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Operating systems play a key role in the effective and efficient management of a college of 

Further and Higher Education. Since the incorporation of col l ies in 1993 financial constraints 

and increasing competition in the further education sector have emphasised the core-periphery 

model of organisation in colleges, with an increasing use of part-time and tempwary staff that 

has increased the need fbr ef&ctive and efficient operating systems. This research examines the 

percq)tions of staff below Senior Management Team level as to the efficacy of operating 

systems, and includes data collected 6om 24 respondoits horizontally across a college of 

further and higho" education and vatically from the hierarchy to achieve cross-case comparison 

within the study. Pardcular emphasis is placed on 'hearing the voice' of the stafF and listening 

to their perceptions and personal experiences of interfacing with the college operating systems. 

The research is case study based using a semi-structured questionnaire to provide a Aamework 

fbr collecting intairiew data. Analysis has beai completed through multi-method analysis using 

both quantitative and qualitative data to draw upon the straigths of both techniques. The thesis 

concludes that the effective and eSicient operation of a college depends on the management 

philosophy that has developed within the organisation and its approach to devising, installing 

and monitoring operating systems. Colleges and other similar wganisations may beneSt from 

attrition being paid to training staff in systems operation, improving the management of the 

systems and improving the leadership provided by the Senior Management Team within a 

supportive learning environment. The product of this investigation may be of interest to college 

managers, managers of other educational establishments and managers of public services 

generally. 
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Chapter 1 

1.1: Introduction. 
Since incorporation on 1st April 1993 colleges in the Further Education (FE) sector have been 

responsible 6)r their own management systems. The ef&ctiveness of the systems and the 

management of colleges in general have been commented on by the Further Education Funding 

Council (FEFC), the body which both Ainds further education and provides the inspectorate 

responsible for monitoring the performance of colleges in the sector. The FEFC report for 1996 

- 97, Circular 98/13 (pageS) indicated that many teachers have taken on management duties 

within colleges but receive inadequate time to per6rm their teaching commitments and 

management duties to a satis6ctory standard, and commented that 'more needs to be done to 

help teachers and middle managers to work e@ciently.' Wright (1998) points out that managers 

in colleges recognise that management skills are an essential requirement but are reluctant to 

seek training 5)r themselves, whilst Fergusson (1994:p95) comments that management training 

6)r head teachers and principals is a relatively recent innovation. The lack of time, skills and 

motivation to improve the management of colleges has occurred at a time when college 

management and teachers in general have become much more accountable. As Levacic 

(1997:pl31) pointed out, college management has become more accountable Ar its actions in 

recent years and this could well indicate a need 6)r ef&ctive management of colleges that 

understands its responsibilities to students, staff, the government and the wider community in 

which it operates to provide quality education services which are well supported by 

management processes and operational systems. 

Cantor, Roberts and Pratley (1995:pl01) highlight the changing character of the work in FE, 

which has shiAed 6om a craft based engihasis to a service industry enq)hasis over a relatively 

short period of time. At the same time as the nature of the work has changed so the structure of 

college management has changed 6om collegiate to a managerial system (Enteman 1993, PoUitt 

1990, Fergusson 1994) with a deSnite hierarchy of managers and managed. Kydd (1997:pl 14) 

comments on the conflicts that can arise between the traditional role of professional teachers of 

providing a service and the demands of managerial systems for the smooth and efScient running 

of the organisation. 



There appear to be recurrent themes in the literature of the need for colleges to be efGcient and 

eSective in the delivery of educational services to the public. Day and Klein (1987:p27) add the 

term 'value for moiKy" and give a deSnition of process efGciency as being value 5)r money in 

the use of resources and programme eSectiveness as a given action or investment achieving its 

intended result. The extent to which efGciency and e@ectiveness can be achieved with an under 

trained management who have insufBcient time, given their other commitments, to manage is 

not clear 6om the literature, abhough it can be argued that properly organised and managed 

operating systems can assist the management and staff in achieving a high standard of delivery 

that satisfies the demands of the organisation, its clients and the wider community it serves. 

1.2: The Problem. 
The focus of this study is to what extent operational systems within a college of further and 

higher education are helping the institution achieve its strategic aims and otqectives of 

delivering high quality education and training to its target community. This is in terms of being 

both efScient and ef&ctive and with due consideration 5)r its responsibility to be accountable 

6)r the funds it receives 6om central government and to be accountable to the community in 

which it operates. 

1.3: Aims of the study. 
The problem the study investigated was the role of operational systems in helping the college 

achieve its strategic aims and obgectives. SpeciScaUy the study sought to answer the following 

questions: 

1) Are colleges achieving their strategic aims and obgectives through addressing the right 

internal issues? 

2) Are the operational systems working efBciently and helping the college achieve their 

strategic aims and objectives? 

3) Do stafT recognise the relative importance and contribution identiSed systems make to the 

success of the college? 

4) Are the systems that are in place easy for the stafF to use and are they 6cilitating them in 

delivering a service to their students? 

5) What are the in:g}lications of the development and inq)lementation of management systems in 

Further Education Colleges? 



The study is important for three reasons. First, the FEFC has recognised that internal 

management systems have not been operating e%ctively (FEFC circular 98/13 :p8) (Chief 

Inspectors Annual Report October 1999:p40), although management information systems have 

been installed to satis^ the FEFC responsibility for ensuring that colleges use the funds 

provided 6om central government in line with their guidelines. Internal management systems 

may have been neglected by senior management teams because the FEFC's own 6cus was on 

fnancial management systems rather than internal management and the FEFC has recognised 

that what is measured is inqx)rtant and is now taking more of an interest in ensuring that the 

whole college operates efBciently and efkctively. 

Second, the trend in FE is to downsize teaching stafT (Seddon 1997) to the essential stafF 

necessary to operate the courses and to use part-time and tenqx)rary stafT in other teaching 

situations in an efbrt to increase flexibility of response to enrobnent patterns (Hill 2000:p68). 

This has led to a flexible Arm model of a core of permanent lecturers, hourly paid part-time 

lecturers and agency part-time lecturers (Hill 2000:p68). The use of part-time and temporary 

stafTreduces the staG" costs but means that support systems must be used that can be operated 

easily by people who might have a much reduced commitment to the college as well as less time 

on site. Part-time and temporary staE might see systems that are difGcult to use as onerous and 

thus less likely to be used. 

Thirdly, education in common with other public sector services has become more accountable 

to its users and the providers of funds, which is articulated through a discourse of accountability 

(Usher and Edwards 1994:pl 13). EfGcient and efkctive operational systems assist the college's 

management to provide evidence of the accountability of the college to the government 

appointed inspectors. Systems that are not operating efBciently and efkctively wiU not be used 

in the prescribed manner and could undermine the good work that is being done in other areas 

of the college's operations. 

1.4: Rationale. 
The product of this research wiU be of interest to managers in colleges who are devising 

operational systems for initial implementation or changing systems to make them more e&ctive 

and efGcient, and who want to gain stafT commitment to the change. 



Managers in other educational establishments such as schools and universities may also be 

interested by the Gndings as they operate in similar situations to a college, with academics who 

may be more interested in their students than in operational systems. 

Managers in other public services with a large number of prokssional stafF might also 6nd the 

research of interest in helping them understand the processes at work in their own environments 

and how they might improve their own operating systems. 

Academic stafT may indicate that their on^ interest in management is in providing an ef&ctive 

and efBcient service to their students and might not realise the importance of ensuring the 

service they provide needs the support of operational systems. If a system can be made better 

ty involving its users in its design and maintenance then the service delivered by all of the 

college stafTwiU be improved, which wiU ultimately assist the academic stafTto achieve their 

aims of providing a good service. This research is aimed at improving the service provided, 

ultimately, to the students of the college and it is they who will beneGt 6om a better 

understanding of the dynamics of operational management by the staff of the college. 

The college stafF may also beneGt &om an improved understanding of how the design and 

operation of systems impacts on the sta8^ and help managers to design systems that might be 

less stressful to their users. 

1.5: Purpose of the Study. 
The purpose of the study was to examine stafF attitudes and experiences of using college 

operating systems on a day-to-day basis. The study looked at stafF understanding of the term 

'accountability" and what it meant to them to be accoimtable, the experience of using systems at 

the college and whether the systems contributed, in their perception, to the college's strategic 

aims and otgectives. The study also looked at the amount of help that stafF received in using 

college systems, the nature of that kip , if ary, and who gave such help. Attitudes to the 

concepts of eGectiveness and efSciency were sought to see if there was a correlation between 

the staffs understanding and the deGnitions usually attached to public service organisations. 

Finally, stafF attitudes to quality in the FE context were sought along with stafF opinions about 

the proposal of the FEFC to link quality to Amding and the ef&ct this proposal might have on 

the college. The following objectives were examined by the study: 



1) To examine whether there is a correlation between what stafT see as systems that are 

important to the college and the level of importance the staE attach to those systems Ar 

themselves. 

2) To examine whether stafFhave a conception of accountability and how it af&cts them in their 

day-to-day work. 

3) To examine whether stafF can discriminate between well-structured operating systems that 

help the college achieve its strategic aims and objectives and those systems that do not. 

4) To examine whether stafT can identic the type of help they receive in using operating 

systems and how that help can assist them to do their job better. 

5) To examine whether college stafThave a clear understanding of the concepts of eSectiveness 

and efSciency. 

6) To examine whether college staGF understand quality systems and whether they understand 

the implications of linking quality to funding. 

1.6: Background and context. 
It appears that the starting point 6)r management in maiy organisations is the setting out of a 

vision or mission for its future operations. Cole (1994) notes in the deGnition of strategy he 

proposes that strategic management is a process, directed by top management, to determine the 

fundamental aims or goals of the organisation, and to ensure a range of decisions which will 

allow for the achievement of those aims or goals in the long-term, whilst providing for adaptive 

responses in the shorter term (Cole 1994: p2). 

This agenda or strategy may be seen as setting the direction of the organisation and dictating 

the behaviour of the management in its atten^ts to see its strategy fiilGUed. However, as 

Chapman and Cowdell (1998) note, as public sector organisations have increasingly looked to 

management techniques as ways of increasing efSciency, great emphasis has been placed on 



tools such as 'mission statements/ Unfortunately, many of these have shown a tendency to 

become bland, since they are oAen written as much with an eye to 'pleasing the public' and 

meeting the organisation's political requirements as they are for the practical beneA of their 

members. However, they do represent one, admitted]^ rather crude, attempt at establishing 

some sense of purpose (Chapman and Cowdell 1998:p23). 

The use of a mission statement by a public body can be seen as a mani&station of how the 

language of business is becoming more comnx)n in the world of education, although the 

concept of proGt may not be applicable to the educational environment. However college 

managements have realised that they must diversi^ the income stream to make colleges less 

dependent on the Further Education Funding CouiKil (FEFC), in nany cases its main finance 

source, and they are seeking alternative income streams. In such circumstances the priorities of 

senior managers may be seen to have shifted away S-om the quality of their educational 

programmes to the development of secure financial and business systems (Cantor, Roberts and 

Pratley 1995; pi09). Such a view may be considered rather harsh since it could be argued that 

only by securing a Grm fnancial base can a college build on the quality of its courses. Also, 

college managers would have been responding to the changed environment in which they were 

operating, as changes in the funding system were introduced that had the ef&ct of changing 

Further Education Colleges 6om an arm of local government into quasi-commercial self 

managing operations. The result of such changes, it was probably hoped by government, would 

improve the efBciency of the operations and improve quality as conq)ared to that which existed 

under the LEAs (Local Education Authorities) (Levacic (1997:127). 

Colleges, while using the language of business, are usually seen as striving to provide a cost 

elective and efScient service, which is within a budget set in agreement with the fimding 

agencies and at a satisfactory level of quality. According to Chapman and Cowdell 

(1998:pl73), these aims have required management skills, which, it was hoped by government, 

would reduce public sector costs. Johnson and Scholes (1984) also highlight that public 

services are usually competing for resources in the public sector, where the notion of 

cong)etition is usually concerned with competition for resource inputs typically within a political 

arena. Many of the developments in management practices in the public sector, such as changes 

to internal markets, performance indicators, con^titive tendering and so on, are attenqits to 



introduce elements of competition in order to encourage improvements in value for money 

(Johnson and Scholes 1984: p33). 

It may be that the political control exercised by government over education UKans that colleges 

can never be truly competitive with other providers in the field and the cultural constraints 

exercised by teachers would also make true competition unacceptable since education is not 

usually concerned with making a proSt. The very 6ct that public sector organisations operate 

on a non-proGt basis may be seen as having Amdamental implications. Since they are essentially 

altruistic, both the profit motive and the existence of a competitive market are traditionally 

unfamiliar to them. Historically, they have not been able to increase their revenue by increasing 

the level of their activities, as might be the case in a business organisation. They depend upon 

state fimding, which usually takes the 6)rm of annnAl budget allocations. In the past, their 

nature and origins have tended to protect them 6om competition and this has had an important 

ef&ct on traditions of organisational culture in the public sector. Anyone who has worked in a 

public sector organisation will appreciate that its culture is usually very diGkrent &om that in 

any commercial organisation (Chapman and Cowdell 1998:p3). 

The method employed by the government to introduce an element of business ethic to 

education was to release the colleges from local authority control incorporating them into self 

governing institutions with governing bodies responsiWe for their own operations, the assets, 

the stafT and the management of their colleges (Ainley and Bailey 1997:pl4). 

Incorporation. 
Many colleges pre -incorporation would have relied on their Local Education Authority (LEA) 

to provide centralised administration systems for personnel and payroll. Colleges, whilst not in 

active competition prior to incorporation, would have needed a small marketing function for 

managing the customer inter6ce. Post incorporation the new 'public service orientation' 

stressed the importance of the user and 'consumer responsiveness' (Chapman and Cowdell 

1998:pl74). The new funding agency Ar the Airther education sector, the Further Education 

Funding Council, had been issuing briefngs to college managers since 1992 on how to create a 

strategic plan and how to structure the college with departments for Personnel, Marketing, 

Finance and the all-important Management Information System, but many of the managers 

themselves lacked the practical skills to actually undertake the role demanded of them as "the 

7 



demands of accountability created their own emphaais on pro6ssional management" (Chapman 

and Cowdell 1998:pl 74). An example of the problems 6ced by coUege management can be 

gauged 6om the turnover in college Principals, which has been substantial with only one third 

of Principals who were in post in 1993 still in post (Ainley and Bailey 1997:p23). 

It may be that the FEFC capitalised on the lack of management knowledge by coUege managers 

to make sure that their own needs 6)r in6)rmation were catered for before the needs of the 

college for adequate management systems was dealt with. A less harsh point of view might be 

that there was no precedent 6)r the incorporation of the colleges and it was impossible to 

Siresee the outcomes that ensued. 

1.7: Definition of Terms. 

Key, Major and Minor Operating Systems. 
For the purposes of this study, the operating systems used in the College have been separated 

into three categories identiGed as key, m^or and minor systems to indicate the relative 

importance they have to the college. 

Key Systems. 
A Key system is one that carries a direct financial penalty 6om the FEFC 5)r non-conq)liance 

with its requirements. An exan^le of this would be where a register is not kept for a course for 

which funding units are being claimed and which as a result the auditor cannot trace. In such a 

situation monies will not be 6)rthcoming &om the FEFC unless some other proof that the 

course existed can be furnished. 

Major Systems. 
A M^or system is a system that has a Gnancial penalty not exacted by the FEFC but rather by 

the business environment. For example, if course fees are not claimed &om the students the 

college would Gnd a large fmancial deGciency in the budget. 

Minor Systems. 
A Minor system is an internal system that if not operated properly will affect the eflEicient 

operation of the coUege and could carry a penalty, which might not have an impact Ar some 

time. An example of a Minor system could be the grievance procedure where there is no 

8 



apparent Snancial penalty &)r its inefRciencies but it might cause de-motivation to the aggrieved 

person if the case was not dealt with quickly, which itself may have a secondary financial eSect 

by encouraging that person to take sick leave or in some way inter&re with their work. 

Key and the M^or operating systems may be seen as the most important to the College in that 

they have a measurable financial penalty for non-performance. However, the minor systems are 

those that College staff come into contact with most &equently and if they are not operating 

efficiently they may cause dissatisfaction with the college management. 

1.8: Limitations. 
The study has been limited by several circumstances that were outside the researcher's control. 

The Grst is that the participants were volunteers and as such could be biased by their intention 

to put their opinions on the subject of the study into print. The opinions and experiences of 

those willing to participate may not be as representative as might be hoped and might be termed 

an incidental sample of sutgects who are willing to participate and co-operate, which is a 6ctor 

that may limit the study's findings in their generalisability. The diGBculties 6ced by a researcher 

Wio is also a participant are discussed in Chapter 3 paragraph 6.3, which also considers the 

problems arising &om bias and how they can be avoided. 

The data collection was carried out over a relatively short period of time and may not reflect 

current viewpoints of the respondents. These static descriptions are not necessarily indicative of 

opinions that the respondents may hold in the future. 

The questionnaire was developed 6)r the purpose of gathering data on a speciGc set of topics 

and as such might not have elicited enough data about cause and eGect relationships. The 

intention of gathering respondent narratives was to use the questionnaire as a framework that 

would guide the discussion but permit enough latitude 6)r developing themes and issues as the 

discussion progressed. On occasion this led to a deviation away &om the planned intention, but 

this was seen as acceptable if the deviation provided an insight into the working of the college's 

systems and collective thought patterns. 

The study gathered data 6om a cross-section of the college that it was felt by the researcher 

reflected the conqwsition of the college staff The number selected 6om each school or unit had 



to be smAll to ensure coverage of all sections of the stafT which could have led to an important 

interviewee being overlooked. Another sample 6ame might have provided a difkrent set of 

results that had a higher generalisability to other college environments. 

Finally, the study is limited to one college and thereAre cannot be considered generalisable to 

other colleges. 

1.9: Delimitations. 
The study involved interviewing twenty-four sta% members across the college and vertically 

within the hierarchy of the college to gather a cross section of opinions and experiences fî om 

the staE 

Second, the age group of the resporxlents has been kept to that of the stafT con^sition at the 

college who could be seen as a sub group within the college. A difkrent college with a difkrent 

age proGle and stafT experience proGle would not necessarily End the study applicable to their 

circumstances. 

Thirdly, the college is set within a certain geographic area and the results may not have 

applicability to another geographic area. 

1.10: Overview. 
As has been previously indicated, the purpose of this study was to examine stafT attitudes to 

operational systems within a college. The second chapter deals with a review and critical 

analysis of the relevant literature on this subject. The methods and procedures of the study will 

be presented in chapter three and the ana^sis of the data will be made in chapter four. The Gnal 

chapter is concerned with the summary findings, discussion, implications and suggestions for 

further research. 
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Chapter 2 

2.1: Introduction to the Review of Selected Literature. 

There has been, to date, very little investigation into the experiences, perceptions and feelings of 

Further Education employees with respect to their employers and the changes that have occurred 

in Further Education since incorporation in 1993 (Hill 2000:p68). The purpose of this study was 

to examine to what extent operational systems within a coUege of further and higher education 

are helping that institution achieve its strategic aims and objectives to deliver high quality 

education and training. This chapter deals with the review and analysis of studies and writings 

relevant to this topic. The literature review has been divided into themes that consider aspects 

and issues of college managenKnt that have been derived &om comments by the Further 

Education Funding Council (FEFC) and h-om comments made by stafT who interact on a daily 

basis with the college operational systems. 

2.2: The source of the themes. 

College operational management systems have been criticised by the FEFC in their Report of the 

Quality Assessment Committee 6 r 1996 - 97 (FEFC Circular 98/13). This report highlighted the 

inqwrtance of management skills to the efGcient operation of colleges in the following way: 

College restructuring and the delegation of management responsibilities to a wider range 

of stafThave resulted in more teachers becoming involved in college management and 

taking on administration duties. Often time allowances made 5)r management tasks are 

small, and insufficient support is available to support administrative work. The committee 

is concerned that more needs to be done to help teachers and other middle managers to 

work efficiently. This issue should be addressed by senior college managers and those 

responsible for prioritising staff development. 

