Realising the Co -operative University
A consultancy report for The Co-operative College

o~ -

o anather £ E ith
e namgw ring :;r:;::j‘::: ete E Eﬂ equal WaAY ::“9:;3" working =
2 @share number particularly £ 3 HE' ma E E__‘," Edlll}atll]nphn £
early 5 gmemhel‘s structure %deve'op EE é g. nn“ahnratlnn % E
support l‘egal‘dlng Gl:l:llll'llll'llnﬂtllll'l @aa © T 1
towards halance e Q E E m hard treatmenl everylme
P~ cummumw =exper|em=e E: @ feel
26 goals 5
2 = departmentteachlngequally g: h k g E
3 g nE commitment extremely true 00 pay gnmmnmgm — [-L]
5 2 9 Q58
B 2E self-help Egg
"5 researcn: ‘,academlcs "'“"'V dlfferent . ggtg
senior a
development ,.j.c: % departments = . IE S
o student jndividual = S developing g E83 B
things SUG al se-operative E = taking ngtlllaagues E ‘EWIthIII‘ué‘
OPEAIVG et o st ronsnerency &3 areas gg-gperationhelp .,
scmnnesﬁ Whether individuals answer
positions ove Stl'l.ll}flll'ﬂs
workplace
This report may not be made available to the general public for
borrowing, photocopying or consultation without the prior consent of
the author.
Dan Cook

September 2013



THIS PAGE HAS BEEN LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY



0 T h e poharactéristia, in short, of civilised beings, is the capacity of
co-operation; and this, like other faculties, tends to improve by practice,
and becomes capable of assuming a

J. S. Milt

0 [ ®Mjeed the contribution tie world of culture, to developrehger
relationships between auperatives and universities, between managers
and ceoperative scholars: we must involve yoyrepple in the process of
change. 0

Ivano Barerini, President ICA, 2004

0 [ Tcb-aperativesocietie$all knew that the universities might do
something toward improving them, but they might also be able to do some
good toward improving the universitiés.

Mr. Cunningham, Ceperative Congress 1874

L (Mmill, 1976, p. 698)
2 (Quoted in Juby, 2011)
% (Cunningham, 1874, p. 89)
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1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction : aims, background & methodology

Aims

The purpose of this report is to look at the barriers and enablers to the
realisation ofa cooperative university. fie idea is not a familiar one in
the English HE sector, and tHatk of familiarity is itself the most
significant barrier encountered in the production of this report.

What does -0oher aeirwme 60Coi ver sityb®o
of this report is to define what we already know about the@g@rative
Universty, and to define the modes that mutualisation might take in the
HE sectorA furtherpurpose is to posit questions that indicate where
further work is required toefine the ide@f a caoperative university, and
to begin to draw together the areas inahhit might make a distinctive
contribution

Background

Universities, their funding, and access to them, are now a central public
policy issue, and a significant growtidustry in economic term§&o-
operatives are experiencing a global resurgence of @stewith the 2012
UN Year ofCo-operativa coinciding withphenomenal growth ioo-
operative businesgounteringhe trends of the global financial crisis

At face value universities ando-operativeshave little in common.
Universities are conceed wih teaching and researaducational matters
predominatewhile commercial concerns are considered subsidaatiye
academic missigrevenwherewell-integratedConversely, o-operatives,
are predominantly concernedth economic life: production; commee;

consumptionfor the benefit of their members. Educational matters often

mean’



1.5

1.6
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seem to have a subsidiary presence, desgiieation being a central
principle ofco-operatives

Scratch the surfac@and the similarities between the sectors beodsa
universities and coperativesachintegrate freedoms with economic
health and social purpose; each has a tendency towards robust debate and
internal selcriticism; andeach tends towards institutional stabiligeded
to plan and survive longerm.

In terms of scale, the sectors ar disimilar: co-operatives in the UK
havea turnover of £37Bh while the HE sectorepresented by
Universities UKturned over more than £27BrTaking into account the
widely-di sper sed GBtpedifferenceisikely ® besmatied
Internaldebates within the University af@b-operativesectors are at
crucialand complementarnuncturesUniversities are debating
governancegrganisational and economic concemestuced government
support;jincreased competitig high tuition fees;managerialism;
casualization of the academic workfortmiversities everywhere are
seeking ways to become more efficient and sweihagedyhile

protecting academic freedoamdensuring access based on merit
Co-operative havea long history of success economic life, based on the

unique characteristics of their organisational foitmey arefamous for fair

prices and good working conditions and t hey Oar e charac

employee engagement, higher productivity,li@sce to economic
downturns and better conné€tion wi
operativesarepromoting their corporate forwigorously,through the

Go v e r n MewrMutdats Programme, but internally, t@operative
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movement iglebatinghe role & education irco-operation Although a

core principle oto-operation and one which earlier eaperators

prioritised at no small experfseducation imftenconsidered to be under
researched, undéheorisedand undewalued by the wideco-operative
movement, and its neglect (by universities, among othpotentially

detri mental t o -terhaspirationgdenfogumatedys | on g
today many capperatives do not allocate adequate resources towards
member education. In addition, a number of thtbs¢ do often limit such
expenditures to the education of board memd8G.Educati on need:
become recognised by the movement as central to the global renewal of
coo p e r a't Newreseaichs needed tgather eemplars of existing
co-operativeeducatior, and totransfer findings about the effectiveness of
co-operative strategies from mathematics and evolutionary biology into the
study of organisations and socitty

These twalebatesabout management in universities, and about education

in co-operativesare existentialtheyconcernthe centralpurposs of ther

sectos. Moreover, they are complementary in nature: the things that are
under intense scrutiny within one sector have liaeely resolved by the

other.

Universities UK haslready cenmissioned research into new corporate

forms and group structurésThe advantages offered by-operative

structures should be a part of that debate. The potential complementarity of
theceoper ati ve and higher educangi on sec
potential each could offer to the other, would be profitable if recognised

more widely. This report mapnereforebe of interest to:



University staff and leaders with an agenda for organisational
change;

Members of the coperative movement keen to fingstitutional
mechanisms for putting education at the heart efperation;
Teachers and students developing alternative models of higher

education.

1.11 Methodology

Due to the exploratory nature of this report, looking into the possibility for

new type of university, the methodologies employed were multiple. The

breadth of the topic is so wide, that the methodologies employed cannot

offer definitive answers, but maiindicate areas where further work is

necessarnyin brief, the following methods were used:

1 Interviews with a range of nationkdvel caoperative sector and
university setor stakeholders

1 A survey of current and recent postgraduate researchers on
opemtion and academic work

1 Engagement with the literature

1 Attendance at relevant events

i Extensive corrgpondence

1.12 Full details of thequestions originally posited for the study, and the

methodological approaalsed to meet them given inAppendix B:

Methodology

* (Co-operatives UK, 2013a, p. 8)

® (UUK, 2012a, pp. 1819)

® BIS have found 674 private providers in a 2013 suf@g, 2013, p. 7)



’ (Co-operatives UK, 2013b, p. 2)

& (MacPherson, 2007, p. 368)

°RoryRidleyDuf f notes that Kal mi 6s di s c-operativeymodelsfromhe gr adua
business and economics textbooks coincided with the increaseopkcatives in the econoniRidley-Duff,

2012a, p. T7; Kal mi 6 s-ounto mekin an anteiewowith Vigilson, 201 3ayrhilepancithert e d
potenti al e xhislack ofnterestralatefs to the acqdénjic division of labour. The study of public

sector organizations has often been left to scholars of padstinistration while Business Schamtademics

usually have privileged the study of private firms. This is surprising given the central role tfat piatfit

organizations such as hospitals, universities, and voluntary associations have historically played in the

development of organizam theor§{Ewan Ferlie, 1996a, p. 1As private societies that have some of the

characteristics of both private firms and public service organisations, it is easy to imaginediperiatives did

not fit neatly with either camp, and that this may be another source of their relative neglect by the academy.

19 (Emmanuel and Cayo, 2007, p. 219, in Ridyff, 2012b)

(Shaw, 2011, p. 75)

12 (Interview with Shaw, 2013)

13 This point has been made to me many tirbesthe Ceoperative College made the links for me fi{Shaw,

2013; Wilson, 2013a) was interested to read viothree decades old that showed, via a modified simulation of

the Prisonersé6é Dopbemmai gambaskdwodcoeciprocityd might
advantage i n @xelrod&H<amittan,d981andather dvdrk that brought this sort of exercise

up-to-date, showing that increasing mutual rewards aids the developmerbgiar at i on, wher eas 0i
puni s hme n t(Ghend, dwelermang Kuter, & Nau, 2010)

14 (stanfield, 2009)



2.1

The co-operative movementand education

The cooperative commitrant toeducation cannot be understatea

Rochdale Pioneesmade educational activities
a p pr &and foman initial investment im reading room above their

shop, 160 years aghbistorians haveecognised he 6si gni fi cance
eicati ond as beingpar atcieme rada®pes | amc
6enmeshed within virtuallThecevery asp
operative movement was part of twdespread d e m &ncdmnmon

s ¢ h o d%linithe wirteteenth centurgindin the practical tradition of the
movement 6,9 pfi omreedersd popul ar educatio
up by the [State] School B%Wwheds when
the co-operative movement cededany ofits considerable educational

resourceso theStatein the early twentieth centuryhere was a closer

articulation of valuesetween the movement and the Stateeducational

matters thanexiststoday".

The principles of markett i on evi dentcuventt hin t he S
educatiorpoliciesmake co-operative reengagement with education a
Opositive duty, as well as an opport.
co-operation, but also to uphold the wider principles of democratic control

of education, open accessibility and strong community relatidh 7.p s 6

This attitude derives from the principleswhich allco-operatives adhere,

which include democratic member control, and the provision of education,

training and informatioff. True to its principles and values, t®

operative movement, throughe agency of the Goperative College, has

developed models for academies and Trust Schools
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2.3

2.4

As the apex body for eoperative education in the UK, the -Gperative
Collegeintendsto support the emergence of a robusbperative

education sector in éhUK. Significant progress has been made at the
primary and secondary phases with over 500 schools in England having
adopted cepperative trust or coperative academy models in five years.
The Schools Goperative Society, a secondary@perative ownedral
controlled by ceoperative schools has become one of the fastest growing
networks of schools in the Ukand is larger than all school groups except
the Church of England and Catholic Church scHdotsvarfing the
academy chains more frequently mentiomethe press

A vibrant and sustainable -@perative education sector arguably also
requires an equivalent presence at the tertiary phase, specifically in the
university sectorlt is to this end thathe Ceoperative College is
prioritisirntgnedrssthriapfesgliéc gorad &6[ c] ol | ab
agreement sd Atirhishepont suppores this bbjedtiee sby
drawing together material to support discussions aimed at realisirg a
operative university.

TheU K &mautual sectoprovides strongconome foundations for the
planned work in education. Comprisiagound 5,000 businesses and
organisationsco-operatives contributaround£37Bn® to the economy
Co-operativs have also shown that they are resilient organisations,
capable of riding through tughs in the economgnd like universities

tend to be londived organisatiorfS. Sincethe global financial crisis

began i2008 in the UKmembershimf co-operativesas grown by 36%,

10



2.5

2.6

2.7
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thenumber ofco-operatives by 28%, anithe value of the coperative
economy hagrown by 236°",

Moreover,an imminent Ceoperative and Community Benefit Company
Consolidation A¢®, andinterest from the Cabinet Office Mutuals Team
and BIS in new mutual models in publiacgee delivery(including the

£10m MutualsSupport Programn?d indicates the availabilitpf growing
infrastructure support from thet&e formutualisationnitiatives

The higher educationsectod s cur rent chall enges
Critical attention on the role of universities in society and in the economy
IS intenseA putativeco-operativeuniversity would enter a vibrant, well
respected higher education sector
experimentatioff. Universities a8 now a competitive and highly stratified
global industry", their qualities are judged in the imperfect informational
environment of international league tabf&stheir capacities in research,
innovation and workforce development considered essentia togic of
economic progre§ Moreover, managers of universities increasingly
express institutional purpose in termauafversities acting asocial assets
which support explicit economic objectivas

The future of universities ®multaneouslyassurd and uncertain
Governments worldwide consider universities to be drivers of the
economy, making universities integral to regional and national economic
strategie¥. Universities are also recognised as being big businesses in
their own right’ with significant assets under professional management
Greater numbers of students than ever before aspire to a university

educationUniversities are increasingigvesting in their brands to

11
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2.9

2.10

2.11

increase international student enrolm&htandattracting capitalor
investment due to perceptions of stabiffity

Like co-operatives, universities have a traelkcord of longevity: of the 75
Western institutions continuously operating since before the Reformation
(about 1520), 61 are universitf&sPerhaps becausetbfs tendency

toward thdongview, or perhaps because of the relatively immature state
of risk management in universitféstheyare often criticisetf for being

slow to make decisions and act inautious, riskaversaewvay. Despite long
traditions, viewedrom within, Universities are in a state of flux and
experimentation.

University leaders seeking sustainable futures for their institutions face a
challenging operational environmé&htHigh feesjncreased competition

and increased marketing to addressaerdemanding consumer behaviour
make the industry more volatile afidancially-oriented. In the

background, energy, commodity and wages bills are rising relentlessly,
while productivity is aleady recognised as being higdritain punches
above its weighin research given the low proportion of GDP spent on
universities. Rduced public funding offereda stae-controlled market
mechanisms and the pursuit of improving leatalde performance creates
a toxic atmosphere in which academics feehmoditisedyvith
opportunitycosts for academic work.

Experimentation and innovation in the practices of higher education have
never been more abundahut not all are welteceived by staffMany

recent innovations within universities have been managerial oned atme

6strategic af*dHowevel, thase teerds towardsn g e 6

12



managerialism have been durdaducratc,i sed f
with declining trust and discretion and wi t h academic r ol
increasingly long hours to deal with adistnative concerngOther forms
of experimentation and innovation include the growth of massive open
online courses (MOOCshallengingraditional university frameworka
2.12 Elsewhere, many are questioning the loeign viability of universities as
they arecurrently configured. The huge increases in fees in the US and
now in the UK, along with the possibility for disruptive change presented
by the internet have caused some commentators to predict a sty
of universities into their component furmmis'’®. Private providers
operating slimmediown versions of the universitpjayb e abl e t o 06de
good (perhaps, even “‘bpmbablebelpw£6,@08.ul t s
As tuition fees continue to rise around the world, equality of opportunity is
erodel*® and so plans to reduce tuition costs are laudable. However, the
reconfiguration of the university does not nesaily serve egalitarian
ends:it can just as easily serve the purpose of pgdeking private capital.
2.13 There is dissent and dissatisfantwith this state of affaird.ittle wonder,
then, thatmvestigation of and experimentation with alternative forms of
higher education have become more commRadical examples include
Tent City Unhiversity and Occupy Universityhe Free Universitpf
Liverpool the Social Science Centre in Lincodmdthe New University
Co-operative in Canada
2.14 In the mainstreantpo, radical experiments are becoming the norm:
Coventry University College, the New College of the Humanities and

OpenLearn from the Open Wmirsity are all examples of a new

13



willingness to play with organisational formsthin establishedhigher

educationjn search of ways to widen access to higher education, and in

pursuit of efficiency

2.15 The effects of these changesamademicss oftenperceived asiegative”.

There iswidespreadoncerrthat universities have lost their role as

conscience and critic of society, and that research integrity has been
compromised, while the university tends to focus more on systems than on
peoplé”. Disapprovabf managerialism and of the profit motive are

endemi¢ meanwhile more PhDs are produced than academic jobs

available, and casualization of the academic workforce undermines some

of the essential values of the universyc a d e mi dissatisfeed with 6
where the academy is goi@ijand at the increasing stratification of
academicroléé. Uni versi ties that nbtdyapet ¢t hat
large, motivated by the bottom lifieé have to be aware that the

necessary shift to a more bottdime drivenculture does not drive out our

greatest assets,or-deot i vate our staff to the ex
effectively[ € Jve have to pay close attention to what motivates our
staffd’. A recent major study on the changing academic profession has
concluded hat o0t he key | eadership and man
follows:

1 for leadership and governance, teeregage academics in strategic

decisionmaking,
1 in managing diversity in the workforce and in the activities of the

academic enterprise,

14



2.16

1 attracting andleveloping talent: introducing flexibility in
employment without creating unfairness and
T reconfiguring work design,”® workl o
What leadership and management technologigbtnaiddress academic
concerns™How could we design planning processes tioatribute to the
Gcapacity of a university to make strategic chaiceswhi | e i nspi ri n.
their outcomes? Many academics justifiably fear that neoliberal
economicand manageriarthodoxies aré d e s tg} partcipation and
c ol | e % Foadorne this@existential threat demangsiacipled
position of protest and resistandéere is, however, aaffirmative
alternative solution, rooted in séitlp, selfresponsibility, democracy,
equality, equity and o | i dUniversitigs are iy and large fantastically
strong, resilient and adaptable institutions, staffadn d we s houl dn ot
underestimate this by clever, committed peof@®. Utilising their talents
to the full as owners of the enterprise, off@nsversitiesthe ceoperative

advantage.

