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Note by the Secretariat

At any given point in time, the research groups of
OECD's Programme on Institutional Management in Higher “ducation
are in varying stages of advancement, since each has its own
predetermined starting date and duration. On the occasion .
of the programme's Second General Conferencg of Member Institutions,

. final. reports on the findings of three research groups which

completed their work durina 1974 are beins presented. In
addition, however, the Conference provides an opportunity

for representatiives of all the Member institutions to become
acquainted with investigations in progress by other research
groups participating in the programme. Thus, invitations
have been extended to five on-going groups to present progress
reports at the Conference. ~The topics included are :

- TIdentification of indices of performance for
teaching activities;

-~

2 . _ Indentifica‘tion of indices of performance for C ‘ w
" service activitiesy : o
- The use of cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit
techniques in planning courses of study for new
higher educational institutions; ‘
I

- The costing and wanagement of university srants
and contracts; and

- Fconomic and pedagogical\gspects for managing new
communication technologies in hisher education.

Of the above listed topics, the first three are the subject

~of full-scale investifations to be carried out over a two-

vear time span. By contrast, feasibpility studies of a
relatively :limited scope have been carried out in the case
of each of the last two Enpics and it is expected that
these feasibility studieS will lead to the formulation

and implementation of full-scale projects in a. second stage.

. With few exceptions, institutions of higher_ education
perform both teaching and research functions. The efficient
organisation of both types of activities poses management

‘problems and has been cited by a. considerable number of

Member institutions as warranting investigation under the

prorramme. In the case of research, projects have proliferated

in many institutions as a result of funding received from

gsources outside the institution for support of research into .or
problems of special interest to these sources, which might be ’

‘business corporations, government agencies or other public

or private bodies, while research which is financed by the
insgtitution itself usually continues. . Thus, questions

arise about the fimancial, academic and organizational .
implications of spomsored research, the procedures used to

cover costs, snd methods for the control and distribution

of overheads. Since these questions are of considerable ,
concern for the management 6f higher educational institutions, .
it was felt that a .closer study of these problems could prove a

useful.




-

\ At a meeting of Member institutions in the United
Kinsdom convened in. London in November, 1977, several
universities. expressed an interest in explorlnp the possibility
of establishinez a researzh group %o jointly study ‘probleus
related to the management of university research, Subsequently,
it was decided that, as a first step, a feasibility study

should be carried out which would lead to recommendations for
" a full-scale project. This study, which was completed in

June, 1974, is the subject of this report. The proposals
contained therein are currently under discussion within the
United Xinedom, and it is hoped that it will be vpossible
~to launch a regearch group devoted to studying these problems
sometdime durlnp 1975. _ .

y The Centre for %ducational Research and Innovation
wishes to express its sincerest thanks to the authors of
this report. .
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PREAMBLE

Y

Before considering the reasoning and implications of this research, i
necessary to be aware of"the traditional funding of Universities in the United
‘Kingdom. 1In 1974 there are some Torty-f{our Universities, a third of which have

- been established over the last.fifteen years, and these have become known as the
New Universities. Before the adven% of these New Universities, the University
Colleges and Universities depended financiallv to a very large extent, on
donations, benefactions, endownents and grants from individuals and 1ndustry,,
and only in a 11m1ted way, on _Government or Exchequer fundS. -The method for
procuring—iunds was to attract benefactors to fsupport research ‘which in a
progressive fashion, if successful, led to the teaching of undergraduates and the
development of medicine, the sciences and the arts. The great Civic Universities
of the United Kingdom, for exanple Birmingham, Bristol, Leeds, Liverpaol, Manchester
and Sheffield, developed in this &ay, receiving theirkwealth from- the benefactors
-of their cities who had made their fortunes from the expan51on of 1ndustry and
commerce in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Before. this ‘time
higher-education had been the privilege of'the few who were fortunate enough to
attend the Colleges of Oxford, Cambridge, London . and Edinburgh Which have spanned
th centuries as institutions of research and pillars of learning and whose estates
were itheir fortunes and source of perpetual income. ;

el in the last twenty years financing of Universities in the Uniced Kingdom
has changed dramaticall&. Inflation has eroded the value of Universities'
pr.vate resources and tﬂe ever increasing demand for University education has
become a social nece551ty, influencing Governments to provide for both capital
needs and recurren+ financial support. This incre851ng demand for learnlng has
only marginally accelerated thg furtherance of research and Government's financial

