European Universities for Entrepreneurship – their role in the Europe of Knowledge (EUEREK)


The University of Nottingham

Background

The University of Nottingham is a member of the Russell Group, a loosely defined association of the leading research-led universities in the UK. The University was founded in 1881 as Nottingham Civic (subsequently University) College. Until it was awarded its own Royal Charter in 1948 it offered teaching for University of London degrees. Since the 1950s it has seen its primary role as being national and, particularly during the past two decades, international. Like all UK universities it is a self-governing institution with full control over its academic and financial affairs. Its legal status is that of a charity, which is required to use any financial surplus it generates, for the furtherance of its academic and educational work as set out in its Royal Charter, and in return receives certain tax concessions. Apart from this it is able to undertake any activities it considers worthwhile, subject only to the contractual conditions set by the government and other sources of finance. Like most other UK universities it has, since 1988 with encouragement from the national government, used its autonomy to behave, in effect, as a medium sized ‘not-for-profit’ commercial enterprise, whose core business is selling academic services. 

I would describe it as a £300 million business in terms of managing the bottom line. The primary aim is obviously the teaching and research. (Director of Finance interview 28/10/2005).  

Its main outputs are places for students to study for bachelors, masters and doctoral degrees, other teaching and training services, pure and applied research, consultancy services and conference and sports facilities. The issue of whether the university is entrepreneurial is, therefore a question of the manner in which it discharges these market-oriented activities. Is it innovative and what risks is it prepared to undertake?

In terms of student numbers, Nottingham is now the fourth largest university in the UK with approximately 25,000 full time equivalent students, and with 30 of the 41 specialist subject areas identified by the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) it is joint second in the scope of studies offered.  With an annual income of €164 million from the Higher Education Funding Council (HEFCE) it is tenth in terms of core teaching and research income received and its total income from all sources of nearly €474 million making it is the 11th largest university in the country in terms of this indicator.

In a university of this magnitude it is impossible in a relatively small scale study to do more than provide an overview of the nature of the institution and to select a few particularly interesting developments as more detailed case studies. 

University mission and corporate plans

Nottingham University’s stated mission is to sustain and improve its position as one of the nation’s leading research universities, and to complement its research commitments with the provision of an excellent learning environment. It aims to produce graduates of high academic calibre who have skills relevant to employment. The University seeks to contribute to scholarship, understanding, invention, innovation, and knowledge transfer, and to promote economic partnership with the public and private sectors. It claims to be one of the nation’s leaders in encouraging income and job creating companies to ‘spin-out’ from academia, and in the encouragement of entrepreneurship among students and academics The University endeavours to maintain its national and international reputation while working closely with the City and County of Nottingham. Its entrepreneurial activities are always intended to underpin this mission.

Throughout the 1990s and early 21st century the University has developed strategies for continued success in attracting research funding and exploiting the results of the University’s research and innovation. The 1996 annual report stated that “our look into the future suggests that both the present and the future environment for research funding requires us to build on our already excellent links with industry and other user-communities. We intend to continue to do this primarily at a departmental level where the contacts already exist between our researchers and the technical staff within the companies. High-level contacts will also continue to be maintained by the Vice-Chancellor and other senior members of the University as part of our overall corporate strategy. We need to talk constantly to government, our research collaborators and a wide variety of people if we are to continue to play our part in providing the innovation Britain needs as we move towards the 21st century”. (The University of Nottingham (1996) Annual report 1995/1996 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham), p. 12)

Nottingham was early among UK universities in appreciating that the potential income in a research university for the generation of income from the commercial exploitation of intellectual property could be considerable, even if full realisation of the benefits may be long-term. The University has, for two decades systematically tried to transfer good ideas into patentable and marketable products. It created a €3 million fund to pump-prime a step-change in the commercialisation of research. Progress in technology transfer has constantly increased, notably through the activities of the five centres established with the help of ERDF funding. The University now has around 400 patents and patent applications. The Research Innovation Services team is responsible for the protection of IP and the subsequent commercialisation, licensing and new venture formation. RIS has over 20 licensing opportunities at any one time and assists with the management and development of 20 spin-out companies. In 2005 the University was offering 15 specific business licensing opportunities in the area of medicine and health care, 3 in Agricultural biotechnology, and 7 in the areas of science and engineering. In addition it has 21 spin-out companies of its own. Exploiting the commercial use of cutting-edge ideas was given a boost in 2004, following the UK government’s Lambert Report (Review of Business-University Collaboration: HMSO, Dec 2003)) calling on higher education to develop closer ties with business.  

Organisational and structural changes
The 1990s was a decade of considerable organisational change in the university, driven partly by the external circumstances created by the 1988 and 1992 Acts of Parliament, which encouraged all universities to become more market oriented, and partly by the appointment of a new vice-chancellor in 1988 whose stated intention was to use the opportunities and incentives provided by the Act to transform the university from being a middle of the road, slightly unambitious institution and drive it up the then emerging university ‘league tables’ by increasing its size and scope and national and international visibility. ‘It was a modest University. ….. I came here in 1988 and made a plan to be in the premier league’. (interview 31.10.2005)

The first step was to create an internal organisational structure that would enable the university to meet the challenges of increasing stringency in core funding from the HEFCE and to respond positively to the opportunities being created in the national higher education system. 

In 1995 a new streamlined committee and management structure was introduced. Day to day management issues at the University are the responsibility of the Management Board, which meets weekly. This group also initiates strategy. It currently comprises the Vice-Chancellor, the six Pro-Vice Chancellors, the Chief Financial Officer and the Registrar. Two Pro-Vice Chancellors are responsible for research and knowledge transfer; the other four are responsible for (i) staffing, students and access, (ii) teaching and learning, (iii) infrastructure and capital development, and (iv) internationalisation and Europe. The Management Board is a sub-committee of the Strategy and Planning Committee a committee of the University Council, which is legally responsible for all the strategic decisions of the University. These arrangements correspond to the strengthened steering core identified by Clark in his widely read book Creating Entrepreneurial Universities. A number of committees deal with specific issues. The University planning processes aim to strike a balance between consultation, bottom-up initiative and top-down strategic guidance, with emphasis on a team approach. Once the central management group has set policies and budgets, a high degree of discretionary authority is devolved to local managers to deliver their aims within available resources and University policies and quality control procedures.

In 1998 there was a major academic restructuring: 68 departments were reduced to 31 Schools. Some of the previous departments were very small (fewer that 10 academic staff), and the Management Board believed that the University should have basic organisational units that are intellectually and academically coherent and that they should ensure that (i) they are large enough to have a devolved budget with flexible decision-making, (ii) they cover wide enough subject areas to minimise interdepartmental competition for students, thereby releasing staff time for research, and (iii) that the units have several professors so that the leadership roles can be shared.

Individual heads of schools are enabled to take decisions that fall within the framework of university policies and resources, while there is regular monitoring at institutional and departmental level of the progress towards the achievement of the University’s aims. High quality is looked for in all activities.

The wealth-creating potential of research was increasingly and strongly emphasised throughout the decade. In 1994 the Research and Industry and Commerce portfolios were integrated under one Pro-Vice-Chancellor to improve the University’s technology transfer support and interactions with industry and commerce. In 2001 research and knowledge transfer became the responsibility of two Pro-Vice-Chancellors. An Office of Research and Business Services was created (now called Research and Innovation Services), which currently employs around 45 staff members.
The grouping together of members of academic staff from different disciplines but with shared research interests has been a major feature and key aim of Nottingham’s research development throughout the 1980s and 1990s. By 1994 Nottingham already had several interdisciplinary research institutes, and in 1996 the Research Committee decided that the University needed above all to be in a good position to respond to the growing market demands for interdisciplinary research, a policy of creating interdisciplinary research institutes was initiated and new accommodation was built for them. Such institutes or centres provide a strong sense of academic identity for the staff involved and a clear focus for potential sponsors of research.