15 (MacPherson, 2007, p. 20)
18 (vernon, 2011, p. 37)

7 (Woodin,2011, p. 91)

18 (Woodin, 2011, p. 78)

19 (Vernon, 2013, p. 298)

2 (Vernon, 2013, p. 304)

2 (Vernon, 2013, p. 304)

2(ICA, 1995)
% (Thorpe, 2013)

4 (The Cooperative College, 2013, p. 13)

% (Co-operatives UK, 2013a, p. 8)

% gAlthough cooperative enterprise is strategically different from its mainstream counterpartsdaperative
business model has siwed for centuries and has created many of the warldrgest enterprisé§Mazzarol,

2009, p. 9)

7 (Co-operatives UK, 2013a, p. 13)
8 (Snaith, 2013a, slides 1113, 2224)
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29 (Mutuals Taskforce, 201, 20)

30 (Jurgen Enders, in Matthews, 2013a)

31 (Marginson, 2006, pp. 127)

32(Dill, 2007, p. 3)

¥There is a growing |iterature on what university ran
Kris Olds and Susan Robertson have produced a short, tpoagbking blog post on this top{©Ilds &

Robertson, 2011)

3 (Gilead, 2012, pp.iR)

% (UUK, 2011)

% (OECD, 2004, p. 12)

37 (OECD, 2004, p. 3)

% (Altbach & Knight, 2007, p. 301)

%9 (Amenta & Kieling, 2011)

“0(Kerr, Gade, & Kawaoka, 1994, pp.i48)

! (Shattock, 2010, p. 45)

2 The Microcosmographia Academicatirises the structurally indecisive universitythti§: T] he resul ts o
course of action are so difficult to foresee, that certaintyyen @robability, is seldom, if ever, attainable. It

follows at once that the only justifiable attitude of mind is suspense of judgement; and this attitude, besides

being peculiarly congenial to the academic temperament, has the advantage of being cetypzaayi to

attain. There remains the duty of persuading others to be equally judicious, and to refrain from plunging into

reckless courses which might lead them Heaven knows whither. At this point the arguments for doing nothing
comein; foritisamere heori st 86s paradox that doing nothing has |
somet hi ng. 't is obvious t hat (Cornfoadc1O08,pp. 2R N have no coO
“3 (Allen, 2012, p. 49)

**(Rosemary Deem, 2005, pp.i1id)

> For a brief introduction to moocsy (Welcome to the Brave New World of MOOCs (Massive OpéneOn

Courses) 2013) Also (Armstrong, 2012; Christensen & Eyring, 2011, pp.iZ3®; Olds, 2012)

6 The argument that universities will be disrupted by technologieaiabled challengers who can ooty

teach at lower cost, but also access new markets not well served by traditional HE is explored a report by the

Center for American ProgreéShristensen, Horn, Soares, & Caldera, 20Majy of the same ideas are
exploredinsociap hi | osophi cal terms through t he thewhiversity of t he
becomes increasingly fissiparous under external pressures from the market and re@datiett, 2011a)

“"(Locke, 2012, p. 266)

“8 Growing inequality of access to higher education goes against the aspirations of Article 26 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Righ{&Jnited Nations, 1948)

9 One example of the interest in alternative forms of higher education is a project by two academics who have

given up their jobs in order to make a film about the many alternative forms of higher education developing

around the world(Parr, 2013)

*0(New UniersityCo-operatve 2011; Occupy University, 2012; Tent Ci
University of Liverpool, o0 n.d.)

*! (Rosemary Deem, 2005, pp.48

*2(Watson, 2009, p. 69)

%3 (Matthews, 2013b)

¥ (Locke, 2012, p. 268)

% (E. Thomas, 2012)

%% (Locke, 2012, p. 271; Shin, 2013)

" (Dill, 1996, pp. 5152)

%8 (E. Ferlie, Musselin, & Andresani, 2008, p. 343)

9 (E. Thomas, 2012)
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3 Imagining the Co-operative University
3.1 The Co-operativeUniversity is an institutiomn potentig which already
possesses the legal basisto acdoimm. The centr alCoconcept s
operatvd and OUni ver siislayod in mastestatdseahd ne d i r
this report will explore the case in Eagd.A Co-operativeUniversity
would necessarilyneet the legal definitions of@-operative and a
university, simultaneouslyWhat are these definitions?
3.1.1 Defining Co-operatives
The InternationaCo-operativeAlliance (ICA) defines a Goperative as
&n autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their
common economic, social, and culturaéds and aspirations through a
jointly-owned and democraticatyontrolled enterpris&’ This definition
was the product of an international effort to agree the common features of
co-operatives worldwideCo-operativee nt er pri ses valaeee base
of selt-help, selfresponsibility, democracy, equality, equity and solidarity.
In thetradition of their founders;o-operative members believe in the
ethical values of honesty, openness, social responsibility and caring for
others6®*These values are puttinpractice by observing the principles of
1) Voluntary and open membership; 2) Democratic member control; 3)
Member economic participation; 4) Autonomy and independence; 5)
Education, Training and Information; 6) ©peration among co
operatives, and; TJoncern for community.
3.1.2 Although in many states worldwide,-operatives exist as a distinct legal
form in their own right, in England there is a wide choice of organisational

forms from whichco-operatives can choo%&including companies limited

17



by guaratee, companies limited by sharesnoounity interest companies
and industrial and providenbsieties(I&PS) the legal fornthat most
closely represents the IC&o-operativeprinciple$®. There is no intrinsic
reason, therefore, why an organisation with a Royal Charter could not
become ao-operative, subject to it being amended to encompass the
principles discussed i&.1.1 above

3.1.3 Defining universities
The word 6uni v:eampaniesyadd industriapancbptoeiderit e d
societies must seek permission if they wish to use this word, and
6uni ver s iranted by thetPtive @ounicils Thdgitity to award
degrees is grantezhly after an extensiveeviewprocess undertaken by
the Quality Assurancedency. These are the distinguishing features of
any university, but in addition there are regulatory frameworks that almost
all universities engge ini access to the student loan book, sponsoring
visas for international students, admitting students through UCAS, and so
oni which althougtoptionaltechnically, in practice form a further level
of regulation of normal university behaviour. The stuwe of the English
HE sector is complex, and this report explores it more,fullAppendix
CAnalysis of the Higher Education Se
Appendix Cexplores the barriers to entry in the higher edunatextor,
the leverage exerteddb t he pri nci pal suppliers ar
services, the threat posed by alternatives to traditional higher education,

and the natureafi val ry bet ween the sectords
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3.2

3.3

3.4

Co-operative principles are academic principles

There isarguablya close alignment between-operative principles and
mainstream academic valu&tepping through each principle inrnur
demonstrates this, as follows:

Voluntary and open membershdpes not mean that the university is a

freefor-a | Co-opetatives are voluntary organisations, open to all persons

able to use their services and willitggaccept the responsibilities of
membership, without gender, social, racial, political or religious
discrimination&° This means that th@o-operativeUniversityoffers
employment contracio staff members)andcan haveadmissions
policies for studemstthat specify entry criteria for student membéhge
UCAS tariff points for entry to &c-operativeUniversity can remain
stable

Other member categories could be devised the responsibilities of each
member category for the University defined separatdthough more
radical alternatives can be envisagibe, cooperative university could be
similar to existing universities in these regards.

Democratic member contrehtailsmemberdecominghe owners, and
controling the direction theiniversity pursuesThis is often a difficult
thing to accept for leers used to calling the sholsitthere is ample
evidence that it works in a wide range of industries, inclukimyvledge
based oné There are various consideratiomsund the governance
structure:a caoperative is normally one member one vote, but in
secondary cmperatives (which often have institutional members in the

form of businesses or otheo-operative$ other democratic arrangements
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3.5

3.6

3.7

exist which divide governance responsibilittéerentially between
colleges of membets

Member economic participatian thevital principle, which prevents
financial interestérom controling the organisation. In a eaperative
0 [ empers contribute equitably to, and democratically control, the capital
of their ceoperative. At least part of that capital is usually the common
property of the capperative. Members usually receive limited
compensation, if any, on capitlbscribed as a condition of membership.
Members allocate surpluses for any or all of the following purposes:
developing their capperative, possibly by setting up reserves, part of
which at least would be indivisible; benefiting members in proportion to
their transactions with the aaperative; and supporting other activities
approved by the membersHi3.This subordinated rolfer capital is not
altruistic. Theco-operative exists to benefit the members, but since the
members benefit through membershipra, it is usually in their interests
to develop theo-operative rather than to exit with any share that may be
owed themThis principle would create a new bootdlcommon interest
between academics andiversities bringing them closer together.
Autonony and independen@eat leasias important t@o-operatives as

they are to universities. Wheo-operatives enter into agreements with

governments or other organisations or raise capital, they do so in ways that

preserve theiautonomy and democraayud as universities preserve
their academic freedom when undertaking contrestarctwork.
The provision okducation, training and informatidior members and the

public is a core principlec-operatives follow. Although universities
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alreadyobservehis principle as part of their core purpo#es possible
that research and teaching aboubperation and done ro-operative
ways ould befactors that differentiata co-operative university.

3.8 Co-operation amongo-operativesis the principle of engaging with the
institutions of the broadeo-operative movement, and where possible
forging economic links with othero-operatives. For universities this
might involving otherco-operatives in the supply of services, of catering,
residences and other services required by the univepsityntially a way
of encouraging university professional services to realise the benefits of
both integrated anentrepreneurial approaeh

3.9 Concern for communitig the principle of working for theustainable
development of the community. Universities are already leading the way
to more sustainable ecological practices, and engagement with their
publics through a variety of meamgost universities wuld rightly claim
to obsere this principlealready, and some have embedded it very deeply
in their mission®. However, communitiesd role ir
limited by the practicalities of engagement.-@Querative membership
structures offer the opportunity to reinvigorate and make meaningful
community support.

3.10 The close alignment betweeo-operative values and mainstream
academic valuefacilitates the recognition of the Giperative University
as a workable propositioA university that observes the principles
outlined above, and encodesrthian its governing documents could be
said to be @o-operative universitfwe will investigate how this could be

achieved in a later section).
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3.11 Issues around membership, democracy, governance and gudtuice
haveto bedebatedy a universityconsideringoecoming ao-operative.
Accordingly we willinvestigatehesedomains in latesections We will
alsoexplore furthethe legal and financial matters to be addressedday a

operative university.

9 (ICA, 1995)The official definition is also reproduced in fait AppendixA: ICA Co-operative principles

e1(ICA, 1995)

2(ICA, 1995)

83 (Co-operatives UK, 2009, p. 10)

% (Co-operatives UK, 2009, p. 24)

%5 (ICA, 1995)

% Examples of capeatives in knowledgdased industries include the consultants AROBoperatives UK,
2013b, p. 4}he design company Calvertsttp://www.calverts.coopp/and theCaire-Co-operative of Architects

and Engineers in Reggio Emilia, Italjviaccaferri, 2011)to name dew.

Sometimes referred to as 6Somerset rul eegbalt hese all o
weightings(Ridley-Duff, 2012a, p. 21)Mondragon University intte Basque Country is an exampfea

mixture of primary and secondary, following a form of Somerset Rules. Withhinas individual members

and one third institutional members (by weight of voting) the university incorporates many of the best features
of democratic membership, with the fast turnover student members counterbalanced by the longstanding
institutional members, and staff somewhere in between the two.

8 (ICA, 1995)

% As the signatories to the National-Godinating Centre for Public Engagement shows:
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/widgesit-matter/manifesto/signatories
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http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/why-does-it-matter/manifesto/signatories

4 Governance size and shape

41.1 There is already some interest in new forms of governance and
management practice alolapselyco-operative lines. Within the HE
sector, a recent paper on the idea of a Trust University explored the
possibility of a new corporate formrfuniversitie&’. In terms of
management practicespwernance systems like Holacrdtgre social
technologies that attempt to prioritise productivity and efficiency by
creating a sort of O6operating system
becoming a mi@ purposeful organisatiotdeas such as these are
interesting, and applicable within a-operative environment, but they do
not necessarilghange the ownership structwthe organisation, or the
subordinated nature of labour in a capitalist orgatiisa Since HEis a
labourintensive industry, labour efficiendyather tharcapital efficiency
representshe most logical area for universities to invedt.in

41.2 Questions of governance, and organisational size and slepeamong
the most stimulatingdlr interviewees and for respondents to the survey.
These factors interrelate, and so | will tackle them together in this section.

4.1.3 Questions of governancelate directly to membershim a ceoperative
members control their organisation through democpabcesss but
some members will necessarily have a lortgem commitment than
others Since students outnumber staff in universities, a strict system of
onememberonevote might skew the democratic structure in favour of
the shortetterm interests oftadents as opposed to the lontgm
interests of staff. That is not to say that a studentceoperative

university is inconceivabl& butthe longetterm commitment of staff is
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probably necessary to sdeough some of the longéerm activities
which are integral to university activity.

41.4 Membership
Who are the members of the-operative? Older universities have a very
wide group of members already, as most Charters define the academic
staff, students and others as members of the organisation. This distinction
does not exist for Higher Education @orations formed after 1992. A
number of interviewees drew on the early history of universities, drawing
on the ideas of theniversitas scholariumnduniversitas magistoruras
medi eval forerunners of the-student s
operativeuniversity respectively. In a future ceoperative university, who
would the members be?

415 Theidea of a multstakeholder comperative resonated most closely with
all intervi ewmdtstakeholder rRodej Hasbeah, 6
developed for schoolsparents/carers, staff, learners and the local
community of the stakeholder groups, together with institutional partners
from local organisationd>’And embodi es two key prin
ethos based on the globally shareebperative values as reflectatdthe
Statement on the Caperative Identity and (b) [m]echanisms for the direct
engagement of key stakeholders in governance structures through
member shi p and "aThimmodd is arguablyor u mo
transf er r abrégenalty basaed bnéversiisin @ jvieere the
majority of students continue living at hoéhle The example of
Mondragon University offers a working example, of a university that

operates as a
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0 mu-dtakeholder coperative with three stakeholder groups[:]

1)  Students

2) Staff

3) Supporters (i.e. emperative movement).

