London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine

EUEREK case study

1. Baseline information about the School

Background

The School began as the London School of Tropical Medicine in 1899. Its origins derived from three powerful currents of the Victorian age: philanthropy, faith in the natural sciences, and a growing awareness in Britain of the political and socio-economic effects of Britain’s overseas activities as a colonial power. An institute of state medicine to be called the School of Hygiene was recommended in 1921 (for the establishment and maintenance of public health), and a united School was established in 1924. In the last decades the world has changed and the spread of diseases such as malaria and HIV in certain parts of the world suddenly have made the field of hygiene and tropical medicine important and more interesting.

The School is a postgraduate medical school and part of the University of London, but receives its recurrent grant direct from the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). The School provides a national and international focus for collaboration in teaching and research where clinical, population, laboratory and social sciences are integrated to address broad issues of health. The strength of these disciplines, combined in a single institution and tightly linked by a common mission, creates a multidisciplinary environment for teaching, training and research. Research programmes are multidisciplinary and range from basic laboratory studies to applied public health research and from disease specific to those that deal with environmental risk factors. The Hospital for Tropical Diseases (which is part of the University College Hospitals NHS Trust) is associated with the School as a teaching hospital.

Nationally and internationally, the School’s reputation stands high: it claims to be Britain’s national school of public health and one of the leading schools of public health in the world; it is also a leading School of Tropical Medicine in Europe. Staff are international leaders in their fields and have considerable links with key universities and research institutions around the world, together with extensive academic, practical and international experience. The diversity of the School’s staff and students is exceptional: in 2005 the research and teaching staff come from over 40 countries, while its 1800 masters and research students come from 122 countries. Alumni work in more than 167 countries and many hold prominent positions in health ministries, universities, hospitals and international organisations throughout the world. The School collaborates in research with over 115 countries.

The research programme leads to the degrees of MPhil, PhD and DrPH (Doctor of Public Health, a programme for leaders and managers in public health who see research only as part of their careers). The School has longstanding links with and influence on WHO and in consequence on global public health policy; its close links with government health institutions helps to ensure that its research leads directly to improvements in public health. The School achieves a high academic rating: in the 2001 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) all three departments were graded at 5, i.e. “internationally excellent in many areas of activity and nationally excellent in all others”.

Student numbers

· The School is a graduate study only institution and its student population is characterised by a very high proportion of non-UK students. Full-time overseas students’ fees comprise 5.3% of the School’s total income.

· In 2004 the School had 914 FTE students, while 465 students graduated.

· With the help of a pump priming grant from the University of London Extra Mural Studies department the School created an innovative distance learning programme, mainly with the intention of generating a new source of income. This programme took its first students in 1999 (Table 1) and has grown enormously to become a fully integrated part of the School’s academic strategy. The income from this programme amounted to €900,000 in 2004 or 2.4% of the School’s total income.

· The School also has a large short course programme aimed at public health and other practitioners; numbers on the courses are rising steadily although the financial contribution to the School’s overall income (1.3%) remains small.
Table 1: MSc student numbers (1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	home+EU
	280
	224
	229
	296
	287
	297
	322
	291
	320
	296
	339

	overseas
	136
	141
	120
	137
	126
	162
	178
	159
	187
	173
	225

	distance l. 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	149
	382
	594
	799
	955
	1185

	total
	416
	365
	349
	433
	413
	608
	882
	1044
	1306
	1424
	1749


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Annual Reports 1993-94 to 2003-04.

Table 2: Research student numbers (1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	home+EU
	115
	132
	122
	112
	107
	119
	134
	140
	151
	173
	181

	overseas
	104
	101
	93
	95
	98
	118
	123
	125
	141
	141
	140

	total
	219
	233
	215
	207
	205
	237
	257
	265
	292
	314
	321


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Annual Reports 1993-94 to 2003-04.

Table 3: Student numbers in the short study programme (1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	total
	812
	479
	247
	457
	515
	642
	627
	656
	614
	641
	631


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Annual Reports 1993-94 to 2003-04.

Chart 1: Patterns of student numbers at LSHTM (1994-2004)
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Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Annual Reports 1993-94 to 2003-04.

Research
· The School’s primary activity and its major source of income is from research grants and contracts – in 2004 the School’s income from research grants and contracts comprised 63% of its total annual income.
· In 2000 the School received a research grant of €34 million from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation for research on malaria. From 2002 this grant has a distorting effect on the percentage contributions of the different categories of sources of research grant and contract income in Table 4. 
· In particular it should be noted that research grants and contracts from other bodies overseas, mostly governments, have risen from €1,406,000 in 1994 to €5,830,000 in 2004. 
· The effect of the Gates grant is shown in Table 5. This also shows that research grants and contracts from non-UK sources have grown from 15% to 33% of the total research grant and contract income, emphasising both the increasing globalisation of sources of income (especially when the fees from non-UK and EU students is added) and the financial risk factors involved in a globalised mission.

Table 4: Income from research grants and contracts (as a proportion of total annual School income; 1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	UK research councils

	7.3
	7.0
	7.2
	7.0
	6.4
	6.7
	7.7
	10.9
	10.1
	9.5
	8.2

	UK-based charities

	9.2
	8.8
	9.4
	11.5
	9.8
	12.1
	12.4
	13.5
	12.4
	13.1
	13.4

	UK central government bodies
	23.0
	22.0
	18.9
	17.1
	13.0
	16.5
	18.5
	17.4
	18.0
	17.0
	16.1

	UK health + hospital authorities
	1.4
	1.3
	1.7
	1.6
	1.8
	2.3
	1.8
	1.2
	1.4
	1.4
	2.3

	UK industry + commerce

	2.5
	2.4
	2.1
	1.9
	1.4
	1.6
	1.7
	2.7
	1.7
	1.9
	1.9

	EU government bodies
	2.8
	2.7
	4.6
	4.2
	4.0
	4.3
	2.8
	2.5
	1.9
	1.3
	1.4

	EU non-government bodies
	0.0
	4.4
	0.2
	0.7
	0.1
	0.3
	0.2
	0.4
	1.3
	0.8
	1.2

	other overseas bodies
	4.8
	4.6
	3.2
	4.6
	2.9
	4.0
	4.9
	5.1
	5.2
	5.7
	7.0

	Gates Malaria partnership
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1.0
	7.7
	10.9
	10.9

	other sources

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.0
	0.2
	0.3
	0.6
	0.5
	0.5

	total income from research grants & contracts
	51
	49
	47
	48
	39
	48
	50
	55
	60
	62
	63


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Financial Statements 1994-95 to 2003-04.