- support for teaching is not backed in similar proportions for research needs
It has therefore become imperative that research, both - pure and applied, is
sponsored by grants and contracts not only from Exchequer funds but-also from -

other sources’

It is the ihuestigation into tne Financing and Management of research grants
and contracts that I-am endeavouring to determine at the University of Bath,
The paper wh1ch follows is presented as a fea51b111ty study conducted at Bath in )
the early part of 1974, “with a view to progressing -to a substantive study commencing
in the winter of 1974/75. At the time of writing & few conclusions can be made
but I hope at the January conference ‘to be able to add .to what is written here,
“if only ‘to express my- personal views. ;

\

“

Iy
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INTRODUCTION

At a meetiugl hetween the staff of Universities, Polytecimics, UniverSity
Grants Committee, Departiment of Education and Science, and the Head of
Programme on Institutional Management in Higher Educatioﬁ (IMHE) of.the
Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (CERI)Fin the O.E.C.ﬁ?,

it was agreed that suppori should be.given to the reéeafch préposals

submitted by Mr. R. M. Mawditt, Dirgctor of Management Services at the

Univorsity of Bath, These proposals were put forward under the theme

3

‘Research Financing' .as part of Phase 11 of the CERI programme.

During the course of discussions that took place in 1973 with the
DES,; who were to prov1de partial financial support for the proaect it
became clear that before undertaking a 2/3 year substantive study it

would be advisable to darry out a fedsibility study of the proposals

‘submitted.

Accordingly, -during the early part of 1974, Mr. V. E. Line of the
School of Management; University of Bath, wes seconded to the Management
Serv1ces Unit to work under the d1rectlon of Mr. R. M. Mawditt, with the
obgect oI submlttlng a report in June to cnable con51d°rat10n to be given

to the practlcabillty and desirability of 1mplemen11ng-these proposals with

.effect from October, 1974.

‘At the sdme time the Commlttee of Vice~Chancellors dand Pr1nc1pals
was discussing the question of charges ‘made by Universities to ocutside
bodies for work done on their behalf, with special referénce to the
rec&very of overhead costs. This interest arose from the UGC Ietéer of
guidance sent to Unlver51t1es 1n February, 1970 and the questions raised’
by the House of" Commons Committee of Public Accounts, on the subJect

One of the ob]ectlves of the Teasibility study was to 1ncorporate the

‘research needs of the'CYCP‘w1th1n the proposed snbstantive study to be ’

. N .
undertaken by the University of Bath and its associates.

1 Held in London in November, 1972, under the Chairmanship of
Sir Kenneth Berrill, Chairman of the.UGC. .0
AN
3 ’ -
I
4
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.Om’vgmating Proposals and Terms of Reference

The needs from such an investigati%r are not necessarily identical

from one university to another but their inter-relationship and ‘ulti-
mate findings willlbé“of considerable value not only té the universities
involved but also to all members of the CERI group and other institu-
tions of highgr edué?tion. Tabulated below aredthe aspects which the
Universities of Bath, Edinburgh and Essex have contrived to form a base
for the invéstigation. . It is expected Ehat CERI will advise and co-
operate with these univer§ities on.these issues, especially from experi-
ence gained from other institutions both in this country and abroad.

The investigation will have the following terms of reference: ' .

1. To review\the financial, academic and organisational implications

are controlled and distributed.

4. To evaluate the direct and indirect costs of projects financed

by research grants and contracts.

. N .:». i e .
‘5. To review the management and organisation of reSearch. activities

considering especially research groups and units and to' consider '/f

the merit of inter-university or regional co-operation.

6. To consider the degree of control that should be imposed on research
activities both academically and economically and whether any

change should be contemplated in the next five or ten years.