Each stakeholder group puts forward 300 people to the General

Assembly who then [elect] 4 members each to the Governing

Countilo

4.1.6 Staff membership

Given their expertise, and the extant examplesngbbyee governance at
Oxford and Cambridgét seems likely that staff would demand a stake in
the institution The ceoperative universitgmbodiesnany of the ideals of
6[ a] c ade mi'and thereisial siroagnikelihood that it would be
popular with menbers of UC°. However, one academic interviewee
noted that academics are generally less loyal to their university than to
their discipliné* (a widely-recognised poifit and one which new public
management methods such as the research assessment exegecise ha
exacerbatet) with the implication being that incentivisation might be
required to change this. The position of profesdisaevices staff is less
clear:it is possible to envisage a-operative university where the current
divide between academicaddn@amc ad e mi ¢ 6 sopematives e xi st s
are o6not in essence philanthropic [ &
exploit employee¥), but this is probably undesirable in a welh
university, and in any case would likely be resisted by professional

savices staff.
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In the Mondragon model, there is no distinction of staff membership by
category, and for the harmonious operation of the university aliaein
with co-operative values of equality and solidarity, this islihstway to
envisage the stafhembership of the eoperative university.
4.1.7 Student membership
Students aréhenext obvious category of membém the Mondragon
modelstudenth ave an equal voice with staff
certainlywisht o wor k wi th the emtodenean t y6s
appropriate role for students in the governance of the institutiothéut
implications of theimemberships unclear Students tend to be present at
the university for a few years only, and hence do not have to live with the
consequenceof their decisions, whereas staff, who are (presumably) there
for much longer, might be perceived as having a greater8t#fkimere is
a hierarchy of stakes in the university, are these desirAb®e3 o hn Le wi s 0
model of workers cmperative universyt’ might have appeal among
studentswho may value the opportunity for greateicewithin, more
than they would valueontrol of, the universit§?. Further research is
neededo determine the preferences of studeand to engaggemin a
dialogue abouthe purposes of the univerdityEnthusiastic studest
would present strong enablingrgument
4.1.8 Other membershipategories
Thepossibilityof other membership categories is lelesar There are a
variety of possibilities: alumni, businesses, membete@fieneral public,
other educational orgasations such as schools, anebsp could be

considered potential memb&ts
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Alumni membeship offersa distinct advantage for the university.
The cooperative principle of member economic participatton
requires that continuing membership depends on continuing
economic engagemer@onsequentlymembership might engage
alumni, encouragg notonly philanthropic giving but ongoing
engagementoo. However, alumni tend to bBessclosely

connected with thealma mateithanother categories of member
Stakehol ders 6have*hutalumpnihave s o met h i
arguably, within a year or two of leaving university, extracted
much of the pecuniary advantage that it offers thidevertheless,

in the US alumnrepresent a powerful force in university finasice
Businesses already feature on the governing bodies of universities,
and universitiesequiretheir professionaexpertise A model of
business membership of a-operativeuniversity existsat
Mondragonwhere businesses account four places on the 12
person Governing Council. The Mondragon model appears to
make for a very stable form of governance, with the shoeten
interests of the student body counterbalanced by the ldegear
interests of théusinesses and staff. The interrelation of these
groups is also important because they hastere economic
interests: current students are future employees, and businesses
work alongsideauniversitystaff on projects.

Schools and collegeould prove impotant members of a eo
operative universitythe relationshipvould hold benefits for all,

contributing to widening access to universapnd supporting the
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4.1.9

4.1.10

4111

professional learningf teachers and others in the rapidlpwing
co-operative schools moveméht
1 The public could beomemembers of the coperative university.
By asking communities to become members of the university,
opportunities are openagp for communities to develop the kind
of university they wantand for universitieéwhich are often
alread the biggest employers in the aréagrow deeper
community roots
Democracy
Being a ceoperative requires that decisicar® made democratically
There are arguments for and against democracy in the workplace, and
different conceptions of how a democracy might work.
All co-operatives adhere to the Internationat@perative Alliance Values
and PrinciplesgeeAppendixA: ICA Co-operative principlesand any
university seeking to become a-operative would have to embed these in
its governing document. Demadic control of the organisation is a key
value and principle, and potentially represents one of the most significant
barriers for senior university managers whose management style does not
fit with co-operative principle¥.

In the literature on charitieg,is claimed thatinstitutions acting for public,

voluntary and charitable interests

[

out against [propos afi®gheseseservationsk pl ac e

may be related to a desmaximiseithe char it

funds avail abl e °(and hemcdseek totinaitithe exteqt r o j e

to which employeanembers may benefit from the successes of the
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4.1.12

4.1.13

organisation)These concerns are argualdgs applicable to universities

which, unlike mostcharties,andin common withco-operative businesses,

are classic A0 st Tegdistnttivechaacteostiogph ni s at |
such organisations i s thtandydefinesy do n.
universities as classic @perative environmest andcites the
O0stereotype of the professord as the
operatively: 6[h]e does what he has
regards the organization as a base on which he can base his own career,

carry out his own interests, all which may indirectly add interest to the

organi zation though that Would not b
In the literature about eoperative businesses, there is a consensus that

At he Oproblem omhakiondé@&cl[té]vehascliarn el
s o | Veahdthat as part of the democratising package-opevative

values, |l eads to Obenefits to its me]
to markets or to goods and services. It is also designed to offer its

members financial benefits through improvettipg and to achieve

increased productivity from greater economies of scale and §C4pe.

Furthermore,lt econdmitment of the Cabinet Office New Mutuals team to
employee led mode[fias been madéf view of the business benefits

when staff see themselvas key parts of the organisatéfi.

The requirements of workplace democracy may be considered as either an
onerous burden, or as a source of strerdgpending on arguments around
efficiency and transaction costs. A traditional view is that the costs of

operating an internal democracy arburden upon coperativesmaking

them less efficient than organisations which do not undertake this sort of
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4.1.14

activity. However, i n'%bmpanieationslikei onal |
universitiesthis argument is untenkb purposeful internal debate more

efficient than attempting to manage dissent.

The advantages of workplace democracy, in any case, may outstrip the
administrative burdens, by offering advantages such as employees who

i denti fy wit h oalshaed a® crgative in thar ppursaitob s g
them®. In a survey of 122 current or recent research students, we found

that 73.8% of respondents found the idea of workplace democracy either
Overy attractived or Oattraetived, al
(between 70% and 76%) regardless of time spent in employment, with

preference for democracy rising slightly in line with increased experience

of the workplace, and with no discernible correlation with age. Gender was

a significant variable, with 15.9% mewomen than men finding

workplace democracy an attractive or very attractive'fdeapproval

ratings for workplace democracy were strongly positively correlated with

desire to become an academic. This, and the verydpmiloval ratings for

workplace deracracy among all categories of respondent indicate that
universitiesshouldconsider workplace democracy a potent offer for

recruiting and retaining tomorrowods ;
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respondent views on the attractiveness of workplace democr

60

50

40

30

20

10

Correlation of desire to become an academic wit|
attractiveness of workplace democracy

m Very attractive
H Attractive
m Neutral
H Unattractive
I m Very unattractive
I -

Strongly disagree  Disagree  Neither agree nor Agree Strongly agree
disagree

Agreement with the statement 'l would like to become an acader

Figure 1 Correlation of desire to become an acadewith attractiveness of workplace democracy

4.2 Size and structure
The size and structure of an organisation affect how it goes about its
business. Keynes advocated that o0t he
organization liesomewhere between the individual and the modern
s t a°twhile Pugh found that size was a driver of different kinds of
organisational cultur®’, and Handy notes that the larger an organisation is,
the more authoritarian and structured it is perceived ¥ teesearch on
organisations hasfferedinsights into the role that size plays in
organisational effectiveness. At some successful firms, business units are
not permitted to grow larger than 200 people in size, to avoid having to
create bur e poodyrmativated disconmestesl enpployees on

tr a®k. o
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4.3

-20.00%

In our survey on the attitudes of current and recent research postgraduates,

we askedwo sets of questions that asked
the extent to which their universisppported caperative values®.
Althoughrespondents generally believe that their Department upholds co
operative values better than their Universityyéhare exceptions. Firstly,

a stark differencexistsbetween views on the value of sedsponsibility

and othewalues For other valug departments are believed to uphold co

operative values more than the university, but universatiedelieved to

uphold the value of setlesponsibility to a greater extent thadepartments.

This possibly indicates that departmrenta n f eel a | i ttl e 6c

accountability is held to be an attribute of the centre of the university. It

Difference between Department and HEI support of cooperative values

Solidarity NG
Equity I
Equality [
Democracy" INN—
| Self-responsibility |
Self-help NN
-15.00% -10.00% -5.00% 0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00%

W Strongly agree W Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

Figure 2 Difference between Department and University support ed@oative value

would be interesting toeg if we got the same results if weraa the study

at the University of Mondragoisecondly, there is far more ambivalence

about universitiesd suppo:respomdntst he v .

are | ess sur e sduesthdantheé dpatmends.iThiser si t y o6 s

finding has implications for communications within thaversity.
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4.4 In the Mondragon Corporation there are rules onaizgganisation
Following previousp r 0 b | e nee-op®l¢atngdla sson. The lesson
that they learned was that thezomes a size, when however intelligently
and sophisticatedly the structures have been arrangeq,
communication will break down and disputes will be liable to take place.
So, from then on, it was decided that except in exceptional circumstances,
no co-op would be allowed to exceed 500 people, and if there was a
danger of that happening then every effort would be made teugpiite
enterpriseihn o i ndepende nt'"At blongragoneJnitersity,n i t s .
there are four faculties, and each is configuage ceoperative in its own
right*2

4.5 The implication of these ideas about size is that the university, unless it is
very small, might face breakdownsaimmunication and coperation.
(and if too small, might not be resilient enough to survive). What possible
structures are there for the-operative university? Three main structures,

arguably, exist for most modern universities: unitary, federal, anebriet

structures.

Unitary Federal Network

~
23
’ ~
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.

Figure 3 Unitary, Federal and Network university struct.
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45.1 Unitary
The Unitary model is the most familiaiof an autonomous institution,
with a campus housing all the necessary services for the achievement of
academic work. The university has a single governing body, and is a single
corporate bogl Expensive to saip, slow to develop, and rarely for sale,
the main possibility for this sort of institution becoming aoperative is
through a process of cultural change, towards the perceived advantages of
the ceoperative model. Familiar examplexiude universities like Keele,
Southampton, Reading, Liverpool and Hull. Some universities of this type
will have client relationships with colleges and other organisations, but
these federalised aspects are peripheral.

45.2 Federal
The federal university structure is that of an umbrella organisation.
Familiar from the University of London, the former structure of the
University of Wales, and many of the statewide systems in the US, the
federal structure is an institution of instituts. Each institution will have
its own governing body, and the federal university will have a supreme
governing body. Many tracks and sizes of institutions can be permitted,
with some large, muHliaculty universities that might be considered
unitary elewhere, and smaller institutes and colleges, each with different
educational purposes, and perhaps di:
do contain some aspects of the network, shared services and geographical
distribution, but these are not its corfea federal university were to
become a coperative, it would be as a result of a special set of

circumstances, such as a consortium of colleges deciding to act together to
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create a secondary-operative structure as part of a process of gaining
degreeawarding powers (as happened in Mondragon). The Federal idea
does have merit, because O0[a] feder a
transparency around issues of local accountability and central efficiency,
which are of great significance for member cotment and loyalty. For
this reason, a federated-operative structure can often count on better
member support and be more resilient and viable than a centralized co
operative, which ma¥% |l ook simpler on
45.3 Network
The network university is struagted as a plexus of interconnections, with
nodes of activity, and distributed functions. It thrives on shared or
distributed services, modularity and connectivity, and there are many paths
to it and through it. The network can also act as a federation, by
incorporating other institutions within itself, or enabling autonomous
institutions to use its structures. The classic example of this type of
structure is the Open University, and its analogueddwide Another
exampleis the formeiCouncil for NationalAcademic Awards (CNAA)™
The network university has the advantage of having structures and
processes that support-operation between its parts. For a network
university, the advantages of-operation are drawn more starkly: the
difficulties of managingperipatetic teachers at a distance replaced with a
flexible, distributed and more obviously setfanaging workforce
contracts superseded by commitmemd the newfound capability of
leveraging the contacts and networks of members into new educational

opportunities, linking workplaceschoolsand civil society organisations
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together in avebofcooper at i ve | e arthewihtgknowh at con
with the will to becom@&™,

4.6 Unitary, Federal and Network @aperative structures are each feasibte
the ceoperative universitylHowever the network possessgeeaterco-
operative advantages. It also has the most to gain in reduced transaction
costs and increased commitment from tutors becoming owners; it has the
structures in place to permit accreditatioraafide variety of educational
opportunities; and it encourages autonomy at a number of levels:
individual autonomy, group autonomy, internal autonomous networks, and
autonomous institutions that lie largelytsideit*'®. The network is also
uniquely open iad porous’, because by allowing other institutions to
have awards validated by it, it opens itself to the possilifitdissent,
challenge and chang@é®by learning from the organisations to which it is
linked. Just as the Open University piloted modeahhologies and
management techniques ahead of other
uni versities now st an duniersitiegthattarea que a:
able to adapt their own culture and business model to the great age of
participation coming to be ceoperative themselves as institutions, why
not - then this can become a learning air that all the students, all the

community in the life of a university, breath@$’

" One governance possibility raised in the literature is that of the Trust Univ@siien, Ciancanelli, &

Wright, 2012) The proposal i s to pl-eweabldttust, which benefits staff angl 6 s a s s
students, in a similar mechanism to the John Lewis model . While this model has attractioes, fivajsoints

that bear further consideration for any university considering this route, and which | believe make it a sub

optimal model in comparison with a true-operative. The first issue is that of democratic accountability. In a

Trust structure, th&niversity is owned by a Trust, and the trustees bear responsibilities to oversee the terms of
the Trust are carried out. However, there is a danger in this that a paternalistic attitude to the management of the
uni versityods as s &benefitp of anasset lock and definkd owhershipeandtpbirpose would be
attained, the ownership would, in effect, be the through the Trustees, with the members as beneficiaries. This
indirect form of ownership means that members will express their vieasgihra form of employee council, or

similar. Trustees are not necessarily elected, which means that democratic representation of the members tends
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to occur at Board level. Certain voting rules can also result in an undemocratic Board, despite employee
ownrership . This situation could lack legitimacy in the eyes of the workforce, and misalign the university with
its membersé interests. The second issue with the
address the problems of managerialisiised in the paper that proposed the idea. There are several reasons for
this. Firstly, the observations that Adam Smith made about the observable prudence afantnodierworkers

in firms is not generalizable to the idea of a Trust, where contdobamership are a step removed from the
members. Secondly, this separation of labour and capital does not provide the most appropriate setting for
improving strategic decisiemaking processes and engaging academics in theidomgdevelopment of the
university . Thirdly, while a distinction is made between administrators (helpful) and senior management elites
(forcing scholars to engage in performativetiberal agendas) in fact this is a simplification and
misunderstanding of the role of managemend, leargue that while remuneration of senior managers has indeed

increased , and that senior | eaders may be increasi

there is still a need to engage with the market, in order to be a vighleigation. The creation of a Trust does
not change the need to recruit students, win research contracts, and do the many other activities that both pay
wages and which are seen by many as indicators of success.-tparative university, the organigatal

de

ng

responses to these challenges are democratised.flCe r at or s are oOpractical peopl eb

market heagn. They can do this because theoperative acts as part of the sensemaking apparatus required to
enable engagement withe market to be generalised throughout the organisation, without adopting
performative, nediberal agendas into the structure of the organisation. Appropriately incentivised, managerial
staff can demonstrate loyalty to their institution , rather thakisgeent from it, and can act as an integrating
force and enabler of scholarly work. | therefore treat the idea of a Trust University with caution as a concrete
proposal, but as a stimulating topic of debate that moves us towards a trope@dive Uniersity, the idea

makes a valuable contribution.

