being central to current issues in higher education. What was previously held 

in trust between the universities and the state is no longer so. Whereas 

hostility between the two was unthinkable, it is now established and all the 

changes proposed since the 1970's have been 'completely at variance with 

the traditional university system'(p16). Nor is there any doubt in their minds 

as to how the outcome will emerge. 'Given the strength of the economic 

ideology of education, there is no possibility that values of academe will again 

dominate the universities-state relationship' (p32). 

As to the changes internal to universities, they identify the 

academic/administrative interface as the site of policy struggle. 'If there is one 

issue that unites Oxbridge dons it is the assertion that is (sic) they who should 

make policy while the function of university officials to act as their obedient 

servants' (p45). Thus the committee structures and academic leadership in 
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traditional universities continue to use the device of terms of office for key 

positions, either nominated or elected, during which a range of academics 

participate in the government of the university. The distinction between the 

new and the older universities in this respect may be more apparent than real. 

'It is a device which implies that a wide range of dons are both interested in, 

and capable of, participating constructively in the governmental process' 

(p51). In fact there is 'a cadre of almost perpetual office holders' (p51). The 

challenges faced by university leaders are undoubtedly enormous; a radical 

reshaping is taking place and 'resistance occurs within an overall 

accommodationist perspective' (p244). 'The most imaginative will develop a 

vision of their future and shape events to that end rather than merely reacting 

to them' (p236) but there is certainly a higher profile for accountability than for 

autonomy in the current higher education dialogue. 

Undoubtedly in the United Kingdom a cost/benefit analysis approach to 

education is being taken and concepts such as value for money increasingly 

introduced. Trow (1994) identifies the ways in which policy acts have led to a 

managerialist approach in the United Kingdom, despite the fact that 'much 

power is inherently exercised by the academics at the 'bottom' of the chain of 

authority' (p25). This has been, traditionally, more evident in the older 

universities than the new, but the new systems of the unified higher education 

sector have taken more from the more hierarchical, monolithic organizational 

features of the new universities than from the less structured systems of the 

old. Indeed, Trow argues that the removal of the binary line provided just the 

opportunity to apply the policies of the former public sector to the old 

universities whose response to policy initiatives has been less immediate and 

more reluctant than in the new universities. Trow refers to the managerialist 

approach being taken as part of a process of deprofessionalization where the 

17 



delivery of a more or less standardised measurable product is the aim. The 

difficulty in measuring educational outcomes and the scope of the criteria or 

performance indicators by which such outcomes might be measured aside, 

the debate clearly centres upon the balance between accountability and 

personal and institutional autonomy in a system of higher education funded by 

the state. Wright (1988) defines this as '... a growing tension between, on the 

one hand, the social expectations placed on higher education and, on the 

other, the values and interpretative frameworks which those working within the 

sector use to frame and make sense of their own experiences' (p184). 

Further questions centre on the notion of autonomy as it applies to the 

teaching as compared with the research activities in universities and to the 

ends to which this teaching or research is directed. 

However, even within a unified university system the consideration of these 

issues is difficult. Warnock (1982) suggests that 'Even if the source of funding 

of all institutions of higher education could be unified, this would not actually 

bring about uniformity of any more genuine kind' (p104). Within the former 

university system existed 'immense differences' (p104). The 'desire for 

uniformity, or more politely, equality, has to some extent overcome accuracy' 

(p105) and the major difference she identifies is that between a 'truly 

collegiate university and one which is not collegiate but monolithic' (p105). 

The college is seen as a self governing body within the university and college 

membership is prime. The notion begins to emerge of the university as a 

holding company for its colleges, as is described below in terms of 

departments and their relation to the institutional core. The difference, 

however, between this concept of the university and the monolithic or 

centralised model is clear. The question Warnock poses is whether we wish 

to continue this pluralism. And if so, how questions of accountability can be 
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addressed satisfactorily. '... people in general have not only a right to know 

what goes on, but a right to be satisfied with it' (p107). She applies this, 

incidentally, not only to society at large as a form of social accountability but 

also to the relationship between tutor and student. Students have a right to 

know and to be satisfied that their tutors' demands are reasonable. However, 

there remains the tension between academic freedom or autonomy and 

academic accountability. Warnock's view is clear. 'Freedom constitutes a 

categorical imperative against which no considerations of what is expedient 

or even what is desirable have any weight' (p114). Yet she recognised the 

force of the argument that state funding implies social accountability. Her 

expectation is that there will be a general consensus about what is being 

provided and what is seen as necessary or desirable to provide so that the 

illusion of academic autonomy is not threatened. However, we have already 

noted instances where it has been argued that the consensus has been 

broken, hence, the universities and society, in the form of its democratically 

elected government, have come to operate in tension. Warnock recognises 

the 'risk that we shall value things that are incompatible' (p116) and shall have 

to 'be prepared for compromise and constant vigilance' (p116). 

Maintaining a balance between autonomy and accountability. 

Indeed, Fulton argues (1991 p602) that the 'pace of internal reorganisation is 

accelerating' and that institutions are inventing, reinventing and abolishing 

structures in reforms that sometimes seem to be 'merely change for its own 

sake' (p602). Yet at the same time Fulton identifies 'the exceptional nature of 

higher education is the source of its peculiar habits of resistance, 

accommodation and even shaping of change' (p604). Teichler (1988) 

identifies three major approaches to understanding these patterns: the 
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'idiosyncratic' approach which (pace Warnock) sees higher education 

structures to have been historically determined and stable over long periods; 

the 'functional' approach which reflects the influences of society on education 

systems; the 'political' approaches which seek to understand the various 

options which have been taken to shape our higher education. Gellert (1991) 

asserts that '... it should be attempted to distinguish more rigorously the 

genuine characteristics of the institutions in question from outside societal 

functions, norms and values' (p23). 

Yet the increasingly complex interrelationships of higher education, industry 

and the state make the achievement of these fundamental features 

problematic. 'The special privileges of university autonomy and academic 

freedom are accorded in consequence of the belief of the laity that academics 

possess knowledge which it appreciates and desires' (Shils 1984 p10) and it 

is the challenge to this principle which is evident in the politics of higher 

education in the UK today. Accountability is being sought not merely in terms 

of the appropriate allocation and expenditure of funds but in the nature of the 

curriculum and in modes of teaching, those areas most jealously guarded by 

the academy. Indeed, Shils argues that any decline in the status of 

universities and opposition to them from society reflects 'their negligence and 

indolence in the pursuit of truth by the best-known methods and by the best, 

currently possible, assessment of received and transmitted knowledge' (p11). 

The danger, then, to the universities, is that if they respond to pressures for 

change with too much enthusiasm they are contributing to undermining their 

own foundation. The balance between accountability and autonomy must be 

held in tension for the purposes of the university to be fulfilled. Paradoxically, 

only by resistance to society's demands can the status and honour of the 

university be maintained. This does not imply an ivory tower approach. 'The 
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charge has been made by narrow minded political zealots who resented the 

studious detachment of universities in the pursuit of truth in numerous fields of 

intellectual work and the training of their students to face the facts of life, 

without dogmatism or rigid prejudice and to apply the best established 

knowledge in their professional careers' (p17). 

At each of the levels of debate, societal, institutional, professional or personal 

(Tight 1988), an account might be devised of the ways in which the balance of 

autonomy and accountability is changing the nature of academic work. Is a 

changing balance an indicator of the loss of academic freedom, if this is seen 

to be an absolute condition as Mary Warnock (1982 op cit) at one point 

argues? Or is academic freedom a conditional feature which is contingent 

upon time and place? The debate, in some ways, is the thing; 'Criticism, 

disagreement, rebuttal and refutation are the stuff of academic work' (Tight 

1988 p 119). The growing control and increasingly contractual nature of the 

relationships between university and the state do seem to make the debate 

more focused within the higher education system than between the 

universities and government. The demands of the Higher Education Funding 

Council are not open to debate, though a period of consultation on the 

methods by which those demands are to be made is still usual. Indeed, Tight 

argues that it is reasonable for any funding body to have some say over a 

piece of academic work; '... academic freedom does not and cannot imply that 

funding will somehow be provided for each and every venture that an 

academic wishes to engage in' (p120). The Research Councils have their say 

in deciding through peer review, which projects will gain funding and this has 

been accepted as the means by which the academy regulates and directs its 

work. It is a form of control which has been strengthened more recently since 

the publication of the government's policy document ' Research foresight and 
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the exploitation of the science base' ( Office of Science and Technology 1993) 

with explicit societal criteria about the research agenda. Thus the continued 

autonomy of universities increasingly depends upon the explicit satisfaction of 

the parameters laid down by those who provide the funds; essentially the 

government, though the funding may arrive through different pathways. 

Despite this evident risk to autonomy, 'few institutions of higher education, 

disciplinary associations or funding agencies have a committee or group 

charged solely with the responsibility for investigating issues of academic 

freedom' (Tight (1988) p129). Perhaps because the belief continues that a 

healthy university system contributes to a good society and that this health 

depends upon independence alongside accountability? 

Scott (1 989b)argues that the autonomy/accountability balance has been 

changed as much by the activities of the university as of the state. '... the 

basis for the intellectual independence of the university was undermined as 

much because of the eagerness of the universities to regard knowledge as a 

powerful and immediately useful product as because of the imperialism of the 

state' (p55). If universities are to be seen as a component of the knowledge 

industry then they collude with the industrial, market oriented definition which 

matches governmental purpose but undermines their basic nature. What was 

an academic community becomes a bureaucratic, rule bearing system which 

seeks to serve its own niche market. This represents, for Scott, the 

'disintegration of a traditional intellectual culture in the realm of academic 

values' (p73). 
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Making Universities Work 

Becher and Kogan (1992 2nd edn) seek to embody the complex patterns of 

interaction and debate about the nature of the university, its processes, 

structures and relationships with the external environment through the 

development of a model which enables clearer thinking to take place. The 

model identifies structural features, normative (intrinsic and extrinsic) and 

operational modes of activity, and links these in a matrix which identifies the 

key responsibilities and duties of the individual within a department in an 

institution under central authority. The model allows us to see clearly the 

potential for maintenance and change at all levels and gives some insight into 

the possibilities for all levels of the system to promote, resist, accommodate 

and incorporate change. The nature of the model is relational; the segments 

are interdependent; the success of each is related to the activity of the other. 

This could imply, for example in debates about autonomy, a more flexible 

understanding where key events may be differently experienced in the 

different segments and a policy initiative both fully incorporated at one level 

but mitigated, accommodated or ignored at another. This approach indicates 

a necessary balance of autonomy and accountability which cannot simply be 

defined but can only be understood as a moving target. The virtues of 

complexity and ambiguity can begin to be seen, as can the place of diversity 

within a unified system and the wisdom of a defining relationship which allows 

character, style and relationship to overcome simplicity, standardisation and 

bureaucracy. The acknowledgement of necessary interaction between the 

views and values of the university and the state also implies an attribution of 

societal esteem which 'will give rise to a very different morale within academia 

23 



from that generated by a society which denies its academic institutions any 

significance in the scheme of things' (p21). 

Becher (1988) identifies four models of organisational form which he argues 

are in operation, if not simultaneously, then at least in some form of dominant 

combination according to circumstances. The hierarchical, collegial, 

anarchical and political variously combine to permit the complex tasks of 

academic institutions to be met. It is argued below that the consistency of 

dominant combinations varies between institutions and categories of 

institutions (the old and the new universities, the teaching and 

teaching/research institutions for example) as well as over time and in 

response to contingency. Ball (1992) states firmly, for example, that the 

polytechnic model is 'already proving itself superior to the traditional university 

model' (p136). However, for the moment the issue is to confirm the 

essentially mobile features of university structures. The pressure Trow (1994) 

identifies is more towards the hierarchical, managerialist model. The 

evidence of Becher and Kogan (1992) and Becher (1988) shows the ways in 

which this simplistic model can be both resisted, or if accommodated will 

diminish the effectiveness and efficiency of academic organizations - contrary 

to the aims of managerialism. 

Becher (1989) confirms that the need for interdependence is evident not 

simply in the relationship between the university and its external environment 

but also in the internal structures of the organization. Relationships are 

reciprocal since an institution's standing is in large part dependent upon the 

reputations of its own academic departments but so too is a department's 

status partly dependent upon the esteem in which the institution is held. 'The 

ascription of status is thus a delicate and complex business... ' (p57). The 
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ability to resist or internalise change whether internally or externally imposed 

he discusses in terms of whether the department is firmly clear about its 

knowledge base, research agenda and so on or is either fragmented or 

worked out. The same insight could be used in terms of an institution's 

vulnerability or strength in times of change. Moreover the notion of 'institution' 

is itself problematic where the identities of its members may fall more firmly 

within an external peer group than with the host structure. Again, Becher 

stresses the dangers of imposing simplistic notions of accountability which 

only lead to 'intellectual subservience' and 'academic sterility' (p169). 'An 

enhanced recognition of mutuality could serve as a better defence against the 

intrusive managerialism which seeks to impose a crude form of accountability, 

based on false assumptions about the nature of intellectual endeavour, and 

bolstered by insensitive and often spurious 'indicators of performance' 

(p171). 

Indeed, this was recognised by Robert Jackson in 1988 when he suggested 

that higher education 'does not readily lend itself to a single ideal structural 

and managerial model' (p29) and that successful institutions will be those that 

'build constructively on the traditional strengths they have inherited' (p30). 

Yet John Sizer (1988), in the same volume, is quite clear about the pattern of 

managerial structures appropriate to institutions at a time of rapid change and 

financial stringency. He has twenty points of advice to offer. Happily one of 

these is to accept controversy and conflict. Kogan and Henkel (1992) remind 

us that the achievements of the individual researcher are 'cast within the 

traditional frame of academic work in which deference to Academic plans, 

performance measurement and cost centres had no place' (p112). They warn 

that epistemic drift will be the outcome if the logic of the research agenda is 
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replaced by 'social pragmatism' (p116). Slee (1990) confirms the view that 

status will depend in future as in the past not on Enterprise, Retrenchment, 

National Goals and Instrumentalism but on Education, Research, Induction 

and Culture - ERIC rather than ERNI. But, the balance of the argument 

certainly seems to be that the movement of the binary line has created more 

the appearance of unification than the reality. 

Curry (1994) argues that the academy must reconstruct; indeed innovation 

and change are intrinsic to its purposes. The exchange of ideas, often done 

with much enthusiasm, conviction and frequently with much acrimony, makes 

it more difficult for organizations to return to business as usual' (p149) yet at 

the same time the malleability of the organization, its ability to achieve 

maintenance alongside change is its strength as indeed is its ability to 

accommodate conflicting needs. 

The key tension in the current system is quality and/or access. Duke (1992) 

argues that 'The high quality and high success rate of the small and elite 

British HE (sic) system partly explains the sudden concerns with quality, hard 

on the heels of access' (p78). The ways in which these issues are managed 

varies considerably between institutions in the university sector, particularly 

between the new universities whose visible and transparent quality assurance 

practices may be contrasted with the less visible and less systematic ways of 

the older universities where change '... is commonly effected more easily by 

stealth, by sleight of hand, than by mounting the pulpit' (p120). Barnett, 

(1992) however, sees a common feature throughout all universities and 

argues that 'academic institutions as bodies of self critical intellectuals 

surprisingly seems to mesh nicely with the idea of personal responsibility 

being taken on by all participants in an organization' (pp78179). Indeed, he 
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confirms the importance of the 'maverick' in academic institutions whose 

potential contribution would be undermined by standardised expectations of 

behaviour. 

Thus we have a university system characterised at one and the same time as 

unified, diverse, constrained, expanding, autonomous, accountable, 

competitive, collegial, equal, stratified, elite and mass. It is a system with 

'high uncertainty, low levels of trust, internal contradictions in government 

policy and philosophy, changing roles, and unpredictability of various kinds' 

(Trow 1992 p192). How can such organizations possibly work? And what are 

the themes which should be explored to assist us in understanding this 

question? 

Themes which have emerged from the literature reviewed in this chapter and 

which are explored through the interviews and reported in the case study 

(Chapter Five) include the nature of the university, its fundamental purpose 

and its relationship with the expectations and aspirations of society. The 

pressures to change made explicit in education policy and the challenge to the 

liberal idea of the university are also explored, particularly in relation to the 

tensions manifest in the system, such as student numbers, resources and the 

quality of student experience. The dilemmas faced by decision makers who 

believe in both quality and access are explored, as are views about the 

development of an increasingly diverse system within the apparently unified 

framework. The balance between autonomy and accountability is a key 

theme for academics and the effectiveness of autonomy in delivering desired 

educational outcomes is clearly asserted. It is apparent that universities 

cannot be treated as monolithic institutions and it is this theme which forms 

the link between the analysis of the university system and the theoretical 
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models of the university as an organization which are considered and 

developed in Chapter Three. 
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Chapter 3 

The nature of organizations and the university as an organization. 

This chapter seeks to explore the literature on organizational theory and to 

establish some of the characteristics which the traditional university (as 

opposed to a 'new' university) displays as an organization . The notion will be 

put forward that the university reflects a complex tripartite form of 

organizational structure in which the interrelated parts ensure the effective 

execution of the university's business. At the centre is the work of a rule 

regulating, hierarchical, administrative system. This is flanked by two moving 

parts. The first is a senior decision making academic group which interacts 

both with the administrative system and with external environment . 
This 

ensures the public face of the university is managed effectively. It also 

interacts with the peripheral academic structures which reflect the power held 

in departments, where expertise is employed to ensure the fulfilment of the 

university's prime aims and purposes, the creation and transmission of 

knowledge legitimated by peer review. The ownership of this subject 

expertise empowers both individuals and coalitions which form and re-form in 

response to the changing internal and external environment and both cause 

and react to changes in a dialectical relationship with the central academic 

group. 

The constant interaction between the various strands implies a serpentine 

approach to organizational analysis with the two academic strands entwined 

around the bureaucratic ladder. This analysis builds upon the work of Weick 

(1970) and Orton and Weick (1990) on loosely coupled systems. It proposes 

a tightly coupled core interacting with two systems of loosely coupled units. 
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Figure 1 

If one takes a truly open model of organizational change, the environment 

cannot be taken as given nor assumed as a completely known or controllable 

internal structure (Aldrich 1979) Its theoretical focus is on effectiveness, 

survival and adaptation to changing environments. (ibid) The interesting 

points are related to the interaction between the internal and the external 

environments of organizations and the ways in which changes might be 

incorporated, resisted or subverted through mechanisms related to the 

internal cultures and structures of the organization. This takes for granted that 

organizational structures are at least partially a response to their external 

environments; it is the adaptive nature of organizations and the extent to 
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which distinctive groups, individuals, positions within the structures can make 

claims to affect the level of incorporation of change and the mechanisms used 

to achieve this which are of interest. 

Questions may also be asked about the tensions between functional 

interdependence and operational coherence within organizations and the 

autonomy, variability and conflict inherent within them. For example, 

competition for resources implies competing interests and potential 

antagonism which is essential to organizational well-being in the allocation of 

prioritised funding. Aldrich (1979) refers to this as an irrepressible tendency 

towards variability within institutions and this is confirmed in many writings as 

the necessary and desirable dialectical tendency between competing 

fragments of organizations. Given the interrelationship between the 

organization and its external environment, a key question is the extent to 

which organizational perceptions (or those of its constituent parts) differ from 

those of the outside world. This is particularly relevant when judgements 

made by external bodies affect the allocation of resources to organizations. In 

this situation the strength of internal cultural commitments ( leading perhaps to 

inflexibility) could be in danger of reducing the institution's chances of survival 

(even though this seems counter-intuitive). Unless, of course, survival is the 

basic belief explicit or implicit within the cultural forms of the organization 

(Meek 1992). This is partly related to the degree of dependence of 

organizations which might force them to comply with requests apparently 

inimical to their own interests. For example, university-wide initiatives which 

tighten systems and decrease difference can undermine effectiveness. The 

organization thus needs to devise strategies for managing its relations with 

the external environment and adaptive strategies for incorporating these 

externally imposed factors within its own frame of reference (Meek 1992). At 
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times of rapid change 'harmony is usurped by chaos' (Bacharach 1988 p 279). 

This is due to the characteristic of loose coupling (Weick 1970), which assures 

autonomy, and allows change to take place and settle down through leaving 

ambiguous what need not be made explicit. The question of whether one can 

assume harmony during times of stability remains open but it is certainly 

necessary to reflect upon how organizational structures and processes do 

emerge from the behaviour and conditions of individual actors and how 

organizational structures stabilise, or at least continue to operate, without 

inhibiting the behaviours and understandings of autonomous members. 

Furthermore, how do organizations achieve change without being reduced to 

chaos? The argument should surely centre upon the balance between the 

internal dynamics of actors acting within institutions and the structural 

constraints within which they act. This would entail adopting a political 

perspective which incorporates structure, cognition and action in a framework 

which expects and embraces dissent and conflict. It is clear that educational 

organizations are political systems, with political actors whose differences are 

made explicit in the decision making processes during which the use of formal 

power (authority) and informal power (influence) affect the outcome of 

negotiating processes (Bacharach 1988). Fundamental to these micro- 

political acts is the formation and breakdown of coalitions; a dialectical 

relationship exists between the organizational structures, ideologies and the 

environment which affects the emergence and aspirations of coalitions. The 

role of these coalitions as they form and re-form is also central to the 

organization's reaction to change and its capability to deal effectively with it. 

What may be useful here is the concept of the double hermeneutic as 

described by Giddens (1976). Concepts constructed, for example, in 

sociology, are appropriated by social actors within a universe already 

13 n 



constituted within frames of meaning and reinterpreted to make sense of a 

reality changed by that new understanding. This defines the production and 

reproduction of society as an active process of constitution by human agency 

(Bryant and Jary 1991) while recognising the role of society in mediating that 

construction. 

In the context of a changing organization, therefore, management can be 

seen as a dependent variable. Individuals and groups within the system will 

inevitably be seeking to achieve aims other than those explicitly those of the 

organization (Burns and Stalker 1961) and in this sense the commitment to 

group interests can prevent the formal structure from making its most 

effective response to the external environment's threats or promises. This 

may well be affected by both the rate of change in the external environment 

and the relative strength in the pursuit of self interest by actors in the 

organization, neither of which are entirely predictable, nor even, in education, 

at all predictable. Of more importance in this equation is the location of 

knowledge, both as a feature of power and as a tactical stratagem. In an 

educational institution, particularly in a university, the particular distribution of 

knowledge which may or may not, in differing circumstances, be seen to 

constitute power is one of the distinguishing organizational features. Indeed, 

the nature of stratification in university systems has to be understood in terms 

of the power attached to expertise which may be located in the most junior of 

members of the academy, whose authority is legitimated by the simple test of 

its being the 'best authority'. However, since , as Burns and Stalker remark, 

the desire for certainty is often to do with what one need not concern oneself 

with as well as that with which one must concern oneself, the university 

system can be seen to reflect this concept very clearly; knowledge and power 

are intrinsically linked but are often seen to relate to other than the internal 

power structure. Indeed the group loyalties which can impede the institution's 
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effective implementation of its intended strategies may be to groups outside 

the organization but within the network of significance defined by university 

lecturers, ie their subject. 