Table 5: Income from research grants and contracts (in percentages out of total annual income from research grants and contracts; 1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	UK research councils
	14.6
	14.3
	14.2
	14.5
	16
	14
	15.2
	19.8
	16.8
	15.4
	13.1

	UK-based charities


	20.7
	18.0
	20.1
	23.9
	25
	25
	24.7
	24.5
	20.8
	20.9
	21.3

	UK central government bodies
	43.8
	45.1
	40.4
	35.7
	33
	34
	36.9
	31.6
	29.7
	27.5
	25.6

	UK health + hospital authorities
	2.3
	2.7
	3.7
	3.4
	5
	5
	3.6
	2.2
	2.2
	2.2
	3.7

	UK industry + commerce
	3.3
	5.0
	4.5
	4.0
	4
	3
	3.4
	4.9
	2.9
	3.1
	3.0

	EU government bodies
	7.3
	5.5
	9.8
	8.8
	10
	9
	5.7
	4.5
	3.1
	2.1
	2.2

	EU non-government bodies
	0.3
	0.0
	0.5
	0.1
	0
	1
	0.5
	0.8
	2.1
	1.2
	2.0

	Other overseas bodies
	7.2
	9.4
	6.8
	9.6
	7
	8
	9.8
	9.3
	8.6
	9.1
	11.1

	Gates Malaria partnership
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1.9
	12.8
	17.6
	17.3

	Other sources


	0.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.3
	0.6
	0.9
	0.8
	0.8


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Financial Statements 1994-95 to 2003-04.

Chart 2: Sources of income from research grants and contracts
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Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Financial Statements 1994-95 to 2003-04.

Chart 3: Core state (HEFCE) and external funding of research (1994-2004)
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Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Financial Statements 1994-95 to 2003-04.

NB. HEFCE (Funding Council) income includes the recurrent grant and funding for buildings and equipment.
Staffing

The School’s staff has grown considerably over the past decade in line with the growth in student numbers and research income. It should be noted, however, that:

· academic staff numbers funded by the School, have grown much more slowly (35%) than academic staff numbers funded by external monies (100%);

· research staff numbers from internal resources have remained static, while research staff numbers funded from external sources have risen by 35%;

· administrative, library and IT staff numbers have meantime risen by almost 400%, over a third being funded in 2004 from external sources – a testimony to the administrative costs of managing such a high volume of research grants and contracts.

Table 6: Academic and other staff numbers (1994-2004; full-time equivalent)

	
	‘94
	‘95
	‘96
	‘97
	‘98
	‘99
	‘00
	‘01
	‘02
	‘03
	‘04

	Academic staff total
	148
	131
	145
	151
	163
	174
	176
	194
	235
	249
	234

	School-funded
	64
	63
	77
	75
	76
	86
	94
	92
	89
	92
	86

	Part school-fund
	18
	23
	16
	22
	24
	19
	17
	16
	17
	19
	16

	other funded
	66
	45
	52
	54
	63
	69
	65
	86
	129
	138
	132

	Research staff total
	121
	152
	141
	124
	138
	131
	166
	174
	156
	156
	164

	School-funded
	13
	11
	15
	10
	15
	13
	18
	10
	8
	11
	14

	Part school-fund
	1
	4
	5
	2
	4
	4
	7
	8
	8
	9
	9

	other funded
	107
	137
	121
	112
	119
	114
	141
	156
	140
	136
	141

	Admin/lib/ comp total
	28
	30
	54
	55
	62
	61
	74
	76
	97
	106
	107

	School-funded
	28
	30
	40
	36
	48
	46
	49
	52
	61
	63
	67

	Part school-fund
	0
	0
	4
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	5
	5
	3

	other funded
	0
	0
	10
	17
	12
	13
	22
	21
	31
	38
	37

	Clerical staff
	107
	107
	113
	111
	117
	124
	126
	125
	138
	144
	136

	Technical staff
	85
	72
	49
	51
	44
	46
	52
	56
	60
	56
	57

	Manual staff
	22
	19
	26
	25
	27
	27
	25
	20
	16
	17
	15


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Annual Reports 1993-94 to 2003-04.

· The School is unusual within the UK in restricting the granting of permanent posts to Professors and Readers (the two most senior grades) and to Senior Lecturers who have held appointments for at least five years. This means that it has a very high proportion of staff (60%) on fixed term appointments, nearly all of whom will be supported on ‘soft’ money and will normally retain their appointments over a series of research grants and contracts. The three academic departments have financial reserves from which they can fund such staff. When there are gaps in the external research funding, staff with five to 10 years service are entitled to six months ‘underwriting’, and with 10 or more years, 16 months ‘underwriting’.

· Professors and Readers are paid on individual salary points (i.e. not on a salary scale). Initial salaries are determined by the Director of the School, in consultation with the head of department and the chair of the School’s Board of Management (governing body) and are thereafter reviewed annually by the Senior Staff Review Committee.

· In 1994 only three staff members were paid more than €104,000 but by 2004 this number had risen to 23, 6 of whom were paid over €148,000.
Total income and end of year financial results

The School has throughout the period depended heavily on its non-state (i.e. non-HEFCE) income. In the following table it can be seen that the dependence on core HEFCE income has declined:
Chart 4: School income by source of income (in percentages)
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Sources: Higher Education Statistics Agency, Resources of Higher Education Institutions (1994/95-2002/03) (Cheltenham: HESA); The London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine (2003) Financial Statements 2002-2003 (London: LSHTM); The London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine (2004) Financial Statements 2003-2004 (London: LSHTM).
Table 7: School income by source of income (in percentages)
	
	Funding Council grants
	tuition fees
	research grants & contracts
	endowment & investment income
	other income

	1994
	27
	13
	50
	2
	8

	1995
	27
	13
	49
	2
	9

	1996
	30
	12
	47
	2
	9

	1997
	27
	14
	48
	2
	9

	1998
	22
	10
	39
	2
	27

	1999
	41
	15
	48
	2
	11

	2000
	23
	15
	50
	2
	10

	2001
	21
	13
	55
	1
	9

	2002
	19
	12
	60
	1
	8

	2003
	18
	12
	62
	1
	7

	2004
	18
	13
	63
	1
	6


Table 8: Annual surpluses (in real figures in €000 and as a proportion of income (1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	Surplus


	1556

4.1%
	1217

3.1%
	2501

6.1%
	893

2.2%
	10280

23.6%
	28

0.1%
	1020

1.9%
	2570

4.2%
	33

0.0%
	1394

1.8%
	2506
3.0%


Sources: London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, Financial Statements 1994-95 to 2003-04.

The School has, however, been able to manage its resources well, and as Table 8 shows, it has not shown a deficit over the last decade. In six out of the 10 years it has declared a surplus of 3% or over.
Mission and strategy: mission
The School’s mission, as laid down in 1992, is to contribute to the improvement of health worldwide through the pursuit of excellence in research, postgraduate teaching, advanced training and consultancy in international public health and tropical medicine, and through informing policy and practice in these areas. To achieve this mission the School should enhance its role as (i) the UK’s national school of public health, (ii) a leading institution in Europe for research and postgraduate education in public health and tropical medicine, and (iii) an international centre of excellence in public health and medicine in developing countries.

The more detailed mission of the School is to improve the public health in all parts of the world by educating public health researchers, teachers and practitioners and by generating and making available the scientific information on which public health policy may be rationally based. As the UK’s national school of public health, the School has a mission to make a major contribution to the improvement of health of the UK public. As a major academic centre for public health in Europe, the School has a mission to play a leadership role in regard to public health research and teaching throughout Europe. As the premier institution worldwide in the field of tropical medicine and public health, the School has a mission to continue to advance and promote these subjects and maintain its position as an international centre of excellence.