An External Affairs Group co-ordinates the activities of staff whose functions relate to the interface between the University and the outside world. In 1994 the University sought to raise its public profile by appointing an additional professional journalist within the Public Affairs and Information Office to promote closer links with the media. A Market Intelligence Unit was planned for 2005 to enhance the market research and intelligence capability of the University.

Financial Strategy 

Nottingham has been able to maintain a healthy overall financial situation since 1990 despite the stringency in public funding and several new ventures, which the University has undertaken. This is due in part to the healthy overall financial reserves held by the University and in part to success in a variety of income generating activities. Chart 1 shows a generally rising reserve balance throughout the 1990s and in 2004 reserves equally to nearly 40% of annual income. Against such a background a university can afford to take some well considered financial risks.

Chart 1: General reserves of the University of Nottingham (1994-2004) in €000
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports 1994/1995 to 2003/2004 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham). 

The income and expenditure balance shown in Table 1 shows a surplus throughout the period with the exception of 1996 and 1997 and in 2005. In 1996-7 a programme of planned staff redundancies was implemented as part of the organisational changes being implemented in those years. The surpluses since 1998 have in most years been below the 3% of annual income recommended by HEFCE but set against the generally healthy reserves this has not so far proved to be a problem. The deficit in the most recent year is at first sight of more concern but it is largely explained by the major investments in campuses in Malaysia and China described below. 

Table 1: Annual net deficits/surpluses in €million, and deficits/surpluses as a percentage of income (1994-2004)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	€ %
	7.7

3.8
	9.8

4.3
	-1.3

-0.5
	-4.0

-1.5
	0.9

0.3
	1.5

0.5
	1.9

0.6
	2.2

0.6
	4.4

1.1
	40.7

9.6
	0.3

0.1
	-5.4

-1.7


Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports 1994/1995 to 1996/1997 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham); The University of Nottingham, Financial Statements (2000-2004) (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham).

Financial strategies and internal resource allocation procedures have been closely aligned to the strategic management aims. 

Strategic aims to raise the disposable income available to the University since 1990 have included the following:

· funding a voluntary early retirement scheme for staff unlikely to be able to contribute significantly to increasing university income,

· providing bridging finance to fund several posts in strategic areas pending their becoming self-financing through teaching and research output,

· recovering at least the full cost of providing services to research sponsors and other customers subject to their ability to pay, the overall needs of the University and the aims of the individual departments,

· using a part of the University’s invested capital to fund capital projects associated with teaching, research and social amenities, with a view not only to ensuring the future, but also to act as a catalyst for a development appeal on behalf of the University. 

· increasing the percentage of overseas students paying full cost fees,

· enhancing opportunities for the exploitation of research through the work of the Office of Research and Business Services and academic staff. 

· funding allocations to academic Schools related directly to the earnings they bring to the University, thus increasing the incentive of generating additional revenue.

Like overseas students the fees of postgraduate students are not regulated by the government and in addition research postgraduates help to underpin the research work of the university. In 1994 a Graduate School was established. The School is pro-active in maximising postgraduate numbers via a rigorous marketing and recruitment strategy, in further developing research training programmes and in coordinating student applications to, and links with, research councils. The development of further Master’s courses by the Graduate School has been market-driven and responsive to both national and international demand.

These income-generating strategies have been supported by internal resource allocation procedures which have:

· installed a new University-wide integrated finance and purchasing system to streamline financial processes.

· charged users of all amenities the direct cost of their provision, including the cost of long-term maintenance, 

· distributed equipment grants by means of a formula,

· limited selectively the filling of vacancies to balance the competing needs of reducing expenditure with the need to ensure that academic and support activities are appropriately resourced,

· associated the internal Resource Allocation Model with the resources available to the University for its teaching and research.

Funding allocations to academic Schools are related directly to the earnings they bring to the University, thus increasing the incentive of generating additional revenue. Until 1998 central services were funded by a top-slice from the University’s gross income with an agreed sum then being allocated to academic budget units. Now, Schools receive their income gross and are then required to meet the cost of the proportion of (a) central services they consume (e.g. energy, maintenance, library and central services) and (b) strategic budgets held centrally. The aim is to increase the transparency of the cost of providing services, thus encouraging the individual services to be more efficient and effective. A central strategic fund was retained to support new initiatives and investments. Schools are encouraged to support the advancement of their own strategic plans through the creation of comparable procedures within their own budgets.

Intellectual Property, Spin-out companies and Consultancies

Nottingham continuously tries to transfer good ideas into patentable and marketable products, and it has invested in commercialisation of intellectual property.

Knowledge transfer and its commercialisation is a major plank of Nottingham’s strategy. Like most UK universities it aims to do this through exploitation of intellectual property created within the University, The importance attached to these activities is demonstrated by the creation of a Research and Innovation Services Office, which now employs 45 people. Two of the six pro-vice-chancellors have responsibilities for research and knowledge transfer. The total research business is valued at €222 million a year (about half of the total income of the University). About €15-€30 million of this is from industry and just under €3 million from intellectual property exploited by the University, mainly through licensing to commercial companies. The University owns, or is a partner in 27 spin-out companies. In 2002 Nottingham won a Joint Research Council Business Plan competition, and the company subsequently developed new methods of drug delivery, making existing protein-based drugs more effective. The company is currently looking to license its technology for manufacturing its drug delivering devices and is actively seeking partners. Another spin-out company, Magnetic Resonance Imaging, recently filed a patent application for developing technology that generates improved images of the human head using gradient coils. The company is currently seeking commercial and research partners for further development in this area.
I think we recognise that the majority of our money will come from fundamental research and the majority of our effort will be there as this is a University. We are good at picking up stones and finding underneath interesting things, but we need to position ourselves so that once every five to ten years we can make £15 million (from I.P. exploitation). We need to have that chance. (ProVC for Research and Knowledge Transfer)
Intellectual property includes both new scientific discoveries and the copyright of written work. However, it is the former that attracts most attention. The University has what it considers an attractive royalty sharing scheme, whereby members of staff responsible for the creation of commercially exploitable intellectual property receive 40 per cent of any income generated. 

The university is cautious about starting new spin-out companies having discovered that they are much easier to create than to wind up if they fail to generate a financial surplus income.

We do get external advice sometimes about whether something is suitable for patenting or not, and we are getting smarter at saying that something is not a good idea, or that it is a good idea but that we think that we better license it to X because they would know better how to exploit it than us. This is done because we are good at starting spin-out companies but not so good at stopping them. Now we are developing a strategy of saying what the criteria are for saying no, for establishing a company, for closing it, etc. That’s been quite hard for us to learn all of that. (ibid)

The university has a traditional approach to consultancy work by individual members of staff. Academic staff are allowed to spend up to 50 days a year in private paid consultancy. They have to pay full cost for any university facilities used in providing the consultancies and they are advised to insure themselves against civil or other liabilities since the University will not accept responsibility. The University also requires staff to disclose whom they are working for and when they are doing it but they do not need to disclose how much they are paid. This enables the University to monitor the amount of such work that is being done but ‘we don’t need to know the private arrangement’ (ibid). The University takes the view that some external consultancy work, as well as helping members of staff to supplement their ungenerous academic salaries, helps to broaden their experience of the real world in their areas of expertise. In addition Nottingham University Consultants Ltd. was set up some years ago to encourage staff consultancy work. The purpose was in particular to broker consultancy opportunities for younger staff and in younger staff or staff not particularly used to consultancy. 