The assumption of coherence within the organization is further challenged by 

the notion that there are no social interests, only individuals who interact and 

clusters of individuals who interact more strongly with each other than with 

peoples in other clusters (Elster 1989). These clusters are hierarchically 

arranged, according to Elster, but one might ask , 
in the context of the 

university, where, even among the most senior of officials the prime loyalty 

may be to the subject, ie to forces independent of the organization, whether 

this notion of hierarchy can be other than problematic. Elster deals with this 

by using the notion of cultural fields which are superimposed on the 

hierarchical clusters. He maintains that altruism, envy, social norms and self 

interest all contribute in complex, interacting ways, to order, stability and 

cooperation. This might be otherwise described as the ordering and re- 

ordering of coalitions as one or more of the guiding factors holds sway. 

Fullan (1993) reinforces this notion of the powerful actor by his description of 

the individual whose personal purpose can be seen as the route to 

organizational change. He links the individual's guiding principles or personal 

purpose to a moral force which motivates change and since these principles 

are complex, dynamic and often unpredictable, it has to be understood that 

they are not merely'things that get in the way' (p20) but are normal, 

necessary and desirable. The conflict implicit in such an understanding is 

'essential to any successful change effort' (p27). Paradoxically, conflict raises 

the possibility of two polar opposites, both of which are affirmed in principle. 

Fullan confirms that '.. focussing on the individual is not a substitute for system 

change, it is the most effective strategy for accomplishing if(p135). The 
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individualism of university lecturers' roles and their commitment to both 

autonomy and collegiality fit well with this notion. 

Fineman (1993) conceives of this as a series of clashing sub-cultures within 

organizations which permit them to operate through a series of trade-offs, 

compromises and deals in order that a necessary buffer against the fear 

inspired by uncertainty may be created. He maintains that organizations are 

the key sites where early anxieties are replayed and that the structures of 

organizations, therefore, serve as reflections of the apprehensions and 

frustrations of their members. This emphasis on emotions is central to the 

arguments of Greenfield (1975) who challenges the view that organizations 

can be separate and distinct from the 'actions, feelings and purposes of 

people' (p71). He argues that it is human action and intention which make up 

the essence of organizations; they represent 'cultural artefacts dependent 

upon the specific meaning and intention of people within them' (p74). This 

explicitly phenomenological perspective brings the actor to the centre of 

organizational theorizing, confirming the essential conflict within structures 

and the conviction that 'there are no fixed ways for construing the social world 

around us'. (p75) but the 'images in the mind of man' (p76). Organizations, 

therefore, can be defined as the 'social reality within which people make 

decisions and take actions which seem right and proper to them' (p79). In this 

scheme of things, 'beliefs are always of greater consequence than facts in 

shaping behaviour' (p80). As with Elster (1989) and Fullan (1993) there ' is 

no such thing as a collective personality which "acts", only individuals acting 

on their interpretations of reality' (p81). Organization becomes the expression 

of individual ideology, thus, again raising the questions of institutional order 

and its maintenance and, indeed, of challenge and change to existing order. 

The interaction between the expression of individual ideology and the 

maintenance of personal control in organizational structures through the 
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wielding of power, variously garnered, is problematic here. The vulnerability 

of social definition to re-definition is central to the notion of the changing and 

changeable organization; the notion of stability rooted in personal power is 

contrary to the persuasiveness of the phenomenological perspective where 

the taken-for -granted can be and is, essentially, challenged and reviewed. 

The 'placing of meaning upon experience' (Greenfield 1979) is, therefore, 

central, and relates to the differences between the kinds of experiences we 

can map in institutions, which, in other words, represent institutional structures 

as a system of competing value systems. Our understanding of organizations 

is best developed by admitting these multiple realities and finding the different 

meanings expressed in them. One additional problem to be identified here is 

the role of the 'knower' who, in creating and recreating the social world, can 

reflect and oppress the interests of others and so affect the moral 

order. (Greenfield 1980). This 'intrusion of values into the decision making 

process is not merely inevitable, it is the very substance of decisions' (p59). 

Organizations are contexts within which human action resolves into meaning, 

moral order and power, although it is clear that asymmetrical relationships 

imply some meanings being more powerful and more pervasive than others. 

The powerful voices do not necessarily remain powerful over time. As 

conditions change, different contingencies apply and different voices come to 

be heard more clearly. The growth of tension in the organization is one key 

factor in the change process (Hanson and Brown 1977) and although some of 

these will facilitate the change process, others will inhibit and subvert it. Hoyle 

(1982) describes this as the darker side of organizational life where groups 

and individuals seek to use their resources to promote their own power and 

influence , games playing where power is the prize. For Hughes, (1985) this 

suggests organised anarchy, a looser form of loose coupling. Paradoxically, 

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) found that the most effective organizations had 
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both the highest differentiation and the highest integration of parts; this is 

partly because they handle disagreements and conflicts well and accept a 

complex interrelationship between their parts and with the external 

environment. 

The acceptance of difference, dispute, tension and conflict as both inevitable 

and invigorating seems to be essential to the effective organization, and 

certainly matches well with any definition of the academy. Quite often, the 

debate is the thing. March and Olsen (1979) comment thus: 'Organizations 

are often observed to do nothing to implement a decision after having devoted 

much time, energy, and enthusiasm to making it; or to make apparently major 

decisions with only minor participation by key administrators and significant 

constituents... '(pl0) This reflects a considerable ambiguity about the nature 

of decisions and the process of decision making. March and Olsen identify 

ambiguity of intention, of understanding, of history and of organization (p12). 

At any one time, one or more of these ambiguities might be identified, 

particularly since people move into and out of the decision making process, 

having only partial knowledge (bounded or limited rationality [Morgan 1990]) 

of the full picture. Thus, what must be conceived is an incomplete picture of 

'interactive, branching, and contextual set of connections among the 

participants, problems, and solutions on an organization' (p16). 

The clear imperative is the conception of the organization as a dynamic, social 

construction where power relations are both asymmetric and challengeable. 

The question then becomes whether the organization can be conceived 

around the assumption that if managers have the will, they can 'shape the 

organization to the environment' (Morgan 1990). It is clearly necessary to find 

an explanation where what is happening from the point of view of the actors 

can be included, never forgetting that those with power are significant actors 
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as are those without. The key is to treat the social processes behind the 

emergence of strategic change policies as problematic, not to take them as 

given. One must constantly remember, within the phenomenological 

paradigm, that organizations are social constructs; organizational cultures do 

not emerge fully formed but are shaped in the social relationships reflecting 

current power relationships which need themselves to be analysed if the 

'power/knowledge discourses of professional groups' (Morgan p93) are to be 

challenged. 

Meyer and Rowan (in Meyer and Scott 1992) remind us of the power of social 

structure in the conception of the organization. The use of externally defined 

performance criteria can lead to an organization being defined as successful 

by social definition, that is other than by the quality of its internal activities. In 

some ways this confirms the effectiveness of the decoupling process made 

explicit by some educational organizations; Where the formal structures can 

be de-coupled from inconsistencies and anomalies in technical activities, 

disputes and conflicts are minimised because integration is avoided. 

Educational institutions can be described in this system as 'holding 

companies' (Meyer in Meyer and Scott op cit) (pace Warnock (1982) on the 

collegiate university where they incorporate 'various institutionally defined 

packages' (p262). Structure, therefore becomes a 'social codification of what 

is going on in a given activity domain' (p263). Hollway (1991) refers to this in 

terms of the structures' role in 'emotion management' (p167) where the focus 

of the structures' purposes is in the better facilitation of the role of the 

individual and in individual development (Dale and Cooper 1992). The 

development of organization theory in moving from a focus on the system and 

its reified structures, to a system made up of individual and groups in 

continuing dialogue and dissent, reflects also a focus on the individual actor 

and individual accountability in terms of quality issues, currently central to the 

38 



agenda of universities, particularly through developing notions of Total Quality 

Management. It is the recognition of the need for high quality employees 

which resonates with the circumstances of the university where its academic 

staff represent the best expertise available over a diversified range of subjects 

knowledge and skills (Barnett 1992). The role of the expert in an open system 

has always raised the problematic notion of hierarchy; certainly the hierarchy 

might be expected to be flatter; it is also the case that in many universities, 

particularly the 'old' universities a rotating hierarchy is employed which has 

temporary supreme authority vested in a rotating system of academics who 

operate their decision making in relation to a core of permanent 

administrators. 

What may appear to be emerging is a notion of structures loosely coupled 

(Weick 1970, Orton and Weick 1990) not simply between a central academic 

core and its peripheral departments but also within the central decision 

making structures whose temporary authority gives rise to a very immediate 

form of accountability within the organization. If we adopt a dialectical model 

of loose coupling (Orton and Weick 1990) we might look for a differentiating 

relationship between responsiveness and distinctiveness within the system 

which operates both in the relationship of the periphery to the core as well as 

from the core to the periphery. This model would suggest not hierarchy but 

dialogue; not centralisation of power but the distribution of it from the centre to 

the periphery and to the centre from the periphery. It would recognise the 

purposes of the institution as being conceived and conducted at the periphery 

with the centre acting as their guardian and acting in relation to the line of 

accountability to the external environment on institutional matters whilst 

the periphery has an alternative set of interests in the external world through 

contact with subject networks. Thus the independence necessary for the 

production of knowledge through autonomous thought is reinforced by fluid 
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structures which encourage intra-organizational autonomy and advocate 

dispute and dissent as central to the decision making process. 

The culture of autonomy and the multiple interests of sub cultural groups in 

institutions would encourage a challenge to the notion that culture, either 

corporate or institutional, can be used as a tool of management for 

manipulative purposes. It is, in this sense, a recognition of the power and 

richness of people living and working together, what Ouchi and Wilkins (1988) 

refer to as the 'excitement, the passion and the drama of social life' (p225). 

But although the roots of cultural analysis lie in the structural functionalist 

framework employed by many early anthropologists (Radcliffe-Brown, 

Malinowski, for example) the notion of culture employed here does not look 

for the consensus which might be applied across an organization but to the 

dissensus which serves to reflect the heterogeneity and probable inter- 

dependence between competing interests. Behaviour which appears to be 

contrary to organizational interests may only be symptomatic of an imperfect 

or partial view of current reality. Alternatively it may be a display of alternative 

interests which need defending in the light of emergent organizational policy. 

It may also reflect a loosely coupled organization's deliberate strategy to allow 

differences to flourish in order to minimise dispute. This latter argument 

would certainly seem to reflect the organizational structures of the university. 

Peters and Waterman (1982) refer to '... small, competitive bands of 

competitive bureaucracy-beaters, the source of much innovation (pxviii). 

Indeed excellence in corporations is achieved because The excellent 

companies require and demand extraordinary performance from the average 

man' (sic) (pxxii). Since the average university lecturer has rather more than 

average potential and is accustomed to self motivation, it is likely that 

universities can be deemed to be prime candidates for corporate excellence. 
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The fact that many of them have survived for hundreds of years may bear 

witness to this phenomenon (Trow 1987). Certainly universities would 

respond to the view that '.. so much excellence in performance has to do with 

people's being motivated by compelling, simple - even beautiful - values' 

( Peters and Waterman 1982 p37) Indeed, Peters and Waterman go on to 

argue that 'Without exception, the dominance and coherence of culture 

proved to be an essential quality of the excellent companies' (p75). Peters 

and Austin (1986), however, note that vision must be accompanied by equal 

attention to soaring ideals and the details of execution (p292). In the 

university, unlike many other institutions, vision is held both at the core and 

the periphery, with the corporate vision, in some ways, representing a view of 

the means by which the different, and sometimes contradictory visions of its 

member departments may be paradoxically and simultaneously in dispute 

and gaining full institutional support; a dependent vision -- though standing 

for the organizational will. Peters, writing in 1989 defines the successful firm 

of the 1990's as being flatter, with more autonomous units and oriented 

towards differentiation. The most topical organizational theory seems 

increasingly to be defining an organizational structure, typical of the traditional 

university, which has evolved over the past thousand years and has always in 

past studies of organizational theory been seen an somewhat anomalous. 

Perhaps, (Kuhn 1970) the anomaly does actually represent the new 

paradigmatic form only belatedly recognised. 

The problem with autonomy and the power of the individual is that it can lead 

to the perpetuation of existing structures which, though socially constructed, 

have become reified according to the political will of a power group which has 

successfully used its power to retain that power. Pfeffer (1981) argues that 

although power is largely to do with position, there are 'some strategies and 

tactics that could enhance the power of the actor'. (p137) This could be 
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through the self-interest of individuals working through 'processes of selective 

perception and retention' (p140). Alternatively it could be through the 

commitment, which still appears to be fundamental to debate in the university, 

that 'the truth will emerge in the process of argument and advocacy (p141). 

What 'truth' is in this conceptualisation , 
is problematic. It culture is about the 

making and sharing of meanings, then truth in this context is the meaning 

which most participants are willing, for the moment, to accept. It is also the 

'truth' which those whose voices are heard the loudest will propose and is 

dependent upon the asymmetrically powerful meaning makers 

allowing/permitting the debate to take place in the first instance. Agenda 

formation is central to power formation. Pfeffer writes 'Just as it is frequently 

in the interest of those profiting from the status quo to control the agenda to 

keep certain items from arising as decision issues, it is in the interests of 

those in the contest for power to get some of these issues on the public 

decision agenda '(p147). Thus whilst individuals may be recognised as 

having the power to move the organization forward, it is often through the 

potential for cooperation and coalition formation which exists within the 

organization. 

It has been argued that the power structures within the university look both 

from the centre to the periphery and from the centre to the external 

environment; it has also been stated that the periphery looks both to the 

centre and to its own external networks. 
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In this context it is possible to suggest that sub-units or departments of an 

organization might use their relationships with external bodies to enhance 

their reputation and indeed their power within the organization. In the case of 

a subject department within the university this could be through the award of a 

prestigious research grant or international conference which would bring both 

prestige and funding to the organization. Both of these might allow the use of 

leverage within the organization, for example in relation to resource allocation 

for equipment or maintenance. The management of these meaning making 

strategies by units within the organization is a central feature of the 

interdependent and elastic relationship between the core and the periphery in 

the university. 
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The development of this account of the nature of the organization, and 

particularly the university as an apparently anomalous form of organization 

has led away from the conception of the rational system in which 'the 

behaviour of organizations is viewed as actions performed by purposeful and 

coordinated agents'(Scott 1981 p58) towards a more loosely coupled, 

dialectical model in which the formal hierarchical structures are not simply 

flattened but displaced by alternate forms of negotiated power systems which 

fluctuate between coalitions which form and re-form as contingencies 

demand. 

However it should be noted that the academic structures of the university are 

supported by administrative structures which do resemble the more tightly 

coupled, hierarchical, bureaucratic model of organization. However irrational, 

politically motivated, changing and unpredictable might be the activities of the 

academic elements of the organization they will be routinely administered 

according to the rules of the organization. Scott (1981) notes that 'a structure 

is formalized to the extent that the rules governing behavior are precisely and 

explicitly formulated and to the extent that roles and role relationships are 

prescribed independently of the personal attributes of individuals occupying 

positions in the structure' (pp59/60). This bureaucratic core represents the 

stability and conscience of the organization; it represents the rules by which 

the individuals within the organization are protected against arbitrary 

judgement and the instruments by which the creativity of the organization is 

made concrete in forms which ensure continuing funding, accreditation and 

recognition by the relevant bodies. Formalized structures such as the 

university administrative structures are positional not personal; they do not 

depend upon giftedness or excellence in the way that is required of academic 

appointments (or at least strength and expertise in the particular subject field). 
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Even in administrative leadership, the watchword is routine; 

'Leadership, even innovation, is routinized and regularized by being 

incorporated into the formal structure' (Scott 1991 p62). The purpose of this 

rational core within the university structure is, to borrow functionalist 

terminology, the goal of maintenance. The aims and intentions of the 

administrative core are that the organization shall persist and that its 

changing as well as its stable and constant activities shall be made possible; 

that is the search for new knowledge and the transmission of what is known. 

In order to achieve this at an appropriately high level of quality, it is necessary 
'to identify required standards of competence for every level of activity, and to 

undertake training and development needs assessments.. ' Storey (1991) 

(p116) 
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Scott (1981) argues that the 'social structure of an organization is not 

comprised of the formal structure plus the idiosyncratic beliefs and behaviors 

of individual participants but of a formal structure and an informal structure: 

informal life is itself structured and orderly' (p83) The alternative explanation 

offered here is that the university as an organization is constituted of two 

interdependent systems in dialectical relationship with each other; the one 

represents the maintenance activities of the organization and is structured as 

a rational, hierarchical, rule bearing system. The other represents in two 

strands the creative work which is the prime purpose of the institution; the 

senior academic decision makers with temporary powers whose purpose is to 

facilitate the work of knowledge creation and transmission and the academic 

departments whose work this is. A more detailed description might be of an 

organization with three cores, one of which is a pillar of hierarchical roles and 

responsibilities ( the administrative core) around which are wound two coils in 

constant interaction (debate and dispute) with each other and with the central 

administrative core; these represent the decision making structures at the 

level of the university and those at the level of the department and faculty. 

The central administrative pillar is not itself unmoved by events either within 

the internal or the external environment but the changes implemented within 

this core tend not to affect its fundamental structure, (the hierarchy and its rule 

interpretation and implementation), but are accommodated within it at what is 

considered to be an appropriate level for the role and purpose defined. Some 

structures do display what Blackler refers to as a 'negative capability' towards 

change (Blackler p281), resisting all turbulence whether internal or external. 

The tripartite structure described here can be understood as loosely coupled 

or as a series of semiautonomous parts which interact dynamically to create 

organizational action or inaction. 
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What we have, therefore , 
in the university, is an organizational community 

made up of three interdependent but semiautonomous structures which are 

themselves changing as they interact with each other and within themselves. 

One of these reflects some of the key characteristics of modernity in that it 

employs specialisation, bureaucracy, hierarchy, differential access to power 

according to hierarchical position and external accountability structures - the 

administrative core. The other two, that is the two academic structures, 

represent some of the key characteristics of postmodernity; they are diffuse, 

democratic, reflect market forces, encourage empowerment of all members, 

look to internal accountability structures and flexible skill formation and reflect 

a collectivised or collegial approach to decision making (Clegg 1992). The 

degree of potential conflict within this tripartite structure is exacerbated by the 

fact that '.. academics may give greater allegiance to their profession than to 

their college or university.. ' (Meek 1992 p200). Indeed the unity within 

organizational subcultures may lead to conflict between them in competing for 

scarce resources and prestige. This, however is part of the culture; that is, it 

is part of what the university is (Smircich 1983); the product of negotiation 

through social interaction which can be described and interpreted but not 

manipulated for managerial purposes. Meek (1992) argues that cultures and 

structures may also be in conflict but they are, in fact different sides of the 

same coin. '... culture is the webs of significance spun by man, structure is 

also the medium and the product of social interaction. ' (p204/205) Cultures 

are always in the process of formation and change though they , at any time, 

reflect the interrelated or patterned set of assumptions on which the 

organization has generated shared meaning. The more powerful the cultural 

forces within an institution, the harder it is to make changes which are not 

congruent with existing beliefs and values (Schein 1992) 
. 

Postmodern 

interpretations of organizations emphasise these features; 'the negotiation of 

social order and leadership, the symbolism inherent in cultural systems and 
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the irrationality/emotionality of individual and group action' (Sims et at 1993). 

The assumption is that in postmodern times, given the opportunity (and the 

resources) people will lead themselves. 'Empowerment is an extension of 

democratization in management, and the fading of the authoritarian leader' 

(p246). Organization thus becomes a 'social artefact' (Reed and Hughes 

1992 p3). It constructs reality through power and symbolism and the 

manipulation and interpretation of the demands of the external environment 'in 

such a way that they either buttressed or undermined established 

arrangements' (p3). The claims for theoretical coherence through the use of 

symbols should not be overestimated (Turner 1992) '.. all that is symbolic is 

not pregnant with meaning'. (p51) though symbols allow us to cross and re- 

cross between meanings and thus to cope with living with ambiguity. In fact 

Gergen (1992) argues, in this context, that 'In the postmodern context, the 

primary ingredient of theory is not its data base but its intelligibility... ' (p217). 

The essentials of the postmodern organization, all of which are displayed to 

good effect within the university are the 'dynamic tension between 

empowerment and disempowerment' and the 'balance of consensus and 

dissensus' (p222). These confirm that the 'present experiences of uncertainty 

will be repeated by continuing uncertainties in the future' ( Blackler p275). 

Uncertainty and dissensus are, however, the means by which the university 

structures flourish, in theory. 

The themes to emerge from this literature and the model which has been 

developed to describe and explain the features of university structures will be 

pursued further through the case study reported in chapter five. They include 

the notion of the university organization as a tripartite structure with two 

serpentine academic strands surrounding a bureaucratic rule bearing core. 
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The academic hierarchies are flatter and more mobile and status is gained 

from recognition not only within the organization, but most importantly from 

without. The interactive, dialectical processes which relate the internal and 

external environments and demand flexibility and responsiveness are key 

characteristics. 

The notions of incoherence, informality, ambiguity and competing aims and 

values within an university organization are also emerging characteristics 

which contribute to effectiveness in fulfilling the purposes of the institutions. 

These are positive features as are the emphasis on the importance of 

individuals and groups in defining organizations. Organizations are social 

constructions, made up of moving parts, loosely coupled and game playing, 

where the celebration of difference is central to the autonomous role of the 

individual in a resilient yet open structure. The material presented in chapter 

five will be used to examine the extent to which this developing model is 

reflected in the organizational practices of a single, case study university. 