FEFC (Circular 98/13 :p8) 

The FEFC appear to be acknowledging that management systems in Further Education colleges 

may not be adequate for the job and that the senior management might need to provide 
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satis6ctory support systems and management training that will help the middle managers and 

lecturers do their jobs more ef&ctively and efSciently. 

The FEFC have also commented on the inefSciencies of management inArmation systems in 

tracking students through their time at the colleges: 

The need to improve management in6)rmation systems has been a continuing issue 6)r 

most colleges. Systems 6)r submitting student records 6)r funding purposes are 

A-equently...underdeveloped. Too often, central records diGer 6om those held in 

departments. Inadequately detailed monitoring means that senior managers and governors 

remain unaware of weaknesses in student retention, the achievement of qualiGcations and 

destinations of students. Consequently, their ability to 6cus on improving quality is 

limited. 

FEFC (Circular 98/13 :p8) 

This comment, whilst focused on management in&rmation systems, seems to be indicating the 

inadequacies of the management systems again with its enq)hasis on the fact that senior 

managers and governors are unaware of m^or weaknesses in the delivery of quality education 

and tmining. 

Informal discussions with stafF and other educational pro6ssionals helped to 5)rm the thematic 

approach this investigation has taken. The questions asked by stafT and colleagues tended to be 

rhetorical but seemed to have a pattern that asked: Why am I using this system? What is the 

system meant to achieve? When must it be done by? How do I do what is required? Why does 

the system not work properly? Who is responsible &r the system? The comments cited above 

6om the FEFC and the informal discussions with college stafT seemed to be congruent with a 

situation that could be investigated. 

This apparent cavilling about management operating systems, voiced by college staff in informal 

and unstructured discussions and more formally by the FEFC in their reports, set out the initial 

investigation into the operation of college operation systems and is what gave rise to the themes 

of: 
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1. Accountability in coDeges and a consideration of Sscal accountability and academic 

accountability. 

2. Operational eSectiveness and efSciency and the link to achieving strategic aims and 

objectives. 

3. The role of operational systems within a college and how a systems approach can facilitate 

the efGcient operation of the college. 

4. The role of the Further Education Funding Council in college management operations. 

5. College culture and the new FE environment and how the culture of colleges is changing to 

meet the challenges of the future. 

6. Quality issues and their links to the themes above. 

MuUins (1985:p593) comments that management control involves planning and organising work 

functions and guiding and regulating the activities of the workforce. Control provides a check on 

the way that work is done and its effectiveness and efSciency. Control also provides a means of 

monitoring the success or Ailure of the operations of the organisation. MuUins comments flirther 

that the whole purpose of management control is the improvement of both individual and 

organisational performance. The themes above may be seen as being part of the whole system 

that is trying to achieve a college's strategic aims and objectives and are, thereAre, related to 

each other, to individual performance and to organisational performance as indicated in the 

diagram below. 

13 



F g L 

Ski3Ae%2k:v\iaisiand(]tgeK3iv{# 

Individual 
Per6rmance 

A 

Organisational 
Performance 

College Operating Systems 

Accountability 

ESectiveness and EfBciency ̂  

Role of Operating Systems ^ 

Role of Funding ^ 

Organisational Culture -4-

Quality issues 

AAo": Mullins (1985:p593) 

Silverman (1970) points out that to understand the pattern of interaction within one system it is 

necessary to pay attention to the other systems to which it relates, and that nothing may be 

understood without Srstly con^rehending the whole of which the system is a part (Silverman 

1970: p32). To try to comprehend the whole of the education system may be too much to expect 

and Silverman further counsels that the level of a study should be speciGed and all other levels 

taken as given (Silverman 1970: p32). Accordingly, this study looks at the level of the college 

operational systems and the college stafPs perception of how well they operate. The 

investigation of the themes outlined above comprises a review of the literature, and conclusions 

will be drawn &om the discussion, which, in turn, helped shape the research question. The 

themes are set out in the same order as the list above so the Grst theme to be examined will be 

that of accountability in college. 
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2.3: Theme 1: Accountability in Colleges. 

2.3.1: Introduction 

AccountabiHty arises where there is a need for an accounting 6)r the authority and power 

delegated to a subordinate as a person or as a body. It suggests ''stewardship and audit; exercise 

of responsibility; reporting of perArmance; answering 5)r behaviour, decisions and actions; being 

open to inspection and judgement; subject to sanctions and rewards"(Hinton and WUson 

1993:pl23). The word "accountability" has been described as a "chameleon, slippery and 

ambiguous term" (Hinton and Wilson 1993:pl23), and a "complex phenomenon which operates 

in dif&rent ways in difkrent circumstances" (Lawton and Rose 1991:pl7). This section will start 

by deSning accountability; it will then consider educational, market based and pro&ssional 

accountability. Accountability in colleges will be examined as well as consideration given to the 

experiences of anotkr country where, it seems, a similar situation to that of the UK exists. 

Finally, the section will close with a brief summary of the foregoing discussion. 

2.3.2: Accountability Management. 
Accountability management, a technique borrowed 6om General Motors (Zi&ak 1994:pl2), 

involved the designation of discrete units in government departments whose outputs could be 

measured against costs and other criteria and whose performance could eflfectively be assessed. 

Where measures of achievement can be defined in quantitative or Gnancial terms, and where 

individuals can be held responsible for output and cost, accountable units could be established. 

Once established, such units may be held responsible 6)r the achievement of a clearly speciGed 

programme of objectives that relate to the strategic aims of the organisation. The departments 

responsible 6)r achieving the objectives are nmde accountable by 'critical scrutiny' of their 

performance (Zi&ak 1994:pl3). 

Gray (1983p29 - 31) considers accountability in the context of a principal - agent relationship 

where agents are normally required to account 5)r their actions to their principal. The diGBculty 

in identifying who is the "principal" to whom the agent must account is considered by Hinton 

and Wilson (1993) as confrming the complexity and obscurity of the term "accountability'^ 

.. .a headteacher is the agent of the governors Ar the management and running of the 

school, of parents 6 r the education and care of their children, of the local authority 5)r the 
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resources used and of the Department Ar Education 6)r delivering the National 

Curriculum. The relationships become tangled and accountability in a single, single 

manner is impossible. 

Hinton and Wilson (1993:pl23) 

The DfEE document 'Guidance on Good Governance' describes the personal accountability of 

governors and points out that holders of public ofBce are accountable 6 r their decisions and 

actions to the public and must submit themselves to whatever scrutiny is appropriate to their 

ofGce (DfEE 1998). The view that the holders of public ojBGce must be transparent in their 

personal dealings whilst in ofGce is underlined in the FEFC Guide to Clerks to Corporations of 

Colleges in this way: 

The principle of public accountability is an important one at a time when there is increasing 

concern at the exercise of powers and responsibilities by non-elected bodies. Sometimes, 

governing bodies will need to keep some financial, property and personal issues 

conGdential. They should however be cautious in the extent to which they decide that their 

business should be conGdential 

FEFC (1994:p53, March) 

The FEFC advice on accountability of members of a college corporation points out that the 

people involved with the college are open to public scrutiny and need to be aware that they can 

have their af&irs investigated by the general public. According to Hinton and Wilson 

(1993:pI25) in the context of public sector n^nagement, those with delegated authority are 

answerable for their actions to the people whilst Day and Klein (1987:p229) suggest that those 

with delegated authority have a revocable mandate 6om the public to operate on their behalf In 

the case of members' authorities the secretary of state would be responsible 6)r revoking the 

mandate. 

All of this suggests that giving one deSnition of "accountability" may not be possible due to its 

several shades of meaning and connotations. Patton (1992) summarises the diGBculties in 

defning the term "accountability": 
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Sometimes the term implies only a literal accounting/reporting; at other times it also 

inq)lies e)q)laiiation or justiGcation of the actions or other phenomena being reported. 

Some authors infer 6om the use of the term accountability the existence of a variety of 

sanctions/rewards; others do not. Sometimes the term implies a direct hierarchical 

relationship based on a contractual relationship between the accountor and the accountee 

for speciSc actions; at other times (especially in the case of public accountability and 

accountability to one's peers), the "who", the "what", and the "when" of the accountability 

relationship are not so obvious. 

Patton (1992:pl66) 

Educational Accountability. 
The Education ReArm Act (1988) gave governing bodies some 6eedom in how it spent the 

money it received &om the Local Education Authority (LEA), whilst the Further and Higher 

Education Act (1992), and the creation of the FEFC with its statutory requirement to monitor 

the efScient and elective use of the Amds it provides to colleges, meant that sophisticated 

accounting systems and management information systems had to be installed if the governing 

body was to discharge its 'm^or fnancial responsibility' (FEFC 1994:p62). 

The direction of the changes in education is indicative of the increasing en:^)hasis placed on the 

accountability of the education service, including the accountability of teachers, by society, 

which requires levels of inspection, the publication of comparative perArmance data and 

oversight by the FEFC (Levacic 1997:pl31). The FEFC has a remit to promote accountability 

and value 6 r money and to provide a direct incentive to colleges to expand the participation by 

relating an element of the recurrent funding to actual students enrolments (FEFC, 1992:32). 

Educational accountability can be contrasted with managerial accoimtability, which can be said 

to embrace notions of stewardship, audit and performance assessment (Hinton and Wilson 

1993:pl27). Day and Klein (1987:p27) highlight the 'value for money' concepts of management 

accountability where fiscal accountability is about ensuring that money has been spent as agreed 

and according to the rules. Process efficiency accountability is making sure that a given course of 

action has been carried out and that value for money has been achieved in the use of resources. 

Programme effectiveness accountability is concerned with ensuring that a given course of action 

or investment of resources has achieved its intended result. 
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The accountability promoted by the FEFC could be seen as being concerned, primarily, with 

accounting 6)r the use of fnancial resources provided by the central government, as the 

governing body is responsible for ensuring that funds 6om the council are used in accordance 

with the terms of the Act (Further and Higher Education Act 1992). The governing body is also 

responsible 6)r meeting the conditions attached to any grant income received 60m, or any 

contracts entered into with, other bodies (FEFC 1994:62). 

Nothing is said about the provision of educational courses other than that colleges have the 

primary responsibility for quality control and for ensuring that they conq)ly with the standards of 

the validating and examining bodies (FEFC 1994:p58), although the FEFC is responsible 6)r the 

inspection of colleges and 5)r providing independent assessments of the quality of teaching and 

learning in the colleges and of the standards being achieved by students (FEFC I994:p58). 

It could be said that the government is using the concept of accountability to regulate education 

and exert political control over its strategic direction through a 'formalization of systems of 

accountability" (Kydd 1997:pl 13). Of itself Gscal accountability may not be viewed as wrong, 

although the requirements of the FEFC seem to be so time-consuming that college managers are 

obsessed with providing data and returns to them rather than spending time managing the college 

ef&ctively, as Cuttance (1997) points out: 

Bureaucratic centralised systems 611 back on the process of checking whether 

administrative instructions have been followed, rather than assessing how well educational 

outcomes have been met. A centralised system necessarily operates by rules, set 

procedures and statute in order to reduce the number of problematic decisions that officials 

at the centre have to take. In the case of the education system these rules are of major as 

well as minor scale and they militate against the overall responsiveness of the system 

Cuttance (1997:p 14 -15) 

The seemingly demanding nature ofthe FEFC may be the reason why it appears so little 

attention has been paid to internal management structures and processes and what has pron^ted 

the comments on college management failings by FEFC inspectors as noted above. Another 
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factor could be the poor quality of the appointed members of the Corporation who make up the 

governing body of FE colleges. When colleges were incorporated in 1993 they ceased to be 

accountable to the elected representatives at local or county level. Lord Nolan, reported in the 

Times Educational Supplement (May 24 1996), spelled out the basic principle that bodies paid 

6)r out of public money should be accountable to the community they serve and are transparent 

in their dealings. Other writers have made adverse comments about the accountability of FE 

management at corporation level to local representatives of the population. This is especially 

true where denx^cratic control over schools (and colleges) is vested in governors rather than 

local politicians, and governors are dependent on heads' advice. The heads' power to create 

policies post hoc through the exercise of financial control is greater (Fergusson (1994:p 101). 

2.3.4: Market Based Accountability. 
The rise of consumerism in public services where consumers' rights can be seen as replacing the 

'vested interests' of the political system could be seen as Ailing to provide an elective 

mechanism for the exercise of accountability (Ferlie et al 1996:p211). The foundation of the 

market-based model is that by making services directly accountable to their clients the inGuence 

of distorting intermediaries will be removed. Ironically, improved accountability to the 

consumers of public sector services may in fact lead to less accountability to the public (Hinton 

and Wilson 1993:pl39) where, for instance, democratically elected representatives are replaced 

as schools governors by appointees of the Secretary of State 6 r Education. 

The Government sought to Snd out the current thinking on the governance and accountability of 

college corporations in 1998 &om those involved in the Further Education sector. The FEFC's 

response (July 1998) carried this sentence: 

It is essential that, in iiiq)lementing the proposals, the government emphasise that college 

governing bodies are corporate entities, that their members owe collective responsibility 

towards the corporation and that their primary duty, as members, is to the future of the 

college. 

FEFC (July 1997:p3) 
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This comment appears to consider the local community to be of secondary importance in the life 

of the college, and that the corporation does not owe a duty to the local community. 

At the same time as this rise in consumer power has taken place there has been an explosion of 

audit systems that provide a new form of accountability (Ferlie et al 1996:p212), which have 

displaced traditional 6)rms of control such as pro6ssional dialogue and appears to have called 

into question the pro6ssionalism of the individual teacher as wiU be discussed below. 

2^.5: Professional accountability. 

Pro&ssional accountability can be viewed as the accoimtability one pro&ssional owes to another 

pro&ssional, although there is a degree of ambiguity in the meaning of accountability as Poulson 

(1996) reported: 

In particular there was a dif&rence between teachers who saw accountability as self 

regulation - responsibility to themselves as pro&ssionals, to their colleagues or 

pro6ssional associates, to pupils and indirectly to parents and society at large - and those 

who saw accountability as a pre-determined external phenomenon in the form of 

contractual obligation, inspection, testing and other regulatory mechanisms. 

Poulson (1996: p584) 

The climate of education has changed with greater standardization across all levels of education 

and teachers may now fnd themselves being called upon to account for their actions to 

management, students, parents, the press and all manner of groups who consider that they have 

some stake in the educational process. For teachers this means that where once they were able to 

exercise considerable pro6ssional autonomy over the selection of knowledge and the ways it 

would be taught, their activities in the classroom are now more tightly controlled. This leaves 

teachers with less room for exercising both professional autonomy and professional authority. 

Standardization of the curriculum and increased measurement of its outcomes ensures that 

teachers deliver the curriculum eSectively and efSciently (Kydd (1997: p 115). This appears to 

be a developoKnt that governments have encouraged so as to establish a discursive consensus 

that constructs teachers and schools as being in need of external regulation (Poulson 

1996:p585). A situation that applies to schools, colleges and universities as well. 
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Evidence of the accountability requirements of the educationalist is an increased use of 

documentation to prove that the teacher is being open and transparent in his or her methods. The 

FEFC in its inspection evidence indicators cites documentation as being indicative of a quality 

provision (Circular 96/12:p20) (Circular 97/12:p22). The claimed benefits through documented 

accountability mechanism include: 6eedom of in&rmation, improved communications with 

colleagues, students, parents and inspectors and transparency to government and validating 

bodies such as EDEXCEL and RSA. The disadvantages include a loss of flexibility to alter the 

teaching programme and a loss of autonomy in making decisions based on the students' abilities 

(Kydd 1997:pll7). However, Poulson (1996) identiGes that documentation does provide a 

record of what is going on and provides auditors with evidence of quality assurance procedures 

that at a pragmatic level, o8er a 6)rmalised account of work, Wiich might be o&red when and if 

individuals or departments are called upon to give an account of their polices and practices and 

which is modelled on procedures used in business (Poulson 1996:p589) 

It may be that a more open and accountable system of documentation might provide a support to 

academics and proof that they are carrying out their job correctly and in line with college and 

awarding bodies' requirements, which can be useful in warding ofT criticism. 

2.3.6: Accountability in Colleges. 
The current state of accountability in colleges, and in education generally, would appear to be 

one of &eedom of in&rmation within a coercive 6amework of a statutory curriculum and the 

jBnancial monitoring of the FEFC. Peters, writing about accountability in the university sector in 

New Zealand, gives a set of accountability measures 6)r universities, which might be seen as 

having relevance to the English FE sector: 

1. A set of contractual relationships between: a) the government on the one hand and the 

Chief Executives of the Ministry of Education and other educational agencies on the 

other, b) Post Compulsory Education & Training providers (councils and boards) and 

their Chief Executives. 

2. Charters setting out intended outcomes and per&rmance measures. 
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3. Audits of performance in accordance with charters. 

Peters (1998: p610) 

Peters goes on to enlarge on these three measures by describing the main instruments of 

accountability as a staten^nt of goals (a charter); a statement that translates these goals to 

measurable otgectives (a corporate plan); the ability to manage eSectively (which requires the 

ownership and control of assets); and a variety of reporting mechanisms (Peters 1998: p610). 

It would appear that at a strategic level these instruments are sound common sense but it is easy 

to see that they are robust enough to be applied at all levels of an organisation with a little 

imaginative adaptation. Peters describes the main accountability mechanisms as: 

# clarity of objectives, 

# &eedom to manage, 

# incentives and sanctions, 

# adequate information flows, 

# ef&ctive assessment with a bias 6)r judgements and comparisons. 

Peters (1998:p610) 

Gray (1983) provides another method of determining accountability in a given situation: 

i) the general form of the principal - agent relationship or contract; 

ii) the action to which that contract relates; 

iii) the information relating to those actions which will satisi^ the principals' (sic) needs of 

accountability; 

iv) the channel(s) through which accountability will be discharged. 

Gray (1983 :p29-31) 

Whilst this analysis may he^ to provide precision to the definition of accountability it also 

suggests why accountability can be an obscure and complex sutgect. Accountabilities may 

become tangled as the 'upwards' accountability to management conflicts with sideways 

accountability to pro6ssional colleagues and 'downwards' accountability to students and staK 
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Cuttance makes a point about accountability that can be seen as being its main raison d'etre 

where accountability systems need to be established in a way which maximises their contribution 

to the development of the organisation (Cuttance 1997:pl6). 

2.3.7: Summary. 

It would seem that if an accountability system is to be of value to the organisation it should 

promote the development of the organisation and help it achieve its aims and objectives rather 

than be a restraint. To Wiat degree the stafT of the college understand accountability and have a 

congruent viewpoint to that of the senior management team will be explored through the 

research question. 

As might be seen 6om this discussion on accountability, a m^or responsibility of college 

management is to prove that they have used the financial resources supplied by central 

government ef&ctively and efBciently in providing educational services. The next section will 

consider the linked concepts of ef&ctiveness and efBciency and the how they might be viewed in 

a public sector setting. 
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2.4: Theme 2: Operational Effectiveness and Efficiency. 

2.4.1: Introduction. 

This theme will examine the relationship between efkctiveness and eSciency and will give 

consideration to the link that these two concepts might have in achieving a strategic outcome in 

an educational setting. Chapman and CowdeU (1998) describe a tension that appears to exist 5)r 

public sector organisations between being efkctive and being efGcient: 

Public sector organisations always 6ce a con^lex problem. They have a responsibility to 

ensure that they are economically elective and per&rm efGciently, which could be 

mutually exclusive, while they are under close scrutiny &om a number of dif&rent 

directions.. .successful organisations focus on ef&ctiveness rather than efBciency if they 

really wish to achieve client satis6ction in their operations; such organisations prioritise 

the more eGective procedure rather than the more efScient ones 

Chapman and Cowdell (1998:pl46) 

This section will start by identifying two possible defnitions of the terms eSectiveness and 

efBciency. It will then explore the dijB&rence between efGciency and economy before considering 

the distinction between strategy and operational efBciency. Finally the theme wiH draw the points 

together in a summary. 