7. To consider the manpower implications of research and development,
including tenure of appointments, secondment of staff, take-over

situations, career grading and training.

8. To consider the applied aspects of research and development with

reference to industrial and management corsultancy.




"been amraccepted issue in university government that sieasurement of academic

The first item above conio,ns to the absiract of the proposed research

- and covers the otlier terms,of'reference. Lmiilagis will be placed on the value

~0f establishing true or real costis, especially for contracts. It has hitherto

.

research preéents such difficulty us to invalidate any results. lowever, it
. :

is not the view of those involved with these proposals thgt neasurement of

externally spousored research contracts should present too. much difficulty

and it is intended that true costs should be determined for this element.

Fqually important are the manpower impliications and human aspects (Item 7)

"for whicih advice from personnel officers anda pogsibly trade union officers

will be sought.
There is every intention of using evidence of previous work undertaken

in this.field, e.g. University Grants Commitiece (Walne); Sussex (Fielden and
Loekwobd); and Bradford (Botteiley), and to use the services of chief officers )
in otner universitiés and researcih institutions. 'ﬁesides the universities diréctly
involved,-thé universities associated with CERI have expres;ed a desire to be
directly éoncerned with the inyvestigation, especiall& Salford'th wish to play

4 ciose supporting role. The need also for a large English university;@ith a
medical school to be associated is desirable and either Brigfol or Soﬁthampton

N

are likely possibilities.

ERIC | | | |
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- FEASIBILITY STUDY

Terms of Reference T ;
During'the&breliminary stages a meeting was held at the Department of Education
and Sgienqe, Financing Branch, London, between MNr. B. E. Rodmell anér ‘
Mr. N. B. W. Thompson of the DES, and Mr, R Yawditt and Mr. v\g Line
of\fhe University of Bath, to discuss the scope and naiure of the feasibility
studyﬁ‘“ - ‘ )

The origiral p}oposais, which included the costing and management of
sponsored research} were agreed to be wide ranging. The aim of the'feasibiiity
study’was to consider thg practibility of these\proposals and to put forward _

a8 research plan based on its findings.

i This called for:=- _ .

1. A review of published literature relevant to the reéearch topic.u- )
2. A séarch for current or recently,cbmpleted research that related to the topic.
3. Discuséions with research practit;oﬁcrs?familiar with the subject area.

4. Discussions with administrative staff iﬁ other universit;és/institﬁtions

to clarify the nature and gurpose of the research project.

It’would also enable assessmeny to be made of the potential cooperation from
other institutions, the development of methodology, task allocation, work .
- ' S schedules, and the reporting arrangements of the substantive study.

"

Intra~University Cooperation :

From the discu§§ions held it appeared that cooperation wéuld be forthcoming from~
:'adminiétrators‘ét a shfficienf number and rangé of universit;es to enable a

research plah to be developed that would meet the objectives of the project.

The preferred method of approach to the study seemed to be for a Research Fellow

to visit and spend'{ime at each of the institutions to be included in the project,

in order to obtain fhe necessary information diréct from the participants. The

nature of the gtudy seemed to preclude the commitment of admin{stratofa to the
~role o re#earch assistants working independently, or to an assessment:of the

resources needed at each university to complj.with a research plan not yet
. F

deygloped at the time of the preliminary visits. The main assistance offered
would be that of tﬂe time of the administrétors and other staff in desqribing and
;egpigining the oﬁerating systems ol resgarch costing and pgnagemen?ﬁat thé
universities visited and in broviding d0cumentary’evidence to support the

statements made.

o ' . : . ‘ ‘ \ . . ' .
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GENERAL REPORT