Chapter Four seeks to locate the methodology for this case study in an 

epistemological framework and to give an account of the field work as it was 

carried out. 
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Chapter 4 

Research Methodology 

Theoretical Framework 

The assumptions made in this account confirm a view of knowledge and 

reality as open to construction and change by the actors participating in the 

segment of life under consideration. Elster (1989) describes this so: 'In the 

social sciences, the elementary events are individual human actions, including 

mental acts such as belief formation' (p3). Coming to understand the 

meanings implied in these human actions is the role, in this paradigm, of the 

social scientist. This presupposes a view that 

' "understanding" originally constitutes a capacity that is paradigmatically 

expressed not within our epistemic capabilities for truth, objectivity and 

knowledge, but rather through our practical competence as agents at 

purposive action... ' (Okshevsky 1992 p6). Okshevsky compares this with 

Heidegger's conception that the human capacity for understanding is 

fundamentally'a capacity for understanding our own species-specific mode of 

"being in the world"' (p13). Human agency is our capacity to act purposefully 

in the world and to bring about changes in it. Critical social science (Carr and 

Kemmis (1986) reflects Habermas' view in that it ' will seek to offer individuals 

an awareness of how their aims and purposes may have become distorted or 

repressed and to specify how these ( ie distortions or repressions) can be 

eradicated so that the rational pursuit of their real goals can be undertaken' 
(my parentheses) (p136) 

. 
This emphasis on the researcher as the critical 

external eye denies the possibility of an ethnographic study since, whilst 
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being concerned with describing culture as is appropriate to this study, the 

ethnographer's prime purpose is to 'share in the meanings that cultural 

participants take for granted and then to depict the new understanding for the 

reader and for outsiders' (Bogdan and Biklen 1992 p39). 'Researchers in this 

tradition say that an ethnography succeeds if it teaches readers how to 

behave appropriately in the cultural setting... '( ibid p38) Whilst it is the case 

that 'any worthwhile sociological explanation must be related to the actual 

ways in which groups themselves interpret their social situations' (Vulliamy et 

al p8), explanation, as opposed to description, depends upon the critical 

analysis of the patterns of meaning development and change within a cultural 

setting which are perceived by an external actor. This poses two problems; 

the first is the obligation in this context for the researcher' to scrutinise 

systematically the methodology by which findings, their own and those of 

others, were produced, and, in particular, to consider how the activities of the 

researcher may have shaped those findings' (Hammersley and Atkinson p 

236). In the context of this study, the obligation of the researcher to consider 

ways in which the study might have been shaped by her preconceptions and 

presuppositions was exacerbated by her role within the institution being 

researched. As a participant with a significant role in policy formation and 

decision making, the temptation to give an account of an idealised 

organization was clearly present. Criticism expressed by members could be 

taken personally or, in order to avoid this, remain unstated by those being 

interviewed. As a number of participants (4 out of 9) were senior to the 

researcher and the rest of equivalent or similar status within the organization, 

it may be possible to assume relative freedom of speech. The interview 

transcriptions would stand as evidence in respect of these assertions. 

Secondly there is the danger of imposing a hierarchy where the problems of 

others are defined for them by the researcher ( Davies 1987) and their own 
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definition of reality is ignored. Clearly the agenda for discussion was set up, 

at least in part, by the researcher through the use of a semi-structured 

interview format. The different ways in which this agenda was treated by the 

participants indicates an openness of interpretation which could be taken to 

imply that an hierarchical imposition of agenda did not take place. Again, the 

transcriptions could be used to support this assertion. Riddell (1989) argues 

that 'Data gathered by the use of multiple strategies can be both sensitive to 

people's lived experiences, and enable more generalised statements about 

relationships between variables to be made' (p 80). Similarly Mellor (1991) 

argues that to approach research with sensitivity and awareness can 

overcome these problems. 

It was, therefore, decided to supplement and illuminate the theoretical 

analysis with a case - study in which interviews were conducted according to 

a semi-structured format to permit control to be shared between researcher 

and researched . It was also intended that the transcriptions be similarly 

shared for respondents to make their own commentary on our conversation; 

both sets of actors would thus interrogate the shared data. This places the 

study in the ethnographic tradition but it cannot be described as pure 

ethnography. In the event the participants did not wish to see the 

transcriptions. 

Having transcribed the pilot study prior to conducting the major interviews, the 

text was sent to the respondent for 'interest and comment'. It was returned, 

'marked' with all the grammatical features which would turn it from a verbatim 

account to a written report. Ironically, this interview was the most articulate 

and clearly expressed of them all; even so the participant did not feel the 

stream of conversation, as recorded, did him justice. In retrospect, therefore, 

it may have been wise of the respondents to forego this opportunity. A more 
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cynical interpretation may be that having already given me a great deal of 

their valuable time, they thought their contribution to be complete. 

The Case Study: 

In Case Study, we focus on 'inquiry around an instance' (Adelman 1976). Yin 

(1993) refers to this as being seen as '.. a method of last resort, and even 

then they use it with uneasiness and uncertainty' (p40). Systematic collection 

of evidence is required, principally concerned with the interaction between 

factors and events, 'the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life 

events.. ' (Yin 1989 p14) and numerous methods or techniques of investigation 

might be employed. Particularly important in the conduct of these 

investigations are the ethical issues raised by the close - up portrayal which 

makes the anonymity of the respondents problematic. The right to privacy 

must be very carefully balanced with the right to know and the rights of the 

researched must be held as central to the inquiry. Individuals must be 

protected and procedures devised which generate trust (Simons 1989) . 
The 

intention to share the transcripts and the right of the researched to comment 

on the conversation were two ways in which these ethical problems were 

addressed in the design of the study. 

Case studies may be criticised for being weak on generalisability though able 

to generate the capacity to interpret situations rapidly and in depth and to 

revise those interpretations in the light of experience. However, Yin (1989 op 

cit) argues that '.. case studies, like experiments, are generalisable to 

theoretical propositions and not to populations or universes' (p21). Generally 

case studies fall into one of two traditions, the historical and the ethnographic 

in which the meaning attached to social life by participants in it is explored and 

the commonplace called into question. Geertz (1983) calls this the process of 
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'.. how it is we understand understandings not our own' (p5). Burgess (1985) 

suggests that case studies offer evidence (documentary reference for 

discussion); critique (comparative and contrasting cases); context 

(development of critique within broader analysis); and they generate theory 

which is testable. 

Adelman (1976) suggests that case studies have the following advantages: 

they are strong on reality though hard to organise; can allow generalisations 

about an instance or from an instance to a class; recognise the complexity 

and 'embeddedness' of social truths; can show discrepancies and conflicts 

between participants and offer alternative interpretations; create archives of 

descriptive material which may be subsequently re-analysed and make data 

publicly accessible though it is very lengthy in form - this, in itself, contributes 

to the democratisation of the research process. This is what Geertz calls 

'thick description' (1973). Case studies can also act as an important 

prerequisite for action. 'Each organization has its common and its unique 

features. The case-study researcher aims to identify such features and to 

show how they affect the implementation of systems and influence the way an 

organization functions' (Bell 1987 p7). 

Method: 

A carefully selected range of key informants was chosen whose role and 

relationship within the institution gives them significant insights into the work 

of the university and its organisational systems. They were selected to 

represent key roles in the academic, administrative and pastoral leadership of 

the organization. Wiersma (1991) defines a key informant in ethnographic 

research as 'An individual in whom one invests a disproportionate amount of 
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time because that individual appears to be particularly well informed, 

articulate, approachable, or available' (p425). As well as holding key roles, 

the selected respondents were all willing, able to take part and well qualified 

to express and discuss the key issues on which the study focuses. 

A series of questions was generated from an initial survey of the literature on 

organisations and their culture (Appendix 2) and from my own prior knowledge 

of the institution and its recent history. These were divided into four themes: 

Structure, Culture, Relationships between Structure and Culture and 

Structure, Culture and Change. A semi - structured interview schedule was 

then devised which incorporated cues within each question area for use in 

prompting respondents where necessary without taking control of the entire 

shape of the engagement. The sequence of questions was then amended on 

the advice of a colleague, expert in qualitative research methodology, prior to 

the pilot interview (Appendix 3). Oakley (1981 ) states that in classical 

interviewing techniques, the 'One piece of behaviour which properly socialised 

respondents do not engage in is asking questions back' (p35). However, 

'... ethical dilemmas are generic to all research involving interviewing... But they 

are greatest where there is least social distance between the interviewer and 

the interviewee. Where both share the same gender socialisation and critical 

life-experiences, social distance can be minimal. Where both interviewer and 

interviewee share membership of the same minority group, the basis for 

equality may impress itself even more urgently on the interviewer's 

consciousness' (ibid p55). The position of the researcher in this study, as a 

senior member of the university and in a position of authority over some of 

the respondents, though subordinate to others, highlighted the issue of the 

social context of the interview, as discussed above. Geertz ( 1988) writes that 

'some individuals, whatever you call them, set the terms of discourse in which 
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others thereafter move - for a while anyway and in their own manner' (p19) 

therefore it was particularly important to take account of 'different sorts of 

minds taking hold of different parts of the elephant' (p6). This 'signature 

dilemma' (p16) meant that the ethics of the data collection and analysis 

procedures had to be very high on the agenda; not only were the 

respondents allowed to ask questions back but they were invited to write a 

critique of the conversation with the benefit of hindsight though this 

opportunity they declined. For the researcher the level of reflexivity was 

crucial, a constant search for 'the self reflexive, where-am-I, where-are- 

they,... ' (p23) 

With the construction of the interview schedule, a pilot interview was 

arranged. This served two major purposes: firstly to evaluate the extent to 

which the questions posed, in their revised sequence, promoted coherent 

discussion of the issues identified as being of interest in relation to 

organisational culture; secondly to time the conversation. A recently retired 

senior colleague agreed to trial the system and the interview was duly held. It 

was found that the nature of the questions and their sequence was 

appropriate as judged by the relative lack of cue-ing interventions on the part 

of the interviewer. The interview lasted for an hour and ten minutes rather 

than the hour which had been intended. The conversation provided a rich 

source of data. (Transcript available) It was therefore decided to go ahead 

with the formal interview sessions with the schedule unchanged. 

Formal interviews: 

Formal interviews were arranged to take place in the respondents' offices or in 

the researcher's office according to their preference. It was suggested that an 

hour and a half might be set aside. In the event, the interviews ranged in 
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length from just under an hour to nearly two hours. On two occasions the 

respondents asked for the tape to be switched back on because they had 

remembered something they thought important. In every case the respondent 

expressed a willingness to collaborate further if required though there was no 

desire to engage in a negotiated interpretation of the taped interview. 

A small, unobtrusive tape recorder was used with an integral microphone. 

This worked better than the tape recorder plus microphone which had been 

used in the pilot. It was simple to operate, less obtrusive and recorded clearly 

enough for transcription to take place though two quietly spoken respondents, 

one with a marked regional accent, proved extremely difficult to hear. 

Analysis of Data: 

The method by which the data were analysed can be seen in Appendix 5, 

beginning on page 154. Each interview was transcribed, tested against the 

tape and corrected. Each was read a number of times and marked up to 

indicate statements thought to be relevant and of interest both in relation to 

the themes identified in chapters three and four and in terms of new issues 

found to be of concern to the senior academics involved (Appendix 5(1)). 

For each respondent these statements were placed in categories, more 

specific than, but considered to be contributory elements of, the emerging 

themes of the analysis. A list was devised from each interview which showed 

the categories as they had been identified and the page reference of the 

statement. A single example of how this was conducted is given in Appendix 

5(2). 
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The categories were then reconsidered and some brought together to form 

more coherent, less fragmentary sections. Appendix 5(3) is the composite list 

of the final categories and the contribution to each made by every respondent. 

The integration of some categories can be seen, for example, by the 

comments on Justice and Fairness (Appendix 5(2)) being incorporated into 

the category, Values (Appendix 5 (3) p1). In the original analysis a card index 

was used to conduct this exercise. 

Appendix 5(4) shows an example of the way in which all comments in a single 

category were recorded ready for the case study chapter in the dissertation. 

The example, organization, can be found on pages 62 to 69 of the study. 

Not all the comments were selected from any of the categories. Selection 

was based on the principle that the voice of the institution should be heard 

clearly and that comments should reflect both the coherent and the 

inconsistent views held by the respondents. 

Evaluation of methods: 

The extent, quality and richness of data provided by the interviews can be 

gleaned from the quality of the description and analysis in Chapter Five. The 

full thickness of the data is evidenced by the transcriptions which are 

separately filed to preserve confidentiality. The semi-structured format 

certainly permitted the conduct of equivalent but in outcome very diverse 

conversations; sufficient reflection on the same questions was supplemented 

by a rich variety of additional information. 

It is regrettable that the commentary on the transcriptions did not take place. 

It would have been unfortunate, however, if the quality perceived by the 

interviewer was undervalued by the respondents because of the verbatim 
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nature of the product. Real conversations do not take place in paragraphs but 

in a lively series of leaps from one cue to another. 

In selecting to interview members from the academic, administrative and 

pastoral roles in the university, the Bursarial function has been completely 

omitted. In the case study university this sphere is structured hierarchically 

within specialist areas - buildings, security, finance, catering and so on. 

These services are more clearly separate from academic life than is the case 

between administration under the Registrar and the academic departments; 

more clearly services carried out on behalf of the academic and other staff 

and students. Nevertheless the policy on car parking, the date on which the 

heating is switched on, among other things, form hotly debated topics and the 

Bursar's views may have added a further dimension to the study. 

Of the data that was collected, however, the extent to which examples can be 

seen to resonate with the issues and debates in the literature is extremely 

pleasing. The development of a model of organization for a traditional 

university grew from an interaction between the literature studied and the 

institution researched in a convincing and powerful way. 

The organization of chapter five is based upon the selected data speaking for 

themselves. Each section is linked to the theoretical analysis in either chapter 

two or chapter three by a brief commentary and a page reference to the 

relevant author within these literature reviews. The themes identified in the 

final paragraphs of chapters two (pp27 -28) and three (pp 49 - 50) together 

with the issues raised in chapter five are re-visited in the final chapter. 
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Chapter 5 

Case Study; accommodation and resilience; the experience of a 

university 

Introduction 

This chapter seeks to explore the themes raised in chapters two and three 

about what universities are and how they work. The series of interviews held 

with senior academics addressed these and other topics generated within the 

four sections of the semi-structured interview schedule: structure, culture, the 

relationship between structure and culture and structure, culture and change. 

The nature of the conversations was very wide ranging and produced a set of 

responses representing on the one hand a very coherent view of an institution 

coping with change and on the other, a series of inconsistent and diverse 

opinions about priorities, values and the future for a traditional research and 

teaching institution, of middle rank among the older universities. 

It is intended that the voice of the institution should speak for itself, but the 

addition of a brief critical commentary and reference to the authors whose 

work is discussed more extensively in chapters two and three gives a 

coherence to the chapter and links the discussions here with those in the 

earlier part of this dissertation. Page numbers given here normally refer to the 

earlier part of this study. The sequence of the chapter follows the direction of 

the conversations as recorded and transcribed. 

The argument to bear in mind when reading the extracts is that put forward in 

page 1. Universities are powerful social institutions which have survived in 

periods of change through flexibility, accommodation, ambiguity and a 
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tolerance for uncertainty. Policies which seek to affect these characteristics, 

to undermine the cultural networks which have sustained institutions will result 

not in enhanced quality but in a diminished student and staff experience. 

The concept of a university. 

The nature of the university, discussed in relation to Halsey, Shils, Scott et al 

on pages 8- 11 revealed a tension between notions of the traditional and 

'new' universities. In the case study institution the question of whether there 

can be a concept of a university other than that implied by the receipt of 

funding from the Higher Education Funding Council implies 

'an abandonment, a second abandonment' 

of the idea that there might be parallel systems of providers for higher 

education 

'which could be conducted at the highest level up to 

degree level but which didn't have to find their place in 

the university'. 

This abandonment of the principle of differentiation within a higher education 

system, confirmed with the movement of the binary line, was seen to imply 

that many answers might be given to the question 'what is a university" and 

all might be possible and legitimate. Whilst some might argue that this 

diversity of definition is entirely appropriate, a problem was identified in that 

there might be some popular interpretations of what universities are for which 

attract public support to the detriment of those institutions whose purpose is 

rather different. 
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'Some people see them as being a high level 

vocational institution that prepares people to go into 

various kinds of jobs and if you're not doing that.. 
. what 

on earth are you doing? ' 

Any research oriented institutions, which would include all the 'old' universities and 

which might be interpreted as funding individuals' 'hobbies' would fall foul of this 

tendency. There is clear danger in attempting to defend to a general public a form of 

higher education which is already under challenge from an unsympathetic government. 

Thus, the re-establishment of a more differentiated system of higher education, 

which recognised the distinctions between research : research/teaching: teaching 

in mission or purpose was thought to be necessary and given active support. In 

some respects this is seen to be being implemented through the Research 

Assessment Exercises. Halsey's views (1992) are discussed on page 14. 

Organization 

The ways in which this particular university is organised were differently 

understood depending upon the individual's role and location in the 

organization. It might be expected that the most senior people in the 

institution have a clearer view of the systems of organisation, but it was 

interesting to note how those interpretations varied between respondents and 

how relatively senior members of the institution had little understanding or 

interest in anything other than their own patch. 

'I don't know that I'm awfully clear about how it 

works', 
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'I understand the structures that relate to my 

work' 

'I don't think I understand the university at all' 

the last from a member of the professoriate. This would reflect Burns and 

Stalker's (1961) notion of knowing what you do not need to concern yourself 

with in an organization. 

What agreement there was about systems, however, centred on the notion of 

partial hierarchy, partly because of the apparent difficulty or reluctance the 

most senior people feel in telling others what to do, and partly because the 

centrally important work of the institution is seen to happen at the periphery, 

carried out by those at the bottom of this flat hierarchy rather than at the top 

by the most senior members of the university. 

For example, 

'almost at any level.. you aren't in a position where, or 

rarely in a position where a is saying to b, this is what 

is going to happen, and b goes off and tells... ' 

because 

' it's a weird organisation.. . the administrative side is 

organised very bureaucratically.., but in terms of the 

nature of academic professional work there's very little 

organisation indeed-it's a very anarchic type of 

organisation'. 

and 

'the university is a collection of individuals and it's very 

difficult to control them or to organise them.. ' 
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Thus, senior managers 

'.. would not feel in a position to totally override what 

others thought in a harsh, tough managerial way. 

.. that sort of feeling which permeates the whole, 

should permeate the whole structure. ' 

In any event, academics in the departments 

'.. manage to weasel their way out of it and in the end you give 

up because there's no point' 

On the other hand, there are senior members of the university who had no 

compunction about giving orders: 

'well you almost had to jump ... he picked up the 

telephone and said I want you to do it.. 
. there was no 

way you could wriggle out and say, well I don't want to 

or I feel I'm not adequate enough to do it'. 

But more generally, the giving of orders is suspect; 

'you may have an absolutely excellent new young 

researcher who is full of enthusiasm who is making 

other people enthusiastic, really forging ahead.. If 

they're discouraged.. it's going to dampen down the 

influence they can have' 

This is particularly true since the centre cannot know best; 

'the proper work of the university is done at the 

periphery... what else is there in a university? ' 

See Burns and Stalker (1961) as discussed on page 33. 
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There is a hierarchy but it is in a separate place from the academic work of 

the university. At least, there are three hierarchies, one of which is a formal 

and permanent one but which is not concerned with the fundamentally 

creative work of the university ( the administration) and another which is 

temporary, often disregarded and is made up of the most senior academics in 

the institution. There is also a third, parallel system of esteem in each of the 

subject areas which is independent of hierarchy or seniority in institutional 

terms but which contributes to and derives from institutional standing. (See 

Aldrich (1979) pp 30 and 31, Weick (1970) Orton and Weick (1990) pp 29,32, 

39). 

Respondents describe this in practice as follows; 

'there are sort of two different control systems; there's 

the traditional bureaucratic control which is looking 

after finance and making sure things are right in the 

Calendar-and there's the academic control system 

which is much looser.. . the anarchic academic 

organisation structure.. being forced into a more 

bureaucratic mechanistic mode'. 

The trend being perceived is the increased bureaucratisation of the academic 

systems, influenced by the external accountability movement but also 

generated from some elements within the organization; 

'particularly a tendency in administrators and 

bureaucrats to see things from a point of view of the 

centre and indeed to try to bring things into a central 

pattern' 
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But it is all complex, interactive and changing: It is a series of dynamic 

systems. 

'.. what I would say holds them together is this rather 

subtle complex intertwining of different levels of 

administrative operation... operating one strand of 

linking. There is the official operating another strand 

of linking.... trying to hold all that together and to hold 

those two strands of link together as well, of course is 

the Vice-Chancellor'... 

The diagram on page 30 seeks to represent this model of operation. 

Dynamism is assisted by the temporary nature of academic authority 

moderated by the expertise of permanent officials; 

'it's probably in the best interests of the institution as 

well as the individuals that there is a group of really 

significant people.. . who have a limited period of office 

and who have a clear base in the academic structure. 

... you do need an element of permanence, an element 

of continuity and although in one sense the Vice- 

Chancellor provides that, it is really at a lower level 

that you need-that continuity, that understanding of 

what's happened before, that slightly wider 

perspective of some of the implications at the grass 

roots level... sensible to have permanent officials'. 

The argument on pages 29,46 and 47 reflects this view. 
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The problem of course is, as in government, the stress between the expertise 

of the permanent official and the mandate of the elected or nominated 

representative; 

' We do have some slightly strange things because of 

the loose structure and because of the absence of 

hierarchy at some levels though there is a hierarchy 

no one takes a lot of notice of it which makes us a bit 

different from some organisations... ' 

(See also Elster (1989) discussed on pages 33 and 34). 

But the system is also made more complex by its openness; 

'There's an enormous tension there especially at the 

top... you can have a very junior person going straight 

to the Vice-Chancellor with a problem and essentially 

getting a decision that slightly by-passes the system. 

It has obvious dangers to it, administrators in general 

hate it which is one of the real pluses of having so 

many administrative decisions not in the remit of the 

permanent officials... I'm a great believer in some ad 

hoc decisions to oil the works, knowing that on 

occasions you're going to get yourself into a bit of hot 

water.. . 
has always resolved or almost always in my 

favour because that's the way the thing works and 

because they are good they accept that. But they 

know I'm wrong'. 

Bacharach (1988) discusses this kind of negotiation in relation to power and 

influence, reported on page 32. 
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The notion of micropolitics informs this statement; 

'in many cases a bit inefficient on the use of top 

managers' time but nevertheless it has very real gains 

in terms of oiling the works, making people feel 

worthwhile and on occasions stopping a major fire 

when it's only a little bonfire'. 

Hoyle (1982) for example describes this as the darker side of organizational 

life (page 36 above). 