2.4.2: Effectiveness Defined. 
There would appear to be at least two defnitions of what constitutes being eSective. The Grst is 

of&red by Porter (1996), Coe and Taylor Fitz-Gibbons (1998), and Johnson and Scholes (1986) 

who give de&iitions that eng)hasise the 'value added' aspects of being ef&ctive. Coe and Taylor 

Fitz-Gibbons (1998), indicate how this view would apply in an educational setting where 'Value 

added" in educational terms — so-called 'effectiveness - usually means that part of pupils" 

performance which cannot be accounted 6)r by their intake characteristics: in other words, a 

statistical residual can be measured and evaluated (Coe and Taylor Fitz-Gibbons 1998: p424). 

The statistical residual model of value added and academic e&ctiveness appears to rely heavily 

on adequate control variables being used, which may be possible in a commercial business 

situation, but might prove difGcult in an educational setting given that there can be a wide 
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variability in students' intake characteristics such as qualifications, 6mily background, etc, which 

may be better or worse than the average 6 r the country as a whole. 

Naylor (1996), Ho&r and Schendel (1986), Levacic (1997) and Bennet (1997) o8er a second 

definition of effectiveness. This interpretation appears to support achievement of stated 

objectives as the measure of efkctiveness. Levacic (1997) identiSes the view taken by public 

sector management and accounting where 'effectiveness' can be defined as the extent to which 

an organisation's actual output matched its desired output (Levacic 1997:pl29). Bennett (1997) 

puts it more succinctly as: EGectiveness compares your intentions with what you actually 

achieved (Bennett (1997:p68). 

Both Levacic's and Bennett's views of eSectiveness would appear to be quite dif&rent &om that 

of Porter, Coe and Taylor Fitz-Gibbons, and Johnson and Scholes since it is not about value 

added but rather con&rmance to outcomes identiGed as being the 'right things' by the 

organisation's decision makers. Ouston (1997) gives another way of viewing these apparent 

akematives where the main contrast is between relative ejSectiveness and absolute ef&ctiveness 

(Ouston (1997:p78). Ouston appears to be saying that the value added interpretation of 

effectiveness is a relative measure where success is compared relative to the starting point, whilst 

ef&ctiveness compared to a desired outcome is an absolute measure. 

Operational efkctiveness seems to be seeking to make sure things are done correct^ such as 

using the right technology for production, using the most suitable resources to complete jobs and 

limiting the wasteM use of resources. Operational ef&ctiveness spears to be an essential 

requirement 6)r an organisation as it concerns the management processes, the quality of 

employee motivation and the management of scarce resources. These might be considered 

inqx)rtant issues for an organisation striving to achieve superior perjkrmance in operational 

efkctiveness, and the organisation needs to pay attention to the management processes through 

which this can be achieved, as noted by Glover (1997) when he quoted from Ofsted: 

06ted (1995) suggests in paragraph 6.3 of the revised Framework that eSectiveness is 

promoted through careAil Snancial planning, ef&ctive use of resources, and efBcient 
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financial control and administration. None of these is possible without clear aims and the 

existence of a system w^ch supports development towards the achievement of these aims. 

Glover (1997^139). 

2.4.3: Efficiency Defined. 
EfSciency, similar to eGectiveness, would appear to have two defnitions that can be applied to 

it. The Grst, identified by Cole, is: "Doing things right" Cole (1994:p9). An interpretation of this 

de&iition might be to view efBciency as the eScient execution of a task or operation in 

con&rmance with its speciGcation. Such a deGnition would seem to match Crosby's (1989) view 

of quality as conformance to requirements and where the quality performance standard is zero 

defects, not acceptable quality level (Crosby 1989:p50). 

The task of deciding on the requirements of the system being operated so that the staG^ can 

conArm to its standard is very important. Unclear or undeGned outcomes do not provide 5)r 

clear delegation of responsibility. Individuals and groups can only be properly held accountable 

for achieving well-defined outcomes (Cuttance 1997:pl4). 

The first deGnition for efBciency, which is based on conformance to specification should be 

conqiared to \;\^t appears to be the second deGnition of e@ciency propounded by Levacic 

(1997) and also Bennett (1997), and which matches that of public sector management and 

accountancy by the interpretation that efGciency is assessed by comparing outputs to inputs 

(Levacic 1997:pl29). This measurement of the dif&rence between the input values of a resource 

and the output value would appear to conform to the view of efBciency where efficiency is 

achieved when a given quantity of output is produced at minimum cost (Levacic 1997:pl33). 

It might be considered interesting that Levacic seems to give a deGnition of efGciency, i.e., 

comparison of input to output, that bears a resemblance to the deGnition offered by Porter 

(1996) et al for efkctiveness as the value added model It might also be considered that Ouston's 

comments on relative and absolute measures of ef&ctiveness have an application to efGciency as 

welL 
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Levacic's opinion appears to be financially based and concerned with providing a service at a 

minimum cost. It should perhaps be remembered that colleges are subject to close public 

inspection and are expected to be accountable for the money they receive 6om the government. 

Since incorporation in 1993, Further Education colleges have been subject to an increasing 

accountability through inspection, publication of coirq)arative perArmance data and oversight by 

the Further Education Funding Council (Levacic 1997:pl31). 

Levacic (1997) points out that it is necessary to use some 5)rm of measure to judge whether 

efSciency exists: 

EfBciency is always judged relative to a standard. If production is cost efBcient then it is 

not possible to reduce the cost per unit produced by decreasing the amount of one unit and 

replacing it by more of some other unit of input. 

Levacic (1997:pl31) 

Rosen (1995) identiGes that efBciency is concerned with the internal management of the 

organisation (Rosen 1995: p46), and seems to suggest, in common with Levacic (1997) and 

Bennett (1997), that efGciency is about how well inputs are converted into outputs there&re the 

organisation needs to consider carefully how to organise its inputs in order to be efBcient. 

2.4.4: EfHciency and Economy compared. 
Bennett (1997) makes the point that efSciency is not the same as economy since economy is 

concerned with reducing the amount of resources being used - the input - without regard to the 

consequences. EfGciency goes one step further, by relating the actual inputs to the actual 

outcomes and it requires some means of measuring both (Bennett 1997:p68). The 

'consequences' that Bennett re&rs to here would seem to accord to the situation where the 

lowest cost criterion is applied to all resources and where the most economical organisation is 

that which can obtain its inputs at the least cost. If this is the only criterion to be considered, the 

most successfiil examples may not necessarily be the ones in which to live or work (Per&rmance 

Measurement and Evaluation 1993: Unit 1.12). 
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It may be that inexperienced managers would not see the distinction being drawn here and 

assume that efSciency equals economy when deciding on the level of resources needed to 

complete a task, and subsequently risk under resourcing what could be an important activity. 

However economy is seldom considered to be a dominant criterion either by a business or by a 

public sector operation as it only measures inputs. However, it does become prominent and 

newsworthy when cuts in income threaten the performance of statutory functions (Performance 

Measurement and Evaluation (1993: Unit 1.12). 

It would appear that an organisation that is only seeking economy in operations risks 

undermining its ability to meet its stakeholder requirements 5)r a satis6ctory service. 

2.4.5: Strategy and Operational Efficiency. 
Strategy and operational efGciency are difkrent, for their prime accountabilities are quite 

distinct; their goals, concerns and their actual outcomes are not the same, but some of their 

concerns do overlap. Strategy is concerned with the long-term direction of the organisation and 

the means to achieve the desired outcome, whereas operational efSciency is concerned with the 

optimum use of resources and the achievement of agreed targets. Cole puts it in this way: 

The concerns of strategy are (i.e. ensuring that the organisation is doing the 

right thing); the concerns of operations are (i.e. doing things right). 

Cole (1994:9) 

There might well be areas of common concern such as marketing, resourcing, financial targets 

and management information; however, at the operational level, the main thrust will be realising 

the strategic aims through the management of the resources of the organisation. Cole (1994) 

draws the distinction between the functions as top management being responsible Ar strategic 

management whereas operational management is primarily the responsibility of senior and middle 

management (Cole 1994:p9). 
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Cole (1994) identiGes an overlapping area between strategy and operations, which acts as a 

bridging point between decisions about strategy made by senior management, and their 

implementation throughout the operational units of the organisation. Cole (1994) regards this 

overlap as an in:qx)rtant inter6ce where managers can clari^ the intentions of the strategic 

managers and End ways to operationalise the plans. The bridging allows senior line and 

functional managers to discuss and plan their priorities with their middle management colleagues, 

\^tilst clari^ing issues and eventually gaining s^proval 6)r operational plans to be put into ef&ct 

(Cole I994:plO). Cole*s basic premise that senior management is responsible Ar operations 

would appear to conGrm that it is their responsibility to make sure that the operational systems 

are suitable 6)r their intended purpose. 

Government control of colleges. 
Colleges may not have the same degree of 6eedom 6om government intervention as an 

independent business when deciding on strategy. Ef&ctiveness and its link to meta-level strategy 

can be seen through the way that government controls the flow of flmds to colleges. 

Government targets 5)r achieving certain levels of education inSuence the level of Rinding and, 

in effect, drive the college management to adopt the government's strategic aims as their own 

and thus stimulate greater institutional responsiveness to the external environment because the 

flow of resources is linked to 'stakeholders" reactions to perceived organisational performance 

(Levacic efaZ1997:pI32). 

It may be that by controlling Arnds in this way the government can ensure that national issues 

such as poor language and numerical skills are seen as relevant to colleges and important enough 

to be added to strategic plans so that they will be addressed at a local level around the country. 

Effective but inefKcient? 
A research project conducted by the Further Education Development Agency (FEDA) identiGes 

that there is confusion in education over the concept of ef&ctiveness. The researchers reportedly 

found a lack of clarity between concepts of effectiveness and cost-effectiveness in the FE sector 

(FE). The researchers also posed the question, "can a college which has excellent examination 

and assessment perArmance, but which is also Gnancially 'at risk', be described as elective?' 

(Brownlow 1998). 
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This confusion could be due to the need to separate the fiscal efkctiveness and the academic 

efkctiveness of the college. The Further Education Funding Council (FEFC), in its Guide jkr 

College Governors (FEFC May 1994: Paragraph 11.25: page 62), points out the governors' 

responsibility for securing efGcient, economical and effective use of all of the college's resources. 

This Sscal cost-ef&ctiveness is quite separate 6om academic e@ectiveness although it could be 

argued that Gscal eGectiveness underpins the academic ef&ctiveness by providing a 5rm base 6)r 

building strong academic success for a college. 

2.4.6: Summary. 

Ef&ctiveness, then, may be seen as identi^ing the things that matter most to the success of the 

organisation and doing them with efBciency. EfGciency appears to be getting the things that have 

been identified as being elective done with the required amount of energy or input. Using this 

schema, ef&ctiveness always precedes efSciency; however, in practice managers would seek to 

balance efGciency and eGectiveness and there is always a trade-o2F between diGkrent goals, as 

well as between the issues of eSectiveness and efBciency (Bennett (1997) in Kydd, Crawford 

and Riches 1997:p68). 

Thus it may be presumed that the things that matter most to the college will be identified by the 

senior management team and set as the aims and objectives to be achieved through the agreed 

strategy, and are those things which they have determined will make the college ef&ctive. The 

research question will examine this presunq)tion as viewed &om the perspective of the staf^ and 

consider whether the stafT believe that the operational systems installed by senior management 

are aiding the college and its stafF in achieving its aims and objectives. 
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2.5: Theme 3: Operating Systems. 

2.5.1: Introduction 
A college can be seen as a system that takes inputs in the form of sta% equipment, buildings 

and money, converts those resources through a structuring process and provides outputs in the 

6)rm of trained and educated students. Viewed as a system, the college is a purposeAil entity 

producing outputs, which it exchanges with stakeholders in its external environment in return 

for resources and support and so is dependent on its environment (Levacic 1997:pl28). This 

theme will examine exactly what might be called a system, the concept of systems thinking, 

how a system is devised, their advantages and disadvantages. What might be required 6om a 

system is considered, and how the role of leadership might be considered crucial to operating 

systems successfully. 

2.5.2: What is a system? 

There is some dispute over exactly how to describe a system. Handy (1976) draws an analogy 

between operational systems and the human body where, as with a body, the systems of an 

organisation overlap and inter-link the parts, the structure and the members. They are of a 

logical order 6om the structure of the component pieces, deGned by their purpose, and 

concerned with flows or processes through the structure. "They are in 6ct 'systems' - it remains 

the best, if the vaguest, word, meaning at its broadest only an interdependent set of elements" 

(Handy 1976: p336). 

Handy, who was probably drawing on the work of the biologist Ludwig von Bertalanf^ and is 

generally credited with developing the outline of the General Systems Theory, Gnds it difBcult 

to improve on the word system perhaps because it is a word that describes modes of operation 

that can be 6om the highest level in an organisation to the meanest of jobs within that 

organisation. Mullins (1985) has similar difGculties when trying to give a deGnition of the word 

'system' and turns instead to a description of its function using an open systems model where 

the business organisation takes in resources such as people, Snance, mw materials and 

information &om its environment; transforms or converts these; and returns them to the 

environment in various R)rms of outputs such as goods produced, services provided, completed 

processes or procedures in order to achieve certain goals such as proGt, market standing, level 

of sales or consumer satis6ction (Mullins 1985: p80). 
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Stacy gives a definition of a system that is circular claiming that they are systems because they 

consist of a number of component subsystems that are interrelated and interdependent on each 

other (Stacy 1993: p277). Stacy, it would seem, sees a paradox in that a system is a system 

because it is part of a system, which is not a particularly useful observation but does point to the 

confusion that exists over identifying what actually constitutes a system. Watson and Mayon -

White (1986) give a simple deGnition of a system as an assembly of components coimected 

together in an organised way. The components are afkcted by being in the system and the 

behaviour of the system is changed if they leave it. The organised assembly has been defned as 

being of particular interest (Watson & Mayon 1986: pi - 3) to an observer who might be 

seeking to understand it better, improve it or, perhaps, destroy it. 

It would appear that the difBculty in giving a deGnition of a system as illustrated by Stacy 

above would seem to be one of its strengths in that it has a universal application and there is 

little room 6)r ambiguity. Virtually anything can be deGned as a system by drawing a boundary 

whose approach is a flexible one and open to a wide variety of interpretation (Morgan 

1996:p387) 

It may be that the flexibility in deGning a system, as noted by Morgan, is a weakness since it 

can be postulated that people will be disinclined to question the basis of a system or its purpose 

due to the inexactitude of the deGnition of what a system should be. 

2.5.3: Systems thinking. 
Systems thinking is based on the General Systems Theory which is a contingency approach to 

systems that states that there is no one optimum state Ar a system. As MuUins put it ' ^ e 

structure of the organisation and its 'success' are dependent, that is contingent upon, the nature 

of tasks with which it is designed and the nature of environmental inAuences" Mullins (1985: 

p57). The ef&ct of environmental 5)rces on the systems spears to be important in shaping the 

nature of the system (Silverman 1970: p32), so a competitive environment would call 6 r a 

dif&rent system 6om that of a more benign environment, and di&rent organisational forms 

can be associated to dif&rent technology, 6 r instance (Silverman 1970:p 36). However, not all 

theorists in organisational systems would agree that enviroimiental fetors exert such a strong 

inOuence over organisations. Silverman (1970: p37) p>oints out that organisations do not react to 
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their environment but their members do. People act in terms of their own interpretation of 

changes in the environmental 6ctors that exist around the organisation, and attach difkrent 

meanings to what has occurred. The result is that every organisation, through its people, will 

produce a slightly diSerent reaction to changes in the enviroimient and hence add variability to 

their responses and those of the organisation. This viewpoint does appear to 6t with general 

systems theory as the Grst point made in the Allowing list indicates that there is recognition of 

the relationship that exists between the members of the organisation and the environment in 

which they operate both within and without the organisation. 

Stacy (1993) summarises General Systems Theory as: 

» an organisation is an open system, a set of interconnected parts (individuals, inArmal 

groups, formal groups such as departments and business units) in turn interacting with 

other organisations and individuals outside it. 

# Intercoimecting means that a system imports energy and information 6om outside 

itself transforms that energy and information in some way, and then exports the 

transformed result back to other systems outside of itself 

# An organisation imports across a boundary separating it 6om other systems, 

transArms the imports within its boundary, and exports back across the boundary. 

# The boundary separates a system 6om its enviroimient but also links it to its 

enviroimient. As relationships across the boundary are always changing the 

environment is always changing. 

e The boundary therefore exercises a regulatory function: on the one hand it protects the 

system &om Quctuations in the environment and on the other it relays messages and 

prompts changes within the boundary so that the system adapts to its environment. 

# It is the role of leadership to manage the boundary, to regulate so that the system is 

protected and changes adaptively. 

# Successful management keeps an organisation adapted to its changing environment 

through a process of negative &edback producing stable equilibrium. 

Adaptation to the environment determines the stable equilibrium balance between 

difkrentiation and integmtion, between maintenance control systems and change. 
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required for success. Organisational paradoxes are thus solved in a unique way 

determined by the environment. 

# Success is therefore a state of stability, consistency and harmony. 

Stacy (1993: p281) 

The important points about the General Systems Theory are that there is interdependence, 

interaction and interconnection both between the parts of an organisation and other 

organisations and it might be said, with and between members of the organisation and its supra 

environment. Those boundaries between parts of an organisation, between organisations and 

between its enviroimients are important. The management of the boundaries is important both 

in terms of people and leadership, and the roles of people within and across boundaries are 

signiGcant. There could be said to be an implied acceptance within the General Systems theory 

of an agreement between the members of the organisation on what constitutes its aims and 

objectives. There also spears to be a further implication that the members of the organisation 

share a common intention to achieve its goals. One could ask is this a realistic aspiration 6)r the 

organisation? 

Cole (1996: p43) describes how the thinking behind Goal Theory is that motivation is driven 

primarily by the goals that individuals set 6 r themselves where the goal itself provides the 

driving force. Cole (1996: p43) continues that where individuals set speciSc rather than vague 

goals they per&rm better, and 6edback on per&rmance further enhances motivation. Other 

factors might include the degree of goal-commitment by the individual and goal-efBcacy or the 

perception that one has the ability to achieve the goal. Goal commitment may be enhanced 

when set by the individual who then has goal-ownership and the goals are made public. A 

method sometimes used by organisations to achieve so-called goal congruence between the 

management imperatives goals and those of the stafF members is Management By Objectives 

(MBO). 

A m^or aspect of MBO is the intention that the process should attempt to harmonise individual 

and organisational goals to achieve the goals set by the organisation 5)r itself MBO can be seen 

as a pragmatic approach to systems that attempts to establish congruencies or alignments 

between dif&rent systems and eliminate potential dysfunctions (Morgan 1996: p42). The 

setting of goals to be achieved by the organisation has to be moderated by an understanding of 
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the limits that need to be placed on behaviour (Morgan 1996: p98), although systems thinking 

may be seen as encouraging managers to see the wider implications of setting objectives that 

could encourage behaviour that 611s outside what might be considered acceptable to society. 

Silverman (1970: p 122) cautions that observation depends on the spectacles being used and that 

the difSculties of an organisation may well be a polite name 6ir the difBculties of those in 

positions of power. 

Hill (2000) comments that employees judge themselves in terms of the values of an 

organisation and come to want what managers want them to aspire to, designed into the 

organisation and disseminated via its cultural values (Hill 2000:p69). An educational 

establishment seeking a high level of congruence between its own and its employees' goals 

should perhaps consider the changed employment conditions that teachers and lecturers Gnd 

themselves in. Exp>ecting goal congruence 6om stafTmay be considered unrealistic (Morrison 

1998: p44), given the rise of short-term contracts, part time working and the use of temporary 

stafF (Hill 2000:p68) who may work 6)r more than one employer in the same day. The belief 

amongst managers that what is good 6)r the organisation is good 6)r the employees may be 

considered arrogant A^ten there is an ^preciable tension between the individual needs of the 

employee and those of the organisation (Silverman 1970: p76). Given the developments in the 

employment situation perhaps the best that employers may expect is 5)r staff to demonstrate 

commitment and loyalty to the college whilst in their employment, trans6rnng their 

commitment and loyalty to their next employer as they move on. Such a shift 6om sharing the 

goals of the SMT to demonstrating commitment to the organisation focuses on gaining mutual 

commitment to organisational success (Cole 1996: p383) and places the emphasis on human 

resource management. However, Hill (2000) reports 6om his research that the college 

corporation mani6sted in both the governing body and the SMT, and the FEFC, are perceived 

as having limited trust and confidence in their core teaching stafTof fiiU-time lecturers (Hill 

2000:p74), although in return the lecturers reported an equally low level of trust in them. In 

such a situation the lecturers can, apparently, draw succour 6om knowing that they carry the 

support of the students, parents, employers, and examining bodies and, to a limited extent, the 

Training and Enterprise Councils (Hill 2000:p74). 