The School states that it communicates this mission by:

1. conducting and collaborating on relevant research,

2. teaching knowledge and skills to experienced students,

3. advising and supporting responsible agencies and government departments,

4. communicating the conclusions of research and policy studies, together with other relevant information, to health professionals, national and international bodies and the media. The provision of advice, it says, should not be allowed to divert resources in such a way as to jeopardise its research and teaching goals, nor to weaken its financial soundness.

Mission and strategy: strategy

While there has been continuity in the formal mission, there has been considerable flexibility in its strategy for implementation.

· The School is very much driven in regard to its research by external funding opportunities and by competition (see under the ‘Entrepreneurial’ heading below).

· Much more of its research has an epidemiological and social science content now than a decade ago because it is now recognised that poverty plays such a large role in so many of the diseases being researched. Research that is laboratory based is now a much smaller component of the School’s work, as can be seen by the fall in technician staff numbers (Table 6).

· The School undertook a major reorganisation of its departmental structure in 1997, designed to improve interdisciplinary collaboration and to facilitate selective bidding for research grants and contracts by building on its ability to bring multiple disciplines to bear on solving public health and clinical problems. In 1994 the School had 15 departments which it reduced first to four and then to three: Epidemiology and Population Health, Infectious and Tropical Diseases, and Public Health and Policy. All these departments are multidisciplinary. Horizontal structures including specific interest groups, centres of excellence for specific areas and joint academic appointments, are encouraged. This has fostered increased collaboration and links between departments, thus developing multidisciplinary collaboration, avoiding duplication of effort, gaining access to areas of funding which would otherwise not be available, and enabling more comprehensive and larger bids to be made for research programme funding.
At the postgraduate level the School has continued to expand its student population, and to increase the number of students from overseas at master’s and doctoral levels. The new component is the distance learning MSc, which was embarked upon primarily to generate new income, but also because it fitted within the School mission. Students can study for a Postgraduate Diploma or MSc degree by distance learning in three subject areas: epidemiology (since 1998), infectious diseases (since 1998), and public health (since 1999). The distance learning programme continued to grow and by 2001 the number of students registered for the School’s distance learning Masters programme was the same as those attending courses in person, each group numbering 799. There are currently 1,200 students registered in 120 countries (with funding from over 150 overseas agencies and governments). Developments are now underway for mixed mode study, so that students can elect to take a mixture of distance learning and London-based units. By 2003 work had commenced on a new MSc Public Health and Policy.
2. To what extent can the School be described as entrepreneurial?

The School receives only 21% of its income from HEFCE sources and is therefore, under a financial definition, highly entrepreneurial, but its entrepreneurialism is academic, not commercial, and the mindset of most (though not all) of its staff is not sympathetic to commercial exploitation. (It is also true that a high proportion of the research which is directed towards public health and infectious disease in impoverished countries is not obviously exploitable commercially).

Academic entrepreneurialism

 Two quotations taken from separate interviews with the Director and the Secretary of the School convey the essence of the School’s academic entrepreneurialism. In response to the question as to whether the School’s mission and strategy were internally or externally driven, the Director replied:
“I think we are externally influenced, given that we are a global institution (although we have a national role as well) and that we are inevitably responding to changes on the global scene (whether that may be policy changes, changes in funding, international institutions coming on board, and so on, such as the Gates Foundation coming into global health issues, inevitably we respond to that). We are also very responsive to student demands and trends in student recruitment. There is a research market that we have to respond to. Obviously, to some extent any institution would set the broad framework in which it operates (we are working in this area, not in that area). On the other hand, if substantial funding comes into an area, then one always thinks about whether we should be in it. But we don’t always take the decision to go into something, e.g. about ten years ago (before I came) there was a big debate about whether the School should go into the basic science of HIV and Aids because that was the time of the burgeoning epidemic. And the decision was that it would not go into the basic science because a lot of other institutions were there. But what we would do is a lot of field research around HIV/Aids, looking at behaviour. So, of course, we try to look at the challenges and opportunities in a strategic way, rather than just mindlessly responding to developments. There are strategic decisions to make.”

In answer to the same question, the Secretary responded to emphasise the centrality of the School’s mission in policy making, but that:
“How we might deliver that at any one time and how it gets amended is influenced by what might be out there in terms of resources, but also might be influenced by our role on some of these external bodies, and understanding where they may thing the key issues might be; that might be connected with money, but that might not be.”

Asked how the School kept track of the funding opportunities, the Director responded:

“Through a range of sources. One is obviously I and other senior members of staff interact at the global level, e.g. I am on a number of WHO committees, the former Dean of the School is head of the Global Fund on aids, tb and malaria, an alumnus of the School is head of the Global Alliance of vaccines and immunisation. So we have links into other global institutions. Another way of keeping track of where these opportunities come from is that many people sit on various grant-giving bodies or research committees.”

But there was also a bottom-up process:

“Yes, we have had consultations over the last couple of years, e.g. we have been consultative in the way in which we developed our research strategy and in the way in which we decided on which priorities to put money into, we listened to what Departments were saying and then we discussed with the Senior Management Team the ideas that had been bubbling up and how these ideas would fit with the opportunities.”

The point about bottom-up was made in a rather different, more hard edged, way by the head of the Research Grants and Contracts Office:
“A high proportion of the School’s research grant income is actually acquired by people who are not tenured staff, and therefore those people are entirely supported out of the research grant that they can get. If they can not attract research grants, they do not get paid. That is very different from a traditional university. A bridging fund has been created for people who are between grants, but that is decided by the Departments.”
The entrepreneurial excitement of leading edge research, conducted on international terms, is well conveyed in a statement by a young senior lecturer who had done his PhD at UCL and a few years postdoctoral work at the Rockefeller University in New York:

“Everything that anybody [at the School] does is always influenced, not by external pressures, but by external events. The School can’t be isolationist from these kinds of things. In my field for instance, when I came to the School I knew that genome sequencing was underway and I had to design my strategies around genome projects. I think that has been true for many people here. If you take the epidemiologists here, they are influenced by major disease outbreaks in the news, such as SARS. […] Genome sequencing does not only mean that you should exploit it - because obviously there is a massive investment and a massive amount of data involved and it is up to people like me and others in the other 50-100 labs around the world that work on this to exploit those data. But also it is an opportunity to raise your profile and the profile of the School. One of my articles (based on projects that had been running for nearly ten years) was published in Science, and my research was on the cover of Science, which was good because trypanosomes are traditionally not well known. So it was a big opportunity, not only for our lab, because our lab is part of the worldwide community working on this. That has had a huge influence on myself and on the way in which I ran the lab in recent years.”

The exploitation of research

The UK Government and the EU is putting great emphasis on the importance of exploiting scientific research, and HEFCE has created the Higher Education Innovation Fund (HEIF) from which the School has funded the appointment of a Business Development Officer. Most staff in the School are not sympathetic to the exploitation of research commercially. The Business Development Officer (BDO) told us:

“In terms of making money from companies, the School is not entrepreneurial. That said, a number of students have shown interest in entrepreneurial programmes. But the academics are not very entrepreneurial, which comes back to the whole ethos of the School. In that sense, the School is not following the trend of the time, and I think it is doing that in a good way. There is very much a sense that we should help the health in the worldwide community without financial gain. And I suspect that, if it was not for that, we would not have the quality of academics that we have here now. For most academics here, entrepreneurialism is seen as ‘hard capitalism’ and they tend to shy away from that. On the other hand, you see many people trying to get funding for projects in the developing world, and they tend to be very good at it. They tend to be very active and to tap into a wide range of sources, from governments to NGOs.”