Experience suggests that the judgement of the temporary hierarchy of 

academics supersedes the permanent officials' expertise for the most part, 

even when they're wrong, but despite this the system has strong support and 

little threat from ambitious junior colleagues. In fact the notion of ambition 

relating to university governance is thought a little odd. The university, 

'Essentially it is something that is run by a few people 

on behalf of the others with a veneer of 

participation.. on the whole it's not where their career 

and their prospects lie... academics I suppose are 

primarily chemists or geographers or what have you, 

they're not university... men or women, and, if they've 

got their eye to their advancement I guess it is in their 

subject rather than in the institution... on the whole that 

probably disinclines them from feeling great pressures 

to... be closely involved'. 

In fact, most academics don't understand the system within the university: 

'It's not as well understood as perhaps one would 

expect it to be in... a community which is meant to be 

on the whole reasonably intelligent people... ' 
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And they are not terribly interested: 

'I believe nothing should be made secret at all 

because most people won't read any of it. Unless you 

actually stamp 'Secret: Not to be read' on it which 

would draw a slightly bigger audience.. . 
And you can 

tell them but it goes in one ear and out the other 

because they really don't want to know. They will 

want to complain subsequently that they haven't been 

told even when they have-That's good. But.. . despite 

everything ... there is a huge measure of trust in the 

university. People don't like to admit it but they don't 

really believe there is a set of crooks out to do their 

department down-we poor incompetents managing 

the university.. ' 

See Burns and Stalker (1961) reported on page 33 and Halsey (1992) 

discussed on page 17. 

Collegiality 

There appears to be a convincing belief in collegiality as a mode of operation, 

represented through the primacy of decision making through committee 

structures upon which representative groups seek to reflect the views and 

values of their peers (See Warnock (1983) on page 18 and Noble and Pym 

(1970) on page 83 below). Commitment to democratic structures does not, 

however, imply that all members of the university are equally keen to 

participate in the governance of the university: 

' you actually have to want to do it... some people 

clearly do not want to and therefore go to quite great 
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lengths to ensure that they never get asked to do 

anything... excellent, they have my sympathy' 

And democracy has its drawbacks: 

' decisions.. take longer because people have their 

own views and tend to think creatively and not want to 

be railroaded or not necessarily go along with the 

herd.. ' 

Collegiality can raise other issues. The size of the institution affects 

staff as well as student experience (page 2 above) and may imply 

different forms of organizational structures: 

'Collegiality does depend to some extent on actually 

knowing the people that you're being collegial with... 

from colleges which were never very big... intimate 

collegiality'. 

But its advantages are recognised and experienced in practice: 

' friendly, chummy sort of atmosphere most of the time 

between most of the people in the department and 

where work finishes and socialising begins, I don't 

know sometimes. You know, that's nice'. 

' there are also values. . which are more intrinsic to 

the notion of the university ... words like collegiality'. 

1 we are still a community of scholars.. ' 
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However, 

' there's a lot of misunderstanding.. . and I can only 

conclude that this derives really from the fact that they 

don't understand.. ' 

And times have changed: 

'we... grew from a community of scholars in which 

each scholar is pursuing his or her... own objectives 

and they have to be synthesised into a whole because 

we have public funding, accountability.. . tremendous 

respect for the independence of the academic'. 

The balance between autonomy and accountability and the commitment to 

autonomy as an effective means by which to deliver the mission of the 

university is a recurrent theme in this study. Collegiality, the acceptance of 

individual rights to participation in the decision making process, reflects this 

view. 

One respondent did not share the idea of the institution as a collegial 

organization: 

1 an institution where individual academics do their 

own thing, there is not that sense of collegiality 

which... they've tried to build up in some places... ' 

The point about needing to know people in order to feel collegial is reflected in 

the network of group memberships in which members of the university 

participate and through which their views and values are developed and 

reviewed. Outside one's own networks one finds colleagues whose 
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' outlook is exactly the same but he has a different 

perspective because his background is different.. ' 

There are also a number of occasions where individuals get their support not 
from internal networks but from outside the institution 

'I got the feeling there that they were actually really 

so relieved to all get together... it was a mutual 

support society... having more in common with each 

other than with the rest of the institution... ' 

See Kogan and Henkel (1992) discussed on page 25 and Figure 2 on page 

43. 

The fact that people are neither interested in nor even aware of many of the 

pressures on the institution is held by respondents to be rather a good thing 

'it's great in one sense because since a fair number of 

things have been imposed for reasons which are not 

helpful to the individual and if he or she hasn't noticed 

them, great'. 

But of course the problems arise when realisation sets in 

'so, nobody objects to teaching audit providing they 

don't have to do it... if someone wants to fritter away 

their time on that-they're lunatics, that's their 

problem-it's seen as absolute madness, a waste of 

time, and it's tricky, we have too much of that'. 

(See Greenfield (1979) on page 35) 
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So the case study institution works on the basis of trust, of the primacy of 

academic judgements, on the recognition that the work at the centre is 

peripheral and the work at the periphery central to the nature of the 

organisation. It has a system of interlocking hierarchies, one, the rule bearing 

bureaucracy of the administration; two, the systems of esteem within subjects 

and departments functioning to a large extent with a world of peers outside 

the institution and a third flexible hierarchy of the most senior academics who 

operate an amateur, democratic form of decision making which the institution 

seems to feel serves it well. (See diagram on page 30). Thus temporary 

authorities: 

'when I have tried to explain how I perceive the 

university runs to my colleagues in the commercial 

world they do find it extremely hard to understand. -find 
it totally unbelievable that I personally make any 

financial decisions at all. I'm an academic, I'm a 

professor and I profess and they think.. . they assume 

am totally unworldly. They certainly believe anything I 

say in the... financial commercial sector should be 

discounted immediately... ' 

This is the senior academic whose decisions are taken as right, even when 

they are wrong. Tapper and Salter (1992) (see page 16) reflect that this is 

one issue on which all academics are agreed; they make the policy and are 

served by their administrators. 

Power 

It is clearly difficult given the complexity, interelatedness of alternative 

hierarchies and opacity of some of the organisational features of the university 

to answer any questions about where power lies. Indeed, given the ways in 

73 



which life is experienced it may be entirely unclear what is meant by power in 

this particular organisational context (see page 33). If there is any clarity 

about power, however, the Vice-Chancellor is seen to have it. 

'.. well, it's only an assumption on my part and that's 

with the Vice-Chancellor.. 
.1 have power to affect what 

goes on within my degree, I don't think I have any 

other power. I don't think I've looked for it.. ' 

But, more equivocally, 

'the power, I think genuinely does lie in a sort of 

amalgam, balance..... I don't think there is a neat 

answer-in the sense that... having located it and 

saying ... that's where it is.... people always say that it 

seems as if it's just over the hill-when you get there, 

lo and behold it's gone... not that it keeps moving 

about, but that actually it is so diffuse'. 

Noble and Pym (1970) state that 'wherever or at whatever level one applies to 

the organization, the 'real' decisions always seem to be taken somewhere 

else'(p 436). In searching for power, 

... when I was a young man in this university, I decided 

to find where the centre of power was and to that end 

I've got on one committee and I discovered it wasn't 

there so I got off pretty fast and I got on to another 

committee and I got off pretty fast etc etc. And in a 

real sense even though people would say I am very 

close to the centre of power now, I still in a very real 

sense haven't discovered the centre of power.... most 
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of the power I have is purely reactive. If your power is 

reactive then someone else is pulling the strings... ' 

This is what Noble and Pym (1970 p 435) describe as the 'receding locus of 

power'. The various constituencies in the university may be seen as the string 

pullers: 

'in any democratic organisation or any organisation in 

a democracy... there will be a distribution of power but 

how it's distributed and how much is concentrated in 

particular sets of hands will vary from one place to 

another.. ' 

And it will change according to the ways in which the several 

guiding factors are ordered and re-ordered (Elster (1989) discussed 

on page 34). 

... 
because I happen to get in early at 8.30 in the 

morning and nobody else much was in, Jt became 

the case that everybody sent problems and all the rest 

of it to me... one was involved in taking decisions even 

though one had no status for taking them-how 

(power) accumulated to quite junior people if they 

were able and willing to exercise it' 

March and Olsen 1979 is relevant to this, see page 37). 

Nevertheless there is a 

'substantial concentration of power' 

in the office of the Vice-Chancellor, together 

'with power goes responsibility'. 
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Authority in fact; legitimated power. (Bacharach (1988) for example on page 

32). 

Challenging Power 

Even where power can be unambiguously identified, it can be challenged. 

This is discussed on pages 33 and 34 above. Even when held by the Vice- 

Chancellor: 

'It was worth doing once or twice just to establish you 

were capable of it but you then tried to ensure-what 

he did agreed with what you thought... . it was quite 

deliberately a game'. 

Besides, in a democracy 

'if you're making decisions that are unfair or 

unwise... you could and should be challenged... and 

within the management structure... there's a 

mechanism for this to happen.. 
. right through to the 

Vice-Chancellor'. 

As a Head of Department: 

I feel very much open to challenge but also aware of 

and glad that there is a mechanism that makes it 

possible to challenge.. ' 

In fact, 
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'it's the informal systems that make things work not 

the formal systems-it's quite easy for an individual 

department to challenge something that they don't like 

in the system if people in the department are 

vigilant... if they leave it to Senate, they've left it too 

ate. ' 

The very nature of the academic life seems to enhance people's abilities to 

challenge power, 

'because they will challenge, they will argue, they will 

do all sorts of things.. ' 

That is the essence of intellectual life, and 

'.. part of the role of the permanent official... to ensure 

that can happen-that those other people do feel that 

they have the opportunity, appropriately, to challenge 

the system.. ' 

Not that members of the university need to be encouraged to oppose: 

'.. in general in the university in my experience is that 

when people have no interest in it they oppose it. The 

default option is to oppose' 

though 

'the power structure in the university is inhabited by 

people from the traditional subjects... . so there will 

always be an attempt to preserve what exists. ' 

(See Pfeffer (1981) on page 41) 
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The power of the status quo means that strategies develop to achieve 

change, without overt opposition or challenge being mounted. 

'I can be very devious. Not in a wicked way but I 

can... think creatively and laterally when the need 

arises. ' 

' there's got to be a way around this. If so many of us 

feel like this we must be able to accommodate it and I 

think that's what many of us have done. ' 

' I've learnt to accommodate' 

' the system will accommodate different styles' 

' It's a matter of being like a willow and not like an oak'. 

Hoyle (1982) describes this in his discussion of the micropolitics of 

organizational life. 

The Departments 

Power within the case study university is distributed between various parts of 

the organisation and one of the key locations for this distribution is the 

departments and their nominated Heads, though they don't always see it in 

such political terms; 

'I don't see it as power but I suppose it is. It's a sort of 

position of responsibility.. . and I see it as something 

you've got to be very careful about because you can 

you do have an effect on other people's professional 
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lives... it's a matter of being aware of it and trying to 

get it right' 

'decisions and activities are very much devolved.. 
. the 

way the previous Vice-Chancellor played it, it was his 

relationship with individual departments which 

counted much more.. ' 

Some Heads of Department, in fact, do not seem to want to take part in the 

internal political system: 

'there's an informal system-but it's surprising how 

some just don't seem to know what's going on as if, 

almost they're not Heads of Department, they're just 

ordinary members of staff. ' 

Since the Head of Department role is rotated every three or four years, as are 

the other senior roles in the university, it is perhaps not surprising that Heads 

of Department act like 'ordinary' members of staff and 'ordinary' members of 

staff gather decision making powers to themselves. 

in many areas you have to accept that the most 

junior person in the department may be right and the 

Professor may be wrong, on academic grounds and 

that actually, if you operate on a hierarchical basis 

within the university on academic grounds... it is a 

recipe for getting things wrong actually' 

'we're quite different from the new universities, Polys, 

the more I get the impression... very much a 

hierarchical system, where.. . the managers tell the 
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teachers what to do .. and the teachers do it. possibly 

a more efficient system,.. it depends what you're trying 

to achieve.. ' 

'somebody appointed today immediately might well 

have a unique niche which would give him or her a 

unique position in a department... ' 

'.. so , there are ways through the power hierarchy, if, 

indeed, there is one in the university. The other thing 

that makes it difficult ... we're continually changing our 

hats i. e. we shift our positions in the hierarchy from 

time to time and the other reason is that we are still a 

community of scholars-and that's a very different 

hierarchy to an age hierarchy, a structural hierarchy, 

any kind you like'. 

(See diagram on page 30) 

'I can remember as a lecturer, imposing my will on 

people who in the hierarchy were much above me but 

they wanted an easier life.. you win a lot of battles that 

way... ' 

Meyer and Rowan (1992), Meyer (1992) reflect these issues concerning social 

structure and organization and their ideas are considered on page 38. 

Despite the desire to take decisions and to avoid any kind of interference from 

the hierarchy, however interpreted, there is still an expectation within the 
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university that academic leadership will be exercised, particularly in exercising 

judgement over difficult areas; 

'there has to be an ethos that comes partly from very 

senior management.. ' 

'.. to manage in a way that's more open, more 

understandable so that when decisions are made, 

people understand why they've been made ... we live in 

tough times and toughness is much easier to take if 

it's deemed to be fair' 

Peters and Austin (1986) on leadership and vision confirm this notion and 

their work (see page 4) confirms the view developed here that universities as 

organizations reflect in their structures and characteristics the key features of 

the potentially excellent organization. 

The role of the Vice-Chancellor is crucial in this regard. Pressures from the 

external environment are felt to be pushing the university into a more 

bureaucratic, mechanistic, mode of operation; 

'the Vice-Chancellor is the linking pin across so many 

of the committees and he is the link pin between the 

academic systems and the bureaucratic, 

administrative systems. If you took the Vice- 

Chancellor away, his role away, the whole 

organisation would collapse because he's really the 

only channel through which things are filtered... ' 

'it doesn't mean to say that they're all running 

knocking on the door of the Vice-Chancellor, not at all, 

it works more subtly than that.. ' 
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But there is nevertheless a sense that a difference between the university and 

other organisations is the importance of direct access to the leader whenever it is 

thought appropriate, not just by the leader, but by the individual academic, whose 

aspirations and feelings the Vice-Chancellor is expected to have learned and to 

take into account. (See Ouchi and Wilkins (1988), Peters and Waterman (1982) 

on pages 40 and 41). 

'I think is actually getting a good feel for what's going 

on and not just generally, but at the level of the 

individual across the university, he has to know a hell 

of a lot of individuals and their... aspirations, their 

modes and the way they tick'. 

Culture 

Leadership operates within a culture which is combative, argumentative, 

disrespectful and uneasy with authority other than that rooted in subject 

expertise. (See Meek 1992, for example on page 47). 

'.. you will just have to get used to the fact that people 

will not necessarily accept what you say as gospel, in 

fact, they will argue and discuss it... academics are 

used to talking about things and discussing things and 

feel that in some by discussing things reach a 

consensus and secondly, within a university, you have 

to accept that the most junior person in the 

department may be right.. ' 
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Noble and Pym (1970 describe this as being a 'form of authority 

structure in which legitimate power is vested in a collectivity of 

equals' (p 433). 

'.. it's more part of the culture that you don't take things 

for granted, that you do question them. I don't just 

mean academic questions, although I'm sure that's 

where it springs from, because I think the kind of 

people that choose to work in universities are people 

with enquiring minds, interesting minds. So, there's a 

greater tendency to question everything - structures, 

the way you do things, and to be critical of what you're 

doing.. ' 

'we're paid to think among other things and to be 

critical .. ' 

Smircich (1983) on cultures and organizations is relevant here 

(page 47). 

The combative approach identified above may also go with what is perceived 

to be 

'the extremely sort of male club atmosphere of 

meetings... without people realising this because it 

was a male dominated place.. ' 

'.. beer and nothing else to drink which was all right but 

it's a very male thing' 

Schein (1992) discusses the relationship between the power of cultural forces 

and the difficulties in achieving change since cultures represent what the 

university is. (Page 47 above). 
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There are certain dimensions to the internal cultures of the university which 

can be identified and are shared by members across the networks. Gellert 

(1991) (page 20 above) reminds us that identification of genuine institutional 

characteristics is very important. 

' It's a very friendly place... there's a lot of warmth in 

the place, very, very detectable to someone coming 

from outside'. 

' the general environmental advantage of the 

campus... residential dimension.. ' 

'... there is an affection for it. 
.. almost impossible to 

define.. 
. quite traditional, not being in the forefront of 

change... fairly paternalistic.. .a slightly warmer place.. ' 

' part of its culture is being very much a campus 

university, being very coherent... people are very in 

touch with the centre... it's obviously got quite an 

international culture.. ' 

' informal structures that students develop for 

themselves as part of the culture... we're a fairly formal 

sort of university... we feel that's important-our degree 

ceremony is a prime example, it's a highly formal 

occasion... ) think we do it extremely well and we do it 

in a fairly grand way.. ' 
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' we have the sort of outward and obvious and rather 

silly symbols that they're there and they have their 

effect like the graduation in the grounds... you have to 

think they're silly don't you? I mean when you stand 

back and... I wouldn't wish it to be different' 

So, what is this case study university actually like? 

'I don't think we're a visionary university... the whole 

traditional ethos upon which a university like 
........ 

with its Halls of Residence, its campus image ' 

is the key part of its cultural systems which seem to interact to give students and 

staff a rather warm feeling quite impossible to define but which , interestingly, was 

one of the findings of the university's academic audit exercise; not very many 

mechanisms but very happy and successful students. (HEQC 1993) 

Values 

The sharing of values is seen to be central to finding satisfaction in work and 

the workplace environment. These values are not an homogeneous set to 

which all subscribe but a series of overlapping and relatively congruent value 

systems that relate to different elements of a tutor's work There is a clear 

sense that the sharing of values informs not just what each person thinks but 

also how people act and interact in formal and informal settings. Policy in 

practice reflects the values held by those taking the decisions and the views of 

the collegium. Reeves (1990) is very clear on the centrality of values (see 

page 9). So too are members of the case study university: 

' the whole well being of the institution rested upon 

people's judgements of what you turned out.. . they are 
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a group of people-who, have similar values to myself 

in terms of what it is important for students to 

experience-who, work hard in extremely difficult 

circumstances in order to continue to hold those 

views.. prepared to do over and above what would be 

a normal, reasonable commitment... ' 

'justice, the idea of justice was there... fairness does 

actually matter and whether we take it too 

seriously.. .1 don't think we do actually' 

'.. it doesn't mean giving up academic values, it just 

means reinterpreting priorities in the shorter term. ' 

'.. something which obviously grows out of facts about 

the way you are behaving, it grows out of concepts 

which are had about the way the university should be 

... there are values which arise from what a university 

is doing.. . which are more intrinsic to the notion of the 

university as, these are the sorts of concepts 

which.. . words like collegiality ... are meant to convey.. ' 

'.. academic tradition... much of the way we organise 

our life here helps to promote that sort of 

perception...... none of this is in one sense 

necessary... that is the whole... . that is the background 

to it.. ' 
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These values are clearly reflected in the student support systems and the 

various academic structures relating to their progress; 

'the students have got some model of how you interact 

and how you treat people. It isn't just a question of do 

as I say... being an example.. ' 

So, 

1 we're back to the example in the ethos of this place is 

that we treat our students as individuals'. 

For example, 

'I was taught early on you had a contract whether it 

was written or not, you shouldn't take them along 

unless you could deliver them.. ' 

And the systems are devised to achieve this; 

' we had then had (an appeal system) .. 
for as long as I 

know... well established and he said-you keep quiet 

about it, why didn't you say more about it... it's 

unfortunately the thing which appeals more to parents 

than to students.. . who don't intend to fail any 

exams-don't want to consider the possibility of failure.. ' 

' to some extent the rituals are important to start 

persuading they're part of a university... ' 

The pastoral systems also fit the model; 

in this university there's a culture attached to the Halls 

system which is.. again quite different, a separate 

group of people are involved with Halls, a separate 
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group of academics, they form a very strong sub 

culture, they meet totally across departments but they 

have something in common and they are a smallish 

group and they are as isolated in that you are either 

part of that or you're not.. ' 

'those members of the faculty.. have had to spend six 

months living in a Hall of Residence... created another 

network I haven't got.. ' 

So the academic and the pastoral mix and match; 

' the structures that we've got tend to be ones which 

encourage a concern and care for both the pastoral 

well being of the student and their material needs and 

I think there is quite a good compromise there.. . there 

tend to be good links between departments and the 

residential arrangements... ' 

Values are explicitly seen to relate to policies in practice. These 

stress coherence in understanding the case study university. There 

is an underlying coherence upon which diversity can build and 

flourish. 

Autonomy 

One of the most significant aspects of academics' lives is the extent to which 

they can get on with their work without interference. How they define their 

work is also something which they hold to be within their own sway although 

there is recognition that the Head of Department has an interest and a say in 
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this. Intervention from any other quarter is seen to be increasing and 

increasingly unacceptable (Trow 1994 confirms this as shown on pages 15, 

17 and 18). It is also seen to be counter productive in that the individual 

academic is the best judge of what to do , how to do it and when. as argued 

on page 1. 

' there's a whole group of us that certainly don't see it 

as a job in terms of given hours but that it's almost a 

way of life, certainly during term time.. ' 

' you can't tell people what they are supposed to do.. ' 

' in terms of individual freedom to work in your own 

chosen way... not very tightly structured... the freedom, 

the degrees of freedom within the structure to work in 

one's own preferred work style are actually limited by 

the tighter structure of resource allocation'. 

'.. it's the individual academic who aspires to do 

something different from the person next door.. ' 

'.. one can do one's own thing to a great extent'. 

However there is recognition that the individual cannot be unaffected by 

events in the social world. 

'I just wonder if it's possible to have a rewarding 

career if you fail to recognise the social and political 

context in which universities have to operate and 

there are some parts of the university which 

absolutely deny the 1990's... ' 
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'In the end the environment in which we live will 

condition the way we have to organise ourselves.. ' 

Aldrich (1979) refers in the discussion on pages 30 and 31. 

Old/New Universities 

One of the major environmental effects is currently felt to be the renaming of 

the former polytechnics as universities (See also Fulton (1991) on page 15). 

The nature of the older universities is definitely seen and experienced by 

respondents as being different in kind from the nature of the new universities. 

On the one hand 
, 

the traditional university is seen to have a more desirable 

purpose and framework in its combination of research and teaching within a 

community of scholars rather than a predominantly teaching mission 

implemented through permanent bureaucratic structures. On the other hand 

the patterns of accountability currently being introduced and employed within 

the unified university system are seen to be those in which the new 

universities are both more experienced and more skilled (see Ball (1992) on 

page 24) although the desirability of these accountability structures is 

questioned in that they are regarded as, to some extent, undermining the 

very outcomes they purport to enhance. There is certainly no sense of there 

being common cause over the full range now unified under the title of 

university. 