Introduction ¢ . , o

It-is the purpose of this report to present views and opinions gained

. from a study of the relevant literature and from discussions, with
administrators and researchers of various institutions, that have taken
place as part of the feasibility study. o
. What has become apparent as the study progressed is the complexity
of the problems facing, university administratdrs and the confusion tha%
exists as to the role of research managewent within universities, The v
discu§siéns ranged from the philosophical through government involvement,
administrative systems, financial control, academic behaviour, to the
identification and measurement of research costs.
It seems essential, t erefore, that the research plan is
narrowed down to a limited p i t of the total problem, which can be
1dent1f1ed‘ace programmed to achleve a spec1f1c-set of objectives .
determined by the resources avallable to the task '
As university faculty mcve further away from pure or basic
research supported by government grant towards. development or applied.
work for out51de sponsors So, the need arises for greater conFrol of
their activities, from an academlc, otganlzatlonal, flnancxﬁl and
other p01nts of view. B : : : '}
) Funds may be obtained from a w1de varlety of 50urce4, “%ither
by the 1nd1v1dpa1 academic, debartment or school, with non—government
sources becomiﬁg even more impcrtant during times of economic stringency
towards government funds for higher education. This calls ﬁor admini-
strative and managerial skills to ensure.that the commitments af- the
university ire known in advance, accepted and wmonitored during the life °
of the research project and resources . used- correctly, efflclently and
effectively in pursuance of the qnlver81ty s research pollﬁy.- The
implications of increased research activity arising from sﬁonsoréd
funds outside,of.the normal grant system do not seem to be always fully
appreciated by faculty who do not recognize the need to alter the
. administrative structure and/or create systems to cope with this changing

pattern, - \

ERIC A
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Literature Reviews . .

'

From the voluminous literature on education and the prowing coptribution
tw higher education very littié’hasiﬁu_igr_gppearud directed towards
the administrative and financiol aépecig_af regearch management. The
main thrust has been to view the university és a-total resource system
to which can be applied the manapement methods and techniques of PPBS
and MIS based on the increased use of computgrs. 1t is not clear to,”
what extent the American mudels:af'university administration with thelr
federal and state financial inputs can be used as a starting peint for
the analysis of British university research management but contributions
from this source show greater awareness of the problems and a willingness
te tackle them in advance of UK thinking and practice. '
"iUniversity'Manégemenc Accounting® (Fielden, 1969) is of general

interest, as it is concerned with budgetary control and'contaiqs a
chapter on research grants and contracts. It underlines the variability
of the systéms in a survey of 30 universities and -recommends greater
involvement of the Finance Office in resexrch management. It points
the way to the American experience by syégesting*that:

*National research aimed at stéhdardiéiné and simplifying the

‘requirements of the grant-giving bodies would seem to be

required and mightvwell produce some reco&mended standard
. form of contract into which all the varieties might be

fitted'. ’ . '

‘ 'Financial Management in North American Universities' (Davies, ’
1973) contains the report of a study tour of 12 American universities
and 2 Canadian universities, by'the Business Manager, tniversity of
Nottingham. In Section 4.1 - Sponsorad Research, details of the
American system of research management are giveh’ahd contrasted with
that of the UK. The rationalization of the procedurés to recover
indirect cvosts that has occurred in the US§ wpdld seeﬁxto overcome many
of the problems facing the UK administrato?@ with regard to the treat—
ment of overheads allowed by different sponéoring bodiest

"It is in the area of indirect costs that one notices the

major differences between American and British universities'.
This section of the report has eight conclusions which, in additien to
tecommending that the UGC and DES follow the American pattern of

v a u
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D bBudgeting and research contracting procedures.

“{For federal agpene

direct ¢

~init1at1ve being taken by central government.

-
negetiating agreed indirect cost.rates, are
covervd in the Bath rescarchk proposals. Section 4.2 dealf/ﬁi‘“

Consultaney .and %cvtxun 4.3 with Patents.

similar to the points

The Amariean systen is wéll outlined in 'Sponsored Rgsearch and
tniversity Budgets: A Case Study in American University Government'
{1.0. Un:vervxty of California) by Betz, F and Kruycbos;h, C (M1nerva,
19703, " The first part of thxs article on their ‘study desc:1§gs the
It shows how:
‘Ew@ygéneral Tformulae have been aoplied to produce the
revhauc ne@de& te recover overheads'.