Drivers of change

There is widespread agreement within the University that the proximate driver of change is the vice-chancellor. 

The VC obviously has a major voice in the direction of the institution. The VC has a particular vision about the international agenda, e.g. he believes that we need to be a global player to be a fully successful institution, and we need to be of a certain size to reach and carry that mission forward. (Registrar, interview 28-10-2005)

The VC knows what he wants. He would never be limited by what he can get away with. When the VC came he immediately changed the promotion system into a system based on merit. He also had a vision on the size of the University of Nottingham. The development of the Jubilee Campus was part of the vision to get to 25,000 students and to do that we need something more so we bought land to build a new campus. There was significant change when he first arrived. (Director of Finance, interview 28-10-2005)

If 20 years ago I was told that one person could make such a big difference to an institution as Colin Campbell has to this one I would have refused to believe it. I think he is an exceptionally talented individual and particularly suited to the kind of institution we are because we are akin perhaps to a firm of solicitors with 1,400 partners. The individuals are important and the management makes a difference. (Pro-VC for Research and Knowledge Transfer, interview 31-10-2005)

An important part of the vice-chancellor’s vision was that Nottingham should be an internationally visible university. 

But the vice-chancellor, like all chief executives works within a context bounded by external constraints and internal pressures. Senior managers can, given time, modify the internal pressures and some of the steps taken since 1988 to alter these are alluded to in the Finance Officer’s comment, above and other examples are given in earlier paragraphs describing the changes in the organisation of the university in the 1990s.  The basic organisational model of the university is one in which the central management of the university gives schools a degree of devolution with transparent income and cost models. There has been a wish to set up an environment that encourages academic staff to make their judgements about what they can do well and where their strengths and niches are.

At the same time we try to hold that together in a corporate framework is one of the challenges of our sort of organisation. So we are trying to create that arrangement of funding and to an extent management to help ideas coming forward.

The current management is from the Heads of School through the Pro-VCs into the Management Board. The Pro-VCs both sift and challenge the ideas, and also facilitate ideas coming forward from Schools, which are reviewed at the senior executive level for approval of support.
However, managing university staff is a notoriously difficult exercise, especially when at least some aspects of marketing and entrepreneurial activities seem to conflict with deeply held academic values.  Effective power in a university is intrinsically and inevitably deeply embedded in academic staff of the institution, because only they have the expertise to make it work. The pro-vice-chancellors at Nottingham devote a considerable amount of time in proselytising within the institution.

The PVC’s role is to embed strategy throughout the institution. The PVC has to ensure “buy in” by the Schools: an internal marketing job has to be done. (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for internationalisation, interview 18-05-2005)

These efforts, along with the obvious success of many of them have created a climate within the university that is broadly supportive of the efforts of the vice-chancellor and his senior management team. Not entirely, as was revealed in an interview with a faculty dean: 

The initiatives were top-down, steered by the VC who is very visionary, but he relies on people around him to believe his vision. If they are not, they are important blockers. The VC has (various names) on his side … who buy in and several PVCs who support the VC too. Some managers are more bureaucratic, emphasising systems to eliminate risk. There has been a head who was a risk taker and made people feel uncomfortable. The degree of entrepreneurial activities depends a lot on individuals. Entrepreneurialism is tempered by some individuals. (faculty dean, interview 18-05-2005)

However, there can be little doubt from our interviews, mostly with senior staff admittedly, that the vice-chancellor’s vision of the university is wisely shared by the present membership of the university. In the words of one randomly selected member of the academic staff

The VC is very much a managing director in the sense that he has a vision where he wants this University to go. I think he is very good at delivering that vision. He is very clear in saying what we have to do and where we are going. (senior lecturer in the School of Biosciences, interview 31-10-2005)

Another internal constraint on a vice-chancellor’s entrepreneurial freedom of action is the Council of the University, which is its governing body and the agency that is ultimately accountable for the decisions made by the institution. It is essential that the Council of the University, and especially its chairman and senior officers are fully apprised of, and in agreement with, all the major innovative ventures the university undertakes. Ensuring appropriate membership of Council, and providing opportunities for members to become familiar with the work of the university and of the wider higher education environment is essential for any university that wishes to become successfully entrepreneurial. Nottingham grasped this nettle along with the reorganisation of academic staff already described.
In general university councils are likely to have more to contribute to the non-traditional income generating work of a university than with its conventional research and teaching where, in most matters except the very big strategic decisions, the relevant members of the academic staff are likely to be the only people with sufficient knowledge and expertise to make informed decisions or to know what risks are worth taking. However, in entrepreneurial ventures the reverse may often be true. In the words of the Director of Research Innovation Services:

RIS is encouraged by lay members of Council who have experience in that and the financial background, and they are suggesting that this is a potential income stream for which we should take more risks and invest more. (interview 18-05-2005)

The other driver of, and constraint on, entrepreneurial action is external political, legal, economic and social forces. 

The environment of HE has been shifting quite dramatically towards a more commercial model. Nottingham has not been nervous about moving down that track. There is a lot of public funding and we would not survive without it, but we try to take advantage of opportunities of the way in which the world is changing. It has not always been easy, the academic community has been apprehensive about some changes. There has been a shift of mindset towards marketisation, driven partly by the economics of HE, the reality of the environment we are working in. Nottingham has not sought to oppose that development and to go back to an old model that was applicable in the 1970s and 80s. We’ve tried to move with the times. (Registrar, interview 31-10-2005)
Much of what Nottingham undertook in the 1990s was influenced by positive and timely responses to these pressures. In this it was undoubtedly helped by the Vice-chancellor’s prior experience of and participation in a wide range of national and international policy related activities. For example in referring to the decision in 1988 to expand rapidly the vice chancellor remarked

I committed to 1,000 additional students even before Ken Baker (the secretary of state for education) mentioned expansion in May 1989. We took what was then called unfunded students. (interview 31-10-2005) 

In general there is wide awareness in the university of the importance of the institution responding, on its own terms, to external challenges and opportunities. An example was the building of a new ‘Jubilee’ campus in the late 1990s. This was described by the Registrar thus:

External opportunities certainly have been things we have tried to seize as well as respond to pressures. Nottingham attempted where it can, to control its own destiny, e.g. the development of the Jubilee Campus. In the mid-1990s the University decided to develop that new campus because it could see expansion coming, trying to be ahead of the game. It didn’t spend four years seeking to establish lots of public funding sources for that development; decided to use its own resources to a large extent to keep up the pace. (interview 28-10-2005)

Nottingham’s establishment of the Jubilee Campus was a high-risk development, but part of the long-term vision of the Vice-Chancellor to expand the University to cater for to 25,000 students.  One major inhibitor to further growth in the 1990s was lack of space. In 1995-96 the University decided to acquire a former industrial estate, which would be totally regenerated. The planning stages for the new €74 million Campus involved detailed consultation with the academic departments chosen to move to the new site. The University Estates Office liaised closely with residents groups and the industrial neighbours whose premises flank the new site. In October 1999 the first students moved in.