' parts of the system behave in different ways and 

frankly, in my view, the whole research assessment 

exercise, research money, will ensure that it continues 

in different ways.. ' 
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Moreover, 

' the mass education system is taking place in before 

the polys and many of the old universities are doing 

their damnedest to try and ensure that they don't 

change. ' 

Quite rightly, it is perceived, since; 

' there's no doubt that the former polytechnics are 

organised in a very different way and there are so 

many system checks and balances that the typical 

academic within a former polytechnic just doesn't 

have anything like the degree of freedom.. ' 

' it's a very different culture.. ' 

Though undoubtedly, the new universities represent competition; 

'the creation of the new universities which means that 

within a year or so's time why shouldn't I go to the 

University of...., ghastly place... ' 

Corporate Image 

One of the notions which the new university system is seen to have 

emphasised and which has now become increasingly relevant in the old 

university sector is in the provision or promotion of a corporate image which 

represents to the general public the essence of the university. There was a 

clear sense among the participants that the case study university had an 

insufficiently clear corporate image 
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'I don't necessarily think it's got a bad image, I just 

think it doesn't have... an image at all' 

There are a number of characteristics, however, which it was felt could 

contribute to a more defined image for the university and the generation of this 

image would be not a bad idea, though it might turn out to be a series of 

congruent images made up of the core characteristics seen to be relevant to 

different audiences. For example, 

' it's one of the two or three most pleasant campuses 

in the country.. ' 

'. it is actually a graduate university... everyone in the 

university was amazed.. ) go round telling people... ' 

'students complained that .... was paternalistic. I 

would prefer caring and regard that as a positive 

virtue' 

However, 

'The university has different images to different parts 

of the world.. ' 

Despite this difficulty, 

a university image would be immensely 

helpful.. something which shows ... to be highly 

innovative, to be involved with public debate on 

important issues... ' 
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And, besides, 

'there is a corporate image and there is a corporate 

feeling that does.... transcend the organisation.. . the 

identity perhaps doesn't so much emerge from what is 

actually happening as what you wish to be the 

perception of your organisation and then you hope 

that that is the way the organisation develops'. 

' There are areas where it is important... our 

relationship with the world outside' 

'It needs emphasising all the time what is being set at 

the top... ' 

'There is an image of it, we all carry one, and the 

outside world carries one and I am pretty certain that 

the outside world should carry a somewhat different 

and sharper one than it's currently got... ' 

' We can't in that sense have the unique, single 

identity, the whole essence of being that kind of world 

is diversity'. 

'I think there is an affection for it but I think that 

quality that you're looking for me to say I would find it 

almost impossible to define... fairly paternalistic but... ' 
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'I think we probably could... market ourselves and say 

these are the strengths of this university.... It's little 

pockets you see... why those little pockets? ' 

' it's statements about the importance of being-are 

we going to be followers or leaders, are we going to 

be international or are we going to be domestic, local, 

are we going to be concerned with strategic issues 

and... or not... but it's very difficult, it's a university you 

know'. 

The theme reflected in these comments is that of the university as a diverse, 

loosely coupled series of networks interacting with different constituencies and 

presenting itself in a variety of ways according to context, contingency and 

purpose. Coherence is much more difficult to represent than diversity. 

Change 

The move towards a more explicit image for the university is seen to be only 

one, and not the most threatening, change which the university currently 

faces. Change itself is not necessarily bad. It all depends; 

'society changes and I don't really know which comes 

first whether it's culture and values that changes 

society or the other way round' 

but different kinds of changes have differential impacts on the university 

'It's different kinds of change, the dramatic change 

where, you know, you have to change something 

fairly dramatic fairly quickly because someone says 

you've got to and then there's the other kind of 
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change which happens with new people coming in, 

new ideas, new research, which is an evolutionary 

change comes through thinking and challenging and 

reflecting where the more dramatic change probably 

comes through external imposition 
... 

' 

'evolutionary change happens by, gradually and by 

consensus where externally imposed change maybe 

happens more rapidly and possibly more reluctantly' 

'Now there's some change, and that's fine and 

everybody lives with that with no problems at all, it's 

the top down that are the problems and very often the 

people doing the top down don't like what they're 

doing because it's being imposed on them... .1 
believe 

leads to a number of poor decisions' 

' the unfortunate aspect of government policy at the 

moment is a suspicion and lack of trust of 

academics... ' 

' the steady state may be continual 

change... turbulence might be a ... sort of 

overstatement, but certainly living with change... ' 

" it's a bit like a sort of frenzied dog in a room full of 

flies, snapping at everything that comes along-the 

future is very uncertain'. 
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However, despite the extent of the externally imposed change, resilience 

shows through. Pfeffer (1981)) discusses this and is reported on page 411 

'I am constantly surprised by how little it appears to 

have the effect which I'm sure it ought to have in 

theory. No, I'm not surprised I think at how resilient 

the institution is to those sort of pressures'. 

'I think we have a reasonable ability to, as it were, be 

prompted by that external prick but then to, in a very 

real sense, have some mastery over the situation and 

to control it ourselves and develop it ourselves'. 

In confirmation of this view is the opinion that; 

'there are people who spend their whole life in the 

university without having any idea of these changes 

that have gone on, many of which are actually 

affecting them but they have no idea'. 

In part this is because senior management mediate change on behalf of the 

members of the university, 

' It's rotten to sell a bad idea, let's make it a good idea. 

So you spend a bit of time finding the pluses about 

it... as you trickle down the levels... so there has to be a 

justification and I think we need to work at that more... ' 

This helps to mitigate the notion that 

' if we do have an ethos it's all change imposed from 

the outside is bad... although.... the changes have been 

very great indeed'. 
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' it's going on very very fast and for a system that 

ought to be evolutionary, we're pushing evolution a bit 

and we'll make some mistakes as a result... ' 

But not all changes can be mitigated; 

'one of the things I've discovered over the years is 

that if you're going to have to do something which is 

painful, it doesn't help to do it slowly... people will not 

do something really unpleasant till the alternative is 

even worse.. ' 

Nevertheless, 

'I think universities will survive, no doubt about it, but 

what sort of institutions they'll be.. ' 

Survival is something that universities have shown themselves to be very 

good at. Their mission has remained relatively intact also. Trow (1987) 

asserts this as discussed on page 41 above. 

Change is seen to be necessary not necessarily to accomplish something 

different but to maintain what has been (Becher and Kogan (1992)on pages 

23 and 24 for example). Simply doing what has always been done does not 

result in the same outcomes. 

' we have to take on board different modes of learning 

that we can no longer assume that students are going 

to move from home and spend three years or four 

years doing an undergraduate course or that mature 

students are going to be able to get time off to spend 

a year, two years, whatever doing courses' 
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' Academics are trying to, to do things, to challenge 

things, to discover things and most of the time they're 

finding it very difficult to actually make much progress 

with what they're doing, they're dealing with difficult 

problems as indeed they ought to be' 

The struggle to maintain what is, through change, in the context of rapid and 

extensive demands, takes its toll of members of an institution; 

'these demands are often being made of people quite 

a few of whom are feeling anxious about that, ill 

prepared... pretty intense at the moment... in danger of 

being quite destructive for a lot of people... ' 

The pace of change is 

' demanding too much of quite a lot of people so we're 

not getting the best out of them'. 

It has a 

'Debilitating effect on some people, of the complexity 

as well as the intensity of the demands.. ' 

Teaching/ Research 

The real work of the university is here. The most traditional see research as 

the priority but teaching as essential and crucial. Those with a career 

background in the public sector or in more vocationally oriented subjects have 

a firm regard for teaching as well as research. (See Jackson (1988) on page 

25)on the different traditional strengths in institutions). 
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' the actual work of teaching the students was.... the 

priority... the thing that I think's important and that is to 

produce what I hope are good students' 

Teaching is in fact a useful adjunct to research 

'there are certain kinds of research which you can 

do... but if what you're doing is theory, there is a limit 

to how long you can spend reading books or thinking 

or writing, you know. Trollope used to write three 

thousand words before eight o'clock in the morning 

and then go off and run the Post Office... ' 

For some students, it was thought, teaching was considered to be strictly 

instrumental; 

1 what's the point of raising this if it's never asked in 

the exam. It seemed rather an odd way of 

approaching the university degree... ' 

Quality and Quality of Life 

Teaching and research are of course the foundation for judgements about 

quality, both in relation to the students and the institution as a whole; 

'whilst we are doing a good job and we're held in high 

regard... . then we'll get the support we need.. ' 

' the whole well being of the institution rested upon 

people's judgements of what you turned out'. 
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Of course there are very different interpretations of what constitutes quality 

'It depends what you're trying to achieve... It was about 

miserable things and achieving grades and achieving 

qualifications that this was what quality of education 

was about.... there are things that you can measure 

and things quite difficult to measure like the ability to 

argue and discuss which may derive from the way the 

teaching was carried out'. 

Slee (1990) (on page 26) confirms the view that status and quality will 

continue to depend upon traditional values. Unfortunately, the interpretation 

of what good quality education is, if dependent upon the kinds of criteria and 

procedures currently in operation, leads to some despair; 

'I felt I knew how the Romans felt as they watched the 

barbarians creeping over the Alps. You knew you 

were for it but you, and you knew you were going to 

get defeated, but you also knew that civilisation was 

worse, going to be the worse... ' 

' this might be a difference between. 
. the polys and 

the old universities..., you could learn the what and the 

how but never the why... ' 

' clearly it seems to me quality has fallen.. 
. riot 

necessarily in terms of the performance of students in 

examination papers'. 

The quality of the student experience is seen to be much broader than simple, 

quantifiable assessment items and this was seen to be challenged by current 
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changes in the education environment. But nevertheless, the university is 

seen to have protected most of the essential features of staff and student 

experience and the warmth and affection felt for the institution is real and 

explicit 

'I mean, this is the place I really want to be. I don't 

think there's anything wrong with the place. The 

things that cause me most angst are the changes 

being brought about in education.. ' 

It is the outside, the external world that is the problem. Leave the institutions 

to manage their own reality and the outcome will be closer to high quality: 

maximise autonomy, minimise bureaucracy and optimise accountability 

structures. In these ways universities will persist, resist and flourish. 

In the case study the key themes of this dissertation have clearly been 

revealed. The university at the centre is seen as the means by which the real 

work is facilitated; the judgement of academics is pre-eminent and these 

judgements serve to mediate and to accommodate in more appropriate 

cultural forms the impact of change from the external world. Its structures are 

flexible and loosely coupled around a rule bearing core which acts as the 

guardian of the organization's mission. Its status reflects and is dependent 

upon the excellence of its individual members and departments who look as 

much to the external peer network as they do to the centre. Collegiality 

appears to have survived and with it, affirmation of values of participatory 

government and education as democracy. 

In chapter six these and the themes from the earlier chapters will be brought 

together and considered in relation to the argument proposed on page 1. 
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Chapter Six 

Tentative Conclusions and Proposals 

The dominant theme to have emerged from this study is the strength of the 

university as a social institution which has managed to continue to provide 

higher education in a recognisable form over the centuries through periods of 

massive change. The flexibility and loose - coupling of the constituent parts of 

the organization contribute to this remarkable ability. Change is differentially 

experienced and accommodations take place which permit maintenance and 

change to co - exist. The emphasis on autonomy for individuals and groups 

further facilitates the shaping of change and the means by which the 

organization is structured mediates these changes on behalf of the grass 

roots before they need to be fully accommodated. 

The organizational system is mobile, relational, contingency dependent and 

still sufficiently ambiguous to permit competing and even contradictory 

networks to persist. Indeed, the use of ambiguity to maintain a 

heterogeneous cultural mix is central to the success of this organizational 

form. There is enough coherence of culture to sustain enormous diversity 

within a resilient and persistent form. 

In recent years the changes accommodated by the universities have been 

those identified in chapter 1 and rooted in the Robbins tradition; increased 

student numbers, the nature of the student experience and the cost of 

provision. Questions of access, quality and funding. Some 30% of the age 

cohort is now represented in higher education, in institutions some of which 
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still seek to retain the liberal traditions of collegiality at a level of funding under 

increasing pressure form the Treasury. Yet at the same time it is clear from 

the analysis in chapter 2 that responses to change have differed within the 

unified higher education system. Traditions and histories, missions and 

purposes have significant impact on the ways in which issues are handled 

(Halsey 1992, Tapper and Salter 1992) and if these features are consolidated 

within the working term 'culture', then, it is suggested, organizational response 

to change is a direct consequence of and leads to re-formation of 

organizational culture. 

Since current policy initiatives seem to favour one cultural form above others, 

the managerial approach so criticised by Trow (1994) for example, then there 

are a series of interesting research questions to address since the output 

criteria upon which institutions are to be assessed, and, deriving from 

assessment, funded, will be the same. The resistance to the managerial 

approach in the traditional university studied, may, therefore, find its 

justification through fulfilling those output criteria more effectively than those 

new universities by which, one might speculate, the managerial approach is 

embraced. Issues to be explored would have to include the organizational 

structures and cultures within the new universities and their relation to the 

managerialist philosophy; a comparative examination of the effectiveness with 

which institutions organized according to different principles fulfil the output 

measures or performance criteria made explicit in HEFCE policy; the nature 

of any differences in performance and how these relate to the debate about 

differentiation in the education system. The argument put forward in this 

study confirms the effectiveness of autonomy over accountability in delivering 

desired policy outcomes. It is important in any event to seek to understand on 

the basis of more extensive empirical evidence whether the cultural styles of 

the case study institution are manifested in other traditional universities; 
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whether the new universities are uniformly managerial in their cultural forms 

(and thus 'better' organized according to Ball (1992)) and what the cultural 

and structural features of the research centred institutions are. The evidence 

of Halsey (1992) and Tapper and Salter (1992) would seem to suggest an 

even more anarchic form of organization, layered in complexity by the 

collegiate structures which represent, for Warnock(1982) at least, the last 

bastion of academic autonomy. 

It is important in this context to reassert the view that ambiguity, anarchy and, 

indeed, chaos are positive terms in organizational analysis. Davies and 

Morgan (1985), for example, argue that 'it is highly desirable to maintain the 

ambiguity in order consciously to limit the influence of macro-policy matters, 

and to protect the essential characteristics of academic autonomy' ( p170). 

Working within uncertainty is a key feature of academic life; change can be 

accommodated within the normal range of challenges to the status quo which 

are the tools of scholarship and research. This view takes fully into account 

the inconsistencies and contradictions in organizational life which 

systematised approaches to analysis either ignore or see as anomalies. 

'... the non linear terms tend to be the features that people want to leave out 

when they try to get a good, simple, understanding' (Gleick 1987 p24). Chaos 

theory similarly recognises that the analysis itself has a way of changing the 

meanings it seeks to explore. 'Nonlinearity means that the act of playing the 

game has a way of changing the rules' (Gleick 1987 p24). 

Using'culture' as a tool of analysis inevitably, therefore, leads to increased 

complexity, decreased certainty but paradoxically increased confidence in the 

account produced. It incorporates nonlinearity as an essential feature and 

thus seeks to focus on meanings as they are made and re-made in the 

organization, giving a more dynamic and dialectical model than one which 
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seeks to smooth out the oddities and thus denies the system its life. Smircich 

(1985) confirms the positive aspects of this approach. 'We could understand 

organizations as social constructions, symbolically constituted and reproduced 

through interaction. Our attention would then shift to the realms of meaning 

and interpretation... ' (p58). Looking at organizations becomes looking at the 

dialectical relationships between symbol and power. This leads her to the 

view that 'There are no authoritative conclusions, just the confrontation of our 

multiple interpretations' (p72). 

Culture is not a neutral term then. It needs definitions to which individuals 

might respond and amend; it suggests a contingent, paradoxical marriage 

between homogeneity and heterogeneity; it raises questions about the 

interaction between power and symbol and the issues of cultural manipulation 

and transformation. 

The question of homogeneity/heterogeneity, or the role of cultural congruence 

in organizational management has been raised a number of times during this 

study. According to Ogbonna (1992) the effective management of human 

resources implies the need for a strong organizational culture which is shared 

and which permits the goals of the organization to be achieved. The question 

here might be 'what goals and whose are they? ' If the notion of managing 

culture is to be taken on, the role of organizational leadership becomes 

central. Yet the management of change literature (Elmore (1989), Fullan 

(1993), Louis and Miles (1990), Pressman and Wildavsky (1979), for example) 

suggests enormous problems in making assumptions about the relationship 

between the vision from the top and reality at the bottom. In the case study 

university the role of the Vice Chancellor is seen as centrally important in 

representing the leadership function, yet at all senior levels there is 

recognition that very few things could simply be imposed with the expectation 
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that the change would be implemented. The very nature of the university as 

an organization challenges the notion of congruence as a feature for 

organizational success. Incoherence is proposed as an effective 

management tool. 

Heterogeneity and competition between individuals are not unproblematic 

however. Kennoy and Anthony (1992) offer the example of Margaret 

Thatcher's commitment to liberal individualism (or autonomy) which gave the 

opportunity for individuals to take risks, to enter the market place, to defend 

the quality of their own product, to engage in team work, to offer particular 

expertise and vision in competition with others and to take the blame if it went 

wrong. They describe this as '... the mystification of prosaic 'realities' in the 

day-to-day regulation of the employment relationship and the distancing of 

management from responsibility for the character of managerial action' 

(p241). The idea of the Vice Chancellor imposing individual accountability, 

however, does not sit well with the academic role. Individual academics are 

both autonomous and accountable by definition of their work and 

heterogeneity is an organizing principle of the institution together with enough 

homogeneity to conform to the implied advantages of critical mass. The notion 

that an all embracing consensual agreement on organizational culture is either 

necessary or desirable needs careful thought on the basis of the analysis 

within this study, unless, of course, the consensus is that there can be little 

agreement. 

Barnett (1992) discusses this in relation to the additional pressures to 

accountability which form one of the themes behind this study and suggests 

that 'Total Quality Management' may allow autonomy with accountability. 'To 

call up the notion of academic institutions as bodies of self critical intellectuals 

surprisingly seems to mesh nicely with the idea of personal responsibility 
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being taken on by all participants in an organization' (pp78/79). Autonomy 

must be maintained. '... the maverick's way of doing things may be 

managerially disruptive but just may lead to a Nobel prize' (p79). 

Managerial disruption or chaos, therefore, becomes essential to the fulfilment 

of the organization's goals. Coherence becomes a liability. Weick (1985) 

confirms that in assessing the significance of corporate structure at times of 

change, coherence tends to make it more difficult for organizations to be 

something new; it makes the existing structures extremely tenacious; it leads 

to rigidity and reduces the speed with which changes in opportunity can be 

detected; it looks backward and leads toward conservatism. 'If there is 

diversity in individual versions of "common" culture, people will respond to 

slightly different capacities and justifications. This diversity acts as cultural 

insurance that enables people to respond effectively to shifts in environmental 

demands' (Weick (1985) p385). This certainly fits with the evidence gained 

from the case study where individual differences are clearly perceived and, as 

Weick suggests, people neither share the same theory nor understand the 

parts equally well. 

If organizational culture is a dynamic, changing phenomenon in which 

members take part, using difference to promote the organizational goals, then 

flexibility becomes' a better predictor of effectiveness than does coherence' 

(Weick (1985) p386). However, when change comes, what may be taken for 

granted at times of stability, becomes explicit. 'People learn how they have 

always done things when someone tells them to do things differently' (p386). 

As it has been argued above, making explicit what has previously been left 

ambiguous can promote tension and disagreement. The question to be raised 

is, can tension, dissonance, even antagonism be promoted as cultural 

features to be prized? Does the commitment to autonomy imply commitment 
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to distinctive interests which imply continuing competition within the 

organization? The evidence suggests the answer, yes. An oppositional form 

of culture is implied within which periodic increases in tension would be part of 

the expectation of the community. The next proposition, then, might be that 

reactions to change which seek to minimise disruption and opposition 

undermine the oppositional cultures and serpentine structures which have 

been shown to serve the aspirations of the case study university well. To 

tighten structures and increase accountability is to decrease ambiguity and 

undermine effectiveness. 

The key features of the traditional university were found to be flexibility and 

accommodation. In other words response to change was neither resistance 

nor acceptance but modification. Change is accommodated within the lengthy 

traditions of the organization and made to work according to the internal 

cultures of the university as manifested differently in different parts and altered 

differentially during the accommodation period. And if those traditions 

embrace anarchy, this is not necessarily disadvantageous. 'Rationality is not 

indigenous to organizations; rather it is a choice about what to affirm, restrict 

and permit. Other choices are possible' (Weick (1985) p387). The features of 

individual universities which affect their response and capacity to respond to 

change are rooted in their history, culture and purpose. Clarity of purpose 

leads to less vulnerability to external pressure; commitment to that purpose 

across the institution confirms strength. In this context, leadership and 

managerial style are crucial symbols. Where the basic unit is the individual in 

an academic department whose interests compete with those of others, a 

shared vision of university management is as the facilitation of difference in 

which the administration uses rules to maintain an equilibrium in creative 

tension is reinforced. 
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This study concludes that culture, as represented by shared meanings and 

understanding, is central to organizational response to change. Culture 

relates to and reflects the shared purpose or mission of the organization, in 

this case, the university. 

However, the term university is problematic. The study relates to one 

particular manifestation of the term. The evidence suggests that patterns of 

difference existed within the'old' university system; we may speculate that 

such patterns persist within the newly unified university system. The evidence 

of this study provides a framework from which may be devised a more 

comprehensive and far reaching investigation which seeks to explore the 

nature of organizational structures and cultures in the higher education 

system. 

The resistance, accommodation, responsiveness and resilience found in the 

traditional university; the ambiguity and levels of tolerance for this uncertainty 

and the combative, argumentative, disrespectful and uneasy form of 

collegiality which has been shown to work so well provides a model against 

which might be explored other forms of resilience in a turbulent higher 

education environment. 
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Appendix 1 

As you may know I am in the second phase of the Ed D programme at the 
University of Bristol and, for my thesis, am conducting an enquiry into the 
nature of the relationship between organisational structures and culture in 
higher education at a time of rapid change. 

As the empirical part of this study I am hoping to conduct a series of taped 
interviews with senior members of the university. I am hoping you will agree to 
take part in this process. The interview has been piloted and takes between 
an hour and an hour and fifteen minutes. These interviews will be transcribed 
as soon as possible after the event and you will be invited to comment on our 
conversation if you so wish. 

I would be most grateful if you would agree to this. I am very aware that this 
is an extra demand at a very busy time of the year but hope that you find the 
topic interesting enough to offer just over an hour of your time. 