ixed perceantage of 15"29& is added to ‘total

Ve &

cowdsty. .
*The ather xurwuldu estimates overheads as a' percentage of the
salazxes and wages involved in research contracts: it is

arrived at by a cowplicated procedure of calculat1on and . .
negotiation’, - '

{e.q. In 1966-6? the overhead rate was calculated at 42%).

wmrﬂ information is aontaxned in an article in College Manage~

ment, (6 Ccr 1971), by Gary R. Jahnsan. one time manager for sponsoted

"re;earaw at the University of chhlgan, ‘entitled 'The Costs of Research -

Both direct and Indirect': - : . W

'The Bureau of the Budget Clrcular A~?1 was wrztcen tp outlxne
the allowability of all costs oi research, both direct and
:Lndzrect, but the wajor impact wds in the area of indirect =~ =
cost conputdzlcn 1n,prcvxd1n5 prlnczples which could be used
by all federal agencies in determxnlng indirect c05t rates’
The general impression gained from\the literature 1s‘chat in
America the Federal Govgrnment'and its Ageucies took the leédjin
tackling the problém of the overhead recovery rate to be included in
resedrch agreements, which.résulted in the. universities intrbducing
the‘ﬁecessary administrative procedures and management accounting
‘techpiques to comply w1th the system. A similar situation has. not yet
arisen in this country although the position could change with a political
Indeed, amongst the
administrators spoken to, many would welcome a more formal system of
overhead recovery with gove;nmen: departments_an@*cher'sponsoring _
bodies agreeing to standard fdrmulaé\far the calcuﬂatibn of indirect
costs. to be included in research grants and COntraJts. «

13
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Statistical Analyses Review

The UGC (Jack Walme) aEtemSted by means of regression analyses of.
university expenditu‘i to determine whether tentral overheads (i.e.

all recurrent expenditure cther than that of teachxng and research

departments) follow a consistent pattern over the university system as - o
a whole, This 1ed to a recommendation, in August, 1971, to uniVersities
to use an on-cost of. 38=40 per cent of direct costs, as a useful
starting point for general, and in particular small, research contracts . //
- where 'individual analysi‘ of the indirect costs was inpractical. . iy
In June 1973 the UGC requested details from the univefsities of ' /
the direct and, 1nd1rect cost elements oE\Eesearch contract expenditure
o during 1?71—72 Mr. J. Heywood who was on secondment to the CVCP, from
the Unlvetsxty of Hanchester, was given access to this data, which
‘lndlcayed that the total flgure of esLLmated costs i.e. overheads

receLved for Government and other coptracts as a percentage of direct

3 costs averaged 10.57, within the range 2.1% to 53.7%, for all the

unxversxtles included in the analysis. Thete appeared to be no

relatxonshxp between the overheads obtained (expressed as a percentage » .
e of direct costs) and the total reséarch grants and contracts -(expressed . :

as a pereentageyef the total university income). " /
Michael Pickford, Sussex Unlveps1ty, in hlS article 'A Stafistical

Analysxs of Unlversﬁty Admlnlstratlon Expendlture (Journal of the R .

regression analysxs as a basls for the allocaﬁlon of funds between

Royal Statistical Society, A, 1974), challenges the usefulness of ‘ ‘
|

- S universities. Comparxng actual admxnxstratxon expendxtures of 1nd1v1— .

~ dual universities with the .estimated values fe; admlnlstratlon expend1~ |
Coa ' tures based on“his anaTysxs, he found significant variations about the _ ‘ i ; 1
.,mean of between +31.87% and -46.1%. Even though the context is ‘different, ‘ w
it does seem possible on this premxse to'question the suitability of
. using an average percentage for the calculation of overheads derxved ‘ .

from the regressxon equation of the UGC analys1s.

administration expenditure up to 4000 students, and that size as well

. ) . JPickford points out that there are considerable economies in -~ L
as type of university i.e. New, Technological, Larger and Small Civic,

affects the administrati&e cost ger student. His analysis of data for
- ;_///Ehe period 1965 — 1970 led him to state that 'postgraduate students .