" (HolacracyOne, LLC, 2013Jhough critically, Holacracy puts the work, rather than the worker at the centre

of organisational thinking. While it may offer efficiency gains, tensions still arise and must be managed by
govenance processes. It is arguable that-aperative approach lowers many of the tensions inherent in the

capitalist firm, resulting in fewer transaction costs around the allocation of work, and hence reducing the amount
of tension to g AQmama padaddnucvwerbal reached where the
equal to the marketing costs of the exchange transaction in the open market or to the loss if the transaction was

organi sed by anrn@oash 4937, p. 89%)1dehp caxperative mddel arguably lowers internal
transaction costs, by prompting the owm@rker to tend towards highigngaged work behaviours that lower
transaction costs both for themseleasl for the organisation

"2 s falling staff costs as a proportion of income show they already are. The median ratio dropped from 57% in
2008/9(UUK, 2010, p. 54}0 54% in 2010/1TUUK, 2012b, p. 17 (annexeflespite having been stable for
most of the early years of the cent@tjUK, 2008, pp. 5758)

3 Thestudium generaléuniversity of Bologna started owts a body of students, officialhecognised by Holy
Roman Emperor Frederick | in 118Barrington & Palfreyman, 2012, p. 12)hisuniversitasscholariumhired
the staff they wanted to hear, much as Cunningham suggestastatives should d@unningham, 1874)

" (Interviews with Boggs, 2013; Macneil & Lovejoy, 2013; Malin, 2013; Yed,3)0

5 (Correspondence witWilson, 2013b)

 (Correspordence with Wilson, 2013b)

" (Correspondence with Wilson, 2013b)

8 (Ridley-Duff, 2013)

9 (Watson, 2009, p. 77)

8 (Interview with Macneil & Lovejoy, 2013)

8 (Interview with Yeo, 2013)

82 (Watson, 2009, p. 78)

8 (Lucas, 2006)

8 (Smith, 1983, p. 107)

8 (c.f. Shattock, 2010, p. 141)

8 (Interview with Wise, 2013)

Such as in a (Bolenetsl,20llhi ver si tyo

8 (Interview with Wise, 2013)

8 (williams, 2013, p. 150)

% Looking at the membership of the Court of a-p892 English university gives an idea of the procession of
organisations ahindividuals that claim an interest in the university.

L(ICA, 1995)

92 (Watson, 2009, p. 89)
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% (The need is there, in CPD and in widening access to higher education, in easing transitionssitytarider

even in giving academics access to schools as research sites. Interview with Thorpe, 2013)

% See endnoté24and(Bolden et al., 2012)

% (Ridley-Duff & Bull, 2011, p. 122)

% (Ridley-Duff, 2012a, p. 14)

°(Temple, 2008, p. 100)

% (Handy, 1993, p. 141)

%t is not clear whether Handy believes woneam also be professors. Elsewhe@nmentators argue that
6only those people with no plans or those who promi se
(Schwarz, 2003 in Shattock, 2010, p.88d her s t hat O mor e de mo Rosoesky, i s not
1991, p. 265)seasoned writers on university management note that neither election nor appointment processes
for staff are o6altoget hegarsattd swWoarck oweyldl @ uitn tah ava roied te
businesse&Shattock, 2010, p. 99)

190 (Erdal, 2011, pp. 6573)

101 (Skurnik, 2002, in Mazzarol, 2009, pp.i4flL)

192 (Correspondence with Wilson, 2013b)

103 (Watson & Maddison, 2005, p. 8)

104 (Handy, 1993, p. 47)

195 Students in more applied disciplines were 11.8% less likely to find workplace deyattractive or very
attractive, than their counterparts in more theoretical disciplines; and students with Hidlstiyesearch

degrees were also 9.1% less likely to find workplace democracy attractive or very attractive than other students,
butrepondent sé perceptions of the | evel of competition
merits further investigation, as it indicatsmewhat paradoxicalthat the attractiveness of workplace

democracy may be negatively correlatedhwatirrent experiences of practical work based on study.

196 (Keynes, J. M. in Smith, 1983, p. 96)

197 (In Handy, 1993, p. 405)

198 (Handy, 1993, pp. 19493)

199 (Hamel, 2007, p. 94Jhis is essentially because of the transaction costs involvediittaining larger firms.

(A classical exposition of the ecami problem may be found in Coase, 1937)

HOwe split the questions into similar ones about their current department, and their university as a whole, to
find-out if respondents held different views about the@perative tendencies of their universiye theorised

that the smaller and more intimate setting of the Department might score more highly on athpleeative

values, and overall the data bear this theory out, with interesting caveats. We produced two tables, one for the
department and onerfthe university, each showing the extent to which respondents agreed with statements
about the caperative values espoused in that setting. The questions were similar, to aid comparability. We
subtracted the table for the university from the table ferdigpartment, to obtain the difference in values. In

Figure 2 we plotted these differences, with darker colours indicating greater agreement with the statements
about the values. Positive percentages indicate where respondents think the departmetieefidots better

than the university; negative percentages reflect the opposite. The size of the bars indicates the strength of the
difference.

MeATher MMgod Experiment, o 1980)

12 This logicatsounding structurat Mondragon Universitis really an historical accident. Three separate co
operative colleges merged to form the university and gain degvasding powers. The fourth Faculty was

newly estabBhed under the university structure.

113 (Fairbairn, 2003, p. 19)

14 (Interview with Yeo, 2013)

5 (hooks, 1994, p. 19)

18 (Interview with Yeo, 2013)

17 (Interview with Yeo, 2013)

18 (hooks, 1994, p. 33)

119 (Mayo, 2013)
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5.1

Culture

Some aspects of university culture pravitie conditions for universities
becoming ceoperatives, and on the whole these fagmwobably
predominateU n i v e r s indsdamaBkly flat in ergadization and
professionally argumentati®é®a nd t e nd domplee imtbractve e
processes dfollective choicé i n pr etdpedawecordreland o 0O
centralized strateggnaking?’. While top-down control is not anathema
to a ceoperativemanagement musbmmandegitimacywith members,
whomusté s e e At h r-oparativedo the madustry @ector

b e y d*hasidbhence understand that the rules of thepmyative are
structured around their needs.

Unionised academic staff are likely to find the idea of -@perative
university appealing® and given the broad literature about and largely
againstmanagerialisif?, there isprima facieevidence of the potential for
a dialogue with staff about establishing aoperative universityin
Mondragon, the University is composed of 4 faculties, eachapemtive

in its own right, and linked to the disdipé. Since academic staff tend to
identify with their discipline before their university, one route to the eo
operative university might be the establishment of specialist institutions,
configured as coperatives, for study in a particular domain. Thikwral
factor may have an impact on the possible development paths for a co
operative institutionthough it is equally possible that the sense of
commitment fostered by employee ownership might cause disparate
disciplinary cultures to collaborate mordlimgly in a cooperative

university project (as occurred at Mondragon).
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5.2

5.3

5.4

The strength and independence of st u
voice that militates against students being perceived as consumers alone,

and while there are no formally -@perative universities in England, there

was untilrecentlyacoper ati ve student séxistsni on (
a position statement in favourof-cop er at i ve s:NUSdeeGa sd& un
oper at i ve 3% Bhis highlevel supsod, anthatevidentthe
surveyrespondentoffersevidence of the potential for dialogue with

students about establishing amgerative university. Further research is

required into the attitudes of undergraduates, in particular.

In oursurvey of current and recent docistudents, we asked how much
respondents agreed with the statement
the wrong things©o. A sense of wuneas:
strongly agreed; 31.2% agreed; and 37.7% neither agoeetisagreed.

Only 13.1% disagreed, and no respondents strongly disagreed. When we
asked i f HEIls were becoming too corp
clear: while 53.3% agreed or strongly agreed that this was the case, and a
sizeable minority of 33.6% of respondents neitmgeed or disagreed,

only 13.1% disagreegbnly a single respondent strongly disaghee

What are the right things that a university should focusRespondents to

our survey demonstrated thatgperative values are attractive to current

and recent research students. We asked questions about what universities

could do to become more attractive places to work, based around co

operative values.
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5.5 All co-operative values received an overall approval rating above 50%
when considered as ways that universities could become more attractive
places to workand women found the values marginally more attractive
than menWe found no correlation with respondent perceptions of the
competitiveness of their own discipline of stu@plidarity was the most
attractive value with over 90% approval, and was the allye to attract

more than 50%trongapproval.

Relative attractiveness of co-operative values: all respondents

Solidarity |
Equity [
Equality [

Democracy NG [ |
Self-responsibility || NRNBEE |
Self-help [ INEEG |

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% 120.0%

M Very attractive Attractive Neutral M Unattractive B Veryunattractive
Figure 4 Relative attractiveness of -@perative values (all responder

5.6 The highlighting of solidarity is interesting, particularly in relation to
democracy. When we looked at how well universities and departments
currentlysupport ceoperative values, democracy was leagbpored,
followed by solidarity. The strength of feeling among respondents in
favour of more solidarity (ahead of democracy) cqdat to
comradeship being more important than ownership. That the lowest
approval ratings were for the value of s&l§ponsibiliy might seem to
back this argumentp. However, there is an alternative explanation, which
is that respondents feel that solidarity is most keenly missing in the

contemporary university, whereas the demands to be responsible and
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accountable are ubiquitouBhis reading is also more consistent with the
literature6 [ T] he wuniversity field is, |ike
struggle to determine the conditions and the criteria for legitimate
membership and legitimate hieraréfy and studies have confied a
shift in the behaviour of academics away from traditional notions of
collegiality following the introduction of the Research Assessment
Exercisé?®. Further research is required into thigma facieevidence that
the culure of universitieglreadyseds closer alignmenwith co-operative
values.

5.7 A lack of solidarity could be ascribed to number of causes, but there is
clearly an agenda for senior leaders hefsowill wish to consider the
advantages a eoperative structure providéor leadershistylespreferred

by academics®.

120 (Watson & Maddison, 2005, p. 8)

121 (Mintzberg,2000, pp. 406406)

122 (Fairbairn, 2003, p. 15)

123 (Interview with Macneil & Lovejoy, 2013)

124 (For example, Chandler, Barry, & Clark, 2002; R. Deem & Breh@095; Rosemary Deem, 2005; E. Ferlie
et al., 2008; Ewan Ferlie, 1996a, 1996b; Kok, Douglas, McClelland, & Bryde, 2010; Kolsaker, 2008; Yokoyama,
2006)

125 (Interview with Yeo, 2013)

126 (\Wise & Erbmann, 2009)

127 (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 11)

128 (Lycas, 2006)

129 Extensive work by the Leadership Foundation for Higher Education has shown that raperative

values are preferreditceademi ¢ | eaders. O6Findings indicate that ac
leadership in actions that (a) provide and protect an environment that enables productive academic work, (b)
support and develop a sense of shared academic values and identity, ( c) accompl i sh o6bound

behalf of individuals and work groups. Boundary spanning here refers to the ability to create opportunities for

external relatedness, getting things done via institutional administrations, mentoring colleaguédeint

spheres of engagement, etc. Individual academics may become regarded as leaders when they are seen to fight

for a common cause, offer inspiration, and/or represent exemplary intellectual and professional standards.

Leadership is also associatedwihose who offer patronage and mentoring through their access to resources,

contacts and career opportunities. Leadership can also be located in teams, especially where team membership is
experienced as affirming and empowering in relation to the factors t ed i n [ é] above (enabl
sense of purpose and boundary spannii@glden et al., 2012, p. 2)
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6.1

Learning, Teachingand Research

Education (which | am using as a-twprd for teaching, learning, and

research) is at the heart of what universities do, and is th@fiftbiple of
cooperatives. TheGoper ati ve Coll ege has as it
education at the heart of-operation and coperation at the heart of
education. 6 This mission is a purpos:
requires attention from a bad range of academic disciplines.

Education as the heart of @peration

For ccoperation to have education at its heart, implies thaipavation is
fundamentally an educative process,
co-operative needs access tegarch as a condition for its own cognitive
processes of planning, policy™ decisi
because cognitive processes are at the heart ebparative organisation.

It is through education based on resegittéit members devegioan

understanding of the economy/market, and the benefits tbp bangs

them, which in turn are tathmkingondi ti o

adapting, innovating cop 8
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6.2 The Mondragon Model puts education at the heart afpmration in a

significant and practical way. By placing education at the centre of its

Corporate Management Model

Basic Cooperative Principles

>

] ; ) x
INSTRUMENTAL AND The illustration features the 10 Basic

sueonggr&(ﬁ%uuaf . Cooperative Principles currently in force. The

depiction makes no attempt to apply a
criterion of priority, but rather sets out to
establish some form of inter-relation between
them:

The core is occupied by EDUCATION as
the basic mainsiream principle that feeds
and feeds off all the others, and the
SOVEREIGNTY OF LABOUR, which is
shielded by the other five principles of an
internal  nature in  each individual
Cooperative: ~ INSTRUMENTAL AND
SUBORDINATED NATURE OF CAPITAL,
DEMOCRATIC ORGANISATION, OPEN
ADMISSION,  PARTICIPATION IN
MANAGEMENT AND WAGE
SOLIDARITY.

MONDRAGON [SSES

management model, Mondragonrd®aws the traditional structure of an
organisation, to put knowledge, analysis, information and cognitive

process to work as the guiding principle of the orgaimon.

Figure 5 TheMondragon model of coperation with education at its heat

A nearidentical formulation of organisational learning is championed by

many in the university igsdicetttpr who bel
related to | ong term sursBtudysthe and s u:
concept of the universityasalearng or gani sati on, and |
linked to university strategy, culture and decisma ki ngdé and i s 6
undertaken to™®influence action. 6

6.3 Mondragondés model extends further: t

where students are given the taskm&ating a new coperative startip,

learning by doing, under the guidance of the Univet&ity
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6.4

6.5

6.6

Cooperation as the heart of education

In the emancipatory tradition of educators such as Paulo faraireell

hooks, education can be seen as O0the
vocationd whereby O6men and women dea!
reality and discover how to participate in the transformation of their

wo r P°cCo-dperative educatiois clearly emancipatory education,

which seeks to develop agency, but it also seeks to do so-waoddl

settings, where agency will lead to benefits for the learner and the group.

By bringing practical Oenterpgeoi sed w
operation is put at the heart of education. This kind of activity has a long
pedigree, with[ éPandwetchedrayufamdg]pr ac
of fering students the advantages of
6Cooperation6 awhik ofieribgaooreparable @dvantages 6 ,

to industry and the universify. Ffom universities, wfco-operatives]

would like to see what we call ‘@perative education’ which are the

competences and attitudes required to make a success of collaboration for

shaed value. Yes, that can include the teaching of different models of

business, including eoperatives, but it is far more than that. It is also the
non-cognitive skills to work in teams, the emotional literacy to take

responsibility (one great and enduricyoperative value) and to act in an

open way (a second greataoperative value). The way to learn these is

often to do rather than to be taugjfit

Practical and industriinked education are important to students moving

in to the workplace, but as wel$ utilitarian concerns around

understanding business, there are philosophical concerns about the
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6.7

6.8

methods by which students are taught. The rich literature -opeative

education offers many examples of good teaching and learning practices

thatinvolve6 pr o-bbkemi ng that operate&® throu

and invokes the not i d¥fwherébytheagmspoci at i

can achieve more than its members alonany/bf these will be familiar

to lecturers, not as emperative education, butnsply as good practice
Lecturers who have experimented withaqerative techniques often find
them beneficiain improving student resourcefulné&s

A co-operative university would, almost of necessity, seek to differentiate
itself by developing an agendlar co-operative teaching. Goonstruction

of the curriculum, group work, group assessment and peer assessment, all
have a part to play in the education strategy of-epmrative university.