The drawing of a system deSnes its boundaries and Acuses attention on the transactions across 

the boundary which is of some relevance to colleges where the "managing of educational 

institutions is being moved away 6om managing the curriculum towards managing tasks and 
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systems", Kydd (1997:pl 16). Where there are no transactions across the boundary the system is 

termed a closed system. Synthetic systems are open systems where transactions happen 

between the environment and the system. The concentration of attention on the boundary 

between systems makes individual managers concentrate on the boundary and how it can be 

managed efkctively. Three methods Ar devising operational systems will be examined next so 

that they can be placed in context. 

2.5.4: Devising an operating system. 

The devising of operating systems may appear deceptively simple but much depends on how 

the system is constructed. Standards and controls that are too restrictive may not only generate 

user resistance but also stifle user innovation. If the controls are too weak, the organisation may 

encounter serious problems with keeping the system's integrity and connectivity to other 

systems (Laudon and Laudon 1996: p370). Although there are many difkrent methods of 

building systems and processes (Laudon and Laudon 1996: p370), only three will be examined 

here and these are systems lifecycle, prototyping and out sourcing. 

The Grst systems development model to be examined is the systems lifecycle model, which 

Laudon and Laudon (1996) have described as a six step sequential process as Allows: 

Systems Lifecycle Model 

Table 2.1 

Step 1 Problem definition This 6rst step determines the problem and decides 

whether a new system is needed. It could be seen as 

setting out the structure ofthe requirements in 

terms of what needs to be done. 

Step 2 Systems study The second step analyses the alternative methods 

that could be used to solve the problem deSned in 

the first step. 

Step 3 Design The design phase sets out the logical and physical 

design speciGcations Arthe solution. 

Step 4 Programming Setting up the system according to the design 

speciScation. 

Step 5 Installation of the Putting the system into operation. This stage will 
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system include training 6)r the users of the system. 

Step 6 Post implementation Using and evaluating the system. This stage of the 

life cycle will include auditing the operation of the 

system and receiving feedback 6om its users so that 

modiGcations can be made if necessary. 

A(%)ted from Laudon and Laudon (1996: p37] - 372). 

Advantages and disadvantages of the systems lifecycle approach. 

The systems lifecycle approach has been called costly, time consuming and indexible (Laudon 

and Laudon 1996: p372), because it requires a great deal of documentation to make it operate. 

If it needs to be revised then the documentation must also be revised which does not encourage 

the operators of the system to explore and discover new and novel solutions to the problems 

they face. The complexity of a system or process may inhibit the adaption of the system purely 

because of its complexity and the difGculties the operators would 6ce &om changing the 

process to meet the users' requirements (Silverman 1970: p30). Where the systems likcycle 

approach may be useful is in highly structured systems that are stable, well deGned to a 

predetermined specification and under the tight control of the management (Laudon and 

Laudon 1996: page 372). An alternative method of devising a system is prototyping and this 

will be described below. 

Prototyping 

This method of building a system is rapid and inexpensive for users to evaluate by interacting 

with the model (Laudon and Laudon 1996: p372 - 373). The interaction may be seen as having 

a learning element as the users obtain a better idea of their requirements through the interaction 

with the prototype system. The prototype can be seen as a preliminary model of a working 

system that, once Ailly evaluated, may be introduced permanently. 
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Prototyping 

Table 2.2 

Step 1 Identify the users' basic 

requirements. 

The designer or person writing the system will 

carry out preliminary research that captures the 

users' basic requirements. 

Step 2 Develop an initial 

prototype. 

The systems designer creates a working prototype 

quickly and introduces it to the users. 

Step 3 Use the prototype. The users are encouraged to use the prototype to 

determine how well the system meets their needs 

and to make suggestions on how the prototype 

should be adapted. 

Step 4 Review and enhance 

the prototype. 

The system designer notes the changes requested by 

the user and reGnes the prototype. The cycle iterates 

through steps 3 and 4 until the reGned prototype is 

acceptable. 

Step 5 Installation of the 

system 

Putting the system into operation. This stage may 

include training for the users of the system. 

Adapted &om Laudcm and Laudon (1996: p373 - 374). 

Advantages and disadvantages of prototyping. 

Prototyping may be seen as most useful where there is some uncertainty about the requirements 

of a system and the users 6nd it difScult to articulate what they want it to provide. Users of the 

system might try it out Grst and then respond to what is provided with further information as to 

their speciGc needs. The process of iteration, returning again and again to make improvements 

to the system, can be seen as encouraging end user involvement throughout the development 

cycle culminating in a better system that provides a superior 6t to the users' requirements. 

However, the process of iteration would appear to make prototyping unsuitable 5)r large 

systems that might need to be broken down into smaller packages so that they are more 

manageable. Also, rapid prototyping could miss important details in the user requirements 

because enough time was not allowed to identic all of the elements. Lastly, the repeated 

iterations do not necessarily ensure the system will meet fully the users' requirements where 

they are still unable to deSne their requirements precisely. Successful prototyping requires 
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management and mechanisms 6)r deGning user expectations, assigning resources, signalling 

problems and measuring process (Laudon and Laudon 1996: p374). 

It can probably be appreciated that both of the preceding methods of devising systems require a 

period of time to introduce the fnished product to the organisation and have it operating 

eSectively and efBciently. The third method of introducing systems to the organisation might 

be seen as providing a more rapid solution. 

Outsourcing systems. 

The third method of introduciag systems into an organisation is to outsource the process. This 

can take two 6)rms. The Grst is that the organisation buys in a commercial system 6om a 

supplier and operates it independently of the supplier after some initial training of staK A 

system such as payroll might be seen as a prime candidate 5)r such a system where the 

organisation can buy in the required process, manual or computerised, and have its own stafT 

operate it. Alternatively, the organisation could buy in the services of another business, which 

will provide and operate the system on their behalf Payroll again provides an example of this 

method where organisations could buy in the service of a specialist payroll firm to handle the 

process from checking time sheets to sending the payment instructions to the bank. 

Advantages and disadvantages of outsourcing systems. 

The Grst advantage is that the system can be introduced quickly to replace the existing system. 

In the case of a full system replacement the oveAead cost of employees could be removed, as 

could any problems of managing the section. Where only the operating system is replaced the 

system may be able to be introduced quickly without directly employing expensive systems 

designers, analysts and training staff as the vendor of the system might provide these. Where 

the replacement system is well established in the market place and extensively used by other 

organisations, cost savings may be realised through the swift introduction of the system. The 

disadvantages of using outsourced systems are the loss of control over the system^s fimctions 

due to accepting someone else's interpretation of your organisation's needs. The organisation 

may And itself dependent on technical help 6om the vendors of the system which they may 

have to pay considerable sums annually to receive. 
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The outsourcing of systems has become a quite common practice for organisations as it does 

provide a relatively quick and cost effective solution to systems problems and users' needs 

(Laudon and Laudon 1996: p384). How might one assess how well or poorly a system is 

functioning? Silverman (1970: p90) provides this suggestion: "acknowledging that every 

system has multiple functions and exists within an environment which provides unpredictable 

inputs, a system's eGectiveness can be defined as its capacity to survive, adapt and maintain 

itself and grow". 

2.5.5: What do users want from a system? 

Perhaps a pertinent question to ask at this point is what do users of a system want &om it? In 

general terms the following list might provide an answer to this question: 

Top management want: 

# Attainment of the strategic objectives; 

# Systems that contribute to that attainment; 

# Flexible systems that can handle m^or organisational developments and changes easily; 

# No m^or problems or trouble &om the system; 

# Costs and timescales met; 

# Reliability of the systems; 

# Good productivity 6om the people who use and operate the systems. 

The users of the system want: 

# Systems to help them perform their roles well; 

# Systems that help them do their jobs; 

# Reliability from the systems; 

# Flexibility in the systems to allow 6)r unusual situations and occurrences. 

Adapted &om Inibrmation and IT for Managers (1989) Open University. 

It is probable that although these lists appear mutually exclusive they do overlap rather more 

than is apparent here. This would be especially true where the managers of the organisation 

have developed a good level of goal congruence between the stafTand themselves so the 

concerns of the management are the concerns of the sta& 

In contrast, Morrison (1998) provides a list of the expectations of systems 6om a quality aspect: 

# Excellence; 
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# Conformance to speciGcation or standards; 

# Fitness for purpose; 

# EGectiveness in achieving institutional goals; 

# Meeting the users' stated or implied needs and speciGcations; 

# Being highly reliable; 

# Improving over time and with experience removing weaknesses and 6ilures; 

# Meeting critical success 6ctors; 

# High user satis6ction; 

# Providing effective support for staff; 

# Providing a communication channel; 

# Using resources e&ctively and efBciently; 

# Meeting minimum standards of acceptability; 

# Adaptable to changing circumstances; 

# Durable. 

Adapted 6om Morrissoo (1998: p73) 

Although apparently comprehensive this list does appear to have a missing element, that of the 

support of the top management of the organisation, since without that it might be questioned 

whether a system could ever be accepted or acceptable within the organisation. The role of the 

leader of the organisation may be seen as being of the highest importance to how the 

organisation operates its systems, and this aspect of systems operation will be examined below. 

2.5.6: Leadership 

The role of the leader or leaders in an organisation is usually seen as being extremely important 

to how it operates, as in the current drive towards school improvement and school effectiveness, 

where elective leadership is seen as a critical element (Morrison 1998: p205). Leadership may 

be seen as the possession of essential competencies, skills and expertise that are seen to provide 

the leader with the ability to guide the organisation towards a desired goal. Leaders are not 

necessarily the Principal or Chief Executive as they can be 6)und in many dif&rent parts of the 

organisation (Morrison 1998:p205). 

Leadership can be said to concern: vision, strategy, creating direction and transforming the 

organisation. Clarke (1994) identiGed the abilities of a leader as including: 
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# Identi^ing and maintaining the special character of the organisation; 

# Symbolizing clearly to the outside world exactly what the company is and what it stands 

for; 

# Setting challenging but manageable standards of performance; 

# Motivating employees; 

# Being a positive role model for the rest of the organisation. 

Claite (1994:p43) 

The list above can be contrasted with managing which is concerned with the e&ctive 

implementation of the vision, ways of ensuring the vision happens in practice, organisational 

and operational matters, creating the systems and means of ensuring the organisation is run 

ef&ctively and efGciently to achieve its purpose and strategies (Morrison 1998:p206). 

However, the role of leader and manager are not either/or roles; they overlap especially 6)r 

senior managers Wiere they have considerable input into policy and strategy formation 

(Morrison 1998:p206). Senior managers must have a clear vision of the future and the personal 

strength to challenge existing practices and norms. They must be able to win over the critical 

mass of the woik&rce and indeed other managers (Bums 1996:p231). 

2.5.7: Summary. 

It may be seen as equally important to identic why a system may or may not be elective and 

efGcient so that in the broader context usefiil insights can be identiGed that will provide a guide 

to setting up systems that will operate effectively and efBciently in an educational setting. The 

research question seeks to identi^ whether the systems that are in place in the college 6cilitate 

the stafF in delivering a service to their students. As noted above the role of the FEFC in the 

operation of colleges may be seen as integral to the reason 6)r certain systems to be established 

and this role will be examined in the next section. 
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2.6: Theme 4: The Role of the Further Education Funding Council. 

2.6.1: Introduction. 

The Further Education Funding Council 6 r England (FEFC) is the body set up by the 

government to channel funding to Further Education and oversee its use. This short section of 

the literature review will consider the role of the FEFC as the main Ainding agent 6)r Further 

Education. It will begin with a consideration of the purpose of the FEFC and then move on to 

consider the role it plays in monitoring the activities of colleges. 

2.6.2: The purpose of the FEFC. 

In its Circular 92/01 "Preparing 6)r Incorporation" the FEFC gave its purpose as "overseeing 

accounting guidelines and Snancial monitoring of returns" (page 8). This was later enlarged 

upon in Circular 93/12 (page2) as: 

The principal functions of the Council... are: 

» to secure sufGcient 6cilities 5)r education 6 r full time students aged 16-18.. .and 

adequate fiirther education 6cilities 6 r all other students.. .ensuring in so doing that 

the Council has regard 6)r students with learning difBculties and/or disabilities. 

# to secure that provision is made Ar assessing the quality of education provided in 

colleges within the sector. 

The principal method by which the Council will fulGl these functions is through the 

distribution of the funds allocated to it by Parliament and by attaching conditions to the 

use of these funds. Of primary importance in this respect are the funding agreements 

which the Council will make with individual colleges and the Snancial memorandum 

governing the the relationship between the Council and colleges. 

The same Circular includes re&rence to the Council's aims (page 3): 

Since its Armation in July 1992, the CounciFs three main priorities have been: 

# to put in place procedures through which colleges can account 5)r the fimds allocated 

to them; 

# to establish a method for allocating recurrent and capital funds in 1993 — 94; 

# to bring Sirward 6)r consultation a range of methods 6)r allocating funds in subsequent 

years. 

43 



Paragraph 13 of Circular 93/12 sets out its longer-term role in stmtegic language as Gve aims: 

# to secure throughout England sufRcient and adequate 6cilities for fiirther education to 

meet the needs of students, including those with learning difSculties and/or 

disabilities, and the communities in which they live; 

# to contribute to the development of a world class woit-fbrce as envisaged in the 

National Education Training Targets; 

# to promote improvements in the quality of further education; 

# to promote access to further education by people who do not participate in education 

and training but who could beneGt 6om it; 

# to ensure that the potential of the sector and its Gnancial needs are properly represented 

at national level. 

From these references it can be seen that the primary role ofthe FEFC is to provide funds and 

to monitor its use in the colleges to which it supplies those fimds. The Council implements its 

policies through an advisory role, a developmental role and a regulatory role, the purpose being 

to ensure that colleges comply with the political control set out by the government. 

The FEFC requires colleges to make certain returns to it as part of its monitoring process and 

control systems. For instance, colleges must 61e a strategic plan, Gle returns on achievements of 

those plans, undergo the audits and, periodically, undergo inspection. Although FEFC does 

require these returns the Council has no wish to intrude into areas which are properly the 

responsibility of colleges themselves; internal management processes are leA up to the college 

to decide upon (Circular 92/18 :p3) 

Shorter, writing in the OxArd Review ofEducation, gives a flavour ofthe impact that the FEFC 

had on the work of a Sixth Form Principal: 

One clear danger was that 'you had no time to plan - you^re reactive, all the time'. The 

burden of dealing with FEFC circulars and paperwork fell on relatively few shoulders and 
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one principal certainly several times thought of telephoning Coventiy (home of FEFC) to 

ask: 'Do you want me to run the college or reply to your circulars? I just can't do both/ 

Shorter (1994: p468) 

Circular 96/12 (Page 2) gives guidance on colleges' intemal audit services, which should be to: 

"review, appraise and report on the adequacy, reliability and e&ctiveness of the systems and 

controls established by college management." This would appear to be advice that was 

desperately needed by some college managers. 

2.6.3: Inspection. 
Early inspections by the FEFC Allowed the traditional pattern of a team of inspectors coming 

into the college, auditing the college's work and providing a report. January 1996 saw a 

proposal 6)r a new system being made in a Circular 96/12. This Circular set out proposals for a 

revised framework of self-assessment to replace the direct inspection which had been used up to 

then. The Circular set out the 5)cus of the inspection, provided some indicative sources of 

evidence and called 6)r responses by college management. 

The interesting thing about the proposed inspection criteria was its scope that included the 

intemal management of the college, which had not been its direct concern according to Circular 

92/18 as noted above. 

The self- assessment system 6)r colleges was implemented from September 1997 as set out in 

Circular 97/22. The procedure in brief is: 

# a self- assessment audit is carried out by the college; 

# a report is drawn up by the college and its per&rmance is given grades by the college. 

The report is sent to FEFC; 

# an audit is carried out by FEFC inspectors to agree the grades awarded to itself by the 

college; 

# two further documents are then published: 

1) an inspection report with a summary statement of auditors opinions, and 

2) a report detailing audit frndings including recommendations; 
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* a follow up a visit by inspectors to check on the college's progress in fulfilling its 

action plan. 

Colleges undertaking self-assessment in 1998 6ced a live audit in 1999. 

From its original intention when set up in 1992 of being concerned with the strategic direction 

that fiirther education was to take, the FEFC seems to have become embroiled in the minutiae 

of college management. This broadening of the FEFC's role may have been influenced by the 

inspection reports of 1995- 96 and 1996- 97 that recognised that in some cases college 

management lacked the technical management skills required &)r the job. The inspection report 

Circular 97/20(Page 7) notes: 

In the current climate, funding and other Anancial considerations come to the &re. 

Principals and senior managers appointed as educators quickly have to learn the skills and 

language of accountants, sometimes at the expense of their management of the 

curriculum. Some have found this pace of change too great and those still in post are 

having to work hard to achieve a proper balance between the educational and 

entrepreneurial elements of their role... Many heads of department have heavy teaching 

loads, which make it difBcult 6)r them to carry out all their management duties 

ef&ctively. With the increasing delegation of budgets, there is a pressing need for the 

middle managers to receive Gnancial management training. 

The report 6)r 1996- 97, Circular 98/13 (Page 8) makes another point: 

College restructuring and the delegation of management responsibilities to a wider range 

of stafFhave resulted in more teachers becoming involved in college management and 

taking on administrative duties. Often, time allowances made 6)r management task are 

small and insufficient support is available to support administrative work. The committee 

is concerned that more needs to be done to help teachers and other middle managers to 

work efGciently. 

The Further Education Development Agency (FEDA) in their newsletter 'IhAirm' identiGes the 

development of management standards in FE as being a high priority. The college managers' 

ambivalence towards management skills can be seen 6om their reluctance to undertake 
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management training. A large scale FEDA survey of managers in FE during 1997 6)und that, 

although the national management standards matched up reasonably well to managers' 

perceptions of their job roles, a signiGcant number (34%) were resistant to achieving a 

management qualiGcation themselves (Wright 1998). 

It may be that many managers' in FE regard 'sitting next to Nelly' as satis&ctory training for 

running multimillion-pound organisations despite the evidence that the FEFC have uncovered 

of poor management skills and FEDA's discovery that a signiGcant number of managers are 

reluctant to seek training to improve their per&rmance. The apparent reluctance of college 

managers to update their skills suggests a certain hypocrisy when, as teachers, they have told 

students of the importance of keeping up to date with current practice. 

2.6.4: Summary. 

The changes that have occurred in the funding ofFurther Education may be seen as having their 

basis in a changing operating environment that has been evolving 6 r some considerable time, 

some might suggest twenty years. The changes experienced by FE since incorporation in 1993 

had been experienced by other sectors of public service such as the health service, and have 

their roots in the two concepts of managerialism and consumerism. These two concepts and 

other cultural aspects of the college establishment will be explored in the next theme. 
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2.7: Theme 5: College culture and the new environment. 

2.7.1: Introduction. 

Chapman and Cowdell (1998) state that: ̂ e history of an Organisation is a central part of its 

culture - the body ofbelie6, assumptions, ideas which inform the behaviours of its members" 

(Chapman and Cowdell 1998:p23). This theme will consider the changing culture of a college 

since the incorporation of colleges on 1^ April 1993 and the pressures, both external and 

internal, that are shaping the adaptations of management practices which themselves are 

dependent on the culture of the organisation as identified by Kydd (1997: pi). The changes that 

have been made to the culture of further education colleges may be seen to have occurred at a 

time of trans&rmation in the traditional student base of education and training. 