appear to be more than five times as expensive in terms of administration

. e ~ SR o o

-

ERIC . . T,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

expenditure as undergraduates’ and 'that every pound of expenditure for
external research funds results in an additional five pence worth of
administration expend}ture'. In this context the article by J.C. Walne,
'Analysis of Uniyeréity Costs at the UGC' (Higher‘Education, May 1973)
is interestihg becahse it showed that the higher costs of postgraduate
training were assocf@ted with the small numbers of studehts each on a
large number of taught cour#és and that the 'research postgraduate
weighting' was in Qimost ali subject groups substantially less than

the traditional weights of x 3 (laboratory subjects) and x 2 (others)
being.as low as x 1 or less in the non-laboratory subjects. However,

it appeared not only that some increase in expenditure was associated
with postgraduates but also that expenditure against spec1f1c income,
previously ignored as s*l‘-balaatlng, Wasy assoc13ted with additional R ’ L
expenditure against general income. These ‘articles are concerned with '
the problem of aggrégate expenditure, under oifferent heads, within the
unive;sity system as a whole. As Walne points.out 'valuable as detailed

studies of individual universities, such as those at Lancaster and

Bradford!, may be,. they are from a very small sample of the unlvers1ty . P

system. The amount of work involved in maklng similarly.detailed . o

“studies at all universities (and all oh the same basis) would be - 2 C TR
t . - ' . . N

formidable'. The regression equations used by the UGE in calculating

the recurrent grant are not made public but they are based on stodedt

numbers and not on how each ohiversity decides to allocate this income

betWeen its different activities.  It‘is, therefore, questionnable »

whether the appllcatlon of regress10n aralysis to the aggregate . ' -
behaviour of costs in the unlvers1ty system is the approprlate method "
for measuring and controlling the indirect costs of research.

- At the level of the indivi&ual-oniversity the question rerains o .

4 . y : :
unresolved in general terms of whether research funds from outside

sources contribute more to university resources than the expendlture . ,‘\/

they create. If ‘as suggested by the. UGC overhead costs increase T
proportionately to direct expenditure then universities should be‘
obtalnlng a contribution’ of about 407 from all research ¢tontracts
instead of the average of 10.5% indicated by Heywood. Even a110w1ng

for the probable,imﬁrovement since 1471-72 in the greater attention

1 See CERI studies in Bibliography. ,7
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that is being paid to this aspect of university financing\it is unlikely
that the bercentage charged has changed radically. It would seem that
‘hat is required is realistic formulae for calculating the indirect cost
ament - in research contracts that would have as the independent . °
varlables those resources legitimately expected to be used by the depart=- ' -
ments concerned e.g. acconmodatlon, library, computetr serV1ces, etc.,
rather than using a standardﬁpercentage which over51mp11f1es a complex
situation and ignores the yery real differences between institutions.

Statement of the Problem

This falls into four categories:™

1. Academic e

" benefit from a change in the system tqwards

2.
3.
4.

1. Academic

The role of the  faculty in research management is ambiguous.

Oréanization
Administration

Management Accounting

J

The

immediate reaction of the academic to suggestions of a formalised

system of management ‘and centrol of research funds by the Administration’

is to view 1t as a threat to asademlc freedom and autonomy

This seems

to be the case eve%—when it can be demonstrated that some faculty will

decision.

If change in research management can

»

central policy making and

4 .

only be brought about

1nterna11y through Senate’ and Councll, then it is difficult to see how

- this will be achleved unt11, and un1ess, the faculty see the need for

a radical re~appra1sal of .the- systems; operdtlng within their own

]

1nst1tutlons.. Ind1v1dua1 self—lnterest and departmental autonomy w111
have to glve way to an understandlng of the tota1 needs of the 1nst1- ol

tution 1n developlng research acﬁuv1ty and the management of funds

generatied by it/ The findings and recommendatlons of - the main study /
¥ might assist in th1s d1rectlon but for the purpose of the 1nvest1gab;on
the v1ews and oplnlons of academics are llkely to be unrewardlng in 3 . S,

determining the normative methods' of research management._

. : ) q
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2. Organization

This can be illustrated by .the following two models:

Research Proposals Flow

S 0ld System:
Minimum or no control from centre
2 “r . -
: HEAD OF CENTRAL '
RESEARCHER DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATION FUNDING BODY

. Formal channel of communication

————— -+ Informal channel of communication, but can become formalized
by by-passing central ddministration.