May I contact your secretary to make an appointment? 

Very many thanks, 

122 



Appendix 2 
List of Questions for interview respondents 

The nature of the university: Structure 

Describe the organisation of the university from your point of view 

What are the key structures? 

Where is the power? 

Is this open to challenge? 

Is this open to change? 

Participation: 

The Nature of the University: Culture 

Corporate Image: 

Key organisational characteristics: 

How does a sense of the organisation come into existence? 

Are the kind of values we've discussed reflected in practice? 

Examples: 
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Distinctive values that belong to a university? 

With which groups do you identify most? 

Homogeneity/heterogeneity: 

Multiple membership of homogeneous groups? 

Do you mix with any university people socially outside the work 
environment? 

Relationship between Structure and Culture 

Do aspects of university culture affect the way in which it is organised? 

Can you give me any examples of this? 

Do organisational cultures change? 
Can you give me any examples of changing culture(s)? 

Do changes in culture(s) have any impact on structures? 

IV 
Structure, Culture and Change 

What changes have you perceived in the university over the past 5 
years? 

If invited to recommend changes to the new Vice-Chancellor, where 
would you identify as needing attention? 
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Appendix 3 
Semi - Structured Interview Schedule 

The nature of the university: Structure 

Describe the organisation of the university from your point of view 
cue: taut/loose 

rigid/flexible 
random/rational 
anarchic/bureaucratic 

What are the key structures? 
cue: departments 

courses 
faculties 

committees 
leaders: V-C et al 

Professors 
Deans 
HODs 

Course Directors 

Where is the power? 
cue: academic/administrative 

Faculties/departments/courses 
hierarchy - number of levels; 

Is this open to challenge? 

Is this open to change? 

Participation: 

cue: Personal/Positional 
Open to change? 

personal/positional 
influence/power 

cue: who 
what for 
for how long 
how extensive 
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how effective 

The Nature of the University: Culture 

Corporate Image: cue: values 
attitudes 
beliefs 
systems 
ceremonies 
language 
rituals 

Key organisational characteristics: cue: mission 
purpose 
aims 
culture 
structure 

How does a sense of the organisation come into existence? 

Are the kind of values we've discussed reflected in practice? 

Examples: 

Distinctive values that belong to a university? 

With which groups do you identify most? 

Homogeneity/heterogeneity: cue: commonality between subjects 
faculties? 
hierarchical levels 
roles 

Multiple membership of homogeneous groups? 
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Do you mix with any university people socially outside the work 
environment? 

Relationship between Structure and Culture 

Do aspects of university culture affect the way in which it is organised? 
cue: aims and purposes 

rituals and symbols 
relationships 
activities 

Can you give me any examples of this? 

Do organisational cultures change? 

cue: impact of external environment: funding 

accountability 
publicity 

cue: personal/positional 
influence/power 

cue: impact of internal environment leadership 

constructing meaning 
managing meaning 
micropolitics 

Can you give me any examples of changing culture(s)? 

Do changes in culture(s) have any impact on structures? 
cue: relative importance of committees 

new committees 
promotion of particular people 
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IV 
Structure, Culture and Change 

What changes have you perceived in the university over the past 5 
years? 

cue: teaching/research 

promotional prospects 
values/attitudes/beliefs 
students 
staff 
relationships 
workloads 
nature of work experience 
resources 

If invited to recommend changes to the new Vice-Chancellor, where 
would you identify as needing attention? 

cue: structures 
culture(s) 
resource allocation and distribution 

environment 
image 
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Pilot Interview for Ed D Project Appendix4 

25 February 1994: 

Transcription: 

M: What I am interested in finding out about is the nature of the university and its 

organisational structures and whether they match in any way the meaning we make of 

working in the University, the culture, the environment and the feelings we have about the 

place in which we work. Whether there is any kind of relationship between a university and 

the kind of organisation that it turns out to be. So could we start by you telling me how you 

perceive the organisation of the university. Describe the organisation of the university from 

your point of view. 

R: Yes, that is a good starting question actually. If I do it in a sort of managerial sense. I 

mean I can describe the structure as is and then try and see how somebody fits into it and 

how they feel themselves. Now do you want me to be what I was, do you want me to be a 

Professor of Education, a Dean or what. 

M: The Dean and a Professor. 

R: Well the actual formal structure as you know is simple in theory and hierarchical with the 

Vice-Chancellor as the principal officer and two assistants. Well I'd better describe their 

roles. In theory you have Deputy Vice-Chancellor who is second in command but in the 

University of ....... the role seems rather different from that or has been under the - the trouble 

is I have to go back to the previous Vice-Chancellor so I will have to talk about as was - as the 

structure was until last summer. 

M: That's fine. 
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R: The Deputy Vice-Chancellor has certain roles but in many respects doesn't deputise for 

the Vice-Chancellor and the Pro-Vice-Chancellor has roles and too many roles and I think the 

job is unworkable and then you have this next line in the structure which is the Dean who has 

very limited actual powers but has a great deal of theoretical clout and Heads of Department. 

Now, for my money, in the University of...... , Head of Department is King because the 

department's been deemed a cost centre. So that is the sort of formal structure and in theory 

it is straightforward. In practice it is much more difficult and I think it relates to the fact in my 

view that under the previous Vice-Chancellor the University of .... didn't see itself as a 

twentieth century university, it saw itself as a tradition in the oldest sense of university in 

which there was academic anarchy if you want to be pejorative about it that the individual 

scholar was working in a sort of medieval sense and the academic was seen as somebody 

who had in one sense total academic freedom and in another sense very little freedom 

because he was constrained by the structure of the department but it meant that there was no 

concept of the university as a corporate entity and the structure belied that, the structure looks 

as though you have a cross university structure but in fact you haven't you've got a lot of 

disparate parts and no sense of totality and togetherness in a management sense. Now for 

the individual and for the Dean its quite nice, it is a privileged position because there is the 

assumption that you have power that you don't have and you can enjoy that. You have a 

certain way into the structures at the Committee of Deans but that actually, in my view, as you 

know, stands outside the structure because it isn't in the line management through from the 

Vice-Chancellor to the Heads of Department. The impression the individual, if the individual 

is a Professor or Dean, gets, let's go to a Professor who isn't a Dean because I think thats 

probably more helpful, that person has a huge range of academic freedom and the structural 

freedom sort of management structural freedom depends very much on the relationship within 

the department and again following this sort of anarchy theory in some departments the 

Professors absolutely freewheel and they have very few constraints and they are expected to 

have few constraints and in other departments they act as senior managers and so you have 

a whole disparate which surely, a disparate answer to your question but I am not sure 

whether I am still on the question you asked. 
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M: I think you are - you talked about anarchy. Do you think if we looked at all the aspects of 

the university's work that the organisation would be anarchic throughout? 

R: Well no, I mean, I was talking about the academic anarchy of individuals working towards 

their own vision of themselves and their discipline without any even broad steer from the 

university because its a different concept and the university in the eyes of the former Vice- 

Chancellor there was no corporate vision, there wasn't and he said this, there was no 

corporate planning. Now I think that what universities generally need in the twentieth and 

twenty-first century is that wonderful management balance between corporate broad steer 

and individual academic and I mean academic freedom not in a sort of political sense but an 

intellectual sense and somehow you have to devise a management structure, it seems to me, 

that, and I will give an image that I have become fond of that I invented quite recently, which 

is that you imagine all the members of the academic staff as seeds, well the ideas of seeds, 

and you have to create a management situation in which those seeds are allowed to 

germinate and begin to shoot but you then have to have such a management structure that 

first knows about those seeds that are germinating and shooting, and at that point can in 

some way mediate. It doesn't necessarily have to control, it certainly doesn't have to control, 

but it first has to be aware and second has to have some broad steer so that, for example, if 

there was something that was developing and was contrary to whatever vision of the 

university the Vice-Chancellor might have or the university might have, of itself, it could at 

that point be either suppressed or deflected so that there was a very, it is a, broad steer, that 

is the best phrase but it is some sort of central intelligence and knowledge and the University 

of ..... 
likes that doesn't think its terribly important and if it happens it happens only at 

Departmental level and as we have whatever fortysix departments it only happens in some of 

those departments because there is no corporate conscience about this sort of image. The 

balance of that which is implied but not yet stated, is that no university can afford not to allow 

scope for initiative and the danger of having any sort of heavy mechanism is that initiative is 

stifled and I think the University of ...... managed to get the worst of both worlds. I think a lot 

131 



of initiative feels stifled and yet there is no central intelligence and so I think it hasn't 

happened and the university of ..... hasn't got it right yet. 

M: You mentioned the departments as being the chief structure of things, you seem to think 

that that's where things happen. What about faculties. 

R: Faculties no? Because I think the faculties could be but because of the structure it doesn't 

work like that. If the faculty Dean, and you know this as well as I do, is not an executive 

Dean, and I'll say that again so that it goes on the tape. If the Faculty Dean merely has a 

fraction of the budget to control and in this business money is power, then the Dean and the 

Faculty, in my view, by definition have a limited place in the structure. They have an overall 

academic function in that, for example, course proposals have to go to Faculty Board and so 

there is that sort of academic control, external examiners have to be agreed by Faculty Board. 

Faculty Board is the way to Senate, so in that sense they have a function but in a, in a firm 

development sense they operate on goodwill and influence rather than power because they 

don't hold the budget. Now if you had an executive dean the situation would be different 

because the faculty then would be the second level of power base after the directorate after 

the Vice-Chancellor and down to the Pro-Vice-Chancellor. At the moment the departments 

have the power because they control the staff, they control the initiative as it were at grass 

roots level and yes it has to go through the filter of Faculty Board but the Faculty Board can 

only act as a filter it can't ever direct it can influence but again its influence is modest because 

the departments by definition are following their own particular line, that is what to them is 

profitable and this is made profitable by things like the Assessment exercise, Research 

Assessment Exercises... which are done departmentally or at least they are done through 

disciplines and that again is something that is outside the facultys direct influence although 

the faculties are a group of interested people they represent different disciplines and their 

sharpest interest is in their own discipline and that is inevitable. 
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M: So if the power is in the departments, and there is power at the centre surely with the 

Vice-Chancellor, Deputy, Pro, but you think not with Deans? 

R: Well, unfortunately I'm describing a situation that happened in the University of ..... under 

a particular style of leadership. I mean the Vice-Chancellor was autocratic and so the power 

was kept in the Vice-Chancellor's hands. In fact the Deans were there in effect, to be simple 

about it, to legitimise what was already determined by the, what was well known as, as you 

know, a Mafia and certainly the senior officers in the university have to act as some sort of 

steering group, a caucas group or whatever not that there is any problem about that but if the 

Deans, I can remember no instance when there was a totally open vote as it were in the 

Committee of Deans or if there were it was an open vote because the Vice Chancellor and 

whoever had not already decided that there was a decision. Now that may be overly-cynical 

but that was how I perceived it. I never felt that the Committee of Deans was a majority 

committee. There was no sense in which the Committee of Deans could vote and the Deans 

could outvote the other officers of the committee or even there was a free vote within the 

committee so people could balance judgementit was a matter, it was a matter of what was 

determined on which the committee of Deans could reflect and there was discussion which 

might have, it might have, modified an original decision but I think it would be at that level of 

discussion. 

M: Do you think that htere, you seem to be arguing that there is in the position of Dean, no 

intrinsic power although the position of Head of Department does carry some power and so 

too do the three at the top. Is there any kind of personal power that attaches or influenced to 

the position of Dean. 

R: This is a curiousity because in that situation that may well be an idiosyncratic situation 

although I know at least one other university where it was claimed to me recently in a situation 

very similar. It is possible within that structure of having an autocratic head of the institution 

and the major power in the departments nevertheless to have deans that have not power but 
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influence. On paper in management terms Deans have very little power, they chair the 

Faculty Board and have the power of the control of information of the agenda for Faculty 

Board and so on, but that is limited by a number of things like tradition, like essential items of 

agenda, like the demands of Senate, and so on, so there are quite a few impositions and 

structures that the dean has to follow so that limits Dean's influence, of power in that sense, 

but the Dean, and this is a curiousity, first there's a tradition in the university, in universities 

the deans are powerful, deans are senior academics and they have all the status that goes 

with being a senior academic and being seen as in the hierarchy and at a certain stage state 

position in the hierarchy. A second thing is that deans do have enormous information power 

because they sit with the Vice-Chancellor and senior officers at frequent internvals. They are 

a member of all the senior committees and so they have knowledge and if knowledge is 

power they have power through knowledge. In terms of actual control power which is the 

sort of power I was trying to describe I think they have much less except by assumption and it 

is assumption in two ways, I use the word with a double meaning. It is the assumption of 

power to themselves, its what they assume they have and that they can carry with personality 

or whatever, and personal credibility, personal professional credibility, and it works on the 

ground, and the assumption of power which is looking at it from the individual members of 

staff point of view because most individual members of staff it seems to me assume the 

Deans have enormous power and they assume they have enormous influence and they will 

forever seem to have because they have this knowledge base which is very powerful and so 

they can respond when people ask them questions. But if you actually analyse it further they 

become powerless in certain situations and the most obvious relates to the fact that they are 

not executive deans and they don't control staffing and the most obvious is when a member of 

staff comes and says my part time technician is leaving and I would like him or her replaced 

and the Dean says I will see what I can do. Now in a different order of things, in a different 

management structure, the Dean would say give me the case and yes or no and it would be 

then and there probably unless you were conducting some sort of more extended staffing 

review but in the present circumstances, as you know, there is a whole trail of structures, 

procedures, to go through and the answer may well be a lemon. There is no guarantee at all 
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that the quality of the case will actually produce the result that the Dean would individually 

have produced had the Dean had the power and that's a perfect indication that the Dean 

lacks power over a critical area in the University's world. 

M: You said that you think that the possibility of challenging that power, that strong power 

held at the centre. Is it felt within the university that it is possible to challenge that? 

R: No. The only way to challenge is to change your Vice-Chancellor which the university 

has got. 

M: It is possible to change things do you think? Is it not immutable? 

R: No they are never immutable, I wouldn't be in education if they were immutable and it can 

never so. But in fact a university Vice-Chancellor has to have the last word, I recognise it is a 

huge organisation and you have to have a situation in which somebody has the clout and 

carries the can and if the person has those qualities, things, then the amount of change you 

can do on their sort of style and personality must be limited to their style and personality. 

M: So some people are more open to challenge than others? 

R: Yes, I think it depends very much on the personality of the individual. You can see that 

by observing the universities especially the new universities, the former polytechnics have a 

very different management style and management expectation. Even within the situations 

where there are known autocrats I think the substructure even in those institutions where their 

Vice-Chancellors are are said to be autocrats and probably are, there are differences in those 

institutions from the university of ...... 
because the substructures in the university are based 

on a very traditional model anyway and of course the Jarratt Report entrenched that and it's 

certainly been used in the university I would say as an excuse for not developing procedures 

and in terms of academic audit, for example, procedures of mechanisms the set answer is 
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well its more bureaucratic and its true its more bureaucratic the question is how much 

bureaucracy you can and should afford to mitigate autocratic powers and that's a wonderful 

philosophical question. 

M: So we have an image of autocracy with residual power in anarchic departments. Who 

gets to join in the government of the university? 

R: Oh, I think that's a very perceptive question because, first you might get very different 

views of this. My observation and mine is a top-down observation because I've never been a 

grass roots member of the staff, its a very good system in the sense that it allows that 

academic who may wish to be anarchic, and they are not all anarchic that was an 

exaggeration for the purpose of argument, it allows that member of staff who has a very 

particular personal professional remit to do his or her own thing and not to join it and as I 

observe the university there are a lot of people, the vast majority of people, do not in that 

sense join the structure. They do what is required of them in an academic and professional 

sense but that doesn't extend in the psyche to a feeling of obligation to join a particular 

committee to help the business of say the department along. There doesn't seem to be with 

colleagues, l've observed this with some colleagues I don't know how general it is, there 

doesn't seem to be any sort of conscience that there is a structure to be helped along that we 

all have some responsibility towards that structure and therefore should be available to work 

on a particular working party or sub group or whatever. Certainly it is more than I'd observed 

in previous institutions where there was more of a corporate institutional feel, there is much 

less of a corporate institution feel in the conscience and therefore the number of people who 

join , as it were , 
is much less and the people who are really plugged into the management 

system are very many fewer. What happens is I think and I'm trying to visualise a typical 

department at Whiteknights, what happens is that the department relates to the centre 

through the Head of Department, very much the Head of Department as King, but within the 

department there are structures that relate to the Head of Department but there is a sort of 

division, HoD goes upwards and the HoD goes downward but there is a sort of divide 
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whereby the individual member of staff relates only introspectively within the department so 

that you get people with roles like an admissions tutor within a department but I certainly have 

the impression that the admissions tutor in the department is working for the department not 

taking a conscience about the rest of the admissions of the university necessarily only our 

part of it and the rest of the admissions only obtrudes if, for example, we take too many and 

we have to make sure that somebody else has got a gap and so we don't get into trouble for 

it. I mean its only at the end of the day that you worry about how you impinge on other 

people in crisis. 

M: You talked about the business plan and the fact that weedon't have one, in this university 

or don't appear to have one, we've got lots of departments, do you think the departments 

have an image of themselves, a coherent view? 

R: Well, I couldn't generalise because some do and some don't. I think there are 

depatrtments that have a togetherness and can see their parts fitting in to their whole, I don't 

know that they sit down and say this is our corporate view I don't think they do. 

M: What sorts of things hold them together? 

R: Well, it's the interest in the discipline, they feel a togetherness through the discipline, 

commonality of background, interest in the same journals, the same reading, the same topics 

or at least, within the band of and you immediately get into the description of a discipline and 

of course some of our disciplines, our departments are areas of study rather than disciplines 

and it then is this corporateness that they feel they've decided where to sit so they actually 

have that feeling of togetherness before they applied for the job or came into it they retain it 

presumably through reading the same journals, sitting in the same place in the library, and 

talking about the same sorts of things in a broad sense. But I think it's very difficult to 

generalise because of the, some disciplines seem to me very well narrower, and some seem 
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broader, some seem like areas of study and so I guess there are more disparate parts in 

some departments than others and I can think of one or two where that would be true. 

M: How would you set about constructing a corporate image, or how does it evolve? How 

does it come into existence ? Either in a departmnent or in a whole institution? 

R: Weill, first, by having a mechanisam that asks the question. I think you have to start by 

saying is there such a thing as a corporate image possible for a university and you actually 

have to get people talking about it. Now I don't remember anybody ever discussing it except 

me with the former VC or colleagues here but I don't remember anybody else discussing it 

because first there's a notion of what a university is and that's wonderfully controversial and 

what a university might be but I think there are now a number of if you like externally effective 

reasons for a university being able to say something about itself and when it starts to say 

something about itself it has to decide what its about. There are various ways of deciding 

what it's about; it can be that it describes its major achievements so it says that it's good at 

agriculture and wind power or whatever so it can describe itself in those terms or it can 

describe itself in different terms like the availability to a wider spectrum of members of the 

public and the community. It might as the present VC has done, it might declare itself in 

favour of being a university in the research order whatever that actually means and to have 

closer links with the community, whatever they mean but those are two thrusts; research and 

community that have some sort sense and give the university some sort of badge. I think 

they then have to be worked out in rather more detail to see that they're not just words 

there's some substance that you're actually doing things that actually fit in with that sort of 

remit but that alone, I don't think, is not enough. I think the university has to decide what type 

of place it is, whether for example, the simple distinctions well they're not so simple 

distinctions between whether youbecause you've declared you're for research, that all your 

work is in the pure end of research or whether in fact you are interested in the university as a 

place that knowledge developds and then is applied. Do you actually see the university as 

having any utilitarian role and if you don't how do you justify taking 40% of your money from 
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the state and so on. I mean, there are those issues. They need discussion first and I don't 

think there's an easy answer, I think it has to be a mixture of the, its a sort of process of 

osmosis the institution must start to feel something about itself but ultimately the Vice 

Chancellor in my view view has one or two things that he has to give to a university and one 

of them is his vision. Now you can see places where this has happened; the most obvious 

example to me is Aston where the Vice Chancellor came in and its not so long ago and he 

declared that the university of Aston was not going to be all things to all men, it was not going 

to be a university in that mediaeval sense of all things to all men it would actually be good at a 

certain number of things and he nailed his colours to a selective, quality mast and went for it. 

Now of course what it did was it created a lot of hard feeling among some people and 

tremendous support from others and that's what happens with radical change. It seems from 

the outside to be pretty successful it seems to have worked, in that sense, but whether that's 

the solution for the University of .... I don't know. I think not because I think the University of 

..... already more diverse than the University of Aston was and Aston had to do it because it 

sat next door to the University of Birmingham. It made a lot of expedient sense as well as 

academic and managerial sense. But I do think the Vice Chancellor has to have a vision but 

of course empowerment and ownership are important and you can't actually drag the 

academics through sort of through a series of Pavlovian jumps they won't do it and so 

somehow your Vice Chancellor your vision has to be promulgated and has to be roughly, 

broadly accepted unlesss you're going for this radical surgery I don't think that's either in the 

temperament of the university of ...... or necessary. 

M: Does this vision get translated into practice in any way? I mean do values that the Vice 

Chancellor might espouse in his vision or in his mission or whatever he chooses to call it or 

corporate image, do these get reflected in the practice of the university? 

R: Yes, they have to be. I'm trying to think now what sort of examples I could give. I mean 

for example, if Community means broader access and not just taking local students then it 

does get espoused in practice because departments are then encouraged to look at different 
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modes of teaching, different structural modes for courses , different criteria for admission 

development of different relationships with external institutions and all of those affect the way 

the university thinks and operates and in a developmental sense it goes on and it increases 

as we've seen, for example, with the influence of ..... and part-time students, broader access 

we now have more places in the university generally who are interested in both ways to 

develop a broader access and actually in access there's a philosophical thing and so I think 

an institution can be influenced, I think it's slow, it has to develop because academics 

wherever are cautious if not conservative and I have a theory about when change can 

happen. It seems to me that and this relates to the work I'm doing with SAMS I think that 

change changes modifications developments can be successful on the bases of good will in 

times of plenty and non threat and as soon as individuals feel more threatened and the 

situation looks more scary, then I think good will tends to disappear and the possibility of 

change is very much decreased. And so you have to structure a situation in which people 

feel confident enough to embrace the possibility of change. Fortunately with access, if we 

were struggling for students we're not but if we were, access of course has its own felt need 

because it provides students but I think there is a developing felt need which is that if you're 

looking at quality students some of our colleagues who've not had experience of working with 

older students have found that quality exists in different shapes and sizes and it doesn't 

always have three A levels and 21 points or whatever. And I think that is happening. You can 

observe that and it would fit into an image and develop an image if you had that image for the 

university. 