2.7.2: The student base. 
The traditional role of FE Colleges was technical education in craft or vocational jobs such as 

building, engineering and business studies as identiGed by Ainley and Bailey (1997:pl - 7). The 

clientele for colleges was and is largely post compulsory education students. FE is not part of 

mainstream education, as Ainley and Bailey (1997) put it: 

FE is there&re still described negatively as neither schooling on the one hand nor higher 

education on the other; or - still more dismissively and inaccurately - as non-academic, 

being concerned solely with vocational training rather than general education. 

Ainley & Bailey (1997: p3/4) 

Whilst it may be true to say that FE has been more concerned with vocational training in the 

past, the sector has changed over time and reflects the current national economic environment. 

Tmditionally, the work of the Further Education Colleges has consisted of their vocational 

training courses, which range over a large number of subject areas 6om agriculture and art and 

design through business studies, engineering, and hotel and catering and health and conmiunity 

studies, to mathematics and computer studies. The popularity of these subject areas varies 6om 

time to time in relation to a number of 6ctors, including the sex of the students and job 

opportunities (Cantor, Roberts and Pratley 1995:p75-76). 

The recession of 1989 - 1993 saw building industry work lost and colleges close their 

construction courses due to a lack of students; and the character of the work in many colleges 
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was changing quickly, in response to industrial and demographic shifts: for example, some 

departments like business and general education were growing 6st, while others like building 

construction and mining were declining steeply (Cantor, Roberts and Pratley 1995:pl01). 

Engineering suf&red a similar down turn aa manufacturing capacity was lost and colleges 

closed the engineering courses they offered, whilst at the same time service industry jobs 

increased and students who might have gone into building or engineering trades may now be 

studying business studies, computing and travel, tourism and leisure courses; although, many 

students still undertake programmes in engineering or construction despite predictions of the 

virtual collapse of these industries (Cantor, Roberts and Pratley 1995:p76). 

The increased competition 6)r students has Girced colleges to be innovative in creating courses 

that are attractive to students and which of&r the possibility of Ending a job in the future and to 

counter the "sudden decline in part-time job-related education", (Cantor, Roberts and Pratley 

1995:pl04). It may be that the competition 6om school Sixth Forms, universities and training 

organisations has cut deeply into the traditional college student base whilst reduced numbers of 

students due to demographic changes have Arced colleges to Gght harder 5)r an ever 

diminishing group of students. The competition 6)rces some large colleges to attempt to take 

over colleges and sixth 5)rm colleges considered too small to survive in the new competitive 

environment (Ainley and Bailey 1997:p37). 

Changes to the funding of FE have meant that colleges have had to retain students and help 

them achieve their qualiGcations otherwise the college loses funding. The changes to funding 

have also had the ef&ct of shiAing the emphasis of education 6om collaboration amongst 

colleges to competition almost overnight (Ainley and Bailey 1997:p23). The transformation of 

climate was actively encouraged by the government which has sought to increase consumer 

power in education by ''widening consumer choice" (Fergusson (1994:p96), and a move to a 

"client culture" Wilson (1993:p42), where the organisation sees its Grst concern as serving 

client interests and needs. The changing emphasis of educational management to a commercial 

and enterprising ethos may be seen as requiring a number of attitudinal, strategic and cultural 

changes. 
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2.7.3: Managing the college. 
Ainley and Bailey (1997) have given an outline of the responsibilities that college management, 

at corporation level, now have under the Further and Higher Education Act 1992. When Further 

Education Colleges and Sixth Form Colleges ceased to be the responsibility of Local Education 

Authorities, newly constituted governing bodies, or 'Corporations', became responsible for the 

assets, the staff and management of their colleges. These bodies are empowered not only to 

provide education and training but to supply goods and services, acquire and dispose of land 

and property, enter into commercial contracts and to borrow and invest, as long as this is seen 

as being 'incidental' to the provision of further education (Ainley and Bailey 1997:pl4). 

This revolution in the operating environment through incorporation forced changes to 

management practices and working relationships throughout the college, with new people 

brought in to operate the functions previously done by the Local Education Authority. If 

expertise in the new Amctions such as accountancy, marketing and inAirmation systems, that 

had previously been undertaken by the Education Department at County Hall, could not be 

found within the College, outsiders were brought in to enhance the new importance of the 

registry, systems management and marketing (Ainley and Bailey 1997rp41). 

Changes to the management structure 6om a multi-tiered hierarchy to a Battened structure 

made up of&wer but bigger steps, Wiilst at the same time the move to a nucleus of managers, 

has tended to alienate the management 6om the lecturing staff Claims were made that the new 

approach to management and steps to modi^ internal structures would exploit individuals' 

strengths in management and create a more professional corps of specialist managers. However, 

this tends to cut the new management core ofF 6om their workkrce (Ainley and Bailey 

1997^51). 

The shift to a professional management cadre with management skills has been recognised by 

the Further Education Development Agency (FEDA) who reported in autumn 1994 that there 

was an observable shift in attitudes towards a greater use of sophisticated management systems 

(Cantor, Roberts and Pratley 1995:pl03). Such a development may not be seen as undesirable 

given that many head teachers and principals have had little or no management training 

(Fergusson 1994:p95). 
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The culture changes that have occurred in education, and in other public service organisations, 

have been described as "managerialism" (WUson, 1993:p50), which can be seen as the 

importation of private sector concepts and techniques into the public sector. Kydd (1997) 

describes the emergence of a pro6ssional management cadre in education as managerialism 

vyith both a political philosophy and a set of systems and practices designed 6)r the 

management of public services. Hicks and Gullett (1981 :p 153) describe managerial philosophy 

as the orientation ofthe senior management towards how they carry out their managerial tasks, 

WiUe Popkin and Stroll (1969^)1-2) identi^ philosophy as a belief system that guides the 

individual in his or her behaviour. As a 'movement' it is concerned with the promotion of 

markets as an organisational tool for the running of public services. Kydd describes 

managerialism as a speciGc set of models of efGcient organisational Amctioning and of 

techniques through which such smooth functioning can be achieved, although the emphasis 

managerialism places on management and systems of management might conflict with the 

traditional role ofpro&ssional teachers and notions of providing a service (Kydd 1997:pl 14). 

2.7.4: Managerialism defined. 
Enteman (1993) uses a series of questions and answers to help deSne managerialism in a 

general sense: 

Table 2.3 
Question: Answer: 
What is the fundamental nature of society? Managerialisn asserts that society is made of 

numa'ous sub-units. They may be variously labelled 
groiq)s, organisaticms, corpwations w associations. 
Managerialism specifically denies that the fundamental 
nature of society has an overarching essaice. If society 
is conceived of as a nation, that nation would not be 
made up of individuals but c(m]posed of numa-ous 
groups. 

How are social decisimis made? Managa-ialian asserts that social decisimis are made as 
a result of the interaction of the units identified as 
ccmstituting the fundamental reality of society. The 
units do not interact.. .the managements of the units 
interact.. .it is in the interaction of the managements 
that decisions are made. 

How is the society related to its individual (human) 
manbers? How does social choice arise out of 
individual preferoices? 

Individuals attempt to have an impact on social dioice 
through their individual membership in groups. The 
groups have their impact through managanait. An 
individual is best advised to wwk for a remedy (to an 
issue) through group representation. 

What is the role of government in managerialian? The govmimait is a part ofthe management process. 
The managanent of difkrent groups will attempt to 
influence the direction of govaiunent action. Their 
success or failure will dqiaid cm their ability to pursue 
their case and upon their ability to blunt the case of 
ccmipetitors. 
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What are the l%al and moral limits on the range of 
decisions which can be made by the managerial 
process? 

Tha-e are no inherent l%al limits. What legal limits 
tha-e are do exist as a result of the transaction process 
and, thus are susceptible to diange by that process. The 
transactimi process itself has no moral limits. Individual 
managanents may make self-imposed limits.. 
adopt positive moral goals. 

What is the nature of these units and the limitations on 
them? 

The social units .. .m^ be large or small, rich w poor, 
well managed or poorly managed... local, national, 
international w supranational. Thqr may rqiresent 
into^ests Aat are legal w illegal. 

What role does the management fulfil? It manages the organisation internally and 
exta'nally...(it) may have its own goals and otqectives. 
Typically, management has some effective discretion in 
regard of the decisions it can take. 

What is the justificaticm A)r managaialism? There is no justiScation such as those fiDund in 
capitalism, socialism and demoô acy. It evolved in the 
6ce of the breakdown of those other ideologies and in 
the vacuum created by the 6ct that intdlectuals have 
not constructed an alternative ideology Wiich might 
have some mwal justificaticm. Managerialism is an 
ideology created by managers... it is an ideology for 
managa-s. 

Enteman (1993:pl90-193) 

Enteman sees managerialism as circumventing the democratic structure of society and stresses 

the use of'groups' to act on behalf of the individual in interactions with government and large 

organisations. The individual who suf&rs some injustice must End a group of people who have 

sufkred some similar injustice to represent him or her in making a case that can be addressed 

by the party causing the injustice. Enteman states that the emphasis on managers negotiating 

with managers makes dealing with such cases relatively easy for management since any 

settlement will be negotiated through intermediaries, although the intermediaries themselves 

may have a managerialist viewpoint and a separate agenda to be satisGed which may, 

ultimately, not coincide entirely with the wishes of the aggrieved. Enteman sees this need to act 

through a group as a disadvantage and as undermining democratic rights. However, it could be 

argued that what the individual loses in democratic rights is more than made up 6)r in the 

support that like minded people can give when dealing with managements and governments 

Wio have the Enancial strength to subvert democratic rights to their own ends. It might be that 

by involving a larger group of people the chance that democratic rights will be lost is reduced 

since the very 6ct that the group knows about the case ensures that it cannot be ignored, 

although the individual may have to accept a less than optimum outcome to the dispute. 

Fergusson (1994) provides a list of the deSning Matures of managerialism as they apply to the 

educational context: 
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1. the reconstruction and partial circumvention of a number of democratic processes in 

the control of education; 

2. centralisation of key aspects of policy determination, coupled with devolution (or 

perhaps, more accurately distribution) of more marginal decision making; 

3. concomitant substantial reductions in the powers of managers in some spheres and 

increases in others; 

4. a dismantling of the power bases held in the name of pro&ssionalism, or specialist or 

elite knowledge; 

5. subordination of the exercise of pro6ssional judgement to judgements made by 

re&rence to predetermined and/or publicly available criteria; 

6. managers assume a pivotal role in the determination as well as implementation of those 

aspects of policy which are dealt with at local level; 

7. substantial changes in the social relations between managers and those whose work 

they manage; and between managers and service users. 

Fergusson (1994:p95) 

Fergusson is also emphasising the loss of democratic control that managerialism seems to 

require for its operation, although Enteman takes that view that this state of affairs has its roots 

in the 'vacuum' that the breakdown in democracy, socialism and capitalism has caused 

(Enteman 1993 :p 190-1930). Both Enteman and Fergusson seem to take the view that 

managerialism has reduced the rights of the individual in society, but it could be argued that the 

individual, when con6onted by large organisations and government departments, had little 

power or hope of recourse when acting alone and is subject to the 'tyranny of the m^ority' 

(Mill 1859). One aspect of what might be seen as worrying is the use of communication 

mediums by managerialists to 'blunt% as Enteman puts it, the case put forward by sections of 

the community when they &el that their rights are being overlooked. 

Fergusson (1994) states that the power base ofthe prokssional in education has been 

dismantled and that there have been changes in the social relationship between the parties 

involved in providing education and those who can be seen as the consumers of educational 

services. To achieve the consumerist agenda that governments have Allowed it might be that 

there must be some loss of power by one section ofthe community so that another section can 
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acquire some power. The reduction in the autonomy of educational pro&ssionals and the loss of 

power by the education establishment might be seen as a balancing of the influence over the 

direction of educational policy by those elected by the electorate acting on their behalf and 

negotiating for a better educational environment for the country as a whole. 

Education as a Business. 
The view that education has changed S-om a public service to quasi-business apparently has its 

roots in managerialism. One of the characteristics of managenalism has been its adoption of the 

discourse of some idealized notion of business; education is considered as some kind of 

commodity purchased by consumers (Kydd 1997:pl 14). Kydd (1997) describes managerialism 

as a 'movement' with a political philosophy and deGned systems 6)r managing public services. 

As a 'movement' it is concerned with the promotion of markets as an organizational tool for the 

running of public services, and its rhetoric is much concerned with effectiveness and efGciency, 

particularly in terms of resource management. It is not simply a set of broad assumptions about 

the unique potentials and rights of management. It is also a much more speciGc set of models of 

eSBcient organizational functioning and of techniques through which such smooth Amctioning 

can be achieved (Kydd 1997:pl 16-7). 

The role of the manager. 
The role of the education manager is changing &om being a senior teacher with additional 

responsibilities for administration to that of the manager with wider powers (Fergusson 

1994:p94). In essence, the headteacher is ceasing to be a senior peer embedded within a 

professional group who has taken on additional responsibilities including a signiGcant 

administrative fimction, and is becoming a distinctive and key actor in an essentially 

managerialist system, in which the pursuit of objectives and methods which are increasingly 

centrally determined is the responsibility of managers who must account for their achievement 

and ensure the compliance of teaching stafT (Fergusson 1994:p94). 

At the same time as headteachers and principals are changing, 6om senior colleagues to 

managers so the role of the professional teacher is changing with the other m^or arm of re5)rm 

concerned with the redirection of producer activity to bring about a rise of efkctive consumer 

power at minimum public cost (Fergusson 1994:p96). This has a number of complex and inter-

related 6cets. They can be summarised as the erosion of pro&ssional autonomy, increased 
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public accountability, increased centralised control over the content of teaching, and m^or 

challenges to claims to monopolies of competence over a number of aspects ofteaching and of 

education more generally. In particular, the exclusive claims of teachers and other education 

professionals to determine the content of the curriculum and assess the attainments of pupils 

have been challenged through the imposition of the National Curriculum and testing (Fergusson 

1994^96-97). 

The loss of teacher autonomy and professional status is not isolated to the UK. Seddon (1997) 

writing in the Australian Journal of Education indicates that the process of de-

pro&ssionalisation of teaching and the introduction of accountability structures is happening 

elsewhere and can be linked to the move to competency based training as deSned by agencies 

outside education. Where once teachers and educational institutions took responsibility for the 

students they taught and the quality of the curriculum, pedagogy and assessment they practised, 

there is growing pressure for these activities to be made transparent to monitoring and planning 

by external agencies. Seddon describes how teachers' classroom and curriculum autonomy has 

been compromised by moves towards national curriculum, by the development ofindustry 

standards and competency-based, Neo-Taylorism, training. This growing regulation of 

knowledge and skills has been compounded by broader epistemological debates, which have 

rendered teachers' claims to a specialist knowledge base increasingly compromised (Seddon 

1997). 

These changes described above may well Gnd a resonance in the experiences in UK schools, 

colleges and universities where similar issues have been under debate since the enactment of 

the Further and Higher Education Act 1988 and the subsequent Further and Higher Education 

Act 1992. Fergusson (1994) identifed the reasons behind the changes in education introduced 

by the Conservative Government as being the creation of competitive markets in service 

provision, the establishment of the power and rights of consumers, the subordination and 

curtailment of producer power and producer interests, the pursuit of efGciency and cost cutting 

in the quest for reduced public expenditure, the promotion of excellence over equity, and the 

encouragement of diversity in the widening interests of consumer choice (Fergusson 1994:p96). 

These re&rms may have increased the choice available to the consumers at school level but 

there has been a cost to the producers of education in the loss of autonomy and professionalism 

in their role in the education of the nation, which may have been a government goal as noted by 

Fergusson (1997): 
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The re&rm concerns the redirection of producer activity to bring about this rise of 

eSective consumer power at minimum public cost. (This) can be summarised as the 

erosion of professional autonomy, increased public accountability, increased centralised 

control over the content of teaching and m^or challenges to monopolies of competence 

over a number of aspects of teaching and of education more generally. 

Fergusson (1994:p96) 

The loss of teacher/lecturer power described by Fergusson (1994:p96-97) has been counter 

balanced by the increase in power of schools management who have new tools to use in the 

form of management processes. The relative weak management lines between heads and 

classroom teachers, premised on the rights of pro&ssional autonomy, have been strengthened 

by the introduction of systems of appraisal and per&rmance related pay. Changed procedures of 

promotion and reward 6 r good per&rmance through an incentive scheme have taken exclusive 

rewards away 6om pro&ssionals by vesting responsibility for promotion with governors 

(Fergusson 1994:p97). 

Fergusson (1994) claims that the increase in consumer power and the reduction in producer 

power that the govenmient rearms have brought about have relied on managerialism to see 

them enacted: 

Managerialism is essential to the realisation of both these aspects of re5)rm.. .it became 

essential that each school have a head who could not merely manage the implementation 

of reforms., .but who could take on the full spirit of reform and envisage her school as a 

distinctive and separate institution striving 6)r excellence and ready to grow.. .if necessary 

in competition with and at the expense of neighbouring schools. This required a degree of 

autonomy to 6shion the school in response to parents' pre6rences, which would in turn 

need powers to shape events way beyond the power of management and the right to 

manage which is a defning characteristic of managerialism. 

Fergusson (1993:p97) 

Fergusson (1994) is indicating the wide powers that a head teacher/principal has as a manager 

as opposed to those of being a senior colleague with administrative responsibilities. Head 

Teachers and Principals have acquired both power and responsibility to oversee the content of 
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teachers' work, to scrutinize its outcomes as measured by tests, truancy rates and leavers' 

destinations, to appraise performance, and to account for all these to governors, as well as 

exerting a powerful influence over promotion, over the pro&ssional Armation of future 

generations of teachers and over who inspects their schools (Fergusson 1994:p97). 

The powers of the head teacher appear to be extensive and Fergusson (1994) warns that the 

promotion of a management base to achieve the re6rms intended by the government may lead 

to future problems with management. In both cases, empowering the consumer and controlling 

the producer, managerialism appears initially to be the means to the achievement of the reform 

but in both cases managerialism begins to acquire the status of an end in itself The powers 

become so potentially extensive as to give them a li& of their own, independent of the reforms 

which gave rise to them. Like many quasi-autocratic powers in senior management, 

managerialism breeds a need 5)r its own continuous expansion to ensure e&ctive pursuit of the 

centrally prescribed mission (Fergusson 1993:p98). 

Fergusson (1994) noted the power of the head teacher/principal in controlling the Gnances of 

the school or college independently of local democratic intervention: 

The exercise of even the most unassailable autocratic powers of management resulting 

&om extensive control of finances is not in itself managerialist. What makes it so here is 

that Gnancial control provides not only a means of disposal of polices determined 

elsewhere, it partly provides the means of determining the polices themselves. To the 

extent that democratic controls over schools are vested in governors and governors are 

dependent on heads' advice, the heads' powers to create polices post hoc through the 

exercise of fmancial control is greater.. .the extent of heads' administrative powers is the 

nature of their relationship with governors.. .what is difScult to tease out is the extent to 

which devolved powers have accrued in practice to the head and to the governors 

respectively. 

Fergusson (1994:pl01-102) 

The loss of democratic control in this instance is the same as noted by Enteman (1993) which 

itself would appear to be another &ature of managerialism in that it presents a lethal challenge 
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to democracy, because it discounts that importance of the individual in general and, more 

specifically, discounts the importance of voting in regard to social choice (Enteman 1993:pl59) 

Enteman (1993) is expressing a view that might give cause for concern to those who are 

stakeholders in the education industry and who 6el that it is too important to be outside of 

public and political control. It would appear that the philosophy of managerialist management 

of education is concentrating a great deal of power in people who have limited accountability to 

the community they serve. 

2.7.5: Employment in FE. 
The changes bought about by the Further and Higher Education Act 1992 have been 6 r 

reaching in terms of the structure of employment in the FE sector. Maguire & Ball (1994:p5-16) 

argue that a hierarchical employee/employer relationship has developed in education along with 

the terminology of capitalists' commodity production that sees education as a commodity that is 

consumed by students. It would seem colleges have embraced this terminology with its Fordist 

philosophy of mass education just as British society began moving towards a postkrdist state. 