But exploitability of research also depends on the kind of research which the School does. As the Director said:

“One of the problems is the kind of problems that we research on – either the policy end of the spectrum and therefore they don’t have commercial spin-offs (because they are looking at health policy, epidemiology, public health) or if we do do basic lab research which leads to products, those products are essentially more offered to poor communities. We either do research that applies basic science into the area of public health, particularly in infectious diseases; from there there may be some commercial applications, or we do a bit of drug development screening, but they have tended to be drugs for neglected diseases which poor people suffer from, because there is a big market out there and that is our raison d’être to try and deal with those kind of diseases of people who have been overlooked in the world. So there is a real confliction in terms there.”

In the past the School has participated in the Bloomsbury Bioseed Fund founded from within the wider University of London, which was intended to provide start up for new companies. However, the School has decided to withdraw because it could not see any possibility of realising the investment it was asked to put in. But under the guidance of the BDO a project for a spin out company, initially to act as an intellectual property holding company, is being developed and a small number of patents are being acquired. Further evidence of a growing interest in commercialisation comes from a professor who in a previous post at another university had created a company to exploit research on viruses that killed bacteria and who through the London Technology Network, a programme to train scientific entrepreneurs, had developed a link with another biotechnology company, from which he had a research contract to develop a packaging mechanism that would extract DNA from bacteria to make it sterile so that bacteria killing viruses could be passed easily to other countries. He described recognising the need to exploit research in the following terms:

“The School has a clear mission statement and it is quite focussed. Because it is a small and postgraduate institute it is by and large dedicated to one thing, which is infectious disease around the world. So the School is almost unique worldwide in that respect. Staff here come to work because they want to do their research and there is a certain missionary zeal about this place: they want to cure diseases. Most people don’t care about exploiting opportunities of their research, and I’ve been in that position as well. But in the last few years I have slightly changed my mind and I have tried to convince some of my colleagues that they might be a means to en end because the Government is putting more money into the third stream and there are funding opportunities there with companies. Some people have done this in the past and they have bad experiences, e.g. the company did not fulfil the contract, but that – to me – was the fault of the institute because they did not sign appropriate clauses with the company. But because I feel I have been educated now through this business fellow scheme, and my colleague next door has also done it, I think that accepting money from industry or elsewhere is perfectly acceptable, as long as you do it on your terms. I would not like to do contract research, but we can do it under our terms and conditions, and if it is a means to an end to the extent where our research is progressing further because of collaboration with industry.”

Collaboration

The School regards collaboration with other institutions, often competitors, as an important element in generating grant and contract income. One senior lecturer stated that:

“competition and collaboration overlap very much. I try not to be redundant because obviously the finances are in limited supply, so if you want to make as quick progress as possible, even though you are competing with somebody, you try to keep communication with others going and you try to take parallel paths to the competitors, but not overlapping ones. For instance, with one colleague I was competing, but we are now working on two different sides of a project (I tried to separate both sides), and because there is limited funding we can collaborate, e.g. I can try to use one of his findings for my side of the project. And there is no need for us to be doing the same experiment, and hopefully the whole community is aware of that to avoid overlap. It is essential that you do this, also when you apply for funding agencies because you are supposed to be aware of others’ work as much as possible.”

The same senior lecturer mentioned that it is not necessarily easier to attract external funding if you make collaborative bids:

“because you have to be seen to be independent as well. If you are overly dependent on other groups to get projects to work that can be a danger. You have to get the balance right, making sure that you are making a significant contribution on your own, but if there is an obvious opportunity for collaboration and you are not exploiting it, obviously referees are going to pick up on that.”

Over the past decade the School has been active in seeking new collaborations with other institutions, both in the UK and abroad. In the UK, the School has developed close and growing relations with the Department of Health, different parts of the NHS, and the Department for International Development. In 1996/97 a formal agreement was signed with the Public Health Laboratory Service to stimulate a large number of collaborative activities. Stronger collaboration was also sought with groups in other colleges in London, and the School now offers three Masters courses jointly with other colleges of the University of London, namely with the London School of Economics and Political Science, University College London and the Royal Veterinary College (with the latter since 1999). The School also developed closer collaboration with European schools of public health. For instance, in 1996 collaborative agreements were signed with schools in Canada, Brazil, and Egypt to involve School staff in their research programmes.

Consultancy

In 1994 consultancy was part of the school’s stated mission and income from this source rose from €1,040,000 in 1995 to €4,429,000 in 2001 (although the proportion of consultancy income declined in each of the following years). However, discussion within the School suggested that consultancy should not be so central to the School’s work. Partly this was because undertaking big consultancies exposed the School to significant risks but also because, as the Secretary explained:
“In 2003 the word ‘consultancy’ was dropped, and it was replaced by ‘teaching and research of high quality and how that transfers/impacts on practice and policy’ (which is the mission now). Consultancy is not push as a priority now; in fact the School thinks it is not a priority at all. This has caused some difficulty because quite a few people considered themselves as consultants or consultancy as a big priority. Now we can number them on one hand. The reason we have gone that route is understanding that we can’t do everything, that we can’t resource everything. That is not just in disciplinary spread, but also in teaching and research: we want to be doing top-quality research, we don’t want people to be distracted into consultancy, into doing ‘just’ another consultancy report.”

In 2004 the income from consultancy had fallen to €1,965,000.
Distance learning and short courses

· The clearest example of conventional entrepreneurial behaviour is the creation of the distance learning MSc programme, the success of which is described above. Although the proportionate contribution to the School’s budget is not large, the growth in student numbers involved, the range of academic and other contracts it opens up and the prospect of increasing in time a source of alumni funding is very considerable.

· By contrast, the numbers on short course programmes have plateaued since 1999, but one of the activities of the BDO has been to develop an e-learning project to provide short courses to professionals of around 10 to 20 hours. One set of programmes, which are due to begin in late 2005, are targeted at the UK National Health Service (NHS) and have been financially supported by HEFCE and the London Development Agency; the other is aimed at companies and industry. These programmes are at prototype stage but could represent a significant expansion of short course activity. In the meantime, there is a special section in the Registry to support the more traditional short course programme with help for academics in costing, publicity, room bookings and student admission.
Fundraising

In October 1998 the School launched a Centenary Appeal. The School planned to raise €14.7 million to fund additional scholarships, professorships, space improvements, and academic centres of excellence. For many years the School had been concerned that a large number of excellent students had been unable to obtain the funding to take up the School’s offer for a place. Therefore, raising substantial endowments for School scholarships was a major aim of the Centenary Appeal.