M: Do you think there are distinctive aspects of the university's culture or purpose that makes 

it different from other kinds of organisation? I mean you talked about change at a time of 

expansion, change at a time of contraction do you think that's different within a university 

structure as compared with .. 

R: No, no I think that's a universal .I think temperamentally university staff are different . 

First they're bright and that does affect the issue because they can think of ramifications 
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perhaps more easily. It also makes them I think more cautious some of them less capable of 

making radical decisions but the basic tenets I think of what I was saying work for change in 

any institutional framework. I think that's a universal I think that people generally hold on to 

what is and are loth to move to something different unless it looks clearly better because 

that's about human development and endeavour and so on. 

M: In terms of what is, in terms of the values held within a university are there distinctive 

values in a university do you think as compared with other organisations? 

R: Yes Yes I mean the clearest contrast is if you put it against a commercial organisation . 
In one sense universities are very much less self seeking in one sense, in another they're not 

but in the sense that they don't have to produce a product in the mechanical sense ; they 

don't have to produce a profit in the mechanical sense they produce a product and a profit in 

a different sense I mean certainly they try to give value added to their people who come 

through the university but it is a different process from a commercial process and it's less 

structured and it's less organised and its less measurable so there's a sense in which the 

university and the university staff can feel less pressured and have more freedom because in 

a sense the staff of the university its true to a lesser extent of all teachers but certainly the 

university can redefine the product in a way on the hoof, I mean if you feel in your teaching 

that maybe you're objectives weren't quite right, this year, and if your structures for producing 

, reaching those objectives weren't quite right you can actually modify them Its much more 

difficult with car design and with a car It takes you five years to crank up the production line 

and so on. But there is a real cost. For the university teacher there's much more freedom, to 

move and change and that's healthy ands unhealthy. I mean very healthy in the sense that 

the curriculum can develop according to the needs of the discipline and the moment and 

history and so on, and can profit from itself in a very rapid way, if it happens but of course it 

doesn't always happen in which case its worse because there may then be no quality control 

and that car isn't actually redesigned, its badly put together and so that's the flip side of that 

particular, particular point. 
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M: You talk about individual's freedom and individual's association with their subject 

discipline and choosing to be in different places and so on, where, which groups did you 

choose to be with within the university? Which groups would you see yourself as being a 

member of? 

R: Yes, this actually is idiosyncratic in that it can't really be generalised because of the way it 

happened. Because I was Dean I was a member of all those hierarchical situations and i saw 

myself very firmly embedded in the Committee of Deans, in Senate, in the major committees 

I've served on but of course I felt I had a double remit, one of which was to play a part as one 

would as any other Dean. There was also another part that I had to play because I was still 

establishing a relationship with a former institution and so I always saw myself as having 

really a double remit. I mean not in any overt way I always felt it was important to be very 

firmly plugged in to all those, to all those situations. That's the sort of managerial side of 

someone who's acting as Dean but the other side of me and curiously I mean this developed 

more, I felt part of my own colleagues, my peer group, the ones in the same area of study 

interest which is where you actually get your nurture and your intellectual professional 

academic stimulus, talking with colleagues especially ones slightly adjacent because they 

bring a different viewpoint and stimulation but within the same broad field and education as 

you know provides all those chances and also opportunities. So that the other whole area of 

plugging in was with my own academic colleagues for academic things so I think you as Dean 

you do as Professor too if you have any managerial responsibility you have the two ranges of 

contact and stimulus, ones that relate to structure, the managerial world, the ones that 

relate to your professional academic life. Who are your own colleagues, again in your own 

department particularly although it happened in our faculty that we are used to 

interdisciplinary work and do talk across departments which is strange in the university as a 

whole. Or stranger. 

M: Do you mix outside the university with colleagues from inside the university? 
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R: Not much. 

M: It's mostly a work based 

R: Yes. Yes, but again that's probably atypical. 

M: Do you think the way that we all value our independence and our autonomy and so on as 

academics actually influences the way the organisation itself works? 

R: Oh absolutely. Yes. 

M: What kind of relationship do we have with that do you think. I mean what kind of impact 

can we make? 

R: Well it's what we choose to make. I mean this goes back to an earlier point you see, the 

more we value that autonomy the more we work on our own discipline and our area of 

interest the less we become involved in influencing the sort of the body politic, the rest of the 

university and people seem to limit it in some cases to themselves and they want no influence 

and they value being allowed a structure that lets them get on with their thing and they don't 

want , they don't have this conscience to join the structure and to influence the rest of the 

university. As long as it doesn't bother them, they won't bother it. But of course there's a 

continuum of people. Some want for their own reasons, some of which are perfectly laudable 

like seeing it as a way of promotion or wanting to influence the university take a greater part 

and do actually reflect, try to reflect their values on the university but its a whole continuum. 

People for me the thing about a university is there are more of those people who wish to do 

their own thing it seems than perhaps there are in other institutions. Even other educational 

institutions. 

143 



M: So the nature of the people who work within the organisation is fundamentally important in 

considering how that organisation functions. 

R: Yes I think so. I think you have to take into account that you have this its partly to do with 

research which has in the past tended to be individual research and the more the stress of 

the institution is on research, and individual research, it seems to me it follows absolutely 

naturally that the more the individual thinks as an individual and the less you have 

collaboration and corporate thinking, corporate entity. But the more you move across 

departments, the more you move to collaborative research to collaborative teaching to 

interdisciplinary work, because that's where, we're all rooted in our discipline, we start that is 

our home and the management structure is always secondary the organisation of the 

university has to be secondary, its enabling, it isn't creating, the university exists for the 

individual it doesn't exist for the structure so, so, the more you get those collaborations, the 

more that then affects the structure and the ethos and everything else, and the values of the 

place. But that has to develop and it has to develop partly by suggestion, by vision and partly 

because the individulas become persuaded to do it. I don't think it can happen without 

motivation. 

M: So, then tell me, if we were thinking of changing the university in terms of its internal 

environment it would be the influence of individuals, people deciding to fly the flag for a 

particular thing that they thought was important, that they though that they wanted to fight for 

through, were going to take on as their, their thing. 

R: Yes. Yes. Each time this becomes more collaborative and more corporate I think. It starts 

to break down a monolithic structure. You see I see the departments, because they're cost 

centres, everything they do has to be charged and a very simple example, if you want a 

philosopher to work with education, there has to be a charge. I mean the normality would be 

well of course we'd love to give a series of lectures with you and work collaboratively with you 

and it will cost you so many either pounds or so many student equivalents or whatever and 
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you say, well, do I want to get into this. Whereas if there was an ethos that said we trade, we 

work together and we don't in that sense count the cost then it would work. And of course in 

times of plenty there is that ethos you can do it because you know that adding a few hours to 

a few hours doesn't break the camel's back but adding a few hours to an enormous number of 

hours does break the camel's back and so you have to try and create a situation in which it's 

easier for it to happen. And at the moment the departmental cost thing seems to me to 

produce wonderful barriers to collaboration and cooperation. 

M: But at the same time protects the individuals? 

R: Protects the individuals, protects the discipline, allows concentration on the discipline. So 

its all swings and roundabouts and you have to decide where your your own values would 

take you. Mine would take me across discipline barriers and towards corporation because I 

think its the flip side of the department as becoming incredibly egocentric and self centred and 

narrow and I don't think, because I don't believe that discipline barriers can actually be drawn, 

I don't believe you can define a discipline in any absolute sense I think its all relative and I 

think the barriers of the discipline are all fuzzy and arguable. And so, where, for example, we 

have an economics department and the Head of the Economics Department believes he is a 

philosopher and in a sense he is. Now who would think of economics being philosophy 

unless you actually started to embrace the question and you wouldn't necessarily think of 

sitting the economist next door to the philosophers or even being in a joint department but 

that is an argument for doing it and it suggests, as a simple example, that the barrier between 

philosophy and economics is perhaps not as sharp as the structure would suggest. Ditto for 

my own discipline. I mean where does French Studies begin and end? It includes French 

philosophy so should I sit next to the philosophers and so on so All my own background and 

thinking takes me to this view that knowledge is fluid that it doesn't sit in neat channels its 

useful administratively to make some divisions and I accept that administratively you have to 

make the divisions but don't for heavens sake see that this is as rigid and for all time and if 

you can possibly break them down structurally, make ways of doing it, then so much the 
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better. I've no easy solution and I can't say then well shall we abolish departments, I don't 

think that would well it would answer some questions but it would create new ones. No, I 

think you have to have a structure that seems to work in broad sense and then you have to 

change the ethos because the ethos can break those barriers, the will of individuals can break 

the barriers with a bit of help. 

M: What about, I mean, that's really internal to the University of what we can do to our own 

structures and our own systems and so on that in fact we can help. What about change that 

comes from outside, what sort of an impact does that have. The kind of environmental 

changes, changes in funding, changes in accountability, changes in responsibility, etc. 

R: Well I think two levels of change. One is sort of social change, how the world changes, 

the other is much more direct. How the situation changes for us. I mean as soon as you 

mention funding council thats different from changes in society. I mean you might have lets' 

start with changes in society, you might have an ethos in society that says that we must stop 

being racist and there is a trend, its not just the legislation but there is a trend to worry more 

about racism than society generally did worry about racism and that obviously then impinges 

through individuals on an institution. It could influence a Vice-Chancellor who was himself 

terribly interested in making sure that his institution was not racist, and he could actually do 

that and could have huge influence in changing that particular ethos. By insisiting that it 

stayed top of the agenda for instance he couldn't actually make people non racist but he could 

keep it on the agenda. So he could influence that way and its in a way voluntary. You don't 

have to do it if he doesn't do it well the university is different but it doesn't in one sense 

change much. But if the funding council says we are only giving you half as much money, 

that changes the university in a very much more radical way because then it has to decide 

whether it can afford what to do everything that it is doing. For example, it could affect the 

university's curriculum, it could affect the university's vision of itself because it might actually 

have to do an Aston, it might have to say well we can't be a university in the mediaeval sense, 

we can't cover everything universally, we are going to have to be selective and so it could 
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have a very direct influence that in a way everybody could understand. They couldn't 

understand the decisions, the actual decisions, especially if it effected them adversely, but 

they could understand that it had to happen. So I think there are two very different types of 

influence, the financial influence or alternatively the link to financial influence, like 

accountability which is coming out of funding because the final threat is you get less funding. 

Those accountability things are imposed, must be responded to and will, again it depends on 

how they are handled, can help the institutions and if we assume that accountability in its sort 

of natural state is a good thing, accountability can help the institution to improve itself and this 

is what I tried to do with academic audit. I tried to get the university to believe that this was a 

way, not only of improving what we do, but also in the end of simplifying the way we do it so 

that if you get good mechanisms in place which are former academic accountability which 

guarantee it, you then actually have an easy ride because if your mechanisms are good then 

subsequently life is easier not more difficult because things happen automatically to 

guarantee quality rather than have to be sort of re-done ad hoc every so often when you 

remember and the image I have there, the analagy, is setting up a data base on your 

computer. Its an absolute bore and chore to get the data on the machine, once you've done 

it, you press the button and its brilliant and you keep it up routinely and it saves energy and 

time and guarantees guarantees a good quality of delivery. And accountability mechanisms 

are like that. 

M: What sort of impact on the university do you think academic audit has had? This 

emphasis on accountability? 

R: Less than I would have hoped and I would say that but by observation, not head counting, 

many more people in the university both understand what academic accoountability is about. 

Some of them actually think its worth doing for itself and a very large number think its worth 

doing because if we don't we'll smacked in the financial sense or in other sense. I can see, I 

feel a bit like a missionary on this and I can see people converting and as long as we can 

avoid that double bind, the sort of bureaucracy and nonsense, if we can avoid that, then I 
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think accountability will enter the culture. It has not yet entered the culture I think in a real 

sense. 

M: What does it enter first? The structure or the culture? 

R: Oh, the structural, it has to be structurally put in place and it is typical of most things in life 

I think that initially there will be a few fanatics who see it as much more important than it is 

and who go overboard and its the sort of bandwaggoning effect, they go overboard and you 

know my fear, that you get experts in quality who've actually never taught in the university and 

actually don't really know what quality is. They know the theory of quality but don't know the 

practice and don't know how to deliver a student who is a quality student. So you get a few 

fanatics, then you get a few people who can see that this actually is consistent with their own 

personal aims and structures those aims and allows them to measure their delivery, I call 

those the, that's the intelligent group, they are the ones who have really got the message. 

Then there are those who go along because it either is or the HoD said they had to or we 

know that if we lose any more money we can't afford to and so we'd better go along. They 

are good, honest, diligent, professionals who do it because its there. And then you get those 

who are incompetent who don't do it properly but sort of half try and then there are those who 

totally resist it, who say philosophically, its not what I am about. I am not measurable, my 

qualities are indefinable but they are there, and so on, and they stick out against any sort of 

measurement. and I think in any institution you get that range. The trick is to move those 

sort of middle people who are doing it because they ought to do it into the believers group and 

I think that is happening but it only happens because the structure is making the process 

happen, it comes after the process I think for those people. Its very few who immediately 

seize this as a sensible development and give it more than average energy and so on. 

M: So the sructure can accommodate change faster than culture? 

R: Yes, I think culture changes much more slowly. 
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M: Because it seems there might be a possibility that structures are left as they are but asked 

to cope with different kinds of things. 

R: That happens too, yes, both things happen, but we are talking, when I say that you 

impose academic audit, it is within existing structures that it gets imposed. I mean it is 

handed down by Senate, its, if its well done, its mediated so it is not painful because there is 

always, in trying to produce a cultural change, you have to be very very careful because we 

resist our culture being changed for us and rightly so. Culture is something that we hold to 

ourselves and corporately I think and it is not amenable to rapid change if its something 

fundamental like racist attitudes to go back to that example. They don't change overnight 

and an academic is a thinking being and would need to have the arguments before moving 

along a continuum and so I think that sort of cultural change is slow and also I think when its 

coming through the structures its got to be handled carefully. It would not do, for example, 

for a Vice-Chancellor from the Chair of Senate to say'You will be non-racist because I believe 

it'. The argument has to be about perhaps practices in the university that have been 

discovered which seem not according to our good liberal traditions and therefore maybe there 

is a problem and to highlight the problem and to work to ithrough the processes of highlighting 

problems of making people sensitive, more aware and coming themselves to a conclusion 

which is that we must do better. And then you try to formalise the ways of being better but I 

think it has to go through those processes to re-enter as a new structure. 

M: What kinds of things do you think have changed, have gone through that process over the 

last five years or so, since we merged with the university? Have you noticed changes? 

R: Oh yes, certain things have happened. First the culture of the university in expecting to 

have policies has in my view, and my view may well be limited because it is a sort of top kind 

of view, I think that has changed. For example, we do have, not the most extensive equal 

opportunities policy that might have been created but that has moved along. There is more 

149 



sense of it and it has in a practical way, partly, unfortunately, because of Union pressure, and 

I say unfortunately because the university ought to have thought it out for itself, and have 

done it itself before the Union pressed it, but, for example, the promotions professions are 

monitored on a gender basis, for example. Because of the accountability procedures, we are 

going to monitor, we are actually monitoring entries in ethnicity as well as, although PCAS 

doesn't do this, UCAS whatever its called, doesn't do this we are going to do it. We are 

going to have to do it and we are going to do it and we will actually get some reward for doing 

it because it will affect us. Our procedures, attitudes towards students with disability have 

changed, I think, radically over five years and the ethos of acceptance and so on has 

changed. What else? Those are a few examples, but yes I can see change. 

M: Is there more to come do you think? If you were advising the new Vice-Chancellor, what 

would you say to him needs to bedone, what needs to be changed. 

R: I've already told him!! Firstly the senior management structure in my view has to change. 

We have a loose and I think improper covert definition of roles of the Deputy Vice-Chancellor 

and Pro-Vice-Chancellor. I think the roles in so far as they can be discerned are impossible. 

I think the whole business of the structure, the senior management structure, it just has to be 

looked at in a very simple way. What is the Vice-Chancellor going to do. Now the Vice- 

Chancellor has to start this process off because he is a living person operating in a particular 

way and he has that freedom. That is one of the things about being Vice-Chancellor, he can 

decide whether he is going to be a democrat or an autocrat in sort of the broadest terms. He 

can decide what structures he needs in the university, how best he can relate to his Senate. 

Whether his Senate is a talking shop, whether it is a decision making body, whether it is a non 

event. He can decide all those things and can share it and engender it appropriately to make 

it be what he wants. He can use his Council in the way that he wishes, he can use his 

external colleagues and Council in the way he wishes and so on. So what is my 

management style, am I an in the red University of ..... person, am I watching the last 

appointment of the half time technician or am I in fact taking a corporate image of the 
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University of .... to other places. Am I seeing .... on the international research map, on the 

national research map, on the map, on any map at all or am I always with the Mayor of ....., 

preaching town and gown. What am I? Now what the Vice-Chancellor is, predetermines 

then the structure below him because it immediately has implications for the Deputy Vice- 

Chancellor because if the Vice-Chancellor, for example, were an outside ..... man, and some 

Vice-Chancellors are, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (end of first side of tape). And then there 

is the third tier of management, now I don't think its a Pro-Vice-Chancellor, now that is 

absolute nonsense. To have a Pro-Vice-Chancellor is chief of quality which is the bit that 

particularly interests me, who is in charge of residential matters and discipline or he actually 

shares discipline in a rather unclear way with the Deputy Vice-Chancellor, and he chairs N 

Committees and every ad hoc committee that can be created and so on, as well as other 

things. And it just doesn't make any sense because for my money, certainly the Pro-Vice- 

Chancellor should resemble people and those people should be members - there is the lack 

of a bridge there - they should be academics, and they should be continuing academics who 

retain academic credibility. I think the Deputy Vice-Chancellor in a university of this size by 

definition is going to lose some of his academic and research credibility because, I say his but 

this is gender free, he is bound to lose some of it because it is very much a full time job. But 

I think for the three or four Pro-Vice-Chancellors, I mean three happens to be my trinity, they 

should be respected as academics and continue to be respected as academics but also have 

these extra roles. It is then a developmental post for aspiring Deputy Vice-Chancellors and 

Vice-Chancellors. It is also a temporary expedient role where somebody can get academic, 

sorry, managerial clout and experience even if they will then resume as academics, and they 

haven't burnt their academic boats, they can still work perfectly well again as an academic 

and think that that was three years experience or whatever which was valuable to me, useful I 

hope to the university, brings new blood into the post, brings expertise which is focussed 

expertise whereas at the moment we work on the sort of colonial civil service model, come in 

and if you are a good person you will be alright, which has some value, I don't despise that. 

But if you have somebody who, for example, wanted the Pro-Vice-Chancellor residential role 

who had already been a warden that could not be a disadvantage I think. If you had 
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somebody who went into the quality frame who had been a quality assessor or involved in 

audit, or something, I mean while I don't, I don't despise the colonial methodology, if you have 

got somebody very talented, nevertheless I can't see having experience and insights as being 

a disadvantage. So I think that we should capitalise on our strengths in that way. And 

having reformed that senior management, the other thing I have is, of course, the non 

academic management which I think is open to radical change because I can't see the 

division between the Bursar and the Registrar as making any sense in a university of this size 

and I have to predi cate it on that because we have nobody it seems to me who has that sort 

of responsibility and clout actually to say the administration, the non academic administration 

of the university is an entity and we will have good procedures and not two separate 

departments in effect which operate quite differently and I think to the disadvantage of the 

consumer whether it is a student or a member of staff, or an external member, somebody 

outside the university. So I'd reform that but then you know me I'm a reformer. 

M: So a complete reform of the senior management and a reform of the administrative 

structure. So we've got plenty to do. 

R: Yes, what bothers me is that although it is well know that the university has grown up 

topsy and just a little anecdote for your delectation. When I was reading the history of the 

university which I read from cover to cover with only a few quick bits, one of the things that 

struck me as being remarkable was the debate in the thirties, particularly the latter part of the 

thirties before the war, which was the utter concern of the members of the university that they 

might reach a thousand students and the worry that they might. Because, of course, it meant 

they would have to leave 
.... 

Road and I think somehow that is still in the bones and the ethos 

and what has happened is the university has grown to ten thousand without the structures 

being reorganised to suit the development and, for example, we mentioned faculties earlier, 

and one of the reasons I didn't think the faculties were a meaningful unit in the University of 

...., or at least as meaningful as they could be, is that the faculty structure is crazy. We have 

the Faculty of ..... which is over half the university by one sort of measure and we have the 
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Faculty of ..... 
Studies which was created out of the womb of the College of ..... I think, with a 

bit of tickling and it is so tiny and in fact my ..... project might operate on that because one of 

my models will involve a change in the faculty structure. 

M: Thank you. 
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Appendix 5 

Appendix 5 is organised in four sections. 

5(1) consists of the transcription of one of the case study interviews marked up to indicate 

points thought to be of potential interest in the analysis. 

5(2) shows the first categorisation of those identified issues, numbered with reference to the 

page on which they appeared in the single interview given as an exemplar. Equivalent lists 

exist for all the interviews. 

5(3) is the composite list of identified issues for each interview and for each category. The 

integration of some themes at this second stage of the analysis can be seen from the 

example. Justice and Fairness in Appendix 5(2) has been incorporated within the section on 

Values (5(3) p1). Similarly mass higher education (5(2)) has been integrated within the 

section on Old/New Universities (5(3) p2). Cards were used in the original conduct of this 

exercise. 

5(4) shows the way in which each comment was recorded under the appropriate heading. Of 

all the themes represented in chapter 5, the Organization section has been chosen as an 

example. This section can be seen in final draft on pages 62 - 69 of this study. Not all the 

comments included in Appendix 5 (4) will be found in the final draft of the chapter, just as the 

other themes are not fully represented. The length of the study would not permit this. 

However, comments which may be found on pages 1 and 15 of the transcription (5 (1)) may 

be found on pages 63 and 64 of the study. The full set of themes were typed out and can be 

available for scrutiny. 
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Interview 

25 April 1994 

Appendix 5 (1) 

M: What I'm actually interested in is the relationship between cultures and structures within 

organisations at time of change. Particularly the kind of change that is imposed from outside 

not the kind of internally generated change which are well I'm interested in that as well. I 

wonder it we could start by you trying to describe for me what the organisation of the 

university is, from your point of view what kind of an organisation is it? 

R: That's a difficult one. I'm not sure what you mean by the question, is it.. its a partially 

hierarchical but not wholly hierarchical institution, with a great deal of... 