While the development of egperative learning might be seer®the

domain of academics alone, its applicabifdy enhancing employability
should make it an area of interest for academic staff development units, the
HEA andfor education support workers in universities looking for ways to
improve the performanagf the institution.

Discussion of capperative learning practices naturally leadsdosidering
co-operative researclkome will see industrinked research as less
prestigious than publicunded or blueskies research, but @perative
research doesohmearslavishlyserving a business agenda. well as the
desire for a greater research effort inteoperative business, there is an
opportunity to frame an institutional approach to research that is based in
co-operation. From the sharing of largeestific resources to the

establishment of research agendas with communities, and from egalitarian
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citation practices, more internalfpllaborative bids, and the development
of early-career researchers,-operation offers avenues for universities to
improve their research performandsy constituting research as a co

operative activitywhereeffort andsuccess is collective in character.

130 (Fairbairn, 2003, p. 23)

131 (Fairbairn, 2003, p. 24)

132 (Mondragon model cited in RidleRuff, 2012b)
133 (Watson & Maddison, 2005, p. 6)

134 (Ridley-Duff, 2013)

135 (Shaull in Freire2000, pp. 3834)

136 (Daniels, 1980, pp. 2B5)

137 (Mayo, 2013)

138 (Tam, 2013, p. 198)

139 (MacPherson, 2002)

140 (Kennett, Stedwill, Berrill, & Young, 1996; Maceiras, Cancela, Urréjola, & Sanchez, 2011)
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7.1

Financial control

Central to an understanding @f-operatives ighat staffare usually
members (that is, owners) the organisation. Being a business owner
changes the way accountability operates. Individual incentives to extract
economic rents from the organisation are diminished, and incentives to
increase organisational wdakire embedded. Furthermore, because other
staff are also owners, they can gain access to information about income
and expenditure all over the organisation, if reqdifedhe internal

financial model for the&o-operative university presupposes transpayenc
and democratic agreement over cresbsidy. Transparency is a powerful
concept, which can lead to effective salfulatiort®’. It also adheres to a
principle observed by entrepreneuri al
management is not a functiohane set of offices in a university but is a
characteristic that shod®d run right
Staff membership of theo-operative university could either be direct
(where the members directly control the share capital) or indirect. In this
latter model, famously used by the John Lewis group, the equity is
managed by a trust that benefits all employees.

Fees and acess to state funds

Much of the funding of universities is derived from the state, though at a
remove in the form of tuition fee university transferring teo-

operative status would likely be accessing this funding already, amalyit
continue to dsowhile it is able to sign a financial memorandum with
HEFCE*“** However, for a newhgtarting university, there are barriers to

acessing these funds, and these are described indatai in Appendix
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7.2

7.2.1

G: Capitalisingthe Coeoperative UniversityA co-operativeprivate
universitywould be likely to face a limit of £6,000 if accessing student
loan funding. However, there is no essential link between fee levels and
co-operative status.

Raising financial capital

Universities tend to be large organisations with higidid staff and
complex activity. Moreover, universities often develop over time from
small originsi the cost of founding a fullfledged university is high.
Raising capital is the most pressing concermiany new business
ventures, but the extent to whiclt@operative university requires an
injection of capital will depend on the prevailing conditionse T
establishment of a new Universiyexpasive, whereas a transferring
university will likely continue to operate on the same basis as previously
The mechanisms available for raising capital are all the normal sources of
loan financeplusthe possibility ofco-operative private equitgupporting

the venture as a secondanyoperative, and/othe possibleissue of

member equity shares.

The general scalef sums involvedaries with the scenario for the
establishment of the emperative university antthe mechanisms for
raisingcapital

1 The founding of a wholhnew university

1 The purchase of an existing univerdiity good or poor financial
health)

1 Thedevelopment of a university from another kind of educational
institution
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1 Building up a university stepy-step over time
1 The transfer of an existing university te@operative structure
7.2.2 The implications of these different scenarios is explored moreifully
AppendixG: Capitalisingthe Ceoperative Universitywhere itis shown
that they range in scale fronmM+é6busi n
sums.Demonstrating the possibility of raising the necessary capital to turn
an existing university into a eoperative, means that this option can be
considered among a suite of realistic options, should the need, or
opportunity, ariseWhile the scenarios described above may seem
relatively remote, they are being plansedactively by HEFCE and
Universities UK, in preparation for future volatility and competition in the
sector.
7.3 Reduced cost of administration
At Mondragon Uhiversity,we learn thathere are far fewer administrators
than at comparable universittés It maythereforebearguablethat a more
organisationallymotivated staff base results in swifter agreement, simpler
systems and reduced administrative effort, leading teddrmnsaction
costs. Further research is required to establish the facts in this case, but
given that UK HEIs spaharound £2,628 per student on academic services

and departmental cost§ further investigationvould be worthwhile

“IAtMondragonUnier si ty, staff can che(Mdithewsp20Bn) each ot her 6s
“2As in Benthamés Panopticon prison, where the possibi
behaviour{Foucault, 1991, p. 20,130 financial transparency can act as a political technology that promotes
selfregulation. The difference in the -operative is that peer observation, rather than asealing hierarchical

authority, is the cause of sekgulation, representing a more sociable and horizontal construction than the

Panopticon, and a democratisatafrpower.

143 (Shatock, 2010, p. 75)

144 (Interviews with Boggs, 2(; Malin, 2013)Also see pard3.2below.

145 (Matthews, 2013b)

148 (UUK, 2012b, pp. 1819 [Patterns of Institutional Diversity Appendix])
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8.1.1

Legal matters

Legal and regulatory matters concerning the establishmerdoef a
operative university are complex, and this project can only cover them in a
limited fashion | explored the legal basis of existing universities, and the
possibleforms of incorporation open to a putatis@operative university.

| also investigated regulatory matters, to determine théyldtatus and
obligations of aco-operative universityl found that the characteristics of
co-operatives are largely indepemti®f corporate form, and can
realistically be incorporated into existing or replacement governing
documents.

A new co-operative higher education venture

The case of a newdsgtartingco-operative higher education enterprise is
plainly different to that of an existing institution. In the case of a group of
staff and/or students settingp for the purposes of tuition, there are
number of questions to consider: will the organisation be urpocated

or an incorporated form? Does it exist for a charitable purpose? How will
it raise its capital, and does this have an implication for the legal form
chosen? Different legal forms place different restrictions on who can own
and control an organisati, and what powers that organisation can use.
The Industrial and Provident Society (I&PS) corporate formetea
considered best fao-operatives, but in practice a wide range of corporate
forms can be useétor those individuals considerisgtting y an
organisation of this sort, it is significant to note that 39% of the surveyed

147

extant private higher education providers werefopfprofit™’, indicating
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a diversity within this sector that could accommod&teperative
enterprise¥'®
8.1.2 A new institutionthatwisheseventuallyt o use the word o6Uni
title through the Companies House route described elsewhere (et8iiote
page88) should note that under plans to consolidateperative
legislation in a forthcoming Act of Parliaméfitthatit is likely that the
current restrictions on seeking Privy Council ayyad for an I&PS to use
the word O6universityd in its title wi
provisions in the Companies Act 2006 (and future subsequent
amendments}° meaning that the I&PS corporate form is a rational choice
for a genuinelyco-operative uiversity startup.
8.1.3 Existing universities becomingco-operatives
The situation for existing universiti€sis more complexAn existing
university seeking to becomece-operative would have a range of options,
but loosely, these will include either adaptation of the existing
governing document (by seeking the permission of the Privy Council,
generally) or the transfer of the assets and liabilities of the witi@nto a
new corporate form.
8.1.4 Existing governing documesitmay be adaptedr the purposeof
becoming ao-operativefor pre1992s (posii992s may need to lose the
prescribed HEC corporate forngetting aside the mechanism for gaining
permission®? (which the university secretariatill fully understanjithe
hurdles will be around ghcompositin of the governing body’. The
Committee of University Chairs insis:

members, defined as both ext®rnal an
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and this requirement obviously conflicts with the requirement of actrue
operative, that it should be owned and governed by its members. However,
the CUCOs prescription may be | ess b
three reasons. The first reason is that there are excepirftsd and
Cambridge each break this rule, and the salyction against them is that
theyare required to set out the differences between the CUC guidance and
their own practice, which they #8. The second reason is that CUC
guidance is not timelest is currently undergoing a revisitti, and it
may be thatuture advice will softenthe lay majority requirement. Thirdly,
there is a question of semantics. Undeo®@perative governance
arrangement, it may be Pachthattht e t o 6
formal requirement of the CUC guidance is nestenthough the
governing body would generally be comprised of the memldénsre the
membership of the university is sufficiently brelagised and includes
categories of the general public, such an arrangement could prove
defensible.
8.1.5 Assuming® that a new corpate form is preferred, camsustbe exercised
over the choiceWork by Eversheds proposes a scale of corporate forms
from the Royal C h a mprestige,, flexibilityranduegidt d e s c
freedomtooperate t o t h €®° But thissist ssinfplification, as

each form has benefits and detractors.
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Royal Companies Companies  Higher Education Trusts

Charter limited by limited by Corporations (or
shares guarantee other statutory
corporations)

Figure 6 Reproduction of 'scale of corporate forms' from Eversheds paper (Stanfield,20adp

Nevertheless, there is interest in the opportunities opened up byialtera
of corporate formnot least in opening up hew ways to raise capl
reporteddiscussions at the University of Central Lancastiemonstrat&’.
The range of possible corporate forms is wider than indicated by the
Eversheds papgand true cappemtive corporate forms, such as the two
Industrial and Provident Society (I&P8pes®, mayalso be considered
as potential alternative corporate forms for universities. 1&PS forms would
probably be placed near the Royal Charter erfeignire6 above
(depending on whether tih®na fideco-operative or society for the benefit
of the community form was selectea these formalsogive a high

degree of flexibility and legal freeddfi with the added advantage of

i ncorporating protect i.BaeNguré7delowt he

I&PS corporate forms in this territory

Companies
limited by
shares

panies  Higher Education Trusts
ed by Corporations (or

darantee other statutory

corporations)

|

Figure 7 1&PS formslocated within the Eversheds scheme

Co-operatves do not have to use I&PS forms, but thiesms most

closely fit their need$§®
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8.1.6 A university registered under 1&PS legislation would not have to use
OLimitedd in its name, as under O0sec!
permits the omission of "lim#d" from the name of a society which has
objects that are whol®y "charitable

8.2 Most universities operate as exempt charities, anthareforenot
required to register with the charities commission, but instead are
regulated by HEFCE®in the same way that the FCA regulates exempt
I&PSs'®® a potential benefit of the 1&PS corporate form over other
corporate forms more usually used by charities, where regulation by the

charities commission wouldormallybe requiredf”.

147(BIS, 2013 p. 41)

148 This report cannot offer the necessary advice, but a good starting point would beaper@&ives UK

publicati on -GAbyoureedyo know &Autlegal forms and organisational types for community

ent er (Coopsraiwed UK, 2009)Vhich steps through the many choices and options to be made by such an
organi sati on. I 't s ¢ ompanAmmprehanyeguite to arfierstapding theGysterasr n a n ¢ €
and processes concerned with the (CooperatvegUKo201llm sust ai n
also essential reading.

149 (Snaith, 2013a)

130 (Snaith, 2013b)

*1There are a variety of legal forms under which universities operate in England, witBq&einiversities

generally established by either Act of Parliament, or with a Royal Charter granted by the Privy Coureil. Thes
Universities have a bicameral structdirgerview with Boggs, 2013nd a defined membership of staff and

students. Oxford and Cambridge have sui generis constitutions as cdawncaorporations descended from

medieval guildgFarringbn & Palfreyman, 2012, pp. 136; Roberts, 1947, p. 7€uriously, this gives these

ancient universities the distinction of being, in theory, a form of worketgpeoative, with the governing

bodies dominated by members of the university, and not teyreat laypersons as is normally requitélthe
Committee of University Chairs requires that &éThe g
members, defined as both ext ¢gCommittee af Wrdversity Chairs,2008, p.nt o0
14. Arguably, the democracy of the medieval guil d is
operative. Democracy at Oxford and Cambridge, is, in asg,qaartial. At Cambridge it does not include

dthers, students or employees who are not members of Congregation or the RegeiBdanse203a)

whi | e a tCon@reghtiomn, tte, ultimate legislative body of the University, is composed of virtually all

academic staff and certain research support staff, administrators and libd&@afsrd, 2011)Which formula

leaves quite a few categories of staff and all students and external stakeholdeostd®92 Universities are

created by provisions in Acts of ParliaméBtitish Government, 1988a, 19929 and ar e O6conducted
Board d Governorsit is the board which is incorporated, and not the unive(Bityrington & Palfreyman,

2012 p. 20) Most universities created after 1992 have the corporate form of Higher Education Corporations

(with some exceptions, such as a group of former Polytechnics in the Greater London Area which are

incorporated as companies limited by guarante#)jeGexceptions include the pi®92 LSE (which trades as a

company limited by guarantee) and BPP University (a foreigned profitmaking university that trades as a

company limited by shares) as well as some universities run as Trusts. In additide,rangie of other, private

and foreign institutions operate in England, and are yet to be covered by an encompassing Act.

152 permission to change the governing document of a university would have to be sought from the relevant

authority, generally the Priv@ouncil, or possibly BIS through Companies Housghe case of Higher

oV
f
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Education Corporations the Secretary of State has the power to dissolve and transfer the corporate form by way
of a statutory instrumengBritish Government, 1992)

133 (Interview with Boggs, 2013)

154 (Committee of University Chairs, 2009, p. 14)

15 (Oxford, 2012)

1% (Interview with Boggs, 2013)

157(Boggs, 2013)

%8 As is likely to be the case with HECs

19 (stanfield, 2009, p. 11)

160 (Morgan, 2012)

181 A further possibility is offered by the Charitable Inporated Organisation form, currently too new to be

fully investigated in this repo(Correspondence with Wilson, 2013b)

182 (Co-operatives UK, 2009, p. 27)

183 (Co-operatives UK, 2011, p. 10)

164 (Snaith, 2013b)

185 (Malin, 2013)

166 (Co-operativedJK, 2009, p. 46)

%¥"Oxford Colleges and Studentsd Unions have opted to 1
under the provisions of the Charities Act 2@Barrington & Palfreyman, 2012, p. 224; interview with Malin,
2013; interview with Wise, 20131 further consideration for a university choosing an I&PS charitable
corporate form would therefot®e negotiation over the principal regulator: discussion with HEFCE would be
required to establish the situation, but since HEFCE already regulates higher education charities with several
corporate forms and a wide range of governing documents, it séefysiiat HEFCE would continue as

principal regulator.
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9.1

9.2

Conclusions

The Cooperative Universityppearsike a radical idea initiallybutthis
investigationindicates it is a realisticand desirablaim to adopt co
operative principles in the running of universities. The biggest barrier may
belimited understanding of the business moa@eld none of the barriers
are insuperablél'he benefits are multiple, anaffer arguments and
examples that demonstrate theaperative advantage that universities
might enjoy: more committed stafietter conections with community

and business, and an organisatiarmaractethat puts education at its core.
To sumup the barriers and enabling factors we have encountered, |
indicatemy findings inTablel andTable2, below. Items have been
referenced to the paragraph or section where they are discussed.