The response to the School’s Centenary Appeal, launched in October 1998, was generous. The Leverhulme Trust and other donors provided for 40 more students from Africa to study at the School. (The distance learning programme attacks this problem from another direction.) Donations were made from alumni worldwide. The School has received grants from the Association of Physicians of Great Britain and Ireland, CGU plc, HSBC Group, Ian Karten Charitable Trust, The Leverhulme Trust, Lonmin plc, and Save & Prosper Foundation for various scholarships, including awards for African students and support for those working on global climate change. A substantial sum has been received from the Children with Leukaemia Foundation for a second scholarship for a research student to undertake work on leukaemia. The David and Frederick Barclay Foundation has given seed corn funding for the work of the School’s Centre for Ageing and Public Health. In a similar way, the W Alton Jones Foundation has funded the Centre for Globalization, Environmental Change and Health (created in Spring 2000).

Professional support for fund-raising has been provided through the generosity of one of the School’s Board of Management members and linked to this, the Board of Management has approved a fund-raising strategy for the School. The School’s ‘Health Worldwide’ campaign has been launched successfully and some additional supporting resource provided for. No income stream was linked to these efforts, but the School’s strategy does place a strong emphasis on funds for student scholarships and on funding for new academic posts in line with the Research Strategy.

The School’s overall approach to entrepreneurialism, however, can best be summed up in the following comment:

“The School does not have the money-making entrepreneurialism, but the School is very academically entrepreneurial in constantly looking for new sources of funding and keeping that going. Many people in this School are very altruistic, they are interested in the School’s mission, improvement of health worldwide. They really believe in it, that’s what motivates them. You have to be creative and inventive to be able to do that, you have to keep your research and funding going. If that is entrepreneurialism, then we are good at that.”

3. What is the balance between external and internal drivers?
There was an almost universal response by the persons interviewed that external pressures were dominant and that the School was operating in a research or student market in which if it was to survive it had to succeed. There was also a recognition of the competitive nature of this market and the extent to which competition could be beneficial. One academic interviewee said:

“The competitive nature of grant funding has a very positive effect on the quality of research work. In applying for research grants you are more forced to really think about your hypothesis and possible outcomes, including possible publications that can come out of it, which is a positive thing. I think that scientific breakthroughs are going faster today partly because of the competitive nature of funding.”

The School sees its main university competitors as being within the UK, the Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine and, internationally, the Harvard School of Public Health and Johns Hopkins University. Another comment from a senior professor emphasised the volatility of the markets the School is operating in:

“The School is very much influenced by external factors (e.g. more than half our income comes from research grants and contracts which are short-term) and short-term fluctuations in policies. They transform your fortunes and suddenly make an area of research attractive. As the School is very research-active, it is also very dependent on research funding. The School has a fast student turn-over (the Master’s students are an annually renewable population because it is a postgraduate institution) and there can be large student number fluctuations. If suddenly students don’t turn up, the School’s financial stability is threatened. We are very dependent on student fee income and on attracting overseas full fee-paying students, and sometimes a student influx from a certain corner of the world will dry up and you don’t know quite why.”

The extent to which a flexible approach to research funding can be applied can be measured by the following:
“You have to be realistic to get the funds, particularly with bacteria. In the news there are always bug alert stories, so you do angle your work in those directions. I do this work in one area, but I can be quite flexible. In fact we always did work on superbugs, but we just pay a bit more attention to it now. We have to pay attention to public and political will.”

This comment also demonstrates how, whatever the strategy adopted at senior management level, the dynamics of funding are dependent on the initiative of individual academics. What is abundantly clear from all the interviews is that staff are strongly self-motivated both in terms of scientific reputation and peer pressure, and by a commitment to the kind of work they do. But it is also clear (see below) that this is enhanced by an institutional management style which is geared to the School’s distinctive mission and which is responsive to internal views as to the way the School should be managed.
However, the role of the UK Government should not be overlooked. Although the HEFCE commitment to the School is relatively small, the UK Government remains an important source of research funding and the G8’s initiatives towards the Third World and the Government’s commitment to ‘the South’ has been beneficial to the School’s progress. Every grant from the Department for International Development now carries a requirement that researchers should commit themselves to publishing their findings outside the usual academic journals, thus forcing the School to be more active in contributing to the public understanding of science.
At a more detailed level the HEIF funding intervention by HEFCE has been influential within the School. The School was slow to submit a bid for funds from this course and was pushed into it by a small group of staff (one of whom was the professor who had received training through the London Technology Network). However, the BDO (who has both legal and scientific training), when eventually appointed, has been effective in beginning to shift opinion within the School to thinking more positively about the benefits of exploitation. For example, the Research and Contracts Office consults the BDO on all intellectual property issues relating to research grants and contracts. The intellectual property of the distance learning materials is now adequately protected, albeit the School is licensing the external use of these materials to collaborating universities in the Third World on a very low cost basis. Patents are now being taken out and a spin out company is being launched; an e-learning short course programme is being developed. It remains the case that much of the School’s work does not lend itself to exploitation in the commercial sense but, albeit indirectly, the Government’s role in encouraging various forms of technology transfer is also a significant influence on the School’s strategy.
4. Organisational change

Changes in management
Key changes to the management of the School were introduced in the late 1980s by a Dean (a title now amended to Director) who operated very much in a chief executive mode. He introduced the concept of a Senior Management Team, which has continued to be the decision-making body in the School (subject of course to the constitutional powers of the governing body). This now consists of the Director, deputy Director, the three heads of departments, the Director of the Teaching Programme and the Secretary and Registrar. In 1990 the posts of College Secretary and Registrar were merged to provide a single unitary head for the administration and over time new posts of Director of Planning and Resources and Budget Manager have been created to strengthen the central administration. Additional top posts include a Management Information Systems Officer, a Project Manager and a Computer Support Officer (both for the distance learning programme), and a Research Finance Officer and a Research Contracts Officer (both in the Research Grants and Contracts Office). This has produced a strong central management team.

The School has continued to respond flexibly to external pressures.

· Concern about the management of research grants and contracts, on which it is heavily dependent for its survival, and particularly on the level of overheads included in the grants and contracts, led to a review of the Research Grants and Contracts Office and an appointment of a senior post holder to run it. The Office now has 16 staff.

· Concern about the lack of exploitation of the School’s intellectual property led to the appointment of the BDO.

· Concern about the importance of institutional reputation and the need to respond to media coverage of Third World issues has led in 2002 to the appointment of a Press Officer.
Changes in structure and academic organisation

There is no doubt that the operation of the SMT, meeting weekly, lies at the heart of the successful management of the School. It conforms precisely to Clark’s “strengthened steering core” mechanism, which he saw as an essential ingredient to his case studies of entrepreneurial universities (Clark, 1998); it contains academics and administrators, it consults downwards and recommends upwards, it brings together academic, financial and property strategy, and controls resource allocation.