However, there remains a strong sense of public service and of academic excellence as the main priority of the university. This became very clear in all of our interviews in the university. For example according to the Director of Research Innovation Services:

…  universities have complex sets of objectives which aren’t just about income generation and it’s how you manage those sometimes competing demands which come out of those objectives. I think that one of the characteristics of this University is that the entrepreneurial spirit is part of what feeds into that management. But we still recognise that we are a public body and one of our main overriding objectives is about engaging with and delivering for the public interest in broad terms. (interview 28-10-2005)

In the words of a senior lecturer in the School of Bio-sciences:

Nottingham is now more focused on expansion and on getting money in, but I guess that has come from the fact that things changed in the last ten years. …..  Certainly six to eight years ago I was conscious of a lot of colleagues thinking that, what this University is doing, that it is driven more and more by money and less and less by what universities traditionally did. But now we have probably gone through that and everybody is quite used to the way that universities have to operate (interview 31-10-2005)

Internationalisation and globalisation

Between 1994 and 2001 the number of overseas students in Nottingham more than doubled from 1,500 international students from around 100 countries to more than 3,600 international students from 120 countries. Currently just under 20 per cent of its students are ordinarily resident outside the United Kingdom and 90% of these are from outside the European Union. International student recruitment is a major income generating activity in UK universities and there were similar developments in most of them throughout the period but both the numbers as a percentage of all students and the rate of growth in Nottingham were well above the national average of about 15% of all students in 2004 and a growth of about 50 per cent between 1995 and 2004. In 2000 the University was awarded a Queen’s Award for Enterprise in recognition of its work in recruiting overseas students and its decision to open a campus in Malaysia.  In this area as in many others the university continued to make determined efforts to stay ahead of the game.
We have grown considerably in the last five years, not simply in student numbers but also in the knowledge and the innovative approaches that we take. 2000 was great, but had we not moved forward we would have gone backwards; there is no such thing as standing still because the market is moving so quickly and new and very good players are coming in. It has never been more competitive than it is now. (Director of the International Office, interview 31-10-2005)

An original priority to recruit foreign students was made in the early 1980s shortly after the government announced that it would no longer provide any subsidy for students from outside the European Union and the University was among those that realised early that this provided an opportunity to market United Kingdom higher education as a moneymaking activity. That is how it was seen until the end of the 1980s when the new vice-chancellor made internationalisation one of the central planks of his expansion policy for the University.  

We started the International Office in 1983, and we did it because we suddenly realised that you can get international students if we tried rather than not trying. It was like that until the current VC came. I guess there was a big change then and that success built on itself. Suddenly we find that it is something that we probably can do and that some people can get excited about, and more importantly, that we make the case that it is a benefit to our home students. We are telling them that we are training global citizens and I believe that’s true. (Ibid)

The International Office now has 38 members and is involved in everything that is not British - consultancy, research collaboration, inward and outward student mobility, overseas campuses, e-learning through U21, global collaboration, student support, and Europe. Schools and departments have a strong incentive to recruit full fee paying foreign students because they receive the fee income directly.

In the last five years there has been a major growth in the University’s network of international links. In Japan, Nottingham joined with Kyoto University in a UNESCO-funded structured exchange project, which led to staff movements between the two institutions. In Mexico Nottingham joined with a leading private university with 27 campuses, eight of which became involved in a student exchange programme.  The Nottingham School of Computer Science and Information Technology formed a partnership with the Information Technology Institute in Cairo which allows Egyptian students to study in Nottingham and mutual visits of staff. Nottingham also played a part in Turkish Government’s manpower planning programmes. Groups of Turkish provincial administrators took Masters programmes in social policy and politics in Nottingham and gained practical experience in the public sector in the English East Midlands. 

Both students and staff are encouraged to take international activities seriously. Staff are encouraged to spend time with and on overseas partners of the University. The International Office is pushing for more outward mobility by students 

because still the British are very parochial about going out and certainly the Heads of School are very cautious, they think that you can’t get a proper degree in life if you are not watched over by the same people for the whole of the three years. So we are pushing both our postgraduates and undergraduates out with agreed partners and we have all sorts of exciting ideas for extending that. We think, and I think it is widely held, that employers believe that students who studied or lived abroad are probably a better prospect for them, so they are probably going to get better job,s and students are very employment driven. We think they probably get better degrees as well and students who went abroad say that their views of the subject have changed. (Ibid)

However, the most entrepreneurial of the international activities of the University are the international campuses in Malaysia and China. These have all the ingredients of mainstream entrepreneurialism. They are genuinely new ventures with an element of risk and the long-term rewards will be high in terms of the aims of the University if they are successful. 

The Malaysia campus arose out initially of longstanding connections through alumni in that country. Nottingham had good connections with royalty and political parties and that has been a great help, minimising some risks. The idea fitted in well with the VCs vision of an international university. 

The establishment of the Malaysia campus in 2000 was part of a deliberate strategy. The initiative came from Nottingham and it was a case of top-down planning. It was planned to start 8 to 9 years ago, but finally established 5 years ago. The Malaysia campus is a joint venture of Nottingham with two Malaysian institutions. (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for internationalisation, interview 18-05-2005)

The other driver was exploitation of our alumni asset. That was a very specific objective of the VC when he came. He set up a development campaign and the development of the Malaysia campus was an off-shoot of that, not specifically going out and collecting money but realising that your alumni are an asset and if you talk to some of them (whether internationally or in the UK) you may come up with ideas that feed back into the University. Alumni were quite an important driver. (Director of Research Innovation Services, interview 28-10-2005)

This part of Nottingham’s international strategy is based in part on the expectation that student recruitment into UK universities is unlikely to continue in the same way indefinitely into the future and that the most highly regarded global universities will be those that have made significant overseas commitments. 

You cannot be so ambitious as we are without getting a high level of trust. In Malaysia it has been only in the fifth year that we have seen the research and development spin-off links coming along.  … … In the last year we got links with public universities there so that we can access public funding there (research funding and commercial and industrial funding). (Ibid)

This is symptomatic of a major attempt by the University to link the international strategy to the University’s research strategy. It is believed that this can help the University to attain good scores in the Research Assessment Exercise, which is a major driver of strategy in all Russell group universities. 

The first students in Malaysia were enrolled in 1999/2000. In the early years students were taught in a converted building in the centre of Kuala Lumpur. A new purpose built campus was opened in 2005 outside Kuala Lumpur, which will allow student numbers to increase to around 4,000. The students receive a Nottingham degree and they can do a semester or a year at the other university campus. The curriculum is almost the same as in Nottingham. There are one or two minor changes for legal reasons and cultural differences. There are three categories of academic staff: University of Nottingham academics there who have been seconded to the University of Nottingham in Malaysia; recruits from around the world to work in Malaysia; and local recruits. The teaching is all in English.

Although the Malaysia project is now well established and as from next year appears likely to make a small financial surplus for the University, it has not been achieved without a good deal of soul-searching within the University.

The Malaysia project started in 1992/93 and took a long time to realise. The university thought it was easier than it actually was because it was a new project. For a long time these projects did not have a lot of support from academics. 2 alumni who are sultans in Malaysia supported the Malaysia idea (but in practice they were not so powerful as they thought they were). …. … The Malaysian campus started as a small unit with a small and quite cohesive team but with some conflicts.  The vision was not financial: it was about size and about being global (and employers look for graduates with global experience). …. …. However, the ideas from above were not always communicated down to the individual academics. (faculty dean, interview  18-05-2005)

This view was confirmed in one interview with a senior manager:
The academic Schools who were involved in it sometimes felt that this was a senior executive idea, that they were being pulled into it, they were not at all sure where they would go. Academics were a little bit hesitant and resistant to it, it’s a lot more extra work and what do we get out of it, all those questions.