Table 11 Enabling factors

Tablel Enabling factors for the coperative university

Enabling factors

Internal debates at a complementary juncture iomerative and
university sectorsl(7). Interest of ceoperative sector in education link

(2.1:2.3

Promise of greater efficiency through alignment with member intere

(4.1.14 5.35.6) and reduced administrative costs3

Interest in new corporate forms.{0 2.132.14 13.2

Fit with academic populisn#(1.6 academic values8(2-3.10 4.1.14 5)

and HE management needs teerggage eademicsZ.15).

Legal structures exisB8(1, 3.1.2 8-8.2)

57



9.3

6 Fits with government agenda of greater diversi§.? in HE and

support for mutualsl(8, 2.5

7 | Volatility in HE sector 2.7-2.15 and possibility for genuine, values

based differentiationt(7-6.8)

8 | Availability of skilled labour 2.152.16 13.9 and necessity of

investment in labour4(1.1, 13.7)

9 Relative advantage and benefit to networked universti@si(6)

10 | Puts teaching and research at the heart of management and goveri

(6-6.9)

11 | Improved financial transparency and conti@l (

12 | Concentration on member needgroves stakeholder relations3(31)

Table 2 - Barriers

Table2 Barriers tothe ceoperative university

Barriers

13 | Limited understanding of eoperative models in HE sectdr, (.2),
neglect of ceoperatives in university research and teaching, few

exemplars of capperativestudies {.8)

14 | Requires senior management bny5.7)

15 | Some mayiew co-operative approaches to teaching or research as

utilitarian in characterg.8)

16 | Possible difficulties around lack of majority of external member€@n

operative University governing bod§.(.4

17 | Untested nature of some legal routes to incorporation presents a ris

some scenario$(1.58.2)
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18 | Lack of consensus on organisational size, shape and membership

structure 4.1.3 4.1.44.1.8 4.2-4.5)

19 |[Possible resistance from d&#i0s e

20 | Complexities of industry frameworks for staps (3.2

9.4 Shape of the Ceoperative Universiy
There are many possible-operative universities, and many paths to
realise them. | looked in detail at the form that adperative University
might assumen section3 above explored the application of €o
operative principles to the university, and in sectidrexplored the
governance arrangements, and the organisatsbnaltureghat the Ce
operative University mighadopt. In sectioB | looked in depth at the legal
situation, and particularly around corporate form.

9.5 Regulatory structure and matters of note
I mapped out the regulatory structure and industry agreements within
which the Ceoperative Univesity would operate. These are scattered
around the document, but most fully mapped out in se8tamd in
AppendixC:Anal ysis of the Higher Educatio
Forces| also encountered a great number of educational and cultural
matters which require further exploration, and | have coveeskthmainly
in section-8, and in Appendice€ andE. My investigation shows that in
many ways the Higher Education sector already{sperative. Many of
the preferences, assumptions and behaviours preferred in universities are
co-operative ones. Despite this the possibility of @perative university

hasnotbeen considerebly the sector. | suggest that this can change, and
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9.6

9.7

9.8

must change: the challenges universities face are too great, and the
opportunities caperative working offers are tqaegnant withpotential

to do otherwise.

Against a backdropfancreasing inequality, opportunity and risk, we need

a higher education that addresses the pressing concerns faced by society.
The Coeoperative University offers a distinctive and radical model of
mainstream higher education with the potential to prosigeerless

higher education, secure public benefits and increased access, with
affordable fees, and provides an institutional form to address the concerns
and ambition® f  théngeeat dge of participation comat.

Ideas, myths and dreams

Ultimately, a ceoperative university is a university that behaves in-a co
operative fashion, and we have seen a great deal of evidence that many
universities already work in egperative ways. What is required is less a
change of praeces than a change of expectations and beliefs. The Co
operative University is almost with us. It requires just three things: an idea,
a myth, and a dream.

The idea is the idea of a universitya knowledge and learningpmmons
accessible freely and farto everyone. The myth is the myth of

Mondragon University, democratic and sedfiant, and of the solidarity of

the medieval scholars who set up the first European universities. The
dream is the dream of the ecological univeréiydoing work that exteds

the bounds of knowledge and possibilishile exhibitinga deep care of

responsibility towards its members, publics and the whole world.

188 (Mayo, 2013)
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189 (Barnett, 2011b)
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10 Recommendations
Following from the conclusions above, | make the follagvin
recommendations for future action, to support the developmer€of a
operative UniversityRecommendations hawbeen costed approximately
and individually andare grouped according to the conclusion from which
they derive.

10.1 The recommendations focus the need for a wider debate about co
operative higher education, and involve aspirat@ising activities within
the higher education sector. The recommendations also recognise the early
stage of the debate on-operative universities, and the need tdda
discourse among academic communities that elevates the concept of a co
operative university to that of a feasible utdpiay undertaking further
research

10.2 | believe the recommendations offer a reasonable balance between
affordability and impact. Thegim to stimulate a discussion in the HE
sector, and invest in activities that are likely to raise wide interestin co
operative higher educatioBue to the expense, | suggest ttigtussions
areenteredinto with either the AHRC or ESRC for funding aearch
project’®

10.3 | have resisted the temptation to include the cost of founding a co
operative university, since the business case is beyond the scope of this
investigation. However, the recommendations below could lead to the
development of a business eat be pitched to the Guperative Group.
The potential return on investment in HE is better than in grot&issit

maybean attractive option!
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10.4 Table 3

Table3 Recommendations

Conclusion | Recommendation Approx.
Cost
1 1.1 An interdisciplinaryacademiaonferencen co-operative education | £5,000
in industry (business and education sectors). Higher Education Rese
Community to be specifically soughtt to attend.
1.2 A special edition of a journal on-operative higheeducation £neg.
1.3 A secondHE leadershipconference building on the £3,000
recommendations above
. . . _ £300,000
1.4 Sponsor a research project oroperative higher education
. : £4,000
1.5 Sponsor a seminar series based oriB3hand 1.4
: . . £neg.
1.6 Ccoperative sector to develop a prionigsearch agenda of its own
by engagement in 1i11.5 above
1.7 A Cooperative academic eeltthon on Wikipedia, to improve the £neg.
quality of publiclyavailable information on coperatives.
£neg.
1.8 Invite NUS delegates to conferences at 1.1 and 1.3 g
2 2.1 Sponsor a research project oroperative higher education (as 1.4] -
3 3.1 Carryout a feasibility study into coperative higher education £15,000
corporateforms. Suggest lan Snaigmd David Palfreymaar Dennis
Farrington This could include the developmaaita set of model rules, g
model clauses that can be inserted into existing Royal Chdders
instance
4 Same as recommendations 1114 -
Ensure LFHE invited to conference in 1.3
5 Same as recommendation 3.1 -
6 Support dialogue with thinkanks such aResPublicato get ceoperative| £neg.

education into political discourse.
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7 Sponsor a research project onagerative higher education (as 1.4) | -

8 Ensure the Higher Educatidxcademy, Vitae and SEDA are invited to
conferences in 1.1 and 1.3

9 Discuss ceoperative scenarios with the Open University, including | £neg.
accreditation of small HE eoperatives like the Social Science Centre
Lincoln through OUVS.

10 10.1 Sponsor eesearch project on amperative higher education (as 1.4 -
10.2 A HEleadershipconference (as 1.3) -

11 11.1 Sponsor a research project oroperative higher education (as 1.4 -

12 12.1 Sponsor a research project oroperative higher educatidas 1.4) | -

13 13.1 Undertake a mapping exercise ocfoperative higher education £18,000
organisations and courses order to support the case fora@perative
higher education being realisable.
13.2 Sponsor a research project oroperative higher education (as 1.4 -
13.3 An interdisciplinarycademiacconference (as 1.1). -

14 Same as recommendations-1.4 -

15 16.1 Philosophy of Education academics to be invited to conferedce| £neg.
to publish in journal in 1.1 and 1.2 above

16 Dialogue with CUC to be included in project definition of -
recommendation 3.1 above.

17 Covered by recommendation 3.1 -

18 Covered by recommendations L4 and 3.1 -

19 Covered byecommendations 1-1.4 and 3.1 -

20 Work towards the development and publication 6f&i mp | y £60,000
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UNI V E R §peDid@ book from the Gaperative College and Co
operatives UK, plus a prominent HE body, detailing how to start a Hi
Education Ceoperative In addition to 1.41.4 and 3.1 and 13.1, this wil

need to be authored and checked. Distribution could be mainly onlin

TOTAL

£405,000

170 (Barnett, 2011c, p. 4)
"1 The recommendations couteé seen as fitting thggandeo f t he AHRC6s 6Care for
funding, for example. http://www.ahrc.ac.uk/Fundi@gportunities/Pages/Cafer-the-FutureLarge Grants
Call.aspx (deadline 4pm on 10th October 2013)
72 (Interview with Yeo, 2013)
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11 Appendix A: ICA Co -operative principles
These principles were decided by the Internationaberative Alliance
in 1995, and are now reflecteddo-operatives around the world. They can
be found at:

http://icaco-op/en/whatco-op/ccoperativeidentity-valuesprinciples

A co-operative is an autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common
economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly-owned and democratically-
controlled enterprise.

Values

Co-operatives are based on the values of self-help, self-

responsibility , democracy ,equality , equity and solidarity . In the tradition of their founders, co-
operative members believe in the ethical values of honesty, openness, social responsibility and
caring for others.

The co-operative principles are guidelines by which co-operatives put their values into practice.
1. Voluntary and Open Membership

Co-operatives are voluntary organisations, open to all persons able to use their services and
willing to accept the responsibilities of membership, without gender, social, racial, political or
religious discrimination.

2. Democratic Member Control

Co-operatives are democratic organisations controlled by their members, who actively participate
in setting their policies and making decisions. Men and women serving as elected
representatives are accountable to the membership. In primary co-operatives members have
equal voting rights (one member, one vote) and co-operatives at other levels are also organised
in a democratic manner.

3. Member Economic Participation


http://ica.coop/en/what-co-op/co-operative-identity-values-principles

Members contribute equitably to, and democratically control, the capital of their co-operative. At
least part of that capital is usually the common property of the co-operative. Members usually
receive limited compensation, if any, on capital subscribed as a condition of membership.
Members allocate surpluses for any or all of the following purposes: developing their co-
operative, possibly by setting up reserves, part of which at least would be indivisible; benefiting
members in proportion to their transactions with the co-operative; and supporting other activities
approved by the membership.

4. Autonomy and Independence

Co-operatives are autonomous, self-help organisations controlled by their members. If they enter
into agreements with other organisations, including governments, or raise capital from external
sources, they do so on terms that ensure democratic control by their members and maintain their
co-operative autonomy.

5. Education, Training and Information

Co-operatives provide education and training for their members, elected representatives,
managers, and employees so they can contribute effectively to the development of their co-
operatives. They inform the general public - particularly young people and opinion leaders -
about the nature and benefits of co-operation.

6. Co-operation among Co -operatives

Co-operatives serve their members most effectively and strengthen the co-operative movement
by working together through local, national, regional and international structures.

7. Concern for Community

Co-operatives work for the sustainable development of their communities through policies
approved by their members.
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12 Appendix B: Methodology
The Coeoperative University begins with an idea, a mythg a dream.

The idea is the idea of the university, the popular and ‘rothyested
debate about the nature and purpose of univerSitidhe myth is the
foundational myth of cmperative movement, the story of the Rochdale
Society of Equitable Pioneéf§ who succeeded in encoding the values
and principles of cmperation championed by the radical philanthropist
Robert Owen, into the successful, stable and legatiggnised corporate
form of the ceoperative The dream is the timeless dream of educéffon
as an emancipatory, civilising, democratising, peaceful and productive
force. The Ceoperative University begins to emerge as an integration of
the three.

12.1 The investigation aimed to cavihe following areas:

12.1.1  Description and examination tife conditions goverimg mutualisation in
universities: what are the barriers to, and what conditions will facilitate,
the mutualisation of existing universitiels@eveloped a list of areas in
which tostructure my investigation, and it became apparent that there were
two strands to the investigation into barriers and enabling factors: the first,
aroundexternal, regulatorfactors; the second intaternal, cultural
matters.

12.1.2  Description ofthe possil®# forms that mutualisation in the universities
sector might takeHere | looked for capperative practices extant in
universities, and sought to transfer learning from theperative sector

into a university application.
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12.1.3

12.2

12.3

12.3.1

12.3.2

12.3.3

12.3.4

Delineation of the regulatory sictures within which a coperative
university would operate, and explore the areas wheopeaative
universities might require advice, and where they would be able to offer a
distinctive alternative to mainstream universities.
| drew up a list of intenewees, and also determined on a variety of other
methods, as follows, to give the study the breadth it appeared to require:
Spending a week at the @perative College during Gaperatives
Fortnight, | was fortunate to be able to undertake a comprehensive
programme of activities, including:
Visiting the Rochdale Pioneerds muse
history of ceoperation, and to attend a lecture by the Principal of the
College on the International Gxperative Day Pageant at Wembley
Stadiumin1938 and the screening of a film
of Cooperation, 193860.
Attending a lecture by lan Snaith on developments ioperative public
law, organised by the Society for ©perative Studies.
Participating in a conference on-operativee d u c a t -operatived C o
Educati on A g &Sinoling participatir@ inithe e s 6
establishment of a group looking at the creation of a transnational co
operative university.