A feature of the changes in management described above has been the School’s flexibility and pro-activeness in responding to a changing external environment, and at each stage strengthening the management expertise to ensure the School was able to respond effectively to external pressures. The same could be said for the changes in academic structure and organisation. In 1992 the School had 15 academic departments, each managed with considerable devolved powers, and encouraged to perform through internal competition. This structure, however, discouraged academic collaboration and interdisciplinarity. It was also inappropriate for the RAE which demanded submissions from the School under a much smaller number of headings. The multidisciplinary approach to the solution of large scale public health problems, increasingly required by the funding agencies, was, however, the driver to move to a four department structure in 1997. As it was described by a senior manager:
“The first departmental reorganisation into three departments (1997) had to do with bringing together management and focus (management into the 21st century). It was a very top-driven reorganisation. The reasons for organisational reform were that the previous organisation was behind the times, lots of little fiefdoms, lots of people isolated working on little bits. What we identified – and both reorganisations addressed this – is that we can not deliver everything, there are some things that other people can do better. The one thing we can deliver that other people can not deliver is that we have a huge range of people that can focus on one thing: we can bring together the epidemiologists talk about one thing in way nobody else can do it because huge faculties can not be brought together in that way. So we focused on the thing that we thought made us special. Both organisational reforms [1997 and 2002] started at the top.”

The benefits of this restructuring along with the recruitment of more senior posts can be seen in a 67% growth in research income between 1997 and 2002. In that year the School embarked on a further restructuring bringing the four department structure down to three and concentrating all laboratory based work in one department. The three heads of departments work together very cooperatively (it was suggested that this might be because they were all women); research grant applications are drafted first as a letter of intent and cross-departmental collaboration in terms of additional inputs from other relevant research groups within the School are suggested at that stage to strengthen the application. One researcher told us:

“I think that sometimes there has simply been ignorance of what other people are doing and a lack of co-ordination. This is something that has been recognised and improved: now, when a big call comes out, e.g. from the Research Councils, the School has become much more coordinated in its approach in applying for grants. It would not have been unheard of before that for people in different parts of the School to be submitting separate bids for the same grant, completely separate from each other and often look foolish. Thus, the School has become much stronger now. It is often at the behest of a particular academic that that sort of coordination starts, and the Director has taken a strong lead in that. For example, in the recent bid round of DFID the School did extremely well, and I think that was largely down to a much better co-ordinated approach.”

However, the restructuring of the School into three departments has not solved all the problems and the School has also established some interdisciplinary research centres under the departmental structure (i) to maximise the research benefits of the multiple disciplines spread across departments, (ii) to provide a focus for research and development of an integrated and coherent research agenda in areas where work is dispersed across the School, (iii) to provide for promotion of new areas of research activity not covered within the research programme of any one department, and (iv) to attract new sources of funding. These include the European Centre on Health in Societies in Transition, a Malaria Centre, a Collaborative Centre for the Economics of Infectious Diseases, and a Centre for Ageing and Public Health. Some of these have benefited from the School’s Academic Initiative Fund. In addition to these cross-departmental centres each department will have four or five designated research units that may have some devolved budgetary responsibility. It is worth adding that there remains concern, unsurprisingly, about communication within the School. One person told us “Nobody is comfortable with the three department structure”, seeing it as more related to RAE requirements than to the needs of the outside world.
In relation to its growing student population the School has also proved to be adaptable. Concerned at its ability to manage the proper organisation of teaching for a student population that had not been proactively planned, but had just “happened”, and in order to satisfy quality assurance requirements, a working party was established to recommend new structures. This has resulted in the advertisement of a new post of Dean of Studies to replace the present teaching programme director, who had originally been seconded from his research programme. It has already been decided that the BDO will pass over the work he has done to develop the e-learning programme to the new Dean.
Governance

The key role of the SMT has already been emphasised. As the Registrar and Secretary described, the SMT is the major strategic driver in the School though it consults widely. It has a separate research SMT that brings a wider spread of participation from around the School. The SMT generally works in a strongly consensual way, but the changes in departmental structure in 1997 and 2002 and the creation of the post of Dean of Studies are examples of leading from the front. Above the SMT is a Board of Management, a primarily lay body “which stops us becoming too introverted and instead looks at changes that might be coming up externally”. The Board is also required to be accountable to HEFCE as the governing body of the institution. Below there is a School Senate, a reformed body from a previous Academic Board on which all professors and readers were ex-officio members. The new Senate has 30 rather than the previous 90 members and has a wider participation from the staff.

5. Risk

The School is subject to both academic and financial risk, and engages in structured risk assessment. The academic risks are primarily reputational. The School does not undertake clinical trials for pharmaceutical companies until the product is completed and issued for sale. It has discontinued large scale consultancy work. But if a major research programme in a third world country funded by an international agency like WHO or the gates Foundation were to be conducted ineffectively the reputational impact would be considerable and would potentially effect other research grant and contract applications. This would have a particularly severe impact on an institution so dependent on external grant and contract income. For this reason the school places great emphasis on monitoring performance, The Director pushes the heads of departments in the SMT and they monitor performance at individual levels.
The dependence on non-HEFCE income makes the School subject to exceptional financial risks as compared to the majority of UK universities. The risk derives not only from a failure to attract grants, contracts or student numbers which can be partly mitigated by the 3:1 ratio of non-permanent to permanent staff, but from cumulative failures to manage effectively the grant end contract income which has been received. For example, in 1994 the School received 43 grants from the EU. Not only did these grants carry very low overheads but they carried high coordination costs if the School was the contractor. The School regards EU grants as “risky”. To quote the budget manager:

“Recently, for example, we had a contract where the EU agreed that the objectives of the research were being completed and the report was satisfactory and was delivered on time, but because some of the work overran by the original time schedule for the work to be done someone was charged for three months on a project when they should not have been, and those three months were not payable in the EC’s view. So we had to write off £50,000.”

To take another example:
“We are working all the time with institutions in Africa and with African governments. One of the deliverables might be the acceptance by an overseas government of the work which was done and there might be political issues involved in that, so it can be very tricky indeed. [So you might get long delays?] That is very possible: because the work is done overseas; delays and complications can also arise from relationships between research collaborators. This has a very large impact on the risk assessment for the finances.”

Personal health risks and insurance of School staff who do part of their work in developing countries are not mentioned in personnel contracts.

One of the grounds for the review of the Research Grants and Contracts Office was a concern that invoices were not being sent out and late debts were not being chased up; the institution’s cash flow was suffering. One result was the introduction of a new system where a debt review group meets fortnightly or monthly to review the performance of the Finance Office and the Research Grants and Contracts Office on the issues of invoices and receipts. It looks at all outstanding debts and its financial management report lists all large debts and what is being done to address them. These reports are then reviewed by the Finance Committee of the Board of Management.

Thus, although the school is subject to considerable risk, both academic and financial, it has taken determined steps to address them. As Table 8 demonstrates it has managed its financial risks effectively. As the Secretary and Registrar explained:

“We cope with out threats and risks very well because we are used to them”.

6. Financial management

Throughout the period under review the School has taken a proactive role in financial management. The 1997 School Plan states that “it continues to be important to diversify the sources of the School’s income to provide greater stability and to protect it from policy changes of some [of] its current significant funders.” Important aspects of this in the plan period up to 2001 were an expanded short courses programme, and the implementation of a fund-raising plan to find novel ways of financing scholarships, capital, research and other initiatives. As part of the move towards diversification of School funding, a further priority was the development of the School Consultancy activity potentially through a new Company. In 2000-01 the School undertook a wide-ranging financial review culminating in the development and implementation of a medium-term financial strategy. The spur for this review was the rapid and dynamic expansion of the School from 1996 onwards. This saw a 76% growth in research income €18.4M to €33.1M between 1996 and 2002. As a consequence, its budgets have been sufficient to provide reserves to fund equipment initiatives, capital projects and long term maintenance while keeping the budget in surplus.