New System:
. Integration of policy, planning, operation and control of resources

between faculty and adwinistration._

o - | .

N
‘ ' : HEAD OF ’ )
. ' : ’ DEP ARTMENT
o~ RESEARCHER 'FUNDING BODY :
. RESEARCH RESEARCH
COMMITTEE OFFICE
."IQ,'TT‘: - " . s l“ )
a '5- Research Commlttee respon51b1e for academlc standardssy research poltcy.

v ~;'*f, v - plannlng and development, and overall allocation of -
. resources for research A

respon51b1e fot. f1nanc1al, 1egal, perSOnnel ‘and

Research Office
. management aspects of research.

]

This represents a fundamental change in universiry.government
as it cails for an equal partnership between'faqulty and administration
1n research management which i% not generally accepted, partlcularly in :
the older and civic universities. The CERI project 'A squdy on compara-

tive effectiveness of alternative administrative structpres _under the

/‘

Q . : C (,
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direction of Professor P. Rivett of Sussex Universicy,_should be of
intetest in this context.! v ) ,f J
“However, the study of OZganigation strugture and relations woyld
seem to require investigation and analysis offthefcomplete university --
system and not just the part related to researchTHanagement. For this
reason an organizational approach to the problem would be unlikely to
produce the sort of answers that would meet the: ‘aims of the Bath project -
and would tend to divert attention away from those issues that are

susceptible to influence and change. -

- \ 3, Adwrwtx’atwﬂ o .
. Th1s appears to be the most 11kély and rewarding. area for study since
for any glven organizational structure of unlver51ty Fovernment there
\ is an adminjstration function of research management. This may be
practised by the individual academic, department, 'school, central
administration; or by any combination.of them. The methods and
rocedures may be imformal or formal, or a mixture of both. %he degree
of control exercised by the 1nstitutlon may be minimal or so constltuted o
that research management plays an important part in ‘the overall i -
. administration of resource allocation. )
The task, threfore, is_to investigate resedr¢h management as a . # . e
sub-swste;bof'the total system ofIuniversity'administration; to define
. 2 1ts role in 1nst1tut10na1 management; and to examlne the methods and
procedures used. .This reguire$ a study of‘research management practlce
in different universities to ascertain the methods and procedures used
in the subm1ss10n of research. proposals, and, in the acceptance and T4 .
control of research grants and contracts that arise Trom the succeesful .

N

. appllcatlons for external funds: The objective is to produce a

N

““definitive handbook of good practice.

It also reqU1res ai analysis of the different methods and .
. procedures adopted by the different SponSOtlng bOdleS, to assess to what
extent improvement in the internal’ procedures of the universities might
‘;3 result from simplification and standardisation of the various applicable
forms,vagreements'and contracts used by these outside institutions.
o P . )

v —
s

* . . 4 Ty

l See Article by Johnson & Palmer in Bibliography.
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4. Management Accownting : S . _ ' T

This is closely related to the administrative system of research
management, aud thus forms an essential.parﬁ of the study, while
retaining 5 separate identity of its” own.
There would seem to be the need for compromise in that the ideal
form of management control may be unattainable under the present system
of unlver51ty government. In the American situation touched on above .
the university-adninistrators have a clear advantage over” their British
counterparts since\the changes that were broughtvabout were Governnient o V o
inspired anu requiréd greater atténtion to be paid to departmental
costs and to the id ntification and allocation of overheads. Also,
the indirect costs %ecovered from funded research by the American \
institutions are retalned centrally by the university and not dlstrl—
buted as income to the ‘academic departments involved. ‘ kS
From the point of view of this'study the need is to-obtain N\

input data in a matrix pattern as follows:

R PERCENTAGE INDIRECT COSTS -
ALLOWED BY DIFFERENT , -
: ' | ‘SPORSORS (e.g. M.0.D-

: . Department of Health, etc.)