In educational terms the mass education possible during the 1960s, 70s, and 80s appears to have 

evolved to a requirement 6 r a more personal form of structure to meet individual needs. This 

was, perhaps, the result of several 6ctors including governmental policy on competition within 

education (Ainley and Bailey 1997:p23), and the coincidence of the falling birth rate. The 

answer to this by college management has been to seek to restructure college employees to try 

to achieve more flexibility and to cut the cost of the woikArce. McKenzie, Mitchell and 

Oliver (1995) identified the direction many college management teams are taking: 

The solution lies in identi^ing a core group of employees who, representing an 

investment by the organisation, enjoy job security, opportunities to enhance their skills 

and knowledge, and hinge beneGts, all of which cease to be available to a larger 

peripheral group of rank and 61e workers. 

McKenzie, Mitchell and Oliver (1995) 

To increase flexibility, college management has turned to one or other of the temporary stafT 

agencies that have been established since incorporation. These agencies provide teaching stafT 

at varying rates of pay at relatively short notice. This means that for main grade lecturers, an 
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increasing workload is shared with a growing army of part-timers, hired 6om a growing 

number of independent teacher and lecturer agencies. These temporary employees^ hours can 

be reduced or expanded as fluctuating demand dictates and often without any security of 

employment (Ainley and Bailey 1997:p25), adding to a level of insecurity in employment 

where all employees are "citizens of the age of transience" (TofQer 1970:p43). The transience 

that ToSler re6rs to aSects the way employees experience reality, their sense of commitment 

and their ability or inability to cope with change. The newness and complexity in the 

educational environment strains the employee's ability to adapt placing intolerable strains on 

them (TofQer 1970:p44). 

Usher and Edwards (1994) identic that the role of the teacher and lecturer has changed 6om 

being an educator with specialist knowledge and the ability to deliver education to a deliverer 

of a neo-Taylorist, pre-de6ned curriculum in a pre-deGned manner and under close inspection 

by other bodies: 

.. .teachers and lecturers have their professional status and autonomy redeGned. They 

become repositioned as technicians, deliverers of a curriculum - e.g. NVQS, national 

curriculum targets - established elsewhere. In this process, teachers and lecturers become 

increasingly subject to surveillance by processes of appraisal and professional 

development through which they are monitored and monitor themselves in relation to 

their own eSectiveness, the attributes of which are constructed as neutral norms, masking 

the ef&cts of power &om their operation. Ironically, then teachers themselves become 

subject to the very discipline to which they subject learners. 

Usher and Edwards (I994:pl 13) 

The very concept of being an educational pro&ssional has been placed under threat by the 

introduction of managerial processes, which appear to be 'reasonable' but may be seen as 

systems that control the teacher: 

The notion of being an educational 'pro6ssional' is therekre redeGned with notions of 

'autonomy" and 'the right to be critical' replaced by 'disinterestedness' and 'accountability'-

teachers are trapped into taking responsibility for their own 'disciplining' through 

schemes of self-appraisal, school improvement and institutional development Indeed, 
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teachers are urged to believe that their commitment to such processes will make them 

more professional. 

Usher and Edwards (1994:pl 13) 

Usher and Edwards (1997) seem to be describing a similar situation to that experienced by 

Seddon (1997) in Australia where the role of the educator is also being questioned: 

Teachers' classroom and curriculum autonomy has been compromised by moves towards 

national curriculum, by the development of industry standards and competency-based 

training, and by wider inArmation technology applications in education. This growing 

regulation of knowledge and skills has been compounded by broader epistemological 

debates, especially debates about the contribution of the disciplines, which have rendered 

teachers' claims to a specialist knowledge base increasingly compromised. Centrally 

prescribed curriculum and assessment, together with the availability of computers, has 

enhanced the demand on teachers to undertake administrative and clerical tasks. 

Seddon(1997) 

The changes in teachers' roles described above have been made possible by the changes in 

focus, noted by Fergusson (1994) above, to a consumer orientation in education and the 

reduction in producer power (Seddon 1997). Changes in industrial relations underpin these 

changing deGnitions of what counts as a 'good teacher" by situating and shaping teachers' day-

to-day practice in a new Aamework of incentives, rewards, responsibilities and sanctions. These 

changes also redeGne the rights of teachers and their unions to participate in the determination 

of the conditions and character of the education industry and its core business, educational 

woit. Teachers' participation in educational decision making is being reduced as managerial 

prerogative is strenuously reasserted (Seddon 1997). 

The role of managerialism in the disempowerment of the teacher and the empowerment of the 

head or principal is to separate the role of manager and the managed so that the control systems 

that have been introduced can be applied dispassionately to the teaching stafTand so reshape the 

social and power relations of the teacher/lecturer and the Head/Principal (Fergusson 

1994:p 104). The rental of temporary employees for temporary needs is like the rental of 

physical objects, spreading all through education (ToSler 1970:pl04). 
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It may be that the result of the changes in teaching practice that have occurred and are still 

happening and the redeGnition of the role of the head teacher/principal will alter the essential 

nature of a teacher/lecturer to that of one who will not be independent of thought and action: 

New teachers' capacities to act autonomously, work independently and, most of all, to 

mount well-grounded challenges to managerial diktat are likely to diminish, and their 

sense of membership of and solidarity with a larger body to be diluted. 

Fergusson (1994:pl07) 

The casualization of teaching (Fergusson 1993 :p 107) may also have the e&ct of making the 

work&rce more malleable to the will of the government and management by making the cost of 

replacing full-time stafFa lot less because no job can be seen as truly being permanent (TofOer 

1970:pl00). The use of low-quali6ed teaching assistants is a temptation to governors eking out 

tight budgets and evaluating the potential of salary savings to technicize, routinize and 

mechanize teaching processes, especially in those subjects in which qualiGed stafFis scarce and 

expensive, and teaching has to be entrusted to teachers of other subjects (Fergusson 

1994^)107). In avoiding commitment to 6xed forms and fimctions, we build 6)r short term use 

or, alternatively, attempt to make the product itself adaptable (TofQer 1970:p53). 

The teacher/lecturer who does not comply with the changes brought about by the managerialist 

philosophy and who takes an independent viewpoint may 6nd it hard to work with and within 

the new educational reality where those who question it are seen as antagonistic to the wel6re 

and progress of the organisation (WUson 1993 :p55). Usher and Edwards (1994) comment on 

the dif&rent view points that employers and employees may have: 

The view that workers and employers might have difkrent interests is marginalized as 

discourses of human resource management incorporate and uni^ management and 

work&rce into a team able to 'compete against the best', the ever-present other - with the 

threat that not to accept this position is to act irrationally and inefBciently and hence to 

make oneself unemployable. 

Usher and Edwards (1994:pl 15) 
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The movement towards regulation of the teaching pro&ssion may well be undermining the 

traditional values that deGned what a teacher is and what a teacher represents. The 

intensiGcation of management controls is replacing the wisdom, experience and self-monitoring 

ofthe practitioner, and leading to the devaluing of capacities which are hard to deAne but which 

make a diSerence between experienced and novice teachers, what is clear is that the rise of 

managerialism calls into question the role of the autonomous pro&ssional and the rights of 

teachers to make decisions about what is taught and how it is taught. The debate is 8amed not 

in intellectual terms about what it means to be an educated person but in the economic language 

of industrial management (Kydd 1997 :pl 16-7). 

2.7.6: Summary. 
It may well be that the role of the professional teacher will continue to evolve into that ofthe 

professional trainer in the future where the deUveiy of education is so closely prescribed that 

there is little or no deviation allowed 6om the set pattern of delivery and assessment by the 

trainer. It could be that to call such a situation 'education', in its liberal sense, is stretching the 

deGnition beyond its recognised limits. Further, it may be that the education system in the UK 

6)r the new millennium will be a centralised system with control by government through 

governance, management and prescription of the content of education. What can probably be 

said with some degree of certainty is that managerialism is "one of the m^or challenges 6cing 

teachers as we move towards the next century" (Kydd 1997:pl 17). 
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2.8) Theme 6: Quality Systems in Further Education. 

2.8.1) Introduction. 

Quality can be seen as an important issue 6)r colleges especially since incorporation in 1993. 

The culture of teaching has traditionally emphasised competence rather than excellence, 

isolation rather than observation, and has eschewed administration as an unnecessary 

encumbrance to the job (Eraut 1997: p37). Since incorporation there has been a cultural change 

that has Reused on continuous quality improvement and meeting the needs, requirements and 

expectations of the learners and their sponsors which can be measured by the use of quality 

standards (FEU 1997: p40). In other words a much more robust and rigorous deSnition of 

quality has been introduced based on a quality assurance model and requiring a signlGcant shiA 

in attitudes, values and behaviour (FEU 1997: p40). Attempts to improve quality raise questions 

about the aims of society, the purpose of education and the nature of participation (Riley 1997: 

p27). 

This section of the literature review will begin with a description of the inspection system under 

the FEFC, and will consider the impact of the changes to the measurement of quality provision 

in FE. The role of self-assessment wiU be described and stafF perceptions of quality wiU be 

considered, as will their objections to some of the administration requirements of the quality 

systems. The requirements of other agencies tor the operation of quality systems will be 

discussed, and how these requirements link to lesson observation. The section will conclude 

with a brief reflection on the possibility of linking quality to funding. 

2.8.2) The inspection system. 

At the time of incorporation in 1993 Her M^esty's Inspectors (HMI) were the body charged 

with monitoring the quality of college provision. Quite early on in its existence the FEFC 

decided to introduce its own inspectorate that would aim to inspect all colleges on a 6ur year 

cycle. The FEFC consultation document 'Assessing Achievement' (FEFC April 1993) set out 

the proposed system as: 

# Level 1 - An inspector is assigned to the college. 

# Level 2 - A team of inspectors with specialist knowledge in curriculum areas are assigned to 

a college to inspect the provision. 
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# Level 3 - The inspection will be repeated every four years. 

(FEFC Circular 93/14) 

Assessing Achievement set out the requirements for the inspection preparation as: 

# up to date prospectuses, 

# college charters, 

# development plans, and 

# strategic plans. 

(FEFC CiKular 93/14) 

Many considered the inspection system as overly bureaucratic, requiring qualitative judgements 

and too demanding, so a system of self-assessment was introduced in September 1997. This 

system gave colleges responsibility 6 r monitoring their own standards (Ainley and Bailey 

1997: p23). 

2.8.3) Self-assessment 

The self-assessment scheme 5)r colleges, introduced in September 1997, gives the college 

responsibility 5)r grading all aspects of its activities, including teaching, and preparing an 

action plan for improvements. The grading ranges 6om excellent 1 (many strengths and few 

weaknesses) to poor 5 (many weaknesses and &w strengths). The results of the sector-wide 

inspection is used to 'in&rm the flmding decisions', as well as highlighting and encouraging 

good pmctice and identifying strengths and weaknesses. The Funding Council when deciding 

on the future funding for a particular college takes the self-awarded grades that are confirmed 

by an inspection team into account. For example, a curriculum area that receives a 6)ur or Gve 

grade in the inspection will not be allocated additional students, or rather 'units', until it has 

been re-inspected and provides evidence that the identrGed weaknesses have been corrected 

(Ainley and Bailey 1997:23). 

The quality systems introduced by colleges have been based on a quality assurance model that 

seeks to establish systems that ensure quality is built into the course provision. At one stage 

colleges sought certiGcation under British Standards Institute 5750. BS5750 is designed to 

ensure that a product conforms to its predetermined standard Amnat and that the standard is 

consistently met so that there are 6 w if any customer complaints. Few colleges managed to 
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achieve BS5750 accreditation, one of the problems being the difSculty in deSning what exactly 

the product is. One can argue that the product is the course of study although it would not be 

wrong to say that the product is the student since whilst the nature of educational quality may 

be contested there is little argument that quality improvement should focus on learning and 

teaching, and creating a Samework within which these activities can take place most ef&ctively 

(Preedy, Glatter and Levacic 1997: p2). 

Cantor, Roberts and Pratley (1995:pl07) describe how Sandwell College in the West Midlands 

deSned its product as the improvement in student achievement as the result of being on a 

course. Sandwell did achieve BSI certiScation but found that the maintenance of the 

certiGcation through auditing and review was very time consuming. Many colleges adopting 

BS5750 have applied it to only a narrow range of college activities such as short courses. 

The de6nition of what constitutes a product is difGcult and SandwelFs deGnition may be 

considered flawed in the light of FEFC inspection criteria. For instance, whilst the improvement 

in student achievement may be a valid educational standard, the FEFC's own focus is on 

achievement of a full qualiGcation. In this respect a student could achieve added value or an 

improvement over the student's level of attainment at entry to the college, but if that does not 

include a qualiAcation then the student has not achieved a successful outcome according to 

FEFC rules. 

By Reusing on the course provision, which would be the process rather than the product, it is 

possible to operate a quality assurance programme that would seek to eliminate poor products. 

However, and as mentioned above, any system that involves people is an open system and 

subject to error. A quality system that focuses on the course as the product will be evidenced 

through paper based examples of the process which, Wiile in themselves not a quality product, 

show evidence of planning, monitoring and review that leads to 6edback 6)r reflection on the 

provision and action plans 6)r improvement in the future. 

2.8.4) The administration of quality. 

Quality assurance systems attempt to assure quality through the introduction of appropriate 

processes for the management and monitoring of operations (Preedy ef a/ 1997: pi 4). The 

process of woik should be integrated with the necessary mechanisms for assuring quality at 
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each stage of the process. Plans indicating clear outcomes, the means by which they are to be 

achieved, review and audit systems are the basic components of a quality assurance approach. 

There should also be a meta level quality assurance system to oversee the operations of the 

lower levels in the organisation. It is important that the monitoring system be simple and 

provides Sequent 6edback on opemtions (Preedy ef a/1997: pi4). The e&ctive management 

of quali^ systems is stressed by the FEFC and it has provided guidance through various 

circulars and inspectors reports (FEFC 93/14) (FEFC 95/October) (FEFC 99/October). Also, 

the Further Education Unit (FEU) has produced advice and guidance (FEU 1997: pp. 38-51) 

that stresses the importance of stmtegic and operational planning. The FEU has identiSed that 

training for senior managers in quality matters is essential and that it is crucial that there is 

genuine senior management commitment to quality improvement if the venture is to be 

successful (FEU 1997: p. 41). 

Quality assurance systems and processes impose administmtion duties on teaching stafTthat 

might be seen as onerous by those required to operate them and possibly not contributrng to the 

"quality" of the learner's experience. Quality is not a universal concept and what represents 

quality to one person will not to another, and this is evident in education (Riley 1997: p29). 

However, the consumer/learner may not consider the requirement to show evidence that course 

and lesson planning and the evaluation of the efkctiveness of the learning by the teacher has 

taken place as unreasonable. Teachers may well argue that course planning does take place and 

that it is the requirements of the quality assurance documentation that adds unreasonably to 

their workload. However, this assertion that planning does take place may be seen to undermine 

the teacher's argument since if the plans already exist then there is no appreciable increase to 

their workload. 

It is clear 6om the literature that a m^or argument against the present quality assurance system 

is that it does not make an allowance 6)r the added value measurement of students. 

Documentation and processes can evidence that systems are in place and operated according to 

a policy but that does not guarantee that what the student receives is a "quality" experience. 

Fundamental to this point is the belief that the organisation and delivery of education services is 

more than the creation of a product 6)r consumption (Riley 1997: p36). It is this point that may 

be the real objection by teaching stafFto paper based quality systems since it is their ability as 

teachers to educate students that is seemingly not being measured. 
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2.8.5) Managing quality systems. 

The elective management of quality systems requires well-developed statements of outcomes, 

clear responsibility structures and quality assurance systems designed to assess progress in 

meeting these outcomes (Preedy gf a/1997: pi4). Changes to the organisations culture will also 

be necessary so that pro6ssional difknences over Wiat constitutes quality do not create barriers 

to service provision (Riley 1997: p28). The quality systems being operated by colleges may 

have been dictated by the FEFC that has set the required standard to satis^ their requirements 

to comply with their charter. In the event, it is possible to see that the rules that have been 

imposed are of such a m^or scale that the overall responsiveness of the system has been 

compromised (Preedy ef a/1997: pi 5). The rules devised by the FEFC require a multitude of 

6)rms and bureaucratic arrangements that take time to produce, update and understand (E*reedy 

ef a/1997: pi 5). So much so that teaching stafTmay &el that their role as teachers is secondary 

to that of being an administrator. Further to this, as rules become burdensome so stafFbegin to 

look for ways around the rules rather than setting out to comply with them (Preedy ef aZ 1997: 

pi 4). Unclear or unde&ned systems do not provide for clear delegation of responsibility. 

Individual managers and stafF members can only be held accountable 6)r achieving well-

deGned outcomes. In the absence of clear objectives the operation of quality systems becomes 

vague and unenforceable (Preedy ef aZ 1997: pi4). 

2.8.6) Other validating bodies. 

Colleges are not only subject to quality assessment by FEFC. The validating bodies tor the 

courses the college ofkrs also check the quality of the provision. Edexcel (formally the 

Business and Technology Education Council and University of London Examinations and 

Assessment Council, merged in 1996) describes quality in these terms: 

At its simplest, we.. .want to make sure that BTEC qualiGcations certi^ levels of achievement 

that eveiyone accepts and recognises. That means measuring the 'outcomes' of education, and 

it is certainly one of the ingredients in BTEC's recipe for quality. To achieve the outcomes we 

measure, students go through many experiences and use many resources. Those experiences 

and resources also af&ct quality. So when we talk about quality, we do not just mean outcomes. 

We also mean what students go through to get a qualiScation. 

BTEC (1994: p3) 
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Edexcel appear to be taking a holistic view of quality that recognises that the whole experience 

of the educational programme has an eSect on the student's per6)rmance. This deGnition of 

quality addresses one of the fundamental problems of talking about quality in education; that of 

measuring the quality of the teacher. It may be possible in a quality assurance programme to 

have all of the elements that should ensure that quality is built in and evidenced through various 

systems and products. The one element that is not so easy to evaluate is the quality of the 

educator and his or her delivery of education. 

When dealing with well qualiSed, motivated students a poor teacher may still get good results. 

If the students are not so weD qualiSed and motivated the results may be poor as well but the 

teacher will simply point out that the students were 'not up to it\ However, FEFC has 

attempted to address this problem through their quality criteria by requiring that college 

lecturers are observed and graded according to their teaching ability as displayed in classroom 

teaching. It can be imagined that this requirement would be met with some trepidation by 

lecturers but it was noted in the FEFC Circular Report of the Quality Assessment Committee 

for 1996/97: "The great m^ority of teaching observed by inspectors is satis6ctory or better" 

(FEFC Circular 98/13: p6). The inspectors also noted that those teachers who aspire to and 

achieve the highest standards should be widely recognised as leaders in their pro&ssion (FEFC 

Circular 98/13: p6). 

Later FEFC reports have criticised lesson observation and the grades that colleges have 

awarded themselves under self-assessment when it is not uncommon 6 r colleges to have a 

grade profile where the proportion of grade 1 and 2s is more than 10 per cent higher than the 

national average of grades awarded by inspectors (\fcGavin 1999: pi). 

McGavin (1999) adds, "it is clear that there is a need 6)r more training and practice in lesson 

observation" (McGavin 1999:pl). The apparent contradiction in these two viewpoints could be 

explained by the lack of experience in the exercise of observing lecturers at work in the class 

room at the time of the 6rst comment in 1998. Over a period of time the e]q)erience of the 

FEFC inspectors has probably broadened and they can see that what was acceptable at the 

begiiming of the self assessment period is no longer acceptable in the light of further knowledge 

and experience. 
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Quality is a central issue 6)r further education, with the Secretary of State for Education 

indicating that he would wish to see the Council doing more to promote good practice and that 

there should be a concerted drive to raise standards and levels of achievement (FEFC Circular 

98/2 l:p3). 

It might be expected that the quality of education provision will continue to be an important 

issue for the FE sector and we might expect to see funding linked to an assessment of the 

quality of that provision. The consultation document FEFC 98/21 has made proposals to link 

additional funding to colleges achieving good inspection grades or provide '6eestanding' funds 

not linked to the fimding methodology 6)r those colleges needing improvement. The responses 

6om colleges to FEFC (Circular 98/37) pointed out that there was an inconsistency in these 

alternatives that seemed to reward poor per&irmance. The FEFC has decided to look at this 

question in more detail although the FEFC clearly have the intention to make more of the 

fimding link to achieving good inspection grades and judging 6om past experience they will 

manage this in the future. 