In spite of the degree to which it is subject to market volatility it maintains a rolling five year financial forecasting system and can expect its year on year forecast to be accurate within a few hundred thousand pounds. The budget process starts with the Budget Manager who has an extensive dialogue with heads of departments and others before submitting the budget to the SMT. From there it goes to the Planning and Finance Committee of the Board of Management and ultimately to the Board itself. In the Budget Manager’s experience the academic community will always argue
“to try to maximise the possible expenditure within the envelope. So they are trying to argue that the income assumptions should be greater and cost inflation should be smaller […] while the Planning and Finance Committee, who are largely external members (the governors) with ultimate responsibility for the financial prudence of the institution will argue the other way.”

Devolved budgets and resource allocation
Each department has responsibility for managing its own budget. Total School income is allocated between the central administration and the academic departments on a formula basis which takes account of student numbers and RAE money, and which is varied according to the costs of the departments (e.g. it takes account of the costs of laboratories in terms of cost and use of space). The need for cross-subsidy is recognised. (Currently, demographers and nutritionists are being subsidised because of their value in helping the School attract research grants). Departments are permitted to build up reserves which can be carried forward from year to year and from which they can support staff with bridging finance between research rants and contracts. On the other hand, the possibility of the School being destabilised by large expenditures from departmental balances is controlled by setting departments very tight expenditure budgets.

Overheads

The School has been concerned over a very long period to maximise its overhead returns on research grants and contracts. In its 1992-1997 plan period the School set itself to improve its costing mechanisms in relation to research and teaching and its indirect cost recovery on research grants and contracts (grants from charitable foundations do not normally pay overheads). In 1988-89 the overhead recovery rate was only 8%, but by 1995-96 this had risen to 24% (below the looked for target because of the low overheads available on EU contracts). In the meantime, overheads given by the UK research councils were raised to 46% on the staff costs of a grant, but a further review of research council figures to achieve Full Economic Costing (FEC), beginning in 2006, and offering much higher overheads but on a new formula, makes forecasting overheads from UK sources very difficult.
The School has a very entrepreneurial approach to its apportionment of overhead moneys. Normally in the UK the central administration (“the institution”) will retain up to 50%, passing on the other 50% to the department which might reapportion its share between its own central budget and the grant holder). The School used to retain only 10% centrally but now allocates the whole overhead to the department, thus encouraging the department to negotiate hard with the awarding authority for high overheads, and giving departments and grant holders substantial additional sums, over and above the central recurrent allocation. Departments may therefore themselves devolve such funds to their own research units, thus encouraging initiative taking at yet lower levels. In one department, for example, the department took one third and the grant holder two thirds of the overhead income.
Surpluses and deficits
The School operates under a tight financial management regime. The Budget Manager said: “our key element of strategy is never to have a deficit”. The dialogue continued:

“[You haven’t borrowed any money for buildings?] No we never did. Again, it is quite a conservative policy. We only had a small bridging loan for one of our buildings but it was £1 million over six months. [You run this pretty entrepreneurial institution (at least in one sense entrepreneurial) on a very conservative policy of financial management?] That is very fair to say, yes. In terms of the financial strategy, the financial aims, are very conservative indeed. [And that has actually always kept you in surplus?] That means that when an opportunity arises, that flexibility is there.”
Investment strategy

An important element of the debt review group’s exercise, described above, is to improve the School’s cash flow. The Planning and Finance Committee has an Investment Sub-Committee which lays down policy for short term investments in the money markets. The Budget Manager reviews short term deposits on a daily basis.
7. Human resource management

It could be said that the School operates a pro-active “sticks and carrots” approach to HRM with the emphasis more on “the carrots” than on “the sticks”. On the one hand there are a number of high salary earners because the post holders hold consultant posts in the Hospital for Tropical Diseases or are consultants in public health (in both cases their salaries may be enhanced by ‘distinction awards’ which are paid by the NHS and are not a cost to the School), but, in general, staff salaries are more generous than the average and are reviewed annually. The School has freedom to pay individual salaries at higher levels to recruit internationally.

However, a much lower proportion of the staff are on permanent appointments then would be usual in the UK, and only professors and readers, and senior lecturers with five years service at the School, have tenure. The Director defends this position on the basis that:

“A lot of it looks tougher than it really is because in fact most people just carry on with their work. One of the problems we have here is that the Institution can become a little top-heavy at times: people don’t want to leave. So even though it looks tough, we have had a lot less fall-out compared to almost every other institution such as Queen Mary, Imperial, and UCL.”

The provision for bridging funds between contracts and the agreed provisions for administering this for staff with relatively long service offers support for this, but one researcher indicated that there were some downsides:

“Most people in the School would say that job security is very important and does create a lot of tensions, particularly perhaps some of the more junior staff feel quite badly pulled in different directions (project funding is ending, is something else coming up, etc.). That happens in all universities, but here it happens to a much greater proportion of people.”
On the other hand, the researcher was understanding about the School’s position:
“Even though I have a secure contract now, we are still expected to bring in at least part of our salary where we can. Essentially all you have got is a without duration contract, so if none of us would pull in part of our salary the School would go bankrupt. And because I spent so much time on soft-money I was in that culture anyway, of bringing complementary funds. That became more difficult as the School expanded for those who had been in a tenured position as they had to start thinking about how to bring part of their salary in.”

The new emphasis on performance management clearly imposes a more rigorous regime than before and poses problems as to how to deal with individual cases, especially where teaching outweighs research skills. As the Director made clear this could present difficult decisions:

“[But you do take a reasonably tough line on non-performance?] Yes, we do. The difficult area obviously is those people who are not falling in research because they are doing teaching. Like any other institution, we have 5-10% of people who don’t do research, who have important teaching roles. And it is always a question of when is someone valuable enough to institutionally say that it does not matter that they don’t do research, we just want them for what other attributes they have got. You can’t afford to do that with many people, but we had to do that with a few.”

But the biggest motivator for staff is the organisational culture of the School and the kind of work that is done. As one head of department told us:
“In my perspective the School is quite unusual: we are a small and independent post-graduate international medical school. An unusual thing about the School is the degree to which a very large number of our staff completely buy into the mission.”

Part of the reason for “buy in” is the extent to which staff feel that there is sufficient transparency for them to influence policy, partly because the devolved structure and particularly the policy on overheads and bridging periods give them freedom to pursue their research interests. This creates a climate where innovation is encouraged rather than inhibited. A young researcher gave us the essence of the risk taking culture:
“Most innovative or exploratory projects require start-up funding and often you have to start them up without any dedicated funding because often you need preliminary data in order to get funding from agencies to continue with the project. If you are in a very senior position and you have a large lab with a lot of money available you can easily do innovative projects. So the only ones who can afford to take risks are the ones with larger groups. I am not in that position, but I have taken some risks. For example, when the genome project was underway we became quite frustrated because the tools that we used in the lab were not of the quality we needed. So I decided in the lab to take two years or so investing in developing the tools, not only for us, but for the whole research community as we have given some of these things out. But I thought it was quite risky, a small lab doing this kind of tool development. You can’t get big publications out of it, but in the long term it is a big investment. (…) I went through a lot of phases of not being able to get out a lot of publications and not being able to get funding, and now the publications have gone up. This year we had four publications on just tool development; it was essential that we could publish this work as well. It seems to have paid off. But you have to think about the people in the lab as well, because it was not just risky for me, but also for them. But they were also frustrated that things were not working. We now sent the tool to about 50 labs around the world, which represents most of the molecular biology trypanosome community around the world. We don’t make any money out of it; we give them out for free.”