Held a series of interviews within the ©perative College, to determine
theway i n which the Coll egeds aims mig
co-operative university. Interviewees were:

1  Mervyn Wilson, Chief Executive and Principal

1 Linda Shaw, VicePrincipal- Research and International
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1 Julie ThorpLead for Schools Programmesl#gital Learning
1  Sara Vicari, Research Associate
1235 | al so had the opportunity of meeti ni
including Gillian Lonergan and Jon Priestley whose knowledge and
enthusiasm of the history of the-operative movement was so helpful
developing my understanding.
12.3.6 | met with Ed Mayo, Secretary General of-Qgeratives UK, with whom |
was also able to have a subsequent and valuable email exchange.
12.4 Following my experiences at the ©perative College, | conducted a
further range of irdrviews and discussions witbpresentatives from a
selection of appropriate organisations, and with individuatduding with
regulatory bodies, industry bodies, mission groups, and membership
bodies, and a selection of academic thinkers eopavation
1  Andrew BoggsPolicy Adviser, Higher Education Better Regulation
Group (HEBRG)
1  Sam Jonedjead of Communications and Public Affaiténiversity
Alliance
1  Michael MacNeil National Head oHigher Education University
and College Union (UCU); and Barry Lovejdyational Head of
Further Education(UCU)
1  Andrew Malin,Assurance ConsultartiEFCE
1 Graeme WiseAssistant Director (Policyat the National Union of
Students (NUS)

1  Stephen Yeo, former Principal oftiBkin College
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12.5

12.6

12.7

| conducted an online survey of current postgraduate and recent
postdoctoral researchers, investigating their views on employment and co
operation. The survey was widely publicised and used an opportunistic
sampling strategy. Full details thfe questions are ildppendixD:
Questions asked in the survéll details of the selection of the sample,
and analysis of the results areAppendixE: Analysis of the survey
| searched for a wide range of literatures across topics including co
operative governance and corporate form, highecatbn governance
and corporate form, eoperative education, emperation in mathematics
and science, the history of-operation and universities.
Correspondence with a wide variety of individuals with an interest in the
project formed a part of the peat which was welcome, but which | had
not anticipated. | am indebted to the following individuals who
corresponded and shared their time so freely, and all assisted in developing
the thinking that went into this report:
1 Gill Evans,CEO of IDRAS andEmeitus Professor of Medieval
Theology and Intellectual History the University of Cambridge
1  Patricia JubyElected Member, Membership Strategy Committee
Midcounties Ceoperative
1 Nick Matthews, Chair of the Society for &perative Studies and
Lecturer atCoventry University.
1  Andrew North,Regional Secretaryouth and West Region, €o
operative Group
1  Edgar Parnell, Independent Consultant

1 John Rainford, Independent Consultant
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1 Rory RidleyDuff, Educator, Writer and Composer
1 lan Snaith, Legal Writer, Reseashand Trainer; Consultant
Solicitor, DWF LLP; University Tutor, Law School, University of
Leicester
12.8 The time available placed limitations on my work. Given the time and
funding, the following additional data would have improved the project:
1 Involvement & a wider group at the project initiation phase.
1  Visiting Unibersitatea Mondragon in the Basque County,a Co
operative University, including interviews with staff.
1 Avisit to a large department of @perative studies, such as that at
the University of Sdsatchewan, Canada
1 Dialogue with the Committee of University Chairs

1 Interviews with serving Vic&hancellors

173 (for instance, Barnett, 2011c, pp. 1) 32; Collini, 2012)

174 (MacPherson, 2007, pp. 28182)

75| am indebted to the insights of Christoph Wulf, whose exploration of the dream of education helped me to
understand the relationship between@ueoperative University as an abstract ideal and as a realisable and

tangible institutionWulf, 2003)

s GCoperative Education Against the Crises®d was a conf
Manchester on2July 2013. Details of the conference includingemge of the keynote speeches is available

online athttp://www.ccopedagainstthecrises.org/
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13

13.1

AppendixC:Anal ysis of the Higher Educatic
Five Forces

lhave used Michael PdfasawapaifraniRg ve For
this exploration. The choice of Port.
reasons. The first is that it explicitly recognises the English HE sector as a
competitive marketplace, rather than framing the analysis in terms of

public policy dscourse. There is little doubt that this is increasingly the

casé’® as government policy and globalisation continues to push
universities towards a more competit|
gover Hantké second reasonframbworkt he ¢ h
is significant, is tha®whichistossy 6r oot e
that it produces a view of industry structure from an understanding of the
competitive pressures on individual enterprises by the various actors in the
marketplace® It is therefore a useful analytical tool for a putattve
operativeUniversity, seeking a place in the busy world of EnglisH¥E

Porter describes five fundamental forces @gere8, below) that shape

what he calls the 6competitive struc:
entrants; the bargaining power of buyers; the thwéatibstitute products

or services; the bargaining power of suppliers; and rivalry among existing
competitors®3. By considering the HE sector in this way, we can root an

analysis of the barriers and enablers that a putethaperative university

would fae in the practical considerations that University leaders face.
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The Five Forces That Shape Industry Competition

Threat
of New
Entrants

4

Bargaining Among Bargaining
Power of Existing Power of
Suppliers Competitors Buyers

s

Threat of
Substitute
Products or
Services

Figure 8 The Five Forces that shape industry competiti(Porter, 2008, p. 80)

13.2

The following sections examine how these forces manifest iBnigésh

HE sector.

Por t & Fuhdamehtal Force:The Threat of New Entrants

The current coalition government has adopted a programme of
deregulation, increased competition and lower barriers to entry in the HE
sector, with the aim of producing a matigerse and competitive sect®t
Despite the lowering of barriers, there is a perception that higher education
is a relatively difficult market to enter. However, this perception is
changing fast. While English HE is a busy and complex industry with an

800year history, recent research has revealed a wealth of diverse
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institutions and missions, serving a wide variety of audiences, and
respected commentators predict a rapid increase in the diversity of the

sector®

. Rather than barriers, it is perhaps easiesee the HE sector as

possessing multiple tiers of involvement, with regulatory responsibilities

i ncreasing broadly in proportion to
of operation in the HE market can be judged by such tokens as the powers
toavarddegred® t he ability to use the titl
Co | 1'% ther@ht to make governmehacked finance available to

students (either on all courses, or just a subset of recognisét®prie

right to sponsor visas for students freountries outside the B}, the

ability to obtain public funding from HEFCE. or at the most minimal

interpretation of entry to the market, the ability to offer higher education

courses with awards validated by HEIs possessing Degree Awarding

Powers->*

Thereareregulatory framewaorks for each of these tiers or aspects of

market involvement, which have been neatly brought together and
described in the 6Operating Framewor |
from a collaborative effort between a variety of secianed and non

departmental government bodi&s This document in the precursor to a

new Act of Parliament, considered inevitable in the medium term.

The 6Operating Frameworkd represents
regulatory framework. In addition, nmbership of a variety of

collaborative enterprises within the sector is essential for all but the

smallest institutions. The Universities and Colleges Admissions Service

(UCAS) is an example of this sort of activity: jointly funded by applicants
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and by itsmember/owner HElIs, it provides a level playing field for all
applicants and institutions (regardless of institutional form), at reasonable
costs. Membership brings both benefits and responsibifiies The UK ® s
few private universities operate within th€ RS system, which indicates

that involvement in this sort of collaborative enterprise has advantages for
larger HEIs. Smaller and locallgcruiting institutions are less likely to
participate in UCAS, but many still choose to, indicating that the

advantags of this system occur at relatively modest scale.

Furthermore, HEIs are also subject to a wide range oHiblegislation

due to the breadth of their activities. Reducing regulatory complexity has
been a longerm aim of the HE sectb¥ and aco-operative university

would need to ensure compliance with a broad range of legislation, on
equality and diversity, employment law, health and safety law, and for

larger organisations, law on procurement, corporatiofitakin receipt

of public money complianceitt freedom of information legislation is

also required.

Although we discuss what sort of organisatiaroaperative university

mi ght be el sewher ecoiopertalhi yer@powver st |
implies barriers to entry at the high end of the range:af the university
title and degree awarding powers i mp!
experience of delivering degréevel courses, a wide range of good

governance factors, a minimum of 1,000 students of which 750 must be at

degree level and a majority stying full-time*®

. A profile of this sort
takes some time to establish, and it is significant that most new universities

are colleges of long standing. The path from college status to university
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status is a fecund one, with a slew of new universities leegaged since

the

There is an alternative, but it comes with a heavy fgege Degree

Awarding Powers (DAP) can apparently be purchased, and the right to use
the word 6Universitydéd in the company
but it is necessary torfid a HEI for sale that has DAP, and the capital to

effect a purchase: the sale of the College of Law cost Montagu Private

Equity £200M°". Moreover the purchased deg@earding powers are

not held in perpetuity, and must be reviewed regularly. The

generaligbility of this new model has been outlin&but it still requires

government approval, and there is concern within the regulatory

community about the longéerm risks to students and to the reputation of

the UK HE sector overseas from dilution of thethggandards expected

from HEFCEfunded institution, and there is a possibility of judicial

review’® given the tensions between promoting competition, openness

and improving efficienc¥*s t r ai ni ng wi thin Bl S6s po
higher education systt mor e ef f i c i simultaneonsty. di ver s
Access to HEFCE funding is not a necessity forcitreperative university:

the privatelyo wned Uni versity of Buckingham
do without it, despite their ndor-profit statué®® Direct HEFE funding

is, in any case, in short supplyut aco-operative university with a
internationallyrecognised research profile, or with teaching programmes

in subjects considered strategically important and vulnerable, such as some
natural science, engineéeg, foreign languages and quantitative social

science discipliné§”
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1 Access to the student loan book is probably essential for financial viability.
Unless only elite student markets are targeted, student loans guarantee
access to a higher education systamnthe basis of ability. Even with
funded numbers capped, this is an important source of income for many
institutions. For students to be able to access loans from the Student Loans
Company, the HEI at which they study must be designated as recognised
for this purpose. HEFCHuinded institutions will be designated by HEFCE,
and alternative providers (or individual courses at those providers) will be
designated by BIS, based on assessments made by HEFCE

1 A co-operative university would need to consider carefully its approach to
recruiting students from outside the
visas for scholars from overseas requires successful engagement with the
QAAG6s Educati on al ?anvadditienitoghe teviewr oced ur
engagement with the administrative r
processes is onerdds

13.2.2  Despite the extensive regulatory framework involved in entering the HE
marketplace in England, there are 674 private provicarently
operating® The wide range of sizes, from less than 100 students to over
8,000 shows the diversity of viable models already operating in the
alternative HE sectdt’. Over the past two decades, around 20 new not
for-profit, publicly-funded universities havésa been created in England.
Despite significant barriers faced by new providers, the English HE sector
is an accessible one, as the scale and diversity of small and new providers
shows. However, the sector remains dominated by large, publicly

accountablenstitutions, but the current work by BIS opens the possibility
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of radical shifts in the structure of the English HE system in the medium
term.

13.3 Por t éFéndameéntal Force:Bargaining Powers of Buyers
Al t hough there are many other Obuyer:
students, tuition fees form the | ar g
represent the most significant part of the HE economy. The government is
the ot her si gn iedause sudents arebfunged by&tate b ot h |
backed loans, and because of the public funding universities receive both
directly and through commissioning of research. Students and government
each have considerable buying power, and we will now look at how these
areexercised in turn.

1331 The character of student O&édbuying pow:
the role of government. Higher education is in great demand because of
the social and earnings benefits it offers to individual as well as the wider
public benefitgt secures. The high unit cost represents a problem of
affordability”'®>. Government policy on tuition fees has increasingly shifted
students into the role of buyers or consumers of their edutHtiwvhile it
is clear that students have complex identitieleasers'? even when
considered principally as consumers, students are both empowered by and
vulnerable to the mark&t. Students do not only bring finance to the
uni v er shecauge unitensity neéds some effort on the part of the
studend?** they alscbring their intellectual labour. Both the starting and
ending assessments of studentso6é intel
UCAS tariff points on entry and degree classification on finishing) feed

into institutional reputations as encoded in leagueegal#it the point of
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13.3.2

13.3.3

application, therefore, students with higher grades have a greater

Opurchasing power 6 in the marketpl ac
to an o6elited institution. The deci si
exercisedonpnce, and hence marketing is 6

i mp o r ¥ fonunieersities, to which considerable resource is devoted.
However, the decision to apply for a place at a given university is usually

i nfluenced by evidence aaboeand t he uni:
relationships with students. Accordingly, universities are likely to accord

primary importance to stakeholder relationships that affect student

recruitment or satisfactigt?.

There is negligible price competition: for home undergraduate students

fees have risen to the governmentos A
Higher Education is a positional good, where price sends a quality signal

to the market, and O6students [are] m
than measur es %'fBecpuseugivemsities wish eolbé t y 6
perceivedashigqual ity, the governmentds max
normative. There is, except in the FE in HE sector, inelastic demand for

the sectord6s main business of wunder g
Students cannot easily walk awiagm their educatioft® and accordingly

benefit from substantial organised consumer protection. Prior to entry this
revolves around UCASO®G governance of 1
Of fice for Fair Ac c epsomotqabdsaeglardwh os e |
fair access to higher education for lower income and other under

represented groufs®. While studying the QAA and HEFCE have a role

in championing the student interest in general terms, by monitoring quality
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and standards at universities. Review of indiviciemplaints is available
throughthe Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) which acts as an
ombudsman for the sector. Nevertheless, there is an argument that students
still require stronger consumer protecfith
13.3.4  Students are active participants!ieir educatioff’ organising a system of
course representatives and other elected officers to make the voice of
students heard throughout the decisioaking apparatus of the university.
Students are comprehensively unionised, with almost all students
repreent ed though a democratic Students
recognised in la®? Individual unions are normally affiliated to the
National Union of Students (NUS) and hence have a significant voice in
public policy discourse. Moreover, student satisibn is measured
through the National Student Survey, the results of which feed into
institutional reputations as encoded in league tables, and hence act as a
driver for institutional behaviour. Students have a powerful voice in the
HE sector, and theuiews (and those of their parents) help shape the
sectoro6s priorities. The relationshi|
universities are generally perceived as lb&gn ones, so while the
negotiating power of O&ébuyer ebships gr e;
with the university, and hence does not represent a volatile factor in the
sector. Moreover, ao-operative institution might reasonably be expected
to possess institutional advantages in the process of relatidnshdmg.
13.3.5 Students are financeuth statebacked loans, to correct a tendency in the
HE sector marketdailudé*@amd toladdeess disadvantage in

access to higher education. Because of this, and also because it is a major
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13.4

13.4.1

funder of research, the government is a powerfulboyer t he HE sect

services. The dual role of the government as funder and legislator can
affect universities in powerful ways, and over short timescales. Regulatory
decisions (such as removing the cap on places for students with ABB at

O Alével)change he 6érul esd6 of the market,
university behaviour. The government is a powerful monopsony buyer in
the English HE sector.

Por t & Fundaméntal ForceThe Threat of Substitute Products or
Services

There is a growing literatur@n the potential for the HE sector to be
disrupted. The most touted disruptor of the sector is technology, with the
idea that internebased instruction will reduce the labantensity of

teaching in higher education. Online learning is an importangsowing

part of the higher education landscape, and will undoubtedly have long
term effects on learning practices. The currentfdd educational
technology is the MOOC, or Massive Open Online Course. While MOOCs
are unlikely to kiltoff universities as @ know them, the combination of
technologyenhanced learning (TEL) and new business models arguably
has the capacity to disrupt traditional universities.

The abovanflation costs of higher education have become a hot political

topic in US public policy scoursé®. The longeiterm effects of tripled

fees in the UK are yet to be understood, but expense and debt are issues for

young people in modern Britain. Prominent innovation theorists have
posited that the combination of technology and new organisafmnas

have the capacity to disrupt traditional models of higher education,

82

af



bringing highquality, low-cost tuition to a massarket®®. There is

already evidence that innovative organisations are putting this theory to the
test. Companies like Academic Reatships are using an innovative model

of online courses run by respected public universities targeting large
employers who want to ugkill their workforce. These business models

have attracted venture capital: there is a prima facie case that their

adopton could therefore be used for a wide range of purposes, from-profit
generation to reduced tuition costs. Aaerative university that chose to
take advantage of technology, and operated an innovative business model
might be able to create an offerimgi t odayo6s hi gher educa
as significant and revolutionary as that created by the Rochdale Pioneers in
the grocery sector 160 years ago.

13.5 Por t & Fuhdamehtal Force:The Bargaining Power of Suppliers
With respect to commodities and fueljwersities are in the same position
as other |l arge organisations: althou
purchasing consortia negotiate deals that offer value. Even acamall
operative university would be in a position to benefit from membership of
organisations that would save it money.