1 BY DIFFERENT ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS -

PERCENTAGE INDIRECT COSTS OBTAINED

{e.g Social Sciencés,'Engineering,

etc.) .

The objective would be to make this infqrmétion known ‘te-

universitigg and, possibly enccurage the UGG, DES a@&iother.bodies e
to work towards standard formulae for the cdlculation of indirect
costs to be included in research grants and contradts. ‘ e

To what extent} a similar approach can be made to analyse o

- costing data based on\university budgets is unclear at this stage:




PERCENTAGE INDIRECT COSTS
RECOVERED BY SPECIFIC

B SERVICES (e.g. Library,
Computer, Administration etc.

PERCENTAGE INDIRECT COSTS
' CHARGED TO DIFFERENT ACADEMIC
DEPARTMENTS -(e.g. Social

Sciences, Engineering, etc.)

A comparison of thebtwo’sets of data-would indicate inbalance
. ‘ ' between costs allocated to depafthents for university service$ and
" the recbvery.rate of depaftmehtal‘overheads against sponsored research
activity. o
What is required is the expertise of the managemeht acéountant
to develop the qefinitions; ideﬁtificatidn and calculation of indirect
costs and the férmulae to-be applied to thgir recovery, rather than
“the §erviceé of”th; statistician using regression analytical teghniques.

nt R
S
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to last about 9 months.

up the vxsxts~made by the latter, malntaxnlng files and records etc. S -

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the full time services of one research fellow and one

research assistant for a period of 18 months it is suggested that the

research plan be developed around the ‘specific areas of research

managément'i.e. administrative methods and prncedbres, and management ) : |

accounting i.e. costs of research with particular reference to the

allocatlon and recovery of overheads. That jggitems 2, 3 and & of. the

original proposals. It is also suggested that the-part—time scrvjces

of a management consultant and/or management accountant be obtained

to provide the necessary technical expertise in detluing costs and ‘ i - .

in determining cost centres, as #an essentxal prerequrs1te to t

development of overheads formulae. B . . .
A represLntatlve sample- of up to 12 universities should be .

"included in the first stage of the fxeldwork, which would be -concerned -

with/carrying‘out a thorough’survey‘of each institution's administrative

practices and the collecthn of information. Tlie objective would be

to build up a compreﬁensxve picture of the- system in force as seen

from the adm1n1strat1ve departments and academic departments (partxcu—

. larly those with substant1a1 research income); - The' survey method - °

would be by personal interviews with.staff and by collection of docu~
mentation and data illustrating: the administrative procedures adopted ’
towards research, and by consideration of the extent to whlch these ]
kprocedures meet the percexved needs of the 1nst1tutxon. Most.of this o )
work would be carried out by the Research. Fellow and would be expected

N

At the same time Lnformatlon would be gathered by the Research

" " Assistant tvom.all the grant awarding 1nst1tutlons and other bodies

concerned with negotiating.research grants and contracts, to illustrate

. the differenées in the types of forms used, detaxls asked for, castxng o : .

methods, overhead recovery rates, ‘etc. The Research Assxstant would : S ) .

a1so act. as Assxstant to: tiie Resedrch Fellow in- arrang:ng and followxnh : o -

The second stage of the study would be concerned with obtaxnlng‘
information from—thefrest of the university population to compare with
and extend the dhta cbllected during the first stage. It wounld a1so

serve to test generalxzatlons drawn from an analysis of the earller

~
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information and to see to what extent the systems in force differed

from the models being developed. This survey would be conducted by
postal questionnaire and could take place about half way through the
research period. - - o

This should allow the last six months of the study to be devoted
to a final analysis and synthesis of all the data collec;éd; the
ﬁreparation of the handboek of good practice, and the development of .
formulae for the calculation and recove}y of indirect costs,

Item 1 of the original proposals would most probably be
incorpdrated in the recdmmen?acions arising from this study. It &ould
be:ﬁossible_to develop it and Items 5 to 8 of the original proposals

in subsequent research drawing on the findings of the more limited

‘project now preposed.
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