2.8.7) Summary. 

As colleges seek to improve participation, retention and achievement rates in what has become 

an increasingly competitive enviromnent quality and the proof that it is being planned, reviewed 

and achieved is likely to have increasing signiGcance in influencing learners^ choice of 

institution (FEU 1997: p51). There are, however, contradictions in what is meant by quality in 

the FE context. Is quality the documents or arte6cts of the teaching process or is it, as many 

teachers might argue, the outcome of the process: the student? In the event that fimding is 

linked to achieving quality outcomes it seems pertinent to ask stafTwhat, in their view, will be 

the effect. These issues will be examined through the research question and research Endings. 

69 



2.9: Summary of Literature Analysis. 
Chapter 2 has presented selected literature that examined the role of operational systems in 

colleges. To facilitate the presentation the chapter was arranged into 5ve sections. The Grst 

section dealt with the theme of accountability in colleges, which indicate that the concept of 

accountability cannot be clearly deSned, and is capable of multiple meanings. The analysis 

concluded that 6)r an accountability system to be of value to an organisation it should promote 

the development of the organisation and help it achieve its aims and objectives. 

The analysis of operational ef&ctiveness and efBciency showed that these terms were capable 

of di&rent interpretations, with the public service interpretation of eGectiveness emphasising 

the setting of targets and efBciency as being about how well inputs are converted into outputs 

requiring that the organisation considers carefully how to organise its inputs in order to be 

efScient. 

The role of operational systems within a college and how a systems approach can 6cilitate the 

efBcient operation of the college was the third theme to be examined, and it was concluded that 

the managing of educational institutions is in the process of moving away &om managing the 

curriculimi towards managing tasks and systems. 

The Further Education Funding Council plays a key role in college management operations by 

providing funding 6)r educational course provision and by requiring that certain information on 

the use of those funds be recorded. The FEFC has the power to impose Gnancial penalties for 

non-compliance with its requirements. The FEFC also carries out inspections to ensure that 

colleges are complying with quality standards that include management, and yet the 

management hierarchy of colleges appears to be poorly equipped in terms of skills and 

experience to cope with many of the demands expected of it. 

College culture and the new FE environment and how the culture of colleges is changing to 

meet the challenges of the future was examined in theme 6ve, where the changing nature of 

public service was considered and the cultural changes that had occurred in education in 

particular. The government-inspired shift to a consumerist approach in education and the 

development of managenalism has shifted the role of the head teacher or principal 6om that of 

being a professional colleague with administrative duties to one ofthe chief executive of the 
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organisation. The degree of accountability required by the consumer of educational services has 

seemingly led to the autonomy of the educator being lost and the introduction of auditable 

processes that provide a clear path being developed under the guise of quality systems. 

The last theme to be examined v^as that of quality in the FE context and how it has become, 

possibly, the single most important issue Ar colleges in the light of proposals to link Amding to 

quality provision. Quality is not a shared concept and it is quite clear that there is a tension 

between \ ^a t the FEFC and government consider to be quality, the documentation, plans and 

processes, and what teachers regard as quality, the added value they bring to the student. This 

distinction can be seen to be unhelpAil where the college management do not integrate the 

quality systems into the normal working processes of the teacher, making use of those actions 

that are carried out in their every day activities. Quality systems that are seen as imposed 6om 

above create barriers to compliance that can be very hard to overcome and ultimately beneGt no 

one. 

The literature provides support 6)r the thesis of this study that operating systems are important 

to the efkctive and efScient management of the College, especially if it is to achieve its 

strategic aims and objectives in a changing environment. The area that appears to have been 

overlooked by the researchers and writers is the role of the college stafT below management 

levels and their e)q)eriences in operating college systems that have been imposed by the senior 

management team. 
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2.10: The research question. 
The discussion above leads to the substantive question that is the focus of this study: 

1) Do the Senior Management Team and the college staf^ share the same understanding of the 

importance of certain operating systems to the college? 

This research question can be further deconstructed to make the Allowing questions: 

1.1) Do the stafT recognise the critical importance of systems to the success of the college? 

1.2) Are the systems easy for the stafTto use, and operating efSciently? 

Links to the objectives of the research. 

The main research question and its deconstructed parts will be used by the researcher to achieve 

the overall objectives of the study (see Chapter 1.3) of clarifying whether college operating 

systems are helping the college that 6)rms the case of the study, and by implication other 

colleges to achieve their strategic aims and objectives in the Allowing ways. 

Question 1 is linked to objectives 1,2 and 5 and seeks to identic the level of understanding, 

shared or not, ofboth the Senior College Management and other stafT below that level as to the 

efBcacy of operating systems. 

Question 1.1 is linked to objectives 3 and 5 in asking whether college stafk recognise the 

importance of operating systems, the need for them and the implications that derive 6om their 

implementation. 

Question 1.2 is linked to objectives 2 and 4 by seeking to understand whether the college stafT 

are being 'hvell served" by the operating systems and, by implication, whether the college is 

also beneSting fmm them. 

It is hoped that the answers to the questions above will provide fundamental insights into how 

the college and other similar institutions can improve their per&rmance in providing services to 

their students and other clients. 

The next chapter will consider the methods and procedures that will be used to investigate and 

test these questions within a college of Further Education in the South of England. 
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Chapter 3. 

3: Methods and Procedures. 

3.1: Introduction. 
The last chapter examined the literature that surrounds the underlying issues that underpin this 

investigation into the role of operational systems in a college of Further Education. It concluded 

with the statement of the research question that is represented here: 

# Do the Senior Management Team and the college sta% share the same understanding of 

the importance of certain operating systems to the college? 

# Do the stafT recognise the critical inqwrtance of systems to the success of the college? 

# Are the systems easy for the stag" to use, and operating both eGectively and efRciently? 

This chapter presents the methods and procedures that will be used in the study. For the 

purpose of presentation, the chapter has been divided into six sections: Method, Description of 

the subjects. Design of the Study, Descr^tion of the Research Instrumentation, Description of 

the Procedure and Treatment of the Data. 

3.2.1: Method. 
The method chosen for the research was a case study approach and the technique an identiSed 

'purposive sample' (Cohen and Manion I980:p89) that could give useful information on the 

phenomena of systems operation. 

Case study methods have been described as 'best suited' 6)r the educational context where the 

interpretive, subjective dimensions of educational phenomena can be explored (Cohen and 

Manion 1980:pl06). The case study method is a qualitative method of research that focuses on 

naturally occurring, ordinary events in natural settings that are based in real life contexts (Miles 

and Huberman 1994:plO). This can be seen as providing conGdence in the collected data 

because it is collected locally to the phenomena being investigated and embedded in its context. 

Further, it may be seen that the possibilities for understanding latent, underlying or non-obvious 

issues is strong. The justiGcation 6)r using case studies is that it is possible to probe deeply and 

to analyse intensely the multi6rious phenomena that constitute the li6 cycle of the college with 
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a view to establishing generalisations about the wider population to which the college belongs 

(Cohen and Manion 1980:pl06). 

Within the case study method chosen to pursue the investigation it was decided to use a 

purposive sample. Cohen and Manion (1980:p88) consider such a sample adequate iFnon-

representative where the Endings are not going to be generalised too 6 r beyond the case in 

question. Miles and Huberman (1994) ofkr this advice about sampling: 

Sampling in qualitative research involves two actions.. .First you need to set boundaries: 

to define aspects of your case(s) that you can study within the limits of your time and 

means that connect directly to your research questions. Second, at the same time, you 

need to create a &ame to help you uncover, conGrm, or quali^ the basic processes or 

constructs that under gird your study. 

Miles and Huberman (1994: p27) 

Miles and Huberman (1994: p28) go on to point out that the most useful generalizations 6om 

qualitative studies are analytic and not sample to populations. The ingx)rtance of these 

observations is that where the research is a case study the available universe of subjects is 

reduced so the number of samples will be limited. The sample &ame will need to be 

representative of the body of people who can provide in&rmation but the sanq)le may be 

6)cused down to a narrow investigation that can provide a deep understanding of the underlying 

issues. However, because the case is set in its context it may not be generalisable to other 

situations so the analysis of the underlying issues is most important. In this way generalisation 

6om one case to the next is on the basis of underlying theory and not on the basis of a larger 

universe. 

The research being a case study based on one college of further education the sampling of stafT 

was aided by actively looking 6)r critical cases that helped inductive, theory-building analysis to 

develop. It was necessary to include some salient informants in the sample who could smooth 

the research process by introducing the researcher to other stafT who could contribute useful 

in5)rmation to the pool of data. It was decided early on in the pre-data collection phase to 

include stafT &om all levels in the hierarchy, from the Senior Management Team to the 

Caretaking sta% so that conflicting viewpoints could be compared. The 5)cus of the interviews 
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was 'how do people make sense of their surroundings?' Using this focus it is, perhaps, easier to 

see how each individual contributor is an individual case study. It could be concluded that the 

individual cases that make up the larger case study are each unique but they all contribute to the 

whole. An example is the Technical Support StafT member who was surprised that he would be 

considered a suitable subject Ar the study but it was his contrasting perspective on the 

operations of the college that made him a good subject. Miles and Huberman (1994) make this 

point as well: 

.. .if one case researcher observes only administrators and another only teachers, the 

comparability of the two cases is minimal.. .Cross case con^arison is impossible if 

researchers operate in radically diGEerent settings, use no coherent sampling frame, or, 

worst of all, if they 6)cus on diSerent processes. 

Miles and Huberman (1994:p33) 

The aim of using contributors 6om all levels in the hierarchy was precisely to overcome the 

narrow 6)cus of the study and ensure a 'de-centring' (MUes and Huberman 1994:p34) A-om a 

particular way of viewing the other respondents' contributions. Using the same criteria as above 

the sangile was taken across the college so that the ten schools that comprise the curriculum 

delivery system could be represented in the data. See 3.2 Description of the subjects 5)r a list of 

the schools. 

Critics of the case study will often cite it as being subjective, biased, impressionistic, 

idiosyncratic and lacking in precise quantiGable measures that are the hallmark of survey 

research and experimentation (Cohen and Manion 1980:pl 10). To help counter these criticisms 

the sangile was analysed using both qualitative and quantitative techniques. 

It might be thought that qualitative and quantitative analyses are not compatible but as Miles 

and Huberman (1994:p40) point out, both words and numbers are needed if we are to 

understand the world. QuantiGcation can be seen not as an end in itself but rather as a means of 

making available techniques that add power and sensitivity to individual judgement when one 

atten^ts to detect and describe patterning in a set of observations (Miles and Huberman 

1994:p41). Taking this view point it is perfectly reasonable to use both qualitative and 
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quantitative analysis techniques as they are inextricably linked not only at the level of speciGc 

data sets but also at the levels of study and design. In a deeper sense, as Salomon (1991: pi 0-

18) points out, the issue is not quantitative-qualitative at all, but whether we are taking an 

analytic approach to understanding a few controlled variables or a systemic ^proach to 

understanding the interaction of variables in a complex environment. Given that this 

investigation is about the way that systems work in a complex college environment, the reader 

might see this approach as particularly pertinent. 

Miles and Huberman (1991 :p41), quoting 6om several sources, provides the Allowing list of 

reasons 5)r using a mix of quantitative-qualitative analysis: 

# To enable triangulation 

# To elaborate analysis and provide richer detail 

# To initiate new lines of thinking through attention to surprises or paradoxes 

® To expand the scope and breadth of a study by using different methods for different 

components 

# To overcome the abstraction inherent in quantitative studies 

# To identi^ deviant cases or outliers 

# To collect background data 

# To help avoid elite bias (talking only to high-status respondents) 

# To help cast new light on qualitative findings 

To summarize, during the design phase qualitative data can he^ develop the quantitative 

instrumentation. During the data collection phase they help by making access and collection 

easier. During the analysis phase they can help by validating, interpreting, clari^ing and 

illustrating quantitative findings as well as strengthening and revising theory (Miles and 

Huberman 1994:p41). The aim is to strengthen each method by using intrinsic qualities of the 

other (Madey 1978:p7), and as Jick (1979:p602-611) comments, qualitative methods can be the 

glue that cements the interpretation of multi-method results. 

The use of a quantitative-qualitative technique does not prevent diGGculties in the collection of 

data; as the next section will illustrate, the richness of the data may be seen as adding to the to 

the problems. 
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3.2.2: Problems during the data collection phase. 

The main problems 6ced during the data collection phase of the research were time based. As a 

working researcher it was difGcuk to Snd time to meet with the subjects of the study at 

convenient times to tape the interviews. The interviewees, in general, were willing to help with 

the research although, as mentioned above in the context of the Technical Support StaE 

member, not all were as willing as others. I might have to spend some time reassuring the stafT 

member that they did have something of value to say; this was especially true of the non-

teaching staK There did ^pear to be a little resentment 6om stafTwho were not interviewed 

such as managers or other stafT who thought that they had something to say but generally I 

received a lot of willing help. 

The research instrument was piloted bekre the main data collection phase began and I thought 

it was efkctive in guiding the interviewee into the areas that I was interested in e)q)loring. 

However, it became apparent about halfway through the data collection that the questions on 

effectiveness and efficiency were causing problems because staff could not easily distinguish 

between the two. The result was that I continued to use the questions but modiSed the direction 

to e)q)lore the apparent lack of understanding that exists amongst the staff for this topic. Such a 

change is quite in keeping with qualitative studies where the continuous reAcusing and 

redrawing of study parameters (Miles and Huberman 1994:p30) wiU occur. 

The only other problem that arose was to do with the richness of the data and how to make 

sense of it all To this end the pre-coding of the questions helped in setting the parameters of 

the study and being explicit about the processes helped me avoid distractions. 

The following section of this chapter will set out a description of the subjects and the Schools 

upon which the study is based. 

3.3: Description of the Subjects. 

The subjects of the study were 24 adults, 13 Females and 11 male, who are engiloyed by the 

college as academic, administrative and technical staff across the college. The college employs a 

total of 419 people in the Allowing roles: Direct Learning Contact 221, Support Staff 45, and 
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Other Support StafF 153. The sample represents 6% of the full time equivalent employees. The 

college has ten Schools that, broadly, follow the FEFC classiGcations for curriculum areas 

indicated in the Chief Inspector's Report 6)r 1994 - 95 (FEFC October 1995: page 31) as: Art, 

Design and Media, Business and Pro6ssional Studies, Hospitality, Travel and Leisure, Health, 

Beauty and Community Studies, Continuing Education and Teacher Training, Construction and 

Engineering, Construction Crafts, Services and Design, InArmation, Electronic and Vehicle 

Technology, General Education, and Adult Education. In addition, respondents were sourced 

from the Personnel Department, Administration and Marketing, and Central Resources. 

The sample was both horizontal across the college and vertical, taking comments 6om the 

Principal, teaching staff, administrative staff, technicians and Caretaking and Maintenance staff. 

The respondents had been enq)loyed by the college for a minimum of 10 months to a maximum 

of 21 years. They had been in their current posts 6om between 2 months and 15 years. 

The Administrative staf6 are managed by the Administration Manager and of&r administrative 

support to the academic stafF and the Senior Management Team. 

The Technical Support StafF (TSS) provide technical support for the academic stafFthrough the 

day-to-day management of audio/visual equipment. The TSS is responsible &)r ordering small 

items of equipment and consumables such as audio and videotapes 6)r students and stafF use. 

Sample frame. 

The san:g)le 6ame was based on the college telephone directory that is a list all of the permanent 

staff employed by the college, their location and their telephone numbers. The directory does 

not include temporary stafF After taking out four key inkrmants (see below) the rest of the 

sample was drawn at random 6om the people listed in the directory dependent on their school 

but regardless of their status. The disregarding of status was intentional and aimed to gather 

evidence from a wide selection of staf^ and Allowed the advice by Miles and Huberman (1994: 

p27) that sampling both vertically and horizontally puts Qesh on the bones of the general 

constructs and their relationships. Where a person selected in the Grst pass through the process 

declined the request R)r an interview the next person below that person in the directory was 

asked to participate. This process continued until two people from each school had been 

identiSed and had agreed to participate in the study. 
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Four key informants were identiGed who, it was felt by the researcher, could represent a group 

of people &om the Senior Management Team and the support units in the college. These were: 

The Principal, the Head Librarian, the StafT Development OfGcer and a member of the 

caretaking and maintenance staff who is also a member of the Academic Board. These 

participants were considered "salient" informants (Miles and Huberman 1994: p28) who could 

represent the views of discrete groups of people within the college. 

3.4: Design of the Study. 

The research comprised a case study based on a college of further and higher education located 

in Southern England. The college is approximately 30 miles 6om London in a prosperous 

Home Counties town. The college has worked to meet the challenges of the changes to FE 

funding through cutting its workforce, restructuring and seeking alternative income sources. 

The student base is approximately 17,365 of which 2749 are full-time enrolments and the rest 

are part-time or ofP-site. The turnover of the college is El 5.5 million and is currently in deGcit 

by f 1.5 million The college views itself as a community college and aims to provide services to 

the local community as well as a broader regional service. 

3.4.1: Operational Systems. 

Operational systems used in the college are concerned with key systems that are the Individual 

Student Record, Registers and Quality and other m^or systems that cover important processes 

that can be seen as being not so critical as the key systems. The m^or systems are admissions, 

staff timetabling, budgets and 6e income and recovery systems. However, these are not the 

only systems in the college. There are systems to cover other academic matters such as personal 

tutoring, marketing and organising contact with corporate clients; Personnel systems, such as 

discipline, recruitment and counselling; Accounting systems such as purchasing, paying invoices 

and payroll. An investigation into an organisation could begin with a collection of aH the 

systems and subsystems that exist; their description evaluation and modiGcation in an efkrt to 

be totally exhaustive of every possible outcome. However that is not the purpose of this 

investigation. The systems mentioned above as key and m^or systems can be seen as the most 

important systems that operate in a college and their eGective and efGcient operation, it could 
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be assumed, should be the direct concern of the senior management team. Further, this is 

essentially a qualitative investigation that is looking at a situation in its context and in depth 

(Miles and Huberman 1994:p27) making it purposive rather than random and working with a 

bounded group of people. 

The key systems can be viewed as the most critical because they are linked to the funding 

methodology 5)r colleges and if they do not operate properly the college will be penalised by 

the Further Education Funding Council The major systems are also linked in some way to 

Amding and are concerned with getting students into the college, providing stafT and equipn^nt 

and collecting 6es. The m^or systems are meant to be exan^les of the other systems that are 

6)und in a college and not necessarily exhaustive. 

The research is concerned with the experience of the college stafT and their interaction with the 

key aM m^or operating systems. This means that the bulk of the data is qualitative by nature 

and gives a voice to those people v îio operate the systems. The data was coDected in the 

course of a semi-structured interview lasting up to 45 minutes conducted with a cross section of 

the college stafTthrough a semi-structured, researcher-conducted questionnaire described in the 

next section. 

3.5: Description of the Research Instrumentation. 

The research instrumentation comprised a researcher designed semi-structured questionnaire as 

a model to 6)cus on the subject of the interview (see appendix 1). The questionnaire has two 

parts. Part 1 (questions la - Ic) collected perceptions data for quantitative analysis through 

descriptive statistics and correlation. The aim of this section was to assess whether the 

interviewees have the same perception of the inqwrtance of certain operating systems to the 

college as that identified by the college Senior Management Team (SMT). To assess this a 

panel of senior managers was asked to identic the operating systems they considered to be 

important to the college, to decide whether these systems are Key or M^or, and then to rank 

the systems on their importance to the college. Analysis of part 1 oSered insight to the 

respondents' comments in part 2 (questions 2 -7) , which makes up the substantive part of the 

data collection instrument. Part 2 of the questionnaire/interview collected narratives 6om the 

stafF members and it is this element of the data collection that, it was anticipated, would provide 
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valuable and interesting insights into the operation of systems at the college. Cohen and Manion 

(1985) describe narratives as: 

.. .personal records of the events we e]q)erience in our day-to-day lives.. .that serve to 

explain our past, present and future oriented actions. 