13.6 Universities often need to raise capital for investment in new facilities.
Although the circumstances of each university are unique, and smaller
universities tend to pay more for borrowffgy looking at the sector as a
whole, there is substantial evidence that lending in the sector is seen as a
saf e pr os pratiogs agendyvse that despite government cuts,

higher education remains a strong export industry and figures strongly in
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t he gover nmentgy sandascaconsequence isiit arstaonge
position to receive extraordinary support should the need@rise

13.7 HigherEducation is a labotintensive industry: universities spend about
54% of total income on staff co$t Staffing is unionised, with UCU and
Unison the main recognised unions. UCU covers academic and-higher
grade professional service staff, and claims a membership of more than a
third of the eligible workforcg®. In addition to unions, there is a fecund
environment for professional associatiossg the majority of staff will be
a member of a professional body. Staff are generallyedeltated, and
expert in their fields, and there is legal protection for academic fréédom

13.8 Industrial action is relatively infrequent and has a minimal impadhen t
conduct of business. High standards of professional conduct are generally
expected by students, staff and employers, and industrial relations tend to
be relatively cordial and constructive. Pay rates are bargained nationally,
and salariesareonanatédly-d et er mi-aeidn éd aggr eed bet
empl oyers and unions, but on this 06s
structures exist. Outside this structure, individual bargaining over
recruitment and retention occurs. 16.9% of staff in universities earn a
sdary of £55K or more (this is around the basic salary for a professor, a
category of employment covering 10.2% of the workfdte)

13.9 There is a growing use of casualised academic labour to provide greater
flexibility in the workforce, both in terms of hourlyaid contracts for
academics, and for professional services staff the possibilities of
outsourcing jobs. In addition, changes to pensions and terms and

conditions under a loagunning modernisation agenda have generally
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reduced employee benefits. Althougllcause of concern for unions, these
appear to be growing trends, indicating that despite the labour intensity
and unionisation in the industry, th
uni o ffandethe dargaining power of academic staff is unequal and
possiby reducing. An exacerbating factor is the increasing supply of
doctorates, currently more than the academy can absorb. This leads to the
availability of an oversupply of labour, which lack of scarcity tends to
reduce the price of labour.

13.10 Por t & Fundamental Force: Rivalry Among Existing Competitors
Rivalries within the HE sector are characterised by collaboration as much
as competition. Some commentators ar
the | eague tables [éexhi bh®ééreim str ol
also a strong heritage of cressctor ceordination and collaboration. The
structure of rivalry within the sector is nabvious: universitieso-
operate and compete with each other regularly and simultaneously.

13.11 As we have seen i1i3.3.2 abovgprice competition is negligible in
mainstream higher education, but some categories of students have extra
bargaining power. By removing the cap on placestiodents with grades
ABB or hi-lgveletlhe gavérnménAlias created a highly
competitive market for these students. This policy decision has altered
market behaviour and underpinned expansion strategies at some
universities, while other universss reportedly offer incentives to students
with high grades. Government policy, and not competitive impulses is
leadingtoazers um r ecr ui t mmemdsinglyfantc wi t h 0

competition between a small number of universiiés
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13.12

13.13

There is no cap opostgraduate student numbers nor (visa controls
asidé>% on overseas recruitment. In these markets there is both
differentiation and true competition on price and service, and universities
attempt on the one hand to d&ipl oy
mar k et i n ¢ which develepglassisrélationship marketing into
an o6et hi c®& Inracticp, phis i kess kinister than it sounds:
information provision, openness, efficiency fairness and warmth are key
characteristics of successfydmoaches. On the other hand, limited
incentives to produce an economically diverse population among
postgraduates and international students can lead to classic market
segmentation (including the reproduction of inequalitiés) a way that
would be unaceptable in the more heavily regulated home undergraduate
markets. Nevertheless, competition in these less regulated domains leads
to innovation and diversity of offerings, beyond the traditional teenage
undergraduate entrant.

Universities frequently copeate with each other in some spheres, while
competing in others. It is not uncommon for lecturers on competing
programmes at neighbouring institutions to undertake joint research
projects, for example, which may have been won in a competitive bidding
process against other, similar consortia.

Gcademics generally do febmpeteJand are always collaborating across
institutional boundaries for educational and research purposes. HEIls are
still some of the most collaborative organisations around, they gractic
matrix management / duatporting, devolved (pattme) management

roles, peereview and collegial suppoit:°
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13.14 There is a strong commitment to organisational collaboration within the
sector, with a wide variety of trade associations and shared services,
including UMAL, a mutual insuréf*. This collaborative spirit goes deep:
in UCAS universities are sharing a service where they are highly
competitive; HESA brings together a wide range of sensitive staff, student,
admissions, financial, estates and otheadind makes them publicly
accessible; and it is difficult to imagine many industries where Finance
Directors would get together to share notes and devise common
approaches as they do in BUFDG.

13.15 To summari se our analysis asweng Port
can see that the English HE sector is in a state of change, and that new
technologies, new business models and government reforms are set to
increase the diversity of the sector, but given the interests of a stable and
dependable sector, this magMe the effect of expanding the market for
higher education, rather than increase competition in aszemogame
(though competition will likely grow more intense). The regulatory
structure is multtiered and complex to navigate, but the sector can
provide a rewarding environment for institutions willing and able to build
long-term relationships. Students simultaneously occupy roles as
demanding consumers and valued partners aptartucers in their
education, and staff are professional and highijled, but unable to
organise adequatefgainsthe threats to pay and conditions posed by
growing managerialism. The English HE sector ssiigenerignix of
collaboration and competition, of public duties and private interests, and of

intertwined businesand educational concerns.

87



English Higher Education

New (Inc. for-
profit) HEIs
atlracted by

lowered barriers

4

Combination
Rising costs of Increased
labour-intensive » competition « student and
‘product’ and Govt. demands

collaboration

.

MOOCs and
new business
models

Figure 9 Relabelling of Porter's Five Forces based on the analysis of the HE sector

Y7 (Porter, 2008)

18 For evidence of the links between higher education and economic progress, and the use of the language of
business byhe sector, see works such as those explored in elsewhere, séilesd, 2012, pp.i2) and

(UUK, 2011)

"9\Wendy Larner has explored this cept in depth, and | am indebted to her insights into neoliberalism as
governmentality. The t ¢glamer,@006, p. R2Hile oghercoanmentatorsteade i s her s
explored governance as being a feature of globalisation, part of a neoliberal project extending beyond the
nationstate(Robertson & Dale, 2013, p. 431)

180 (Pringle & Huisman, 2011, p. 39)

181 (Porter, 2008, p. 79)

182 (Porter, 2008, p. 80)

Wporter tends to use battlefield | anguage in his desc¢
6entrenched c o mptake dua positisnithatwshooe proftalyle ahddessdvulnerable to attéck a s

a a way of oOdefendi ng (Rogtex,i2008, pp. 18,8, 80owvener adéspite thiv e f or c e s 6

combative | anguage, P @dancperinits discasaidnpftaiwideavhriety abfactorsi s nuanc
affecting profitability within an industry.
The desire for greater diversity and competition is

Review(BIS, 2011, pp. 4653).

185 HEPI have discussed potentially massive changes in a space of time as short as three years from the time of
writing this reportMiddlehurst & Feilden, 2011, pp. 36,13®2)

186(BIS, 2004, pp. 134)

187 University title can be awarded by the Privy Coun@lone of two routeseither the granting of a Royall

Charter, or through provisions in the Companies(Retgulatory Partnership Group, 2013, p. 15)
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18 pyblicly-funded HEIs are eligible for student finarmre all courses (with minor caveats) but alternative
providers in the private sector can also obtain access to student finance for specific(Bo8r24) A full

list of currently designated courses is availdiident Finance England, n.d.)

189 (Home Office, 20.3)

19The sums are substantial: a £4.47Bn publfalyded grant to the sector in 20#3EFCE, 2013ajlisbursed

among 129 HEI$HEFCE, 2011)

191 (Regulatory Partnership Group, 2013, p. 11)

192The Operating Framework was produced by the Higher Education Funding Council for England, the Office
for Fair Access, The Student Loans Company, the Highecd&ibn Statistics Agency, the Quality Assurance
Agency and the Office of the Independent Adjudicator, acting in concert as the Regulatory Partnership Group
(Regulatory Partnership Group, 2013, ppi. ®2)

193 The most significant benefit of UCAS membership is enhanced access to the pool of prospective students,
but this comes with responsibiliti€égo recruit for fulktime students through UCAS alone, daccomply with a

variety of technical requiremenfd CAS, n.d.)

The magisteri al r e(Petier Regutaioa Baskr-grcet 2008)s dgéneratédearsléw of
successor activity over the past two decades, with the current work of the HE Better Regulation Group being an
example ofthe ways in which the sector collaborates to achieve better collective outcomes for HEIs.

19 The range of regulations that bind HEIs is wide, and inconsistently applied in the(€aqiita Consulting,
2011, p. 3)

19(BIS, 2004, pp. 1R4) modified by(BIS, 2012)

197 (Morgan, 2013)

19 A model for a takeover of an existing HEI has been developed by the Law firm Eversheds, and published in
a UUK report(Stanfield, 2009, pp.iB).

199 (Morgan, 2013)

290 (Interview with Malin, 2013)

201 (Interview with Boggs, 2013)

202 (Willets, 2012)

BNeither Buckingham nor Regent( HEFICEEne RO 1fr Rmga nHBBECI
London, 2012; University of Buckingham, n.d.)

204 At present, HEFCE is continuirspport for a small number of strategically important and vulnerable

subjects under a previous policy that expired in 2012. A new policy in this area has not been announced to date
(HEFCE, 2013b)

205 (Regulatory Partnship Group, 2013, pp. 1%56)

2% (QAA, 2012)

27 The cost of Tier 4 visa compliance to the HE sector is estimated at(EBgher Education Better

Regulation Group, 2013)

208 (B|S, 2013, p. 7)

209(B|S, 2013, pp. 3081)

219 Johnstone, 2004, p. 403)

Z1The position of students as consumers is complex, as new financial arrangements cut against the moral
obligations that students and teachers owe each other in a shared learning enterprise, and it becomes incumbent
upon lecturers to review, discuss andhgasnsensus on these moral obligati(lRegan, 2012, pp. 2, @nd to

refresh the debate with students about the purposes of the uni¢ériiigms, 2013, p. 150)

#2(Dickinson, 2013; Williams, 2013, pp. 10821, particularly p.20)

23 (williams, 2013, p. 117)

24 (Jiirgen Enders, in Matthew2013a)

#5(C. Chapleo, 2004, p. 17)

Z1%(Chris Chaple & Simms, 2010, pp. 13.6)

27 (Moogan, 1999 in Marginson, 2006, p. 3)

218 Retention rates in HE have remained remarkably consistent over a long period, with annual percentage rates
for attrition averaging somewhere in the aggns m most yearéHESA, 2013a)Differences in attrition rates
between institutions may be primarily attributable to cultural fagtar$homas, 2002, pp. 48841).

Z19(OFFA, 2013)

220 (palfreyman in Grove, 2013)

221 (williams, 2013, p. 5)

222 (Farrington & Palfreyman, 2012, pt. 9.B (paras 9970, pp. 218220))

223(Buckland, 2004, p. 245)

224 Although an educational practice rather than a managerial one, the advantages of the MOOC are commonly
perceived to be financial and managerial in nature, and there is significant managerial and policymaker interest
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in the role of MOOCs. While the role of technology in education is sustained and significant, the current MOOC
phenomenon appears to meetitaguirements for recognition as a HE management fad, in that a crisis has been
identified (high tuition fees) a winning strategy that solves the problem proposed (learning moves online with
reductions in labour intensity) the narrative is evolving (evaiyarsity seems to be joining a MOOC
consortium, and t he pol iQolleges raustslo thes padto kcapdkastsddavdl t he age
(Obama, 2013) We are arguably engagedthe second stage of the MOOC fad evolution, awaiting the

anal yses of user experience {Birrdbaum2008,pmI283)Y i se t he thi
225(Obama, 2013)

226 Extensive work on innovations in higher education has been done by Clayton Christensen and his associates.

In an extensive case study of two institutions, Harvard and-BMbo, Christensen develops a range of insights

into the competitive pressures that drive US universities to climb the Carnegie scale, echoing Michael
Shattockds observafi bhe UKaHEt bgspeesstendsto drive un
mo d @hafiock, 2010,p.9) Chri stensends observation is that Unive
about the students they will serve, the subjects they will teach, and the model of schdiagshii promote

(Christensen & Eyring, 2011, pp. 348/8). The effect of making strategic choices about these factors, it is
claimed, can be to change tpoediugraatereeaepthint gapessby6 DNASG. Thii
Christensends team at the Center for American Progres
models of valuecreation(Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998 argue for three basic logic systems for value creation:

solution shops, valuadding chains, and facilitated user networKs)is conflation creates systemfiigencies

and transaction costs, which could be dispensed with by some universities that chose a single logic of value

creation (treating tuition and student progress as aaldang chain process). By applying the right business

model for the task, ahutilising the power of online learning, it is argued that the cost ofdpigtiity tuition can

be reduced dramatical{Christensen et al., 2011, pp.&j.

27 (HEFCE, 2004, p. 11, para. 24)

228 (Amenta & Kieling, 2011)

229 (YUK, 2012b, sec. B, p. 17)

#Z0YCU claims a membership of 119,40rades Union Congress, 2018pre than a third of the 321,680

eligible staff in the sectqHESA, 2013b. Calculationased on Table A)

14 [ oademic staff have freedom within the law to question and test received wisdom, and to put forward new
ideas and controversial or unpopular opinions, without placing themselves in jeopardy of losing their jobs or
privileges they ray have at their institutiod¢British Government, 1988hb)

#32(HESA, 2013b, Table B)

233 (Watson, 2009, p. 51)

234 (Shattock, 2010, p. 26)

235 (Bekhradnia, 2012)

23%\/isa regulations have reduced the attractiveness of the UK as a study desti@&®ivionitor, 2013)

27(Gibbs, 2002, pp. 32833)

238 (Gibbs & Murphy, 2009, p. 351)

239 (HemsleyBrown, 2011, p. 128)

240 (Ridley-Duff, 2013)

21 (KPMG, 2006, pp. B15, 28 40)
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14 Appendix D: Questions asked in the survey

Page 1 of 7
A co-operative future for academic employment?

This survey is about your views on the future of academic employment. It has been
developed by a student of higher education as part of a final project on a masters
programme, and is designed to help thinking about how Higher Education
Institutions might change in the future. Specifically, we are looking at the
possibilities raised by the notion of a distinctly co-operative university, where staff,
students and the community collectively own and run the university, democratically.

We want to discover more about the sort of expectations that future academics hold
about employment, and to look at their preferences when seeking academic
employment. By asking questions that relate to co-operative values, we hope to be
able to determine whether the idea of a co-operative university would be attractive.

By finding out more about potential future academics' expectations and preferences
around employment, we hope to be able inform the working practices that
universities adopt in the future, and to think more deeply about the sorts of
principles and values that Higher Education Institutions ought to observe.

A a small gesture of thanks for completing this survey, we are offering the chance to
win £30 in amazon vouchers.

The survey takes between 5 and 10 minutes to do.

Leading education
and social research
Institute of Eclus ation
University of London

Page 2 of 7

1 Ethical statement

The researcher has made every effort to comply with the policies of the Institute of Education (I0E)
and Britsh Educational Research Association (BERA). 1) The research project this survey relates to is
called 'Realising the Co-operative University' and is designed to explore the possibilities for a more
co-operative future for universities in England. The research is being conducted on behalf of the Co-
operative College. 2) You do not have to submit any personal information to complete this survey.
However, you will have the opportunity to leave your email address as part of a prize draw, or if you
want to hear more about the research in future. Only those people who have indicated a desire to stay
in touch with the research will have their email addresses retained by the researcher. Email
addresses provided for the prize draw only will be deleted following the prize-draw, which will be by
the end of January 2014 at the very latest. 3) You can withdraw your consent at any time up to the
point when you submit your answers. If you choose to withdraw before submitting, the researcher will
retain no record of your answers up until that point, nor of your involvement in the research. 4) This
research is focused on future academics, and many of the questions only make sense if you are
currently studying for a research-based qualification at a university (or have recently finished). The
researchers can promise confidentiality as described above, and cannot identify whether any
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