We’ve worked through that stage now. I think there is a much better understanding and a lot more backing now. The Schools are seeing opportunities for their staff to go for periods to work elsewhere, there are research opportunities, it’s got spin-offs in terms of student mobility and the way we can position ourselves internationally for students coming to us, whether they are British or from overseas. But it has taken a while for staff to see the benefits of it because it was such a new thing. It was a failure from our level not to communicate the thinking behind it as well as we might have done. We tried to learn from that and only this week we had a full one-day workshop presentation open to any member of the University to come and look what these campuses are doing. (Registrar, interview 31-10-2005)

There was from the start major concern about the risk of damage to the University’s reputation if the project failed or if it came to be believed that the qualifications awarded in Malaysia are in any sense inferior to those awarded in Nottingham. So from the outset there have been serious attempts to encourage Nottingham based staff to spend some time teaching on the Malaysian campus. There were incentives in terms of career promotion. There are displacement allowances and ‘acting up’ job titles (to professor for example), so that individuals can put this on their c.v.s when they return to Nottingham or apply for another job.

The other reputational risk is that a foreign government may intervene in the internal affairs of the university in a way that would not be considered acceptable in this country. This was clearly the subject of intense negotiation at the set-up stage and the University and a constitution was agreed that gave Nottingham control over the academic integrity of the institution. 

By the … late 1990s, the University identified a Malaysian and a Chinese partner who are also shareholders. So we set up a joint venture company with them. We supply effectively the academic frameworks, quality control of our degrees and we supply the academic staff. The joint venture took a while to get going. Again, the Malaysian government had this long term 2020 vision for the development of Malaysia and they were supportive of foreign universities coming in, in a controlled way. They created the legislation for private HE institutions and we have to work within that legal framework. A lot of that is akin to English law, so that wasn’t a problem for us. (Registrar, interview 31-10-05)

However, in the last analysis the University could disown its Malaysian subsidiary, which is an independent legal entity run by a Board of Directors. 

Although the Malaysia campus is now showing every sign of being successful financially as well as academically the vice-chancellor made it clear that a major entrepreneurial venture of this kind is not achieved without a considerable amount of hard work, sustained commitment, and willingness to bear some risk. Considerable effort went into identifying suitable partners for the venture. Following its launch there were considerable management challenges and the University had to learn from a number of tactical errors in the start up phase.
The China Strategy

Before being completely certain of the success of its Malaysian venture the University embarked on a rather similar enterprise in China to catch the crest of the wave of China’s remarkable economic performance following the political loosening up in the 1980s. Once again this was not a venture that appeared out of the blue but was preceded by 10 to 15 years of very regular collaboration, including 60 school-to-school collaborations, mostly in research but also some curriculum collaborations.. The formal ‘China strategy’ was launched in 1998 with the aim of increasing research links with leading Chinese universities, increasing the number of well-qualified Chinese students, and working to develop the UK’s knowledge of contemporary China. A defining moment in establishing the University as a leading name in China was the appointment in 2001 of a distinguished Chinese professor as the sixth Chancellor of the University and the first Chinese Chancellor of a British university. The installation ceremony was broadcast in China and watched by over 400 million people.  In 2002 the University’s China Policy Institute was inaugurated, and a China Projects Office to coordinate research and teaching at Nottingham and China was established.

The China campus was preceded by The VC visiting China very regularly for 10 years. The decision to go ahead with the new campus was made very quickly once the background work was done. In 2002/03 there were a lot of discussions between the Chancellor and potential partners in China and with other contacts in the Chinese government. Finally a decision was made to collaborate with the Zhejiang Wanli Education Group, in the province of Ningbo. This was chosen after consideration of partnerships in several other locations. 

The first idea had been that the other four institutions were like Nottingham. However, their locations (Being, Shanghai, etc.) would be very competitive in the first years. To be able to compete as a campus with large universities, even with the help of a partner, would be difficult. The second criterion was demographic: calculating the student numbers going into HE. The background work we did on student numbers was very promising partly because there is only one elite University in what is a very large province, with the result that competition would not be so great in its early years. The group is relatively wealthy and there was a considerable push by both the province/regional government and the municipal government to increase the numbers of students going into HE. The education group is located in Ning Bo, which has now gone up to the 3rd or 4th most entrepreneurial city in China. The Chancellor himself already had connections with the city. (PVC Internationalisation, interview 18-05-2005)

There were also political and legal changes in China, which Nottingham believes it may have helped to bring about.

The joint venture was signed and the campus inaugurated in 2004, and the first students admitted in 2005. It is expected to have 4,000 students by 2008. Part of the reason why the University was able to move so quickly once the decision had been taken was because a lot had been learned from the Malaysian venture. However, in some ways it was easier to set up the China campus because Nottingham already had China-related teaching and research activities under way which had not been the case to nearly the same extent in Malaysia.

China has moved to a new stage in its relationships with foreign educational institutions and recent legislation permits and encourages foreign institutions to establish campuses in order to modernise the HE system. In 2003 there was the signing of the foreign universities’ law, which was also the trigger for going ahead. That law would make it possible for us to succeed in setting up our campus. The Chinese government will soon bend the laws to allow us to continue. There are legal rules (e.g. you may be required to have a specified number of library books for start up), but there are many other criteria which could not possibly be met in the start up phase in September (nine months after set up).  In June 2005 the University expects to receive a license to operate a foreign HEI in China; that will be the first ever foreign institution to operate and award foreign degrees in China. (Ibid)

The legal status of the university is a joint venture between a foreign university and an internal education provider in China. Nottingham University owns 37.5% of the financial equity of University of Nottingham Ning Bo China and it has full control over the academic integrity. 

The first course, currently under way is an MSC in international business, a course that is already available at Nottingham Business School in the UK. The University expects that by 2006/07 three of its academic schools will be offering programmes in China. All teaching is carried out in English and the degrees awarded are University of Nottingham degrees. The courses and teaching are subject to the same Quality Assurance processes as courses and teaching in Nottingham.

In 10 years the PVC for internationalisation expects to see six research centres: two in arts and humanities, one in education, and three in specialised science areas that China needs. In addition to the secondments for one to three years, The PVC expects staff will be increasingly interested in short visits. He also hopes to see significant movements of students backwards and forwards between China and Nottingham. It is a considerable plus for student recruitment to be able to offer Nottingham’s students a guaranteed possibility to study in China. 

It is recognised that there are potential reputational risks for the University despite the speed at which China is moving towards a law based system of government and administration that is recognisable as such in this country. However, the Chinese Education Authorities 

did understand that by bringing a private foreign operator they would be introducing new values and new ways of doing things which they said they wanted. They were prepared to accept the issues around academic freedom which would be challenging for them. We have been challenged equally about how you can possibly work in a State that still operates censorship, and the response has been that we secured the area of our operations in a way that accords with our founding principles as a University. We are content with that. We also believe that by being there and working there we are putting a new model to the Chinese about a different approach to the way they organise things, expression, thought, scholarship and so on. We hope that over time that will permeate. True, there is a risk that a regime could change its nature, but I think that if they would try to impose something that is very restrictive we might well say that we could no longer sustain the operation in that way, we obviously have to find an exit strategy, and the exit strategy would be to sustain opportunities for all the students by bringing them here or finding other alternatives if we were not to continue in China. (Registrar, interview 31-10-2005)

However, the Registrar also went on to say that 

We also believe that taking some risks, moving ahead in a fairly decisive fashion, trying to stay ahead of the game, can also enhance reputation. To some extent we have tried to do that with the China campus. As a first mover there we hope to get some advantage, we think it will be successful, others may follow on but we think it is a good position to be the first mover in. (Ibid.)
The Vet School

The decision to build a new Vet school, in 2000 was taken because of the perceived forthcoming shortage of veterinary surgeons and physicians but the timing was also influenced by the vice-chancellor’s involvement with the national scene. This is an interesting example of the interaction of internal ambitions and response to external pressures necessary in any successful entrepreneurial university. As the VC commented:

We wanted to do vet for so many years. We wanted to do it for scientific and strategic reasons because of the way in which plants, animals and humans are chaining. For strategic reasons we also felt that it would be a good thing to fill out our comprehensive portfolio. I used to be Chairman of the food advisory committee so I knew what was going on and I knew that there would be a huge need of more vets in the future. (interview 31-10-2005)

However, it was realised that such a venture was viable only if the University could secure HEFCE backing to fund sufficient students. 

So we could only move on that if we knew that we got some backing from HEFCE and that there would not be direct political obstacles doing it. So a fair amount of ground-clearing in advance was done. We did not have to start completely from square one because we have a very strong School of Biosciences with a very strong agricultural history, but now it is operating a lot in food science as well. It is an RAE 5* area. So very strong in research terms, already have interests in animal health and welfare because of the farm industry side of activities. We saw that there were obvious synergies with the vet school that we could build on. We put together the vision, the business plan, we persuaded HEFCE to fund it; we’ve done that through their strategic development fund, which is to help to start new initiatives around the system. We also got support from the East Midlands Development Agency for the vet school in terms of capital. (Registrar, interview 31-10-2005

The Vet School will recruit its first students in 2006 and the University is confident that it will be many times oversubscribed. It is envisaged that the School will not only be a profitable financial venture but will strengthen the academic environment on the Sutton Bonnington campus situated some miles from Nottingham. 

(It) will enable the University to build on its research base and exploit new opportunities, particularly at the interfaces between human and animal medicine. Because it is very specific to this campus it is quite exciting because it is going to effectively double the student population on this campus. As a School we work very hard to maintain where we are because we are only in agricultural and related areas where we are basically ranked number one in the UK. One of the things we work very hard on is maintaining our student intake. Because we are a rural campus we have challenges in getting people to want to study in a rural environment when they are 18. The School is clearly doing anything that can grow the campus. It is quite innovative and will make the campus a lot more viable in terms of student population. (senior lecturer in the School of Bio-sciences, interview, 31-10-2005)

Like the international ventures the Veterinary Science School provides an example of how a successful new undertaking depends on a new idea that is consistent with external divers (student demand, industry needs HEFCE priorities), convincing prior experience in the area (Medicine and Agriculture already very successful at Nottingham) detailed preparatory work (with academic staff at Nottingham and with the regional authorities) a willingness to take a risk and speed of response.  

Bio-city

However, another Nottingham venture illustrates the way in which entrepreneurial behaviour involves seizing opportunities that arise even when they are not initially part of a grand plan. This is the bio-science business incubator that has been called Bio-city. 

The history of bio-city is that it was previously a Boots-BASF research centre. BASF gave it to Nottingham Trent University and out of that there developed a joint venture with the University of Nottingham and the East Midlands Development Agency to develop the site for spin-out companies and scientific incubator units. Bio-city was not initially a University proposal, so it is different from some of the other initiatives being considered.
However, the academic strength of the University in bio-nano-technology was instrumental in winning a €5.2 million DTI award to set up a centre in Bio-city. This centre will be at the interface between academia and industry. It is very entrepreneurial, and is an example of a case where the University tries to use an entrepreneurial initiative to reinforce the academic work. 
Bio-city Ltd has a Board of Directors, comprising three Directors from the cooperating institutions plus one external person. It is an independent financial concern and is being run as a commercial activity. Any profits will go to the universities. Nottingham University put up an initial loan along with Nottingham Trent University: EMDA underwrites it but does not subsidise it. 

Bio-city has become a brand that claims a national resonance as a leading biosciences incubator, and it is part of the city of Nottingham being branded as a science city. Across the University people probably perceive Bio-city as a separate enterprise rather than as being an integral part of the University.

Institute for Entrepreneurship and Innovation

A different dimension of university entrepreneurial activity is illustrated by the Institute for Enterprise and Innovation (UNIEI). Its mission ‘is to be a centre of excellence in the development of enterprise and entrepreneurial skills, innovation and understanding the commercialisation of research.’ The Institute is part of the Business School and as well as teaching Entrepreneurship to students of Management and Business the Institute offers modules across the University for students in all subject areas. It is another example of the interaction of external pressures and opportunities with the priorities of at least some in the University.

In 1999 the Office of Science and Technology of the Dept. of Trade and Industry organised a competition to establish 13 centres of excellence in entrepreneurship education and technology transfer. Nottingham, which was already offering some modules on entrepreneurship in its Business Studies programme put in a bid and was successful in obtaining a grant of €3.7 million to establish the Institute of Enterprise and Innovation. It was opened in 2000. The Institute received another big grant two years later to establish centres in the other universities in the East Midlands and the East Midlands Science and Enterprise Network was created.

UNIEI teaches entrepreneurship broadly along two dimensions. One is as part of the core programme of Business Studies degrees. The initial pump priming grant enable the Business School to create a curriculum that makes the applied study of entrepreneurship part of the compulsory curriculum during the first year of study. In a module of 12 sessions the first three sessions are lectures about ideas of entrepreneurship. Then the students are split into teams of five and 

taken through a six-stage creative problem-solving process, so they work as a team and they have an entrepreneur from outside the university and an academic mentoring the teams. They are taken from the first stage, where they use divergent thinking styles, to explore the possibilities or problems that might exist. Then they go to stage 2 where they look for a root cause of the problem that they could address, and that is very convergent focused thinking. In stage 3 they explore solutions. In stage 4 they use an engineering mindset to try to come to 3 or 4 potential solutions. In stage 5 they chose the best and in stage 6 the students generate a poster, and bankers, engineers and academics ask them to give a 30-second pitch. (Head of the Institute for Entrepreneurship and Innovation, interview 28-10-2005)
The second dimension of the Institute’s work is to spread practical learning about how to be entrepreneurial much more broadly across the curriculum and students from other faculties are encouraged to take a version of this module. 

However, a much broader approach to teaching of entrepreneurialism across the university is being planned for 2006/7:
Next year we are also introducing a new course called ‘new venture creation’. There students can either take a concept they developed in the first course or one of a massive bank of ideas. Then students go through a course that is designed to help them to understand how you would really set up a business. From there students come up with ideas that have commercial potential. We set up a thing called ‘student enterprise’, which is based on the science park. There students can take their idea and they are given a desk, computer etc. and they can explore – with help from mentors from industry – whether it is possible to actually set up a business or explore the idea commercially. (Ibid.)
There are only one or two mentors from industry that we pay for parts of the Master’s where they are doing quite intensive work with the Master’s students. But most of the mentors are from SMEs and we don’t pay them, not even for travel. They come and work with our students and they love it. (Ibid)

Recently the Institute has been successful, jointly with a member of the History Department, in a bid to the national Centre for Excellence in Teaching and Learning and a Centre for Integrated Learning was established. This will enable entrepreneurship higher education to be developed much more intensively in Nottingham.

We also do a lot of research in the entrepreneurship division on technology transfer in universities, spin-out businesses etc. because we have to publish and retain our research credentials as we are in a traditional research-led university. If you want to persuade academics in other Schools to become entrepreneurial it is a lot easier if they regard you as another academic. They will only do that if you are still publishing. (Ibid)
To what extent can Nottingham University be described as entrepreneurial?

To describe a university as entrepreneurial can mean three different things: the university as an organisation behaves as an entrepreneur, taking risks in the expectation of gains in the future; being organised in such a way as to permit and encourage individuals and sub-units within the university to take initiatives that involve an element of financial or other risk; teaching entrepreneurialism to students as a significant part of the university curriculum. The narrative above demonstrates that Nottingham can claim to score highly on all three counts. 

The total income of the university rose from about €207 million in 1994 to €474 million in 2005. After allowing for inflation this amounts to an increase of about 70% in real terms. As Chart 2 shows only about 30 percent of the income comes in the form of grants from the Higher Education Funding Council. Nearly all of the rest is, in some sense earned through competition and even the core income form the Funding Council is partly a result of competitive success. 

Chart 2: Sources of University income (in percentages out of total annual University income; 1994-2002)
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Sources: Higher Education Statistics Agency, Resources of Higher Education Institutions (1994/95-2003/04); The University of Nottingham (1995) Annual report 1994/1995 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham).

(1): income from other services rendered includes income from course validation fees, knowledge transfer partnerships, UK central government bodies, local authorities and health and hospital authorities, income from UK industry, commerce and public corporations, and non-research  income from EU government and non-government and other overseas services.

(2): other income from other sources is not for services rendered and not for research. This income includes income from residences and catering operations, income from intellectual property rights and other income.

There is general agreement that Nottingham has entrepreneurial leadership and that this has been remarkably successful but there are some differences of opinion about how deep the culture of entrepreneurialism has embedded itself in the institution.  Some responses to the interview question ‘is Nottingham entrepreneurial’ are given below.

We have entrepreneurial leadership, but I am not sure if it goes down to the troops. Some aspects here are quite conservative. 

The School has good researchers and good RAE results, but not all researchers want to be entrepreneurial in terms of building a postgraduate short course programme. 

In addition to top-down driving, the University tends to respond to individual academics who have an entrepreneurial spirit coming forward, 

I suppose what you define as entrepreneurialism is that we do try to exploit intellectual property that can be developed. We do try as much as possible to get commercial income in from utilising the University’s campuses out of term time in particular when there are no students here, as well as having bespoke facilities on this campus. But I wouldn’t say any University is really that good at exploiting its commercial activities.

The key is what you mean by ‘entrepreneurial’, whether you look at a narrow definition of bringing income into the University in an entrepreneurial way, or whether you are looking at a wider definition, in which case I would argue that this University in all its activities is very entrepreneurial in its approach and our internationalisation strategy is a key aspect of that. 

But universities have complex sets of objectives which aren’t just about income generation and it’s how you manage those sometimes competing demands which come out of those objectives. I think that one of the characteristics of this University is that the entrepreneurial spirit is part of what feeds into that management. But we still recognise that we are a public body and one of our main overriding objectives is about engaging with and delivering for the public interest in broad terms. 

You cannot describe every School as being entrepreneurial, but within every School there probably are some aspects of entrepreneurialism, and some Schools you can describe as more entrepreneurial in that approach as a whole. Throughout the University we have that diversity but there is a genuine culture of entrepreneurialism: people who are entrepreneurial can feel empowered in this University whereas in other universities they may not feel the same level of empowerment of entrepreneurial attitude. 

… if we would be purely entrepreneurial the chemistry department would be closed immediately because the money we get from HEFCE to run it is not sufficient. ….  The engineering department has turned itself around because it has actively gone out to attract international students and that has significantly changed their bottom-line.

Over time the third stream area is being seen more and more as what a University would naturally be doing. And sometimes it is politically appropriate: the government is expecting us to do something and will look at us more favourably if we do it.

In my opinion he fits a lot of the traits of an entrepreneur: he is not afraid of taking risks, he looks forward and drives and anticipates what opportunities are coming up and he goes for them even when in a University there is often a strong resistance to change. As a result of the VC you see overseas campuses opening up, and this campuses is growing. As a general observation, the University is quite an entrepreneurial University. … … …  I’ve had a lot of support in introducing the sorts of changes that I’ve brought

I would define it as fairly entrepreneurial in the sense that it does things, it looks in new directions. My own teaching is business orientated, so if I would take entrepreneurship in terms of setting up any business Nottingham is possibly less entrepreneurial. But in terms of its philosophy, wanting to do something new, wanting to expand, wanting to go in a new area, setting up new spin-off companies, getting new campuses, Nottingham is entrepreneurial.

The critical points from these comments, and many others, is that there is universal agreement that the vice-chancellor and senior management are very entrepreneurial on behalf of the University and near universal agreement that there have been considerable benefits to the University as a result. There is also widespread agreement that the university is entrepreneurial in the sense that individuals with ideas for new developments are encouraged to put them forward and if they are deemed to have a reasonable chance of success they are likely to receive support from the University. 

Factors inhibiting  entrepreneurialism

The main obstacles to entrepreneurialism as perceived by the staff we interviewed in Nottingham are: academic staff time; the belief that entrepreneurialism is not an end in itself for universities and the research assessment exercise; 

One of the main inhibitors is capacity, in other words individual academic staff having the time to do it. That is probably the key inhibitor. There is by and large capability and enthusiasm, but there is not sufficient resource.

the fact that entrepreneurial activity is not the primary aim. The primary aim is the RAE. We are trying to resolve some of that in terms of career progression. But in reality there are people who find a way to do entrepreneurial activity next to preparation for the RAE. 

(What about the RAE and entrepreneurial activities, do they conflict?)
It is an issue that does come up. We try to develop our technology transfer and spin-out activities but recognising that they will always be perhaps a smallish component to our total business. The question from academic colleagues is always whether it is going to impede my RAE performance or profile, recognising that some of the spin-outs have been driven by excellent researchers who have been able to be excellent in research at the same time. But in the end you will probably look more at the RAE effect. We are now trying to draw up a policy framework that helps us to navigate between these various tensions.

Staff here would mention quality and core business, and it is very difficult to argue against either of those. The RAE did get in the way of entrepreneurialism about ten years ago, I think this has improved now. 

Where it (entrepreneurial failure) does happen it is often because the plans were not very well thought out in the first place. They were ill-conceived, the focus was too broad, the champions that have taken the idea forward might not have been the right people, and even if they are the right people they might struggle to engage with the academic community or external community to make it work. Sometimes you can manage to make your way out of those things by picking up that during the process of managing or interfacing with these type of things. Sometimes the best way forward is to close it down and move on to the next thing. 

One thing that we were involved in and that went wrong was the HEFCE-driven E-University. That never really got going, it didn’t have anyone driving it forward, it was a desperate idea.

The financial business case has to look reasonably credible. Time is a very big inhibitor. I don’t think our governance structures are major constraints.

It is recognised that not all entrepreneurial activities are successful and some of the University’s ventures have been less successful than others. However, the secret of successful entrepreneurialism is not to become too exposed until there is a very high probability of success. The accounts of the Malaysia and China ventures illustrate how much spadework needed to be done before the university exposed its reputation or any significant amount of money. There was a similar attempt to establish a campus in Thailand but that proved abortive at the ground clearing stage. 

It did not even start. We were in discussion with a businessman in Thailand partly because someone else tried to pull the thing together and we were all directed by that person to have a look there. It was in the early 1990s before the SE Asian crash, luckily I think now with the crash our chosen Malaysian partner who had money on the stock exchange wasn’t able to come up with the goods, so we hadn’t put any equity in, we hadn’t got any land ……we hadn’t started anything. We talked to the Minister of University Affairs and got friends there and I don’t think that there was any publicity or definite resolution that we were going to do anything. So we withdrew at the debating stage and actually kept it warm, even when we started with Malaysia we kept our contacts because they were helpful. (Director of the International Office, interview 31-10-2005)

Another venture that is recognised as not having been successful was the attempt by the government to create a national e-university. Nottingham, along with many other universities, had joined this venture and recognises that in retrospect it was not a well organised enterprise. 

That never really got going, it didn’t have anyone driving it forward (Finance Officer, interview 31-10-2005)

The general view is that some ventures are inevitably less successful than others but, at least in the accounts discernible to outsiders these have been relatively rare at Nottingham and the approach to the mistakes is that there are lessons to be learned.

Not serious mistakes. Sometimes we did it a bit too long. On other occasions we acted quickly and it hasn’t turned out to be the best action. But we are not afraid to recognise that we might have not something right. We will look at it and change it. We are not stubborn. We do try to evaluate in an impartial way. (PVC for Research and Knowledge Transfer, interview 31-10-2005)

Nottingham’s entrepreneurialism and the knowledge society 

The account given in this report demonstrates that along all three possible dimensions of entrepreneurialism in universities, Nottingham can claim to be an entrepreneurial institution and that it is generally agreed that much of the driving force for this has come from the leadership at the top. However it is important to remember that it is first and foremost a University and that its main business and almost its sole business, is teaching and research. All the large-scale examples of entrepreneurial activity identified in this report have been consistent with its traditional function as a university: their aim has been ultimately student recruitment, to enhance the quality of learning experiences at the university, and research.

The main contributions which the University makes to the knowledge society remain the production each year of 7,000 graduates a year who find employment in all parts of the world, and the undertaking of over €148 million worth of research of which €30 million worth can be expected to have direct industrial application.  Nottingham takes immediate knowledge transfer other than through research and teaching seriously, as is shown by the appointment of a PVC and a major office in this area, but it would be fair to conclude that knowledge transfer in the sense of immediate links with local commercial enterprises has not, at least until recently, been high in the University’s priorities, at least as compared with some other Universities, Nottingham Trent University, for example. This has changed somewhat in recent years, partly because of the creation of the East Midlands Development Agency one of whose tasks is to encourage local community involvement by universities and colleges. The Bio-city venture is certainly seen to be a local knowledge transfer activity and there is a good deal of unsung such work in the individual consultancy activities of members of staff. 

Overall, however, the lesson from Nottingham is that leadership does make a difference but to be effective it does need to be long term and sustained.

Annex Tables and other Data
Academic organisation of the University of Nottingham

Each of the University’s six Faculties is comprised of a number of Schools, some of which are further divided into departments of divisions. While strategic decisions, such as changes in regulations, are made at faculty level, day-to-day academic activity takes place at the level of the Department or School.
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Chart 3: Student numbers at the University of Nottingham (1994-2004)
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports (1994/1995 to 2003-04) (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham)

Chart 4: Permanent domicile of full-time students (in percentages of total)
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Source: http://www.hesa.ac.uk/holisdocs/pubinfo/student/institution.html
Chart 5: Academic staff numbers (1999-2004)
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Financial Statements (2000-2004)

Table 2: Numbers of higher paid staff per wage band (1999-2004)

	
	‘99
	‘00
	‘01
	‘02
	‘03
	‘04
	‘05

	£70-80,000

€102-117,000
	14
	19
	24
	33
	32
	62
	57

	£80-90,000

€117-131,000
	19
	8
	10
	13
	21
	20
	13

	£90-100,000

€131-146,000
	0
	13
	22
	19
	19
	10
	18

	£100-110,000

€146-160,000
	14
	2
	4
	5
	9
	18
	11

	£110-120,000

€160-175,000
	2
	3
	11
	11
	9
	5
	14

	£120-130,000

€130-190,000
	0
	0
	3
	4
	6
	12
	15

	£130-140,000

€190-204,000
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5
	5
	7

	£140-150,000

€204-219,000
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	7

	£150-160,000

€219-233,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	7

	£169-170,000
€233-248,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	£170-180,000
€248-263,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	£180,000+

€263,000+
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	12


Sources: The University of Nottingham, Financial Statements (2000-2005)

Chart 6: Annual income from research grants and contracts (in € million)
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports 1994/1995 to 2003/2004 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham).
Chart 7: New research grants and contracts awarded (in € million)
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports 1994/1995 to 2003/2004 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham).
Please note that the income shown in Chart 7 may be in respect of more than one year, as part of the research grants and contracts awarded in a year may be received in each of the next years.
Table 3: Income statement of the University of Nottingham Malaysia Campus (in €)

	
	2002
	2003
	2004

	revenue
	1.487.188
	2.285.471
	3.355.831

	other income
	17.736
	24.577
	58.712

	personnel costs
	(1.494.750)
	(1.870.708)
	(2.287.004)

	depreciation
	(458058)
	(532.349)
	(431.348)

	operating expenses
	(1.419.540)
	(1.599.214)
	(1.833.024)

	loss from operations
	(1.881.970)
	(1.690.663)
	(1.136.834)

	finance costs
	(32.692)
	(111.385)
	(23.748)

	loss before taxation
	(1.914.661)
	(1.803159)
	(1.160.581)

	taxation
	-
	-
	-

	loss for the year
	(1.914661)
	(1.803.159)
	(1.160.581)


Sources: The University of Nottingham in Malaysia (2003) Directors’ Report and Audited Financial Statements (Kuala Lumpur: The University of Nottingham in Malaysia); The University of Nottingham in Malaysia (2004) Directors’ Report and Audited Financial Statements (Kuala Lumpur: The University of Nottingham in Malaysia)

Chart 8: Sources of University income (in € million; 1994-2002)
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Sources: Higher Education Statistics Agency, Resources of Higher Education Institutions (1994/95-2001/02); The University of Nottingham (1995) Annual report 1994/1995 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham).

Table 4: Proportions of income from research grants and contracts (as a proportion of total University income; 1999-2004)

	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	research councils
	6.3
	6.2
	7.7
	9.4
	7.9
	6.7

	UK-based charities
	3.3
	4.1
	4.8
	4.2
	4.0
	3.4

	other grants + contracts
	11.0
	11.2
	11.0
	10.1
	10.1
	9.2

	released from dcg*
	0.7
	0.6
	0.7
	0.8
	0.7
	0.6

	total
	21.3
	22.2
	24.1
	24.5
	22.8
	19.8


NB. dcg = deferred capital grants

Sources: The University of Nottingham, Financial Statements (2000-2004)

Chart 9: Sources of expenditure in € million (1994-2004)
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports (1994/1995 to 2003-04) (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham)
Chart 10: Annual surpluses/deficits as a proportion of annual income
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Sources: The University of Nottingham, Annual Reports 1994/1995 to 1996/1997 (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham); The University of Nottingham, Financial Statements (2000-2004) (Nottingham: The University of Nottingham).
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