Cohen and Manion (1980: p206) 

Cortazzi (1993) and Cohen and Manion (1980) see the social setting as being very important 

especially when evaluating the narrative as this provides the crux of the evaluatioiL Care was 

taken in deciding which method of data collection would yield the best results 6)r this type of 

data. Given that personal narratives were sought, interviews appeared to provide the most 

6vourable method of data collection and the procedure followed to collect that data is 

described below. 

3.6: Description of the Procedure. 

3.6.1: Taping the interviews. 

All of the interviews were tape-recorded with participant approval. It was recognised that 

taping the interviews can lessen the candour of the interviewee but as Zifcak (1994:p200) 

points out it is veiy difGcult to conduct an ef&ctive interview while at the same time writing 

down responses. The tape-recording of interviews allows reflection on the interviewee's 

responses at a later time and 5)r the interview to be revisited to gather nuances of the 

responses. 

Interviews were conducted on the basis that remarks were quotable but not attributable to the 

interviewee. In the interest of conGdentiality I have not added descriptions of the contributor of 

the quotes that are used which could identi^ individuals unless it aids the understanding of the 

context of the quote. The interviewee had the right to add or remove remarks 6om the 

transcript, if desired, and could refuse the right to use the interview if not happy with the 

magnitude of the comments given. This assurance proved sufGcient 5)r permission to use the 

data to be given by the interviewee in all caaes. The interviews appear to have been 6ank and 

honest and the tape recorder proved to be uninhibiting. 
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A general interview approach was adopted Allowing a pre-structured format that did aUow 

scope to pursue lines of inquiry as they presented themselves. Although I followed a pre-set 

question structure the approach was conversational and interactive in style so as to put the 

interviewee at ease. In summary the format was as Allows: 

1) Initial approach: This allowed me to briefly set out the purpose of my study and to assess the 

willingness of the member of stafT to participate. I could also set out the conditions in 

respect of conSdentiality and rights over the product of the interview. 

2) Issue the outline questions: I allowed a gap of up to a week between the initial agreen^nt by 

the stafT member to an interview and the actual interview to give the member of stafTtime to 

reflect on the questions and to complete the table of rankings at the beginning of the 

questionnaire (see ^pendix 1). During this time the interviewee could decide to withdraw 

6om the interview if desired. 

3) The interview: The interviewee was once again apprised of the conditions attached to the 

interview concerning conGdentiahty and given the opportunity to withdraw. Next, I took the 

interviewee through the sections of the questionnaire starting with the table of rankings to 

assess the level of difGcuIty encountered in this task. Then I worked through the questions to 

establish the interviewee's opinions on the key issues 6cing the operations of systems in the 

college. A key part of this questioning involved ascertaining how the interviewee felt about 

the systems and his or her interaction with them. As interesting points appeared in the 

interview these were followed up with supplementary questions that expanded on the 

interviewee's initial response and aided clarity. 

4) Conclusion to the interview: Having completed the set sequence, the interviewee was invited 

to provide additional observations or comments, which he or she 61t might be relevant. This 

general discussion often yielded useful insights into other aspects of the systems operations. 

5) Preparing the transcript: After typing the transcript it was sent to the interviewee, with a 

thank you note (appendix 2), Ar the purpose of authenticating the narrative and 

triangulation using respondent validation (McCormick and James (1983) in Cohen and 

Manion(1980:p241)). 

None of the respondents 61t it necessary to refiise me the use of their narratives. 
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3.6.2: Piloting the Questionnaire. 

The questionnaire was tested on three people prior to being used for the main data collection 

phase of the study. The following issues came out of the pilot and were addressed: 

Language: 

The meanings of the words used in the questionnaire did cause some confusion to the test 

respondents so a sin^liGed phraseology was enq)loyed. This problem was also overcome 

through the questionnaire being administered ty the researcher who could, if necessary, 

interpret the question for the respondent. 

Question order: 

The piloted test indicated that the last two questions on quality were better ordered if inverted 

to enquire about quality systems and the awareness of the respondent of the various alternative 

systems. By changing the question order the respondent appeared to be prompted to expect a 

further question on quality that asked for a deeper analysis of the situation. 

No other problems were ^parent at the testing phase of the questionnaire and the study 

proceeded. 

3.6.3: Bias 

From the point of view of the ethnographer, the researcher in this type of situation is a 

participant observer and as such can be subject to bias in the interview process. Cohen and 

Manion (1980: p282) suggest that bias can occur: 

# where the interviewer sees the respondent in her own image; 

# the interviewer seeks answers to support preconceived notions; 

# misconceptions on the part of the interviewer as to what the respondent is saying; 

# misunderstandings by the respondent as to what is being asked; 

# race, religion, social class and age can also be potent sources of bias. 

To these should be added hierarchical standing within organisations where a manager 

conducting interviews might be given the answers the respondent thinks he or she wants to hear 

or that might help him or her in their job aspirations. 
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Cohen and Manion oSer the following as a means of reducing bias: 

* Careful formulation of the questions so that the meaning is clear. 

* Through training of the interviewer so that possible problems are known. 

# Probability sangiling of respondents. 

# Matching interviewer characteristics with those of the interview sample. 

Cohen and Manion (1980: p282). 

3.6.4: Anthenticatmg the Narrative. 

This is also known as triangulation and is the practice of seeking conGrmation of the data 6om 

more than one source. Cohen and Manion (1980) ofkr this caution about over reliance on one 

method of data collection: 

Exclusive reliance on one method.. .may bias or distort the researcher's picture of the 

particular slice of reality she is investigating. She needs to be confident that the data 

generated are not simply arte6cts of one speciGc method of collection. And this 

conSdence can only be achieved as 6 r as normative research is concerned when difkrent 

methods of data collection yield substantially the same results. 

Cohen and Manion (1980:p233) 

Cohen and Manion are advocating the use of dif&rent data collection methods that look at the 

same problem but &om difkrent angles. In the case of the collection of narratives there is a 

built-in subjectivity to the data that can be overcome by the use of observational data that is 

collected when a transcript of the narrative is presented to the subject 6)r veriGcation. Such 

observational data can provide a comparison to the original narrative that will confirm or not 

conGrm the accuracy of the narrative and this method, also known as Respondent Validation, 

was adopted to validate the narratives collected G-om the inkrmants for this case study. 

McCormick and James (1983) describe the method as follows: 

There is no absolute guarantee that a number of data sources that purport to provide 

evidence concerning the same construct in Act do so... In view of the apparently 

sutqective nature of much qualitative interpretation, validation is achieved when others, 

particularly the sutqects of the research, recognise its authenticity. One way of doing this 
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is for the researcher to write out his/her analysis lor the subjects of the research in terms 

that they will understand, and then record their reactions to it. This is known as 

respondent validation. 

McCormick and James (1983) in Cohen and Manion (1980:p241) 

Respondent validation proved to be a satis6ctory method of validating the data with any 

changes to the transcript recorded directly on to the transcript by the respondent. Another 

beneGt 6om using this 5)rm of triangulation in qualitative data research seems to be the 

opportunity it provides to both parties to reflect on the interview, and 6)r the respondent, the 

chance 5)r further scrutiny and comment. Once the respondent had agreed the transcript, the 

data was analysed in the method described in the next section. 

3.7: Treatment of the Data. 

3.7.1: Form of the data. 

The data collection was in two 6)rms, quantitative and qualitative. The quantitative data 

collected &om the respondents was summarized to determine the stafTs assessment of whether 

systems are key or m^or. The method 6 r achieving this was to take a simple m^ority. Thus for 

the Internal VeriGcation system there were 17 responses recorded as key and 5 as m^or. 2 

respondents did not consider the system as relevant to them. The system was recorded as a key 

system because that was the m^ority view. The equivalent principle was applied to the stafT 

ranking of systems on the scale of 1 = very important to 5 = not very in^ortant. A summary of 

the result can be 6)und in Chapter 4, table 1. The same procedure was used to summarise the 

responses 6om the expert panel of the SMT. Once the statistical data had been sumnmrized it 

was correlated to the SMT's assessment of the operating systems using 0.05 as a minimum 

acceptable level of signiGcance. 

No distinction has been made between the responses to the questionnaire 6om academic stafF 

and those 6om support staf[ This was a deliberate strategy since it could be argued that all of 

the stafF are concerned with the operation of the coUege and have a view that deserves to be 

expressed. The experiences of the support staf^ although di%rent 6om those of the academic 

sta% may be seen as no less valid to the operation of the college and may provide a difkrent 

yet useful angle on a situation that af&cts the academics. Further, such a distinction may be 
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considered dismissive of the experiences and opinions ofthe support staff Miles and Huberman 

(1994: p27) make the point that understanding relationships in their setting reveals facets to be 

studied in other relationships. This is a viewpoint that seems pertinent to this situation since the 

purpose of this study is to analyse and interpret the experiences of all stafT in the college. Miles 

and Huberman (1994: p34) also point out that it is important to talk to people who are not 

central to the phenomenon but are neighbours to it to get contrasting and comparative 

information. The exclusion or somehow diSerent treatment ofthe narratives ofthe support stafF 

might be seen as undermining this aim and, ultimately, the conclusions of the study. 

3.7.2: Processing the quantitative data. 

To process the quantitative data SPSS, a statistical conyuter software package, was used. 

SPSS is a dedicated statistical processing package that is widely used in industry and educatioiL 

The software o8ers a variety of statistical techniques including basic descriptive statistics and 

more advanced methods such as correlation and hypothesis testing using students t-test. 

The quantitative data was of two types. The 5rst, whether a system could be classiGed as a Key 

or M^or system, was nominal data, which is where numbers are used as labels (Samouel ef a/ 

1996:3.8). This data was coded using binary dummy variables Key = 1 and M^or = 0. The 

second data type was ordinal (Samouel ef a/1996:3.8) that measured the ranking the 

respondent felt that a system had as "inqwrtance to the college" and "in^rtance the system 

had to their job". This ranking was made on a Gve point Likert scale with "1" being very 

ingx)rtant and "5" being not veiy important. 

The quantitative data was entered into the SPSS spreadsheet with the prescribed systems on the 

' Y' axis numbered 1 - 1 4 and the respondents' results on the 'X' axis. The SMT's results 

represented the benchmark data (BMK) 6)r correlation purposes; individual respondents are the 

variable data (Var) as this example shows: 
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Table 3.1 

Example of how data is entered into SPSS. 

BMK Varl Var2 Var3 

2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

2.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 

4.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 

1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 

1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

3.00 1.00 3.00 3.00 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

2.00 1.00 3.00 5.00 

1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 

2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

3.00 2.00 1.00 5.00 

2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 

The output 6om the package is, essentially, a pivot table that sums the columns or rows as 

required for the fiinction being used as this exanq)le of the calculation of the frequency of stafF 

choices of Individual Student Record as either a Key or M ^ r system: 

Table 3.2 

Example of the output from SPSS. 

ISR 

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 

Percent Percent 

Valid 0 6 25 28.6 28.6 

1 15 62.5 71.4 100 

Total 21 87.5 100 

Missing system 3 12.5 

Total 24 100 

0 = M^or, 1 = Key. 
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SPSS is a computer programme that 6cilitated the processing of the raw qualitative data. 

Another so Aware programme, NVIVO, was employed to process the qualitative data and is 

described below. 

3.7.3: Processing the qualitative data. 

Trans&rming the taped interviews into typed transcripts, which were then loaded into 

'NVIVO' qualitative data analysis software, processed the qualitative data. NVIVO is 

essentially a database programme that allows you to store text data, code the text and recall it 

in a grouped &»rmat for analysis by the researcher. The transcripts were coded using pre-

devised codes that Allowed the order of the questions in the questionnaire as advised by Miles 

and Huberman (1994:p58). Once grouped a process of sequential analysis was applied as 

described by Miles and Huberman (1994): 

# Step 1. Underline key terms in the text. 

# Step 2. Restate key phrases remaining as descriptive and literal as possible. 

# Step 3. Reduce the phrases to create clusters. 

# Step 4. Reduce the clusters and attach labels. 

# Step 5. Generalise the phrases. 

# Step 6. Generate mini-theories. 

# Step 7. Integrating theories into an explanatory 6amework. 

Miles and Huberman (1994:p87-88) 

The NVIVO software used in the processing phase is useful 6)r data handling although the raw 

data must be transformed into a text Armat that can be handled by the computer. Pre-coding 

the questionnaire so that it is easier to transcribe 6cilitates this process. Once Armatted and 

entered into the programme the data can be moved about, recoded or deleted as required. Tbe 

researcher is still an essential part of the process because the software cannot perkrm the 

higher analysis 6om which theory is created. 

88 



3.8: Summary. 

This chapter has reviewed the methods and procedures engiloyed in this study, looking at a 

description of the sutgects, the design of the study, a description of the research 

instrumentation, a description of the procedure and the treatment of the data. The next chapter 

will summarise and analyse the collected data and draw conclusions 6om the data. 
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Chapter 4 

4.1: Data results 

As was stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of this case study is to examine the relationship 

between the Senior Management Team's evaluation of what they consider to be the 

important college systems and to compare that opinion to the college stafTs evaluation of 

those systems. The research question being: Do the Senior Management Team and the 

college stafT share the same understanding of the importance of certain operating systems 

to the college? Also to answer the questions: Do the stafTrecognise the critical 

importance of certain systems to the success of the college? Also, are the systems easy 

5)rthe stafTto use and operating both ef&ctively and efSciendy? 

The study sampled the views of 24 college employees representing 6% of the total 

workkrce using a mixture of quantitative and qualitative questions to seek out the 

answers. 

The Allowing chapter is the analysis of the data that was collected and is divided into 

two main parts. The Grst part is an analysis of the quantitative data and the second is an 

analysis of the qualitative data. Both of these parts are Airther subdivided, in the Srst part 

into the 6 null-hypotheses relating to the degree of correlation between the management 

and staS" view points of the importance of operating systems. 

The second part examines the qualitative data, supplied through the analysis of stafT 

transcripts, on the operation of college operating systems and how stafT perceive them. 

The analysis begins with an examination of the quantitative data collected through the 

questionnaire, questions la to Ic. This is compared to the expert panel of Senior 

Management Team executives' estimate of the systems that are either Key or M^or and 

the rankings they gave them. 
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4.2: Part 1: The quantitative data. 

4.2.1: Preliminary work. 

The 5rst step in the analysis of the quantitative data was to summarize the Senior 

Management Team's estimate of the importance of the operating systems to the college 

and compare that to the college staffs estimate. The SMT's evaluation was agreed as a 

team opinion that could be compared to the staffs opinion without fiirther manipulation 

needed. The staffs view had to be calculated 6om the rankings they made in the 

questionnaires. The table below indicates the raw data 6om which the Snal rankings were 

made: 

Table 4.1: Raw data used for ranking as Key or Major systenm. 

System Key Ajqior No 

Response RamWne 

Acadank 
Timetables 

14 8 2 Key 

Annual Leave 
Booking 

18 5 1 Key 

Appraisal 11 13 0 M^or 

Budgets 22 2 0 Key 

Fee Income and 
Recovery 

18 5 1 Key 

Grievance 7 16 1 M^or 

Individual 
Student Record 

15 6 3 Key 

Internal 
Verification 

17 5 2 Key 

Ordering Goods 8 15 1 M^or 

Quality 
Monitoring 
(Internal) 

14 10 0 Key 

Registers 15 8 1 Key 

Room Booking 11 12 1 M^or 

Staff 
Development 
Applications 

8 16 0 M^or 

Staff 
Recruitment 

20 3 1 Key 

The ranking of the system could only be as a discrete variable so a simple m^ority made 

the decision. It can be seen that not all of the systems were a clear decision, for instance. 
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while Internal VeriScation was considered as strongly Key, Appraisal is a closer 

decision. However, it is not possible to have shades of a discrete variable so Allowing the 

established rule Appraisal is recorded as a Mgor system. The same principle was applied 

to the staG"rankings of'importance to the coUege' and 'importance to the job% the tables 

Ar wiiich can be 6und in appendix 3. 

The Allowing table shows the SMT's opinion of whether a system is a Key or M^or 

system to the college and the system's ranking against a scale of 1= High to 5 = Low. On 

the same table, the stafPs evaluation of Wiether a system is Key or M^or and their 

evaluation of the importance of the systems to both the college and to their own jobs. 

Tabk 4.2 SMT's Evaloadon of Key and Major Systems 

SMT 6MTR..M.g 

Academic 
Timetables 

MAJOR 1 KI'Y 1 1 

Annual Leave 
Booking 

MAJCm 3 MAJOR 2 5 

Appraisal 2 MAJOR 2 3 
Budgets KEY % KEY 1 1 
Fee Income 
and Recovery 

KEY 1 KEY 1 3 

Grievance 4 MAJOR 2 2 
Individual 
Student 
Record 

KEY 1 KEY I 1 

Internal 
Verification 

MAJOR 2 KEY 1 1 

Ordering 
Goods 

MAJOR 2 MAJOR 3 3 

Quality 
Monitoring 
(Internal) 

KEY 2 KEY 1 1 

Registers KEY 2 KEY 1 1 
Room 
Booking 

MAJOR 2 MAJOR 1 2 

Staff 
Development 
Applications 

3 MAJOR 3 3 

Staff 
Recruitment 

KEY 1 KEY 1 1 
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Once the data had been summarized it could be used to assess the degree of correlation 

that exists between the SMT's view and that of the staff who actually operate the 

systems. Cohen and Manion (1980:pl39) give a standard Ar judging the degree of 

correlation 5)r educational research that sets out the Allowing interpretations: 

Tabk 4 3 Measures of Correlation 

ndm&wMp P"? 

UwWw* 

0.20 - .035 Sli^t None None 

0.35 - 0.65 Moderate 0.01 Can be used with 

multiple correlatioa 

0.65-0.85 Strong 0.01-0.05 Group predictions 

possible 

0.85 and over High 0.01 -0.05 Very useful but rare 

in education research 

Adapted from Cohen and Manion (1980:p 139) 

The next section deals with the measurement of the correlation between the sets of data 

and will use the descriptors above in evaluating the degree of correlation. 

43: Correlation between SMT benchmark for key and major systems and staff 

assessment of key and major systems. 

The null-hypothesis Ar this table is that there is no signiGcant correlation between the 

SMT's estimation of Key and M^or operating systems and the stafTs estimate of Key 

and M^or systems. 

Tabk 4.4 
SMT Key 

Benchmark 

STAFF Kqr 

SMT Key Cwrelation 1.000 .750** 
and Major 
Benchmark 

Coefficient 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.002 

N 14 14 
STAFF Key Correlation .750** 1.000 
and Major Coefficient 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.002 

N 14 14 
Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

93 



The correlation is strong and signiGcant at the .01 level so the null-hypothesis is rejected 

and it can be said that there is a signiGcant correlation between the SMT and StafT 

estimates of the Key and M^or college operating systems. 

4.4: Correlation between management's evaluation of key and major systems and 

staff ranking of importance to the college. 

The second hypothesis to be tested was Wiether there is a correlation between the Senior 

Management Team's (SMT) assessment of the importance of the college operating 

systems and that of the college staE 

Table 4.5 

aodM^of 
knthmmk 

SWF 
bnpofBmce 
ToGoBw 

SMT Key 
and Mafor 

Benchmait 

Correlation CoefRcient 1.000 -.631* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .016 
N 14 14 

StafF 
importance 
to college 

Correlation CoefRcient -.631* 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .016 
N 14 14 

» Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-taiIed). 

The correlation indicates that there is a moderately strong correlation between the 

management's estimation of the operating systems' importance and the evaluation made 

by the college staG^ and is signiGcant at the .05 level. This correlation conGrms that the 

college management and the staG" do share an understanding of the relaGve importance of 

the operating systems to the college and the null-hypothesis is rejected. 
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4.5: Correlation between SMT key and nmajor benchmark and stafPs estimation of 

their importance to their job. 

The null-hypothesis Ar this correlation is that there is no correlation between the SMT's 

estimate of the importance of the key and m^or operating system and that of the stafTs 

estimate of their importance to their own jobs. 

Tabk 4.6 
SMT Key SWT 

impofW* 
Wjob 

SMT Key 
andMajw 
bendimaik 

Correlation 
CoefGcient 

1.