8. Inhibitors to entrepreneurialism

When asked about what inhibited entrepreneurialism almost every interviewee mentioned space. The School is located in central London and capital development is almost impossible. New space has been created by enclosing courtyards, by leasing neighbouring buildings and by renting teaching space from nearby Birkbeck College. The School has some land, a redundant field station out of London, the sale of which has brought in some funds for capital development on its central site, with the prospect of more to come. But the most likely route to renewed capital investment is likely to come from the Full Economic Costing for UK sourced research grants and contracts and from the decision by the Government that HEFCE’s funding formulae should be amended to provide some compensatory overhead support for research grants from charities and foundations.

A second inhibition is the RAE, which is clearly an ever present consideration in the academic structure of the School. In the 2001 RAE the School submitted its staff under only two disciplinary heads and was rated 5 in both, but not 5*. This meant that it lost €1.5m from its recurrent grant. But according to one senior academic the RAE shifts staff attention to high impact journals

“and that stifles innovation to some extent because it is all about a point-scoring exercise. And there is more pressure on individuals and they probably have less time or headroom to think more freely and academically entrepreneurial.”

If we accept this judgement we can see the RAE as also constraining the kind of risk based research, which, however, does seem still to be undertaken, as evidenced by the quotation on page 28.
Two other inhibitors were mentioned – time and people. One senior lecturer told us:

“Time is a huge issue because there are so many tasks that we are bombarded with these days, administrative tasks, committee work, teaching preparations, writing grant proposals, etc. it is a huge burden. So if you have a very good idea, it has to have a very high chance of success before you decide to spend the time on it.”

A senior manager put it another way:

“We have lots of opportunities presented to our door, but we can’t accept many of those because we don’t have the person or staff or the time to do it. So we have to make sure that we have the investment and use that wisely.”

9. The impact on the knowledge society and knowledge economy
The School takes a proactive role towards the dissemination of knowledge, e.g. by publishing in journals and on websites. The appointment of a Press Officer in 2002 has raised the coverage in the media of the School’s research work. In the UK the School has been among the most productive institutions for their size with an exceptional growth (of 50%) in the publication of research articles between 2000 and 2004. In the same four-year period school staff published 2665 papers in total. The School also has an impact on the knowledge society and economy through its research centres and projects. Three examples are briefly mentioned below.
One of the first research centres that was created at the School was the European Centre of Health of Societies in Transition (ECOHOST). (The centre was given initial funding by the School’s Academic Initiative Fund.) This centre is aimed at providing an international focus for public health research in the former communist countries of Europe and the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union. The centre has been highly successful in attracting new funding and in delivering research opportunities through an extensive network of institutional collaborations and joint projects. Staff of the centre have led a TB project in Russia which is aimed at supporting regional Russian health systems to respond to the public challenge of the disease. This research by the School, which is undertaken in collaboration with the Open Society Institute, DFID and UNICEF, resulted in four key publications and is helping to define the policy responses necessary to combat the disease. The project has also implemented a WHO strategy of tuberculosis control in the region, and had an impact on both the knowledge society and economy in that most patients now receive standardised treatment.
A second example of the School’s impact on the knowledge society and economy can be seen in its work to reduce blindness, particularly in Third World countries. The three main areas of activity of the School are research into prevention and treatment of the causes of blindness and visual loss, training in both the UK and overseas, and information dissemination to policy makers, health workers and society. The School’s International Resource Centre for Eye Health develops educational resources and information services to support VISION 2020 (VISION 2020 was launched in 1999 by the International Agency for the Prevention of Blindness and WHO with the aim of eliminating unnecessary blindness and thereby improving the quality of life of people with visual loss in the world). In addition, the School established a network of Regional Community Eye Health Resource Centres in India, Pakistan, South Africa, Tanzania and Colombia to provide regionally specific information and educational materials for eye care. A Journal of Community Eye Health is published four times per year and distributed free-of-charge to 15,000 health workers worldwide and is available on the web. The School’s centre has also developed – and is now implementing – a common framework for monitoring and evaluating programmes to control leading causes of global blindness in eight countries.

A third example of the School’s impact on the knowledge society and economy is a study by the School carried out in collaboration with the Biomedical Research and Training Institute in Harare, Zimbabwe, and Oxford University. This study tested whether actively promoted voluntary counselling and testing (VCT) linked to intensified primary health care, was acceptable in the workplace, and investigated the impact of HIV infection on TB epidemiology. Twenty-two factories in Harare have been randomised to receive access to VCT services through on-site or off-site services delivered through industrial clinics. The project indicated that on-site HIV testing through industrial clinics has the potential to raise large numbers of workers and to deliver HIV care at low cost.

10. Assessment of the School’s entrepreneurialism

The School provides a very clear example of academic entrepreneurialism: it generates 79% of its income from non-HEFCE sources and 63% from research; its academic community is highly innovative in winning research grants and contracts and engaging in wide ranging partnerships with external bodies; it takes financial and academic risks in tackling research projects on important and high profile public issues. Within the School “intrapreneurialism “is fostered and internal collaborations of scientists and social scientists are encouraged as vehicles for attracting major grants. In launching so successfully a distance learning programme which generates substantial resources the School has been entrepreneurial in an economic sense, but this is balanced by the way the programme is also used to enhance the School’s academic reputation and to encourage cooperation with partner universities in the third world.

Management in the School is quite ‘hard nosed’: a high proportion of staff are on short term contracts; there is a strong emphasis on performance management; finance is pro-actively managed; and the research office handles grants and contracts in an exemplary ‘business-like way’. Organisationally, the School has embarked on a series of changes in structure all aimed at capitalising on its academic strengths in a highly competitive world market for research; it combines a strong sense of collegiality with an ability to adapt to changes in the environment.

The School is hardly entrepreneurial at all, however, in commercial matters. Staff are not interested in exploiting their research commercially; they see the outcomes of their research as producing social good; and they reject the opportunities to undertake well financed drug trialling for pharmaceutical companies preferring instead to do development screening of drugs for neglected diseases where poverty is a major factor. Consultancy, which was once a growing component of the School’s budget, has been withdrawn to concentrate on research. The School has an exceptionally well qualified business development officer who concentrates mostly on legally protecting research findings rather than trying to stimulate spin-out companies because staff are not interested in such activities.

The School’s work is primarily driven by external market pressures and by external competition, even though the research is essentially altruistic and devoted to the improvement of health world wide. Its form of entrepreneurialism is academic, intellectual and research-based, but is buttressed by strategic know how as to where sources of funding can be identified, what value is added by collaboration and the way scientific projects are managed in challenging environments, and is underpinned by very professional financial management.
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