M: Where does the hierarchy break down? 

R: Well it certainly, it certainly largely breaks down at... within the academic departments and 

given this tendency to run things by committee its also not wholly hierarchical almost at any 

level because you aren't in a position where, or rarely in a position where a is saying to b, this 

is what is going to happen, and b goes off and tells c, d, e and f, this is what we're going to 

do. You're more generally in a position where a may suggest to the committee that this is 

what should be done and the committee then validates or doesn't what should be done which 

is then passed on to someone else and in some way this feeds out into into the organisation. 

M: So you talk about committees and you talk about academic departments and those are 

the kind of key structures in the university? 

R: Yes, I suppose so, yes. 

M: Then where will Faculties fit in? 
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R: Well, I'm sorry, I'm treating the Faculty Board as one of the committees, Senate is another 

committee, Council is another committee... 

M: But those those committees do exist in a kind of hierarchy don't they in as much that 

Senate can take or its authority is really high up the hierarchy? 

R: Yes, certainly Senate has overall responsibility for academic affairs. 

M: So what about things like Council. Do you see those as on a parallel line? 

R: Yes. I have occasionally tried to explain the organisation of the university to a.. the non 

academic business man and indeed in trying to explain the very intricate..... when I was trying 

to get into the Royal Council and in that situation I would describe the Court as being the 

equivalent to the Annual General Meeting of Shareholders, the Council is.. has no equivalent 

within a British company but its nearest equivalent as far as I can perceive is that with the 

supervising committee of the general company in which the workers etc are represented. 

Standing Committee and Council is the Board of Directors which includes the non executive 

directors and Committee of Deans is the Committee of the Executive Directors of the 

university but that is as.. and there is a parallel hierarchy which is the academic hierarchy in 

which Senate is the ..... top body. 

M: Are there, are there positions within that that are important 
... rather than... as well as the 

the committees and groups? 

R: Sorry, just let that one.... I'll come back to that one. The other thing is something that I 

was once trying to explain to an accountant friend of mine who's thinking of applying for an 

accounting post in a university and I said well you have to get used to the fact that people will 

not necessarily accept what you say as gospel in fact they will argue and discuss it and I said 

this is the one and may become two reasons and that is that a) academics are used to talking 
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about things and discussing things and and feel that in some by discussing things reach a 

consensus and secondly within a university in many areas you have to accept that the most 

junior person in the department may be right and the Professor may be wrong on academic 

grounds and that actually if you operate on a hierarchical basis within the university on 

academic grounds as happened a year or two ago it is a recipe for you know for getting things 

wrong actually and so this academic attitude that you have to be able to question and that 

most junior person can be right and the senior person wrong actually tends tends to permeate 

not only academic affairs but also the university you know the administrative structure. 

M: Yes, but but but we're talking about positions, I mean... 

R: Yes, I'm sorry.... 

M: in some ways you you've partly answered that by saying that there are person... there's 

personal influence as well as hierarchical influence and that a very junior person can 

influence have influence on what happens. 

R: so it needs influence 

M:....... But where is the power in the university? 

R: Well, it was easy to answer that six months ago, seven months ago. The answer was 

clearly the power lays with the Vice-Chancellor but I think that actually is probably still true. 

M: Do you think it's possible to challenge the Vice-Chancellor? 

R: Yes. 

M: How, how would that happen? 
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R: Well, it it depends, I mean you're back in.. you're into personalities there in the sense that 

if you were wise you don't you never overtly challenged the previous Vice-Chancellor. It was 

worth doing it once or twice just to establish that you were quite capable of it but you then 

tried to ensure that, you know, what he did agreed with what you thought and you'll get me 

onto the James' thing 
.... 

I still haven't worked out what games one has to play the new 

system or maybe I'm in a different position I think it's probably the latter. You know, you 

could most easily see it on with Senate and Senate Steering. Senate Steering used to have 

the most incredible arguments with .... about X and you know the fight would go on and then 

when it got to Senate the next day he'd simply back down or at least defer it and ..... 
back 

down 
........... 

but he wasn't actually seen to be challenged and possibly lose because he 

actually, you know if it ever came to a vote, would lose, so you would... 

M: So you would be wise enough to... 

R: so that, you know, you know, it you gave the oppositions great enough on Senate Steering 

and that's what it was for, then you didn't force it to a vote on Senate. 

M: So the, so the challenge to the system in a sense is an... is done informally so that in the 

formal meeting the matter is seen to have become resolved by consensus so there is never 

actually a head on collision which would challenge the power? 

R: Yes, I mean, I mean, it's probably less easy to say this is a game that one plays with ....., 

but it was quite deliberately a game I used to play with ..... which was to try and ensure that 

he made a decision with the fullest possible information, there is, I mean in a sense what 

you're trying to do is keep is to make sure that he reaches the right decision before the 

Committee. 

M: Right. 
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R: But since you couldn't actually dictate what decision ..... would reach, the idea was to 

ensure that he made the decision with the fullest possible information. The worst possible 

thing was to tell him the information verbally because if you did that he was liable to stop you 

half way and say 'yes, well I've decided this' when he hadn't got all the information and so one 

would do things like you know provide him with all the information on paper as you're not 

there so at least he read it and the other game which I did one or twice was to pander to his 

desire to appear to be making decisions on the spur of the moment by providing the 

information on paper beforehand and then allow him to to appear to be deciding at committee 

on the basis of the information that he appeared to have been given verbally what he thought 

should be done. We then therefore came out of it I hope with the right decision at least the 

decision they all thought was possible but at least in possession of information that the rest of 

the committee had and he appeared to have made his mind up quickly, yes. 

M: A very convoluted way of getting a decision? 

R: Well yes 

M: But sometimes we have to do it. 

R: Well ..... described me as being devious I'm afraid... 

M: He didn't! Oh well, .... pot and kettle isn't it! 

R: i, well, II actually regarded it as a compliment! 

M: You talk about the various committees and all the rest of it, who gets to take part in the 

government of the university? Is it a participative system? 
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R: Well to some extent those who want to. I mean there are clearly people in in the 

university who don't want to and therefore won't and the ..... and those who get might get 

elected to Senate and to get elected to Senate your name has to be put forward and therefore 

you actually have to want to do it and you know, some people clearly do not want to and 

therefore go to quite great lengths to ensure that they never get asked to do anything and ... 

M: Is that a good thing? 

R: I suppose, I mean it they're, provided they're doing something else I mean, you know, the 

person quite happily getting on with their research or their teaching and doesn't actually want 

to get engaged in the administration, you know, I can sympathise with and providing they are 

doing something else... most people ...... question whether doing administration or taking any 

responsibility or doing anything other than, you know, the excellent..... they have my 

sympathy. 

M: We've been talking a little bit recently... 

R: ... sorry, isn't it to some extent however similar to all our structures that is that those who 

are in some sense ambitious put themselves forward and then... 

M: Yes, I think its a little bit different in the university because many people argue that those 

who are ambitious are the ones who stay away from the committees because the way.. the 

route to success in the university is is to get on with their research, to get on with writing 

R: yes 

M: and to avoid like the plague all other responsibilities that involve going to committees, 

going to meetings, and so on? So the less involvement you have in the government of 

institution the better it is? 
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R: Yes, okay, maybe. I'm, I'm not sure I mean it depends... you get into different meanings 

and definitions of success. I mean, I mean, I fully recognise my own capacity for denying 

that I want anything ..... agreeing instantly to do it when someone asks me and also to more 

or less take the attitude if the positions there, then I... I should fill it! 

M: I see what you mean, why not me?!! 

R: Oh yeah, I mean, so that you, you know, we haven't had a Dean, you know an economist 

as Dean at FURS and i think there should be, you know, and the position is there and I think 

just as you know stood for and became Treasurer of the UC Students Union and, you know, 

stood for President. I mean, what do you call it, ambition I suppose but its a peculiar 

ambition to be Treasurer of a Union its just that, you know, you sort of feel well you're there, 

you can do the job, and why not do it? 

M: I think there's also a sense of hating not knowing what's going on whereas some people 

don't want to know what's going on at any price. 

R: Oh there's the red boxes, yes, and I recognise having been a Dean and stop being a Dean 

that you, I recognise the the famous ministerial feeling the depression when your bosses start 

to fight and you don't, you know, stop going, stop getting papers, you know, Deans, Standing 

Committee, etc etc and you don't know what's going on and you do there's a sort of 

withdrawal to a degree 

M:. 

R: You get used to it after a couple of weeks. 

M: Yes, yes, the the withdrawal sounds normal and certainly Patrick is looking forward to that 

with some glee at the moment!! We, we were talking today in Deans and its been on the 
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agenda vaguely since the new Vice-Chancellor arrived and that's the notion of corporate 

image. Do you think 
..... 

has any sense of aa corporate image? 

R: No, I think its got a very bad corporate image and I think it could do a great deal more. 

M: What's its bad... I mean it must have one if you think its a bad one? 

R: I don't necessarily think its got a bad image, I just think it doesn't have, particularly have 

an image at all. 

M: And that's a bad thing? 

R: Yes. 

M: Yes. 

R: It has, it has certain qualities which outsiders don't know. I mean, you know, the campus 

for a start. I mean you get people come here and they say, oh, you know, I didn't know it was 

like this at all and, you know, there's been nothing, no one's ever done anything to dispel the 

view that ..... 
is sort of where everyone expects it to be, you know, in the middle of the town 

and, you know some rather grotty old buildings or something and it's one of the two or three 

most pleasant campuses in the country. The second thing is the fact that it is actually a 

graduate university which I keep on hammering away at ever since I actually discovered it for 

myself .... and the statistical return ...... and came across the university.... and discovered 

that ..... 
had the highest proportion of students who had, you know, were graduates, everyone 

in the university was amazed, then, you know, I go round telling people. I told the Vice- 

Chancellor, he didn't know it, nobody knew it. I still tell people and they don't believe it. 

And, you know, I object when Warwick tries to project.... 

M: Its graduate school 
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R: this graduate school image and its got fewer graduate students and how a smaller a 

proportion of students who are graduates. I mean, you know, they're basically lying, you 

know I went to a meeting in July 
..... 

I mean in proportion, and he started off with 20% and by 

the time he'd finished an hour later talking he'd got 40%, 20% last year, 30% graduated this 

year, you know 40% we're expecting next year. 

M: Talking it up? What sort of proportion? 

R: About 25%... and it has been fairly consistent. We have, we've, if you're interested, we 

were and have been for years sixth highest in terms of the number of graduate students and 

the number graduates graduating with higher degrees after London, Oxford, Cambridge, 

Manchester and Birmingham. 

M: All of which are very much bigger than we are. 

R: Yes, so I mean, you know, we have a higher proportion of students with graduate, 

graduate students graduating with higher degrees than say, Edinburgh. 

M: But it's interesting that that has never been projected as part of our, well of our recruitment 

and the way in which we see ourselves, and sell ourselves... 

R: No, I mean, as I say I keep on going on about it, its not any way... its not anything we 

sought for ourselves, I mean it is for 
.. 

M: What that's mean in terms of things like attracting overseas students to do research here, 

there's a community for them to come to rather than just being the odd one. 

R: yes, yes. 
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audience. .. 
there are always a minority who are interested... there are a group who have to 

know because they are going to have to make decisions on it, and having made the decision, 

it would clearly be a great advantage if the people who are now going to be affected knew the 

basis of this. And you can tell them but it goes in one ear and out the other because they 

really don't want to know. They will want to complain subsequently that they haven't been 

told even when they have... they will want to complain how unjust the whole business is. 

That's good. But we do, despite everything and despite what people say there is a huge 

measure of trust in the university. People don't like to admit to it but they don't really believe 

there is a set of crooks out to do their department down-we poor incompetents managing the 

university have to do the best we can with what we've been given. But there is a great 

measure of trust, I believe. If there weren't people would be looking for information and 

demanding it when they didn't get it. 

M15 
..... when I've tried on occasions to explain a complex but very important issue of finance 

to Senate, you see half the eyes glazing over immediately.... they don't really want to do the 

work... is a measure of trust which essentially Js saying, well even if I understood it, it's 

unlikely to make that much difference which implies that the people distributing it are not 

going completely berserk. 

M5 
.. the proper work of the university is done at the periphery-what else is there in a 

university? ... (administrators) unfortunately and increasingly as outside pressures affect 

them ... appear to many academics not to be facilitators at all, they appear to be people who 

get in the way of you doing what you really want to do... and that's very unfair because it's 

totally untrue... they do see problems that other academics don't see as problems 

M6 .. there's no relationship between what's popularly called common sense and being good 

at your subject! 
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M8 some of our structures at least are very flat 
... we are extraordinarily complex from that 

point of view.. we are not a very typical structure... when I have tried to explain how I perceive 

the university runs to my colleagues in the commercial world they do find it extremely hard to 

understand... find it totally unbelievable that I personally make any financial decisions at all. 

I'm an academic; I'm a professor and I profess and they think... they assume I am totally 

unworldly. They certainly believe anything I say in the sort of financial commercial sector 

should be discounted immediately... 

M8 amateur theorist 

M16 .... everyone knowing you had to go back because someone else is going to be Dean 

and someone else was Dean before, I think is all good. I wouldn't like permanent Deans 

M17 we have a committee structure.. there are umpteen successful ways of running a 

committee.. it emerges as a consensus from the meeting what he wanted to emerge. Now 

that's clever and manipulative... But it depends on individuals and it depends on who is sitting 

in the chair... bang on the table basically. He knew what he wanted and if the committee went 

along with it great, and if they didn't he imposed it on the committee. That's another way of 

moving forward.... so I fed him the idea in indirect ways in bits and pieces till it emerged and 

he came and told me what about this and I said that's fantastic.. 

M17 Now that's manipulation of a different kind but it works.... at the departmental level very 

effective it you've got a good head. It's very important to have a good head. And then you go 

up the structures and you get change. Now that's the sort of bottoms up change.... it's the top 

down that are the problems and very often people doing the top down don't like what they're 

doing... 

M19 then it's great in one sense because since a fair number of things have been imposed 

for reasons which are not helpful to the individual and if he or she hasn't noticed them, 
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great..... so, nobody objects to teaching audit providing they don't have to do it... if someone 

wants to fritter away their time on that, you know, they're lunatics, that's their problem... it's 

seen as absolute madness, a waste of time, and its tricky... we have too much of that. 

R1 inner group that would meet regularly... now meets fortnightly.. getting a picture from the 

centre but with different eyes than my own. There is a considerable risk for anyone... in being 

isolated from what's going on .. the more formal mechanisms of the university, Deans and 

Standing Committee particularly.. . and then there's my more informal appreciation of the 

university... that gives me an opportunity of interviewing everybody. 

R2 Then there's the university as it represents itself in particular the Council and to some 

extent the Court in the outside world and I have to add to that too because I'm part of the join 

between the inside and the outside and its very clear to me that the university as perceived 

by people on Council at any rate is not at all the same as the university as perceived by us 

inside it and part of my job is to... make sure they have a closer approximation to our 

perception of the university. 

R2 although there have been changes as a result of government policy over the past few 

years, in reality most British universities tenure is what it always was.. 

R2 I'm always tending to say well why is it done this way here and that way there. 

R4 and then I've said, well now, what else is bothering .. and the net result is that I emerge 

with a whole stack of things... it's certainly helped me to understand.. 

R4 (networking).. and it's being willing to listen. An awful lot of my time is spent 

listening... Any executive spends a lot of time, if they do the job properly, listening.. 
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R10 .. the rhythm of our world has a longer time horizon built into it. I suppose it was 

originally built around the quinquennium but it's now primarily built in around the research 

assessment exercise... 

R10 
.. 

I wouldn't rule it out and it might be that that would be no bad thing... the tenure of the 

office is something 

R10 we.. grew from a community of scholars in which each scholar is pursuing his or her.. 

own objectives and they have to be synthesised into a whole because we have public funding 

R12 It is isolated, quite frankly.. I happen to think the people I've got around me are very 

good and I'm comfortable with them.. I can't really blame anybody else for something, 

ultimately it's my blame .... 
in reality the systems ought to be such that I am alerted to anything 

that is likely to lead to controversy or dissent of any sort and I want to be in a position to make 

a decision on it. 

R33 I do think there has to be a hierarchy of responsibility and power if you like... I'm much 

more frustrated by lack of resource than by a recalcitrant group of colleagues. 

R33 I would like to find somebody in the university... knew where all the bodies were buried, 

all the levers to pull and all the rest of it. 

R33 It doesn't matter if you like me or dislike me because you'll have got rid of me in a year.. 

R34 the decisions are mine and its my fault not his but it he tells me it you do this, that will 

follow on if you do that, this might follow on and it's invaluable.. 

R13 we have a right to preserve our processes of making decisions and the positions that we 

take although I would want to encourage people to say what they think in the knowledge that 
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when we've decided what we want to do well that's it, we'll go along that route.. but I don't 

think we have to say to people outside that we had a big argument and then decided to do 

this.. 

R13 
.. 

I've had a couple of awkward questions already in Council but that's right.. ) don't think 

there's any reason not to put awkward questions to me.. 

R17 .. you don't engage lightly in that, we must-clear that this is really what we want to do.. 

R29 I shaped myself over a lot of years by watching other people behave ... I mean I was 

taught early on... 

C1,2 the departmental structure is ... a very important part of the way in which it is 

organised... the role of Deans is... ambiguous... the role of the senior management team of the 

university... its a very grey area for the majority of people in the university .I don't think they 

have a clear view at all of their roles and who is responsible for what. I think there is a real 

blur which isn't particularly helpful to Heads of Department either and so I find that 

problematic and normally decisions have to be made at that level, quite often inappropriately 

one will go straight to the Vice-Chancellor ... 
I think the way in which the university runs or 

functions... how it organises itself .. 
has got a lot of clarification to undergo 

C2 for those who see their role as being a member of that department, ... they see that 

structure quite clearly 

C2 (university)... I doubt that it's as ambiguous as it is for people within departments, I think 

that's very ambiguous. 
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CS I think one thing you've got to do is dissolve some of the rigid divisions between 

departments more co-operative, collaborative and so on... more dialogue going, find ways in 

which groups of colleagues can work together and promote things together. 

C 12 ambiguity between what you're here to do, what you're encouraged to do and what the 

incentives are. 

C18.. tends to drive us apart... and impact on some of the formal structures that we have and 

a lot of the informal grading off into social structures that we have which actually have an 

important part to play.. 

C23 top of the priority list ... 
looking at the conditions of service for members of staff and the 

way in which the university sets about rewarding and making clear statements about 

incentives and so on and so forth.. 

C23 1 think ewe have a problem of a lot of highly motivated, intelligent people making their 

own way through the system and for that I know well is not an interesting thing for the 

institution it that happens 

C23 .. the planning is totally unsatisfactory with the systems that we've got at present... more 

information and more access to information 

K1 I don't think I understand the university at all 

K2 well beginning with from the top downwards, you've got the Council you've got the 

Senate, then you've got your Deans, then you've got your faculties I suppose those two are 

fairly linked in and then you've got your departments 
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K2 the VC is probably the most influential but who can be over-ruled by the Chairman of 

Council as the last VC was.. 

K3 Council does watch, it's not simply a rubber stamp... I suspect Senate is a rubber stamp 

for a lot of decisions but will argue the toss occasionally depending on how the VC presents 

the material so any way I see him as the crucial figure 

K3 My sense is that the one who holds the purse strings which tends to be the Deputy can 

actually be unbelievably negative in his relationship with the departments and faculties 

K3 Maybe this is a kind of American influence of checks and balances... this university is very 

traditional conservative in so far as the power, if there is power, is supposedly deposited in 

departments. 

K4 we do top slice a hefty amount too maintain the edifice of administration at ...... and 

perhaps if more were devolved to departments there would be greater innovation, greater 

opportunities to recruit new staff, greater opportunities to do a whole host of things ... 

probably the time has come when we actually need to re-look at the whole structures within 

the university.. 

K4 .. there was no rational explanation for it... he wouldn't have it... fairly autocratic.. insisted 

on doing things his way 

K8 I don't think university governance is clear.. 

K13 ( values) I think from an individual academic's point of view and relationships to students 

then does come through but I think in the whole committee edifice and that's a sort of 

administrative hierarchical structure, then no, 

16 



K13 it's been a kind of negative approach rather than 
,a reactive approach ... we're going to 

have to be adventurous... innovative... conservative with a small cI don't think were a 

visionary university 

K15 we have become infinitely more committee conscious, infinitely more paper conscious, 

to such an extent you wonder who's got shares in Bowater Scott... more academic audits and 

quality controls.. the less we can spend on research and on time with students.. 

K15 the CNAA mentality ... very committee oriented. Endless checks and balances and 

enormous amount of paperwork old School of Education fl flew by the seat of its pants and 

we had one meeting a term and an enormous amount of informal interaction. 

K18 because the small informal structure like that was corrupt 

K25 there was an unwillingness or blindness ... to really look at the structure in terms of what 

happened within it... constrained by the structure that was imposed-little empires have had 

time to be built and there has been an unwillingness to surrender some of that power. 

K26 have never really understood that education faculties; ties are distinct... do not fit the 

normal traditional university faculty... 

K28 status quo situation and tinkering possibly in the margin.. link us much more into the 

town.. to be honest I don't know what he has touched upon 

K6 Well you almost had to jump... he picked up the telephone and said I want you to do it.. 

there was no way you could wriggle out and say well I don't want to or I feel I'm not adequate 

enough to do it. That's what you'll do... 
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K6 very influential certainly the V-C relies upon the advice of the Registrar on a lot of legal 

issues, and a lot of day to day administrative issues... Sometimes I sense that because the 

Registrar's office is so much nearer to the V-C's office that actually he may turn to the 

Registrar's before either the Pro-V-C or the Deputy V-C... well they also understand the legal 

niceties though presumably there is some legal advisor that they turn to if and where 

necessary.. 

K7 it's the Registrar who knows all the rules and regulations... 

K7 .. the Registrar can thwart the V-C or could say 'look I think you're wrong on this' or 'you 

can't go ahead with that' 

K14 at departmental and faculty level I've always felt we have bent over backwards to be 

accommodating to all sorts of students with difficulties and with problems, sometimes I'm not 

always sure that the administration .... has been nearly as understanding or accommodating 

... I think there is a tension sometimes between the department and the student and what the 

rule book says and how the administrative group deal with situations. 

K19 I don't know whether there was any real strategic thinking.. 

K20 
.. it would have conserved all the bad habits that existed before.. 

K20 Going by the rule book I think was one thing, a delight in committees. a lot of politicking 

on committees I think these were the rules.. 
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