The University of Buckingham
EUEREK case study

1. Baseline information about the University

The University of Buckingham was founded in 1976 as the University College at Buckingham, issuing licenses rather than degrees. It was granted a Royal Charter in 1983 and since then has issued degrees in law; accounting and financial management; economics; business studies; history, politics and English literature; politics, economics and law; biology and society; computer science; and European studies. Buckingham graduates in law and accountancy enjoy the same exemptions from the examinations of the relevant professional bodies as do graduates from other universities.

The University of Buckingham is the only university in the UK that is wholly independent of government recurrent and capital funding. The reasons for establishing an independent (i.e. private) university in the UK were for its founders an increasing uneasiness about the alleged weakened autonomy of the British university system that was implied by the growing reliance on state funding, and – as they saw it – the over-regulation of university affairs by the University Grants Committee, together with the idea that university students who paid fees would be better motivated than students in the state system. Buckingham became associated with the political right. The right-wing Institute of Economic Affairs, for instance, was closely involved in the early planning stages of the University and Mrs Thatcher has been one of the University’s patrons and Chancellors.

Buckingham’s most distinctive features are its small size in relation to the conventional British university and its two-year bachelor’s (honours) degree in contrast with the standard three-year programme in England and Wales. The two-year fast-track degree programme was an innovative feature, made possible by the adoption of four intensive 10-week terms per year (without the extended holidays of other universities), so that students complete 80 weeks over a two-year period compared to the 72-80 weeks of normal contact typified by the three-year programme of other universities. Buckingham students thus gain a normal 3-year degree in just two years. The four-term student year was combined with a three-term teaching year for academic staff (each member having one study term per year free of teaching or administrative duties). The two-year degree programme has been especially appealing to overseas students, since it offers a cheaper alternative to paying three years’ full-cost tuition fees at state-subsidised British universities. The University offers a range of flexible entry points in January, April, July and September. Students in the Humanities have the option to ‘stretch’ the two-year degree to three years to satisfy Bologna requirements. Buckingham promotes close personal contacts between staff and students, and claims that staff have a relatively strong sense of commitment to the institution.

The University of Buckingham chose not to participate in the Government’s Research Assessment Exercise since it is ineligible for its main purpose, the allocation of core research funding from the Government. It does, however, submit itself to review by the Quality Assurance Agency and in 2003 it was given the highest ‘level of confidence’ rating by the Agency.

Mission statements and institutional principles

The current mission statements of the University are the following:

Core statement:

“The University of Buckingham focuses on providing high quality, personal, small-group teaching for our community of UK and international students, and on delivering the best staff-student ratio in British Higher Education”.

Mission statement:

“To provide high quality, personal, small-group teaching for our community of UK and international students, and to deliver an excellent student:staff ratio”.

Vision statement:

“To live by our brand values, to grow in terms of student numbers and academic reputation, and to pioneer the future of UK higher education in an independent world”.

Institutional principles:

The University of Buckingham

· offers unparalleled opportunities for international connections to students on its wide range of degree courses,

· equips its graduates with the knowledge, judgement and skills they need to succeed as professionals in an international arena,

· supports an independent research agenda in science, legal affairs, policy matters, business, and the humanities.

The University of Buckingham claims that it is different in that:

· it offers 2-year, 8-term degree programmes, with a choice of entry points,

· it offers the dynamic small-group teaching via tutorials, seminars, and lectures for which UK higher education was once famed,

· it responds to the market, with up-to-date programmes, courses and materials,

· it charges for tuition and awards generous scholarships, according to a transparent fee structure,

· it represents best value for money for UK and overseas students.

People at the University of Buckingham are motivated by:

· putting students first, and helping them to achieve their full potential,

· creating an ideal environment for learning, work, and recreation,

· providing a genuine alternative for both funding and structuring higher education.

In addition to maintaining all its current strengths, the University of Buckingham aspires:

· to build on the riches of its multicultural student perspective to enhance course development,

· to challenge established ideologies through its research agenda and to develop as a centre for innovative and independent thinking on social and policy issues,

· to establish a reputation for total quality in teaching, learning and research.

The University of Buckingham describes its desired image as following: innovative, supportive, intellectually rigorous, personal, multicultural, and pioneering.

Student numbers

Table 1: Student numbers (1994-2004)
	
	UK
	Europe
	Overseas
	Total

	1994
	345
	136
	497
	978

	1995
	315
	129
	565
	1009

	1996
	267
	127
	579
	973

	1997
	168
	107
	497
	772

	1998
	166
	88
	484
	738

	1999
	178
	73
	445
	696

	2000
	199
	100
	417
	716

	2001
	186
	90
	471
	747

	2002
	171
	97
	500
	768

	2003
	157
	64
	475
	696

	2004
	144
	45
	495
	684


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Statistical data on the nationality of students (1994-2004).

It was never the intention of the founders of Buckingham that the University should be large – the small size and the favourable staff-student ratio was a key aspect of the University’s philosophy. It would not therefore have wished to participate in the considerable expansion of higher education numbers which has occurred in the UK. On the other hand, its strategy to reach 1300 students by 2000 was not achieved and from a peak of 1,009 in 1995, numbers have declined to 684 in 2004, of whom only 27% are from the UK and EU. The University’s teaching profile in October 2004 (October 2003) was as follows:

· total students: 684 (696)

· 44% studying Law, 30% Business, 26% Humanities (40%, 33%, 27%)

· 80% undergraduate, 13% postgraduate, 7% pre-degree (78%, 13%, 9%)

· 27% (31%) home/EU students, of whom most come from the UK, with a significant number from Germany

· 73% (69%) international students, of whom the most numerous groupings are Nigeria, China, Bahamas, Pakistan, Japan, United States and India.
The University's sources of tuition fee income are as follows:

Table 2: Sources of income from tuition fees (in percentages out of total annual tuition fee income; 1996-2004)

	
	full-time under-graduates
	part-time under-graduates
	post-graduates
	pre-degree  & non-degree courses

	1996
	86 %
	1 %
	12 %
	2 %

	1997
	85 %
	1 %
	10 %
	3 %

	1998
	82 %
	1 %
	11 %
	5 %

	1999
	76 %
	2 %
	17 %
	5 %

	2000
	76 %
	2 %
	17 %
	5 %

	2001
	74 %
	2 %
	18 %
	6 %

	2002
	75 %
	2 %
	16 %
	7 %

	2003
	74 %
	2 %
	16 %
	8 %

	2004
	76 %
	1 %
	15 %
	7 %


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1996 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham)
Staff numbers

Table 3: The average number of full-time equivalent staff members (1994-2004)

	
	Academic staff
	Other
	Total

	1994
	107
	138
	245

	1995
	103
	150
	253

	1996
	99
	144
	243

	1997
	80
	120
	200

	1998
	74
	112
	186

	1999
	87
	110
	197

	2000
	85
	113
	198

	2001
	86
	115
	201

	2002
	86
	112
	198

	2003
	82
	114
	196

	2004
	84
	112
	196


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham)

Chart 1: Staff numbers (full-time equivalent) between 1994 and 2004
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Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham)

It can be seen that staff numbers, both academics and non-academic, have been reduced to match the fall in student numbers. The University continues to maintain a student-staff ratio of 10:1, whereas the rest of UK higher education is operating at on average over 20:1 and even in what one might call the elite, research intensive sector, 1:14. By comparison with other higher education institutions salaries are not incentivised and only one post carries a salary of more than €73,500.

Income and expenditure

Table 4: Sources of University income (as percentages out of total annual University income; 1994-2004)

	
	tuition fees
	research grants & contracts
	other income (1)
	residences

& catering
	endowment income & interest
	gain on dispo-sal of assets & property
	total annual

university income (in €)

	1994
	93.8 %
	4.0 %
	2.1 %
	-
	-
	-
	11,838,701

	1995
	93.2 %
	5.6 %
	1.2 %
	-
	-
	-
	12,615,200

	1996
	92.1 %
	6.2 %
	1.7 %
	-
	-
	-
	12,271,491

	1997
	77.0 %
	8.7 %
	0.2 %
	13.3 %
	0.7 %
	-
	13,128,413

	1998
	73.0 %
	8.2 %
	2.1 %
	14.6 %
	1.2 %
	0.8 %
	12,546,104

	1999
	72.3 %
	8.9 %
	2.5 %
	14.3 %
	0.9 %
	1.0 %
	12,027,026

	2000
	53.6 %
	6.1 %
	2.4 %
	0 %
	0.3 %
	27.2 %
	15,390,006

	2001
	72.6 %
	6.0 %
	5.2 %
	14.4 %
	1.8 %
	-
	12,807,849

	2002
	73.8 %
	7.7 %
	2.7 %
	14.9 %
	1.0 %
	-
	13,066,653

	2003
	72.3 %
	7.9 %
	2.9 %
	16.0 %
	0.7 %
	-
	12,866,668

	2004
	69.6 %
	10.7 %
	4.1 %
	15.0 %
	0.7 %
	-
	13,934,234


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham). (1) Other income includes income from overseas and outside sources, the Law journal, donations, income from the library, from student facilities, and from fund-raising activities.

Chart 2: Proportions of university income by source of income (1994-2004)


[image: image2.wmf]proportions of university income by source of 

income

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

1994

1996

1998

2000

2002

2004

year

sources of income

gain on disposal of

assets & property

endowment income &

interest

residences & catering

other income

research grants &

contracts

tuition fees


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham). Nb. Other income includes income from overseas and outside courses, the Law journal, donations, income from the library, from student facilities, and from fund-raising activities.
The above chart shows that the University’s primary source of income was student fees. Its primary cost, particularly because of its commitment to small group teaching, was staff salaries. Until 2004, when it was joined by a research active Education group, its income from research grants and contracts was negligible. In 2000 the University decided to release a land surplus and the sale of land accounted for 30% of its income in that year.
These tables need to be accessed in the light of the evidence of the record of the annual surpluses/deficits:

Table 5: Annual surpluses/deficits (in real figures and as a proportion of annual University income (1994-2004)

	
	surplus/deficit

	1994
	€    467,000
	3.9 %

	1995
	€    355,000
	2.8 %

	1996
	€      52,000
	0.4 %

	1997
	€    263,000
	2.0 %

	1998
	 €      27,000
	0.2 %

	1999
	€      41,000
	0.3 %

	2000
	€ 3,217,000
	20.5 %

	2001
	€    229,000
	- 1.8 %

	2002
	€    334,000
	- 2.5 %

	2003
	€    629,000
	- 4.9 %

	2004
	€    462,000
	- 3.3 %


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham)

Chart 3: Buckingham’s annual surpluses/deficits (as a proportion of annual University income)
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Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham)

These figures tell a rather gloomy story, and relate very largely to the student number figures (see above), but on the positive side the University’s borrowing levels have shown a considerable improvement over the decade. The University’s cash position remains positive, and its reserves, augmented by a sale of land in 2000, are sufficient to give itself time to introduce the changes in programme described below.
Chart 4: The University’s borrowings in percentages of total assets


[image: image4.wmf]The University's borrowings

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

year

percentages of total assets

percentage of total

assets


Sources: The University of Buckingham, Financial Statements (for the year ended 31 December 1994 to for the year ended 31 December 2004) (Buckingham: The University of Buckingham)
Strategic change and development
The picture to be drawn from the above set of figures would be of a university in sharp decline, with student numbers well below target and recurrent deficits. And indeed there are serious issues as to whether the University, in a world where large urban universities (Nottingham, Leeds, etc.) seem to be very popular with students, has read its market correctly in continuing to place emphasis on an ‘elite’ small group teaching philosophy, when it is located in a very small, though sttractive, market town. One dean told us:
“Yes, we are keen on small. I think your word ‘cosy’ is very apt. Perhaps too many of us like the fact that it is small”.

Accepting that the University did not want to grow large, it still originally aimed to be 50:50 home and non-UK students and is now much below this in terms of home students. Most interviewees attributed this to the Government’s decision in 1992 to upgrade the polytechnics to university status, thus widening the university market for less well-qualified students. However, this explanation reveals a much scaled down set of ambitions for the student body from those that must have been in the minds of the University’s founders.

However, the picture of full-scale decline would not be a wholly correct one, and the University is taking some key strategic steps to rectify the position. These steps, which are essentially aimed at the UK student market include:
· emphasising a regional in addition to a national and international role (for an important development in this see below);

· seeking to attract local UK students, that is from Buckinghamshire and the five ‘touching counties’, by offering bursaries to local students;
· reducing fees for UK and EU students from £12,000 (€17,646) to £7,500 (€11,029) per year by offering bursaries (the funds for which must be generated from fund raising activities). This is made more attractive because the Government has opened up the facility for government backed loans to cover fees up to £9,000 (€13,234) that is available to all students in state higher education from 2006. This means charging differential fees between UK and EU students on the one hand, and students from outside the EU on another, a significant break from the University’s tradition;

· radically revising the curriculum for students in the business school (see below);

· seeking a larger postgraduate market; and

· exploring the possibility of establishing a private medical school with a state university, Brunel.
It is too early to say whether these steps will be successful. Thus there have been significant changes in strategy since a new Vice-Chancellor arrived in 2001, but the mission has not changed. One dean explained:
“My intuition is that the institution’s mission may not have changed much since its founding days. At a general level, the determination to try and show that it is possible to have an institution of higher education which is independent of government in the sense of not taking money from the Funding Council, and maintaining small group teaching. That kind of mission can be maintained.”

2. To what extent can the University be described as entrepreneurial?
According to the Vice-Chancellor Buckingham’s beginnings were entrepreneurial and the two-year (eight-term) degree instead of the traditional three year (nine term) degree offered an entrepreneurial approach. Its first two vice-chancellors were entrepreneurial and “created a mould which did very well at that time”. The first vice-chancellor wanted Buckingham to be a US style liberal arts college: “The law school was never intended to be a part of the university of Buckingham, but it became so because the market was driving in that way”. He believed that:
“you can’t run an independent university on fees alone. Buckingham has no other source of income, no endowment income, and it tries to survive on fees alone. The University does not have enough income and it is desperately struggling to survive. If there is not enough money, its solution is to cut somewhere. There is little money to do research. Consequently Buckingham is not as entrepreneurial as its founders had hoped.”
While not all his academic colleagues would perhaps go quite as far as this last statement there was a general agreement that reliance on fee income alone had meant that the University had not until recently shown any entrepreneurial capability. One dean said: “it may well be that we have become historically wedded to the student fee model”. In answer to the question as to what extent there was an entrepreneurial culture in the University another dean answered:

“I haven’t worked in a state university for so long that I’m not sure how it has changed there. If the culture is different here, it has to do with the fear of job loss. It does motivate a lot of people. For example, one change over the last five years here has been the introduction of multiple entry points. We used to have students coming in in January only, not we have several starting points throughout the year. That was quite complex to do; it requires you to teach a lot of courses twice a year. But I thought this was absolutely necessary because without it the social sciences would not attract many students. Commercial pressures do force you to be more entrepreneurial. If there is an entrepreneurial culture, I have no idea.”

While that might have been true over the last decade one interviewee argued that in an institution that depended almost wholly on fee income entrepreneurialism could be developed in the kind of programmes that were offered. A specific and radical example is in the business school where the University recruited a new dean from Babson College in the US who is converting the degree in business studies, where student numbers have been falling to a degree in business enterprise:

“I came to the situation here in the Business School where there was a very good faculty, basically solid teaching with very good process things going on but not so much content things for entrepreneurialism. We decided to try and change that. Slowly we have been trying to inculcate the School - and hopefully eventually the University - with what I call the entrepreneurial mindset. We are not training people to be entrepreneurs, although we have a programme to do that, but we are training people to think in an imaginative innovative entrepreneurial way. Entrepreneurship is all about opportunities; I call the entrepreneurial opportunity-obsessed. Everything in life is an opportunity and your goal is to qualify, develop, improve that opportunity, and build a team to work on it.”

The new programme involves:

“creating a venture capital fund (the Buckingham Angels). We have major corporations that are interested in investing in it. […] But the students will come in, take six months, they will be running two tracks. One is a traditional course track and the other is putting that information into developing a business product. They will run the businesses with support from local entrepreneurs (faculty members) for the next 15 months, while they are doing their degree. […] We can give the students academic credits for their activities in running the business (they will be developing cost programmes, operational programmes, etc.). It is part of our effort to associate Buckingham with this notion of the entrepreneurial spirit. We can stimulate the entrepreneurial spirit from the Business School, that will hopefully circulate to the rest of the institution and have an impact on the humanities and on the Law School.”
The brochure describes the programme in the following terms:

“This innovative new two-year programme is thought to be unique in UK Higher Education in giving students the opportunity to set up and run their own business. We are offering an inter-disciplinary programme that will develop the qualities of leadership, entrepreneurship and innovation in our students. The programme will offer an integrated, holistic and pragmatic approach to business, constantly linking the classroom to the marketplace.”

“The programme will be of interest to you if:

· you want to be “in business” even before you graduate

· you want to set up and develop your own new business

· you want to change and develop the strategic direction of a large organization

· you want to change and develop the strategic direction of a family business, or other small or medium enterprise

· you want to pursue a career in management consultancy

· you want to develop an entrepreneurial mindset”
Other examples might be found in a new school-based Postgraduate Certificate of Education, a new programme in international studies and a new degree in multi-media studies. The failing History of Art Department was closed.
Another new venture, begun from the business school, has been to complement the regional strategy in respect to student numbers by persuading the South East Regional Development Agency to set up an enterprise hub and creating an incubator building to launch small companies.

These are all relatively small scale ventures but indicate that from a conservative base the University is now more attuned to the idea that if it is to renew itself it must be by innovation rather than by simply continuing as it was. This is especially true in regard to the medical school idea in which the University is investing heavily (proportionate to its income) in a feasibility study in partnership with Brunel University.

3. What is the balance between external and internal drivers?

According to its definition a private university dependent on fee income for survival must be driven by external markets. In practice, however, the external drivers of the market place have tended to be overlaid by an adherence to the model of Buckingham that was created by its founders. One dean told us:
“We can try to be independent of direct financial flows from the government, but you are never going to be independent of the world out there, of the general system. And indeed, I am not sure that we want to be. We work in a very conservative market place. We are not anxious to create the image of being outlandishly different: that is not commercially a very good position to have in a conservative education market. People want to know that you are respectable. So that is obviously going to limit your ability to differentiate yourself from others.”
The same dean thought that the University was too centralised:
“It is a highly bureaucratic set-up but it has to be if we are going to comply with all sorts of pressures on us from outside, e.g. to meet QAA standards and procedures.”

Thus it could be argued that, although the inherent ‘cosy’ attitude, referred to above, is still very much in evidence, the arrival of a new vice-chancellor after several who looked inwards, rather than outwards, and real worries about survival have jolted the University into new activities.

4. Organisational change

It is clear that Buckingham has suffered from a succession of institutional heads who thought that changing organisational structures would on their own revive the institution. Essentially, Buckingham has a very traditional UK constitutional structure – a Council as its governing body, a Senate and three Schools (faculties). The Council has been very traditional in its approach and has contributed little in terms of strategy (other than a natural concern about the financial state of the University) or, as would have been the case in a comparable private US college/university, to fundraising. The Senate is similarly a traditional academic body.

Each recent vice-chancellor has changed the organisational structure from having five faculties each with budget holding deans to a second model of budgets being devolved to 12 programme directors, all answerable direct to the vice-chancellor, to a third model, introduced by the present vice-chancellor of the three Schools, with three budget holding deans. As the Director of Finance puts it:
“Buckingham has three academic Schools, and we look at them as three business divisions. Each is responsible for making the maximum financial return and growing their business.”
However, it is not actually quite as simple as that. The creation of new academic posts has to be approved by the Senate and a debate is in process about whether marketing is best done centrally o devolved to the faculties. An indication of the tensions inherent in the present structure can be derived from the following statement from the new dean of the business school:
“Very late Buckingham has understood that it can not survive on tuition income alone. We have to be much more aggressive. Nottingham, for instance, is getting very aggressive on the fundraising side and we have to do that too. I have a number of initiatives. I want to start three centres of excellence here, one in entrepreneurial studies, one in service management where we have some real expertise, and one in business and society. We forged a relationship the with international business leaders to create this Business and Society Centre which looks at how a global company operates in many different cultures in order to gain sustainable advantage. I am aggressively pursuing this and I have a fundraiser who is working with me in the Business School. In the Central University there is a fundraising foundation which is run by a part-time law professor who does not actually fundraise. My own fundraiser gets paid nothing; he is on performance-based criterion. [And you can keep this money you raise, or will the central University skim it off?] I am sure the University will try very hard to skim it off, but one of the agreements that I got with the VC was that to get me here I would have a certain degree of autonomy of action.”

On the plus side there was universal support for the current Executive Committee. The dean of the business school again:

“The decision-making process at the University is quick and comprises five people: the VC, his deputy and the three Deans. We meet every week for two to three hours, so we do make good progress and good academic decisions in that sense. We get on very well. I don’t think we get anywhere near as making good decisions on the administrative and operational side. I guess we need a chief operating officer who can assume the managerial aspect. But we have less constraints than you can expect in a larger organisation.”

This body had itself varied in complexion depending on the academic structure. When there were five Schools it comprised the VC, the Deputy VC, the Registrar and the five deans; when budgets were devolved to the heads of 12 programme directors, there were no deans, so it became purely administrative, and with the restoration of deans (three instead of five) it reverted to being the VC, the Deputy VC and the three deans.

The last remark of the above quotation refers to a further organisational debate as to how to replace the present Deputy Vice-Chancellor who is leaving to become a dean of law in another university. Buckingham currently has no Registrar, except for a retired professor who looks after quality and other academic administrative matters, the previous post having been left unfilled as an economy measure. The debate now in the University is whether to replace the Deputy Vice-Chancellor with a similar post or to appoint a chief operating officer.

5. Risk

The most important risk to the University is financial. Without a research portfolio, academic risk is restricted to the student take up of degree programmes. In that sense the University is operating on a knife edge of risk.

6. Financial management

Essentially, the Buckingham operation is so dependent on fee income that its financial management is uncomplicated. There is a theoretical devolution to Schools (i.e. Faculties) but, since academic posts are reserved for central decision-making, in practice the proportion of the budget devolved is very small. The Law School is the University’s cash cow and returns “something like 70% profits to the centre”. The University has two self-financing academic groups: a research group in Biological Sciences that remained after the degree in Biology closed, and a new group in Education which combines contract research with an innovative PGCE programme. With margins of permissible expenditure so tight the approach is necessarily conservative, and the Director of Finance sees his responsibility as primarily to exercise a tight control.
7. Human resource management
In the financial conditions under which the University operates it is perhaps not surprising that the University offers little in terms of incentives. Once again the dean of the business school offered a more radical view:
“The problem is that we tended to run a private school as a public school and stick to what is perceived to be the norms of public competitors. I am trying to change drastically performance criteria here. I don’t want 95% of the annual raise just simply going into a percentage so that everyone gets 4 or 5% for merit. I want 60% merit-based pay so that my best professors here can earn £100,000 and those who are not so good stick on £20,000.”

8. Inhibitors to entrepreneurialism

The most significant inhibitor to entrepreneurialism seems to be the difficulty of changing the model. This was expressed in different ways:

“No, I don’t think that we have been entrepreneurial in that way. I don’t want to be making excuses, but I think it is probably linked into this two-year course structure because it does mean that everything is being used all the time. You can’t run conferences and your accommodation is being used all the time. In that way I think the University is still at the crossroads, whether we are going to remain wedded to this two-year model, which we have always seen as giving us the tremendous advantage, but perhaps now it is not. The alternative system might have given us more opportunities. I am sure we could be doing a lot more to generate more income.”

“If I had to say one word it would be ‘money’, getting the required investment is really linked very much on maybe this traditional over-reliance on student fee income. That limits our marketing, and I still think that after 30 years there are a lot of people who haven’t actually heard of Buckingham. […], and that it is not just for foreign students. There is no constraint at the top because the VC wants us to be as entrepreneurial as we possibly could, and he has been criticised for it rather unjustly in many ways. It is more constraints of staffing and the fact that people do feel pressured in teaching and keeping us running, and in not having a buzzing campus full of students.”

“I think the classical conundrum is do you take things from a university perspective or do you take them from a business unit perspective. There is a real desire amongst many people that have been here for a while to have a sort of unitary approach that everything we do is for the University, and therefore if you do one thing in the Business School it has to be replicated in the other Schools. Building a brand for the Buckingham Business School is an interesting challenge because how is it linked to the other Schools and to the university perspective.”
“Procedures and bureaucracy everywhere is going to be a tremendous inhibitor. Even though we are a very small institution, it is amazing how bureaucratic you can be. Procedures can take over and stifle entrepreneurial development.”

9. The impact on the knowledge society and knowledge economy

Buckingham is not a research active university though most of its staff are engaged in research so that its contribution to the knowledge society is mainly through its students. The student population is not, however, large. The impending developments in the business school promise a contribution to the regional knowledge economy but have yet to be realised.
10. Assessment of the University’s entrepreneurialism

The original idea of a two-year intensive degree structure could be described as entrepreneurial, but the concept of an independent university was essentially political in the sense that it was a reaction against a belief that universities were being subjected to increased and undesirable state controls, and the design of the academic programme was conservative and driven by academic values which were soon to be challenged by the world of mass higher education. Over time the two-year degree became a strait jacket because the academic organisation required to deliver it inhibited academic innovation in other areas of activity. Reliance on fee income also removed incentives to become entrepreneurial in activities that were not teaching-based. The University was slow to react to what was, in effect, a failing academic model and faced a serious downturn in its finances; its leadership seemed to believe that structural reorganisations could somehow redeem the situation.

New leadership, facing a downward financial spiral, has reduced costs by cutting staff, reduced fees to bring them more in line with market realities and reorientated the University to target students from its local region. It has also embarked on three sets of activities which could be described as entrepreneurial: a new self-financing and research-based education group has been recruited to the University; a new dean is re-energising the business school around the area of enterprise; and a feasibility study is being undertaken into founding a private medical school. It is too early to reach any conclusion as to whether these steps will be sufficient to turn the University round. As the vice-chancellor rightly said (for the UK at least): “you can’t run an independent university on fees alone” and the evidence from Buckingham suggests that once the culture associated with reliance on fees as the single source of income is established, it is very difficult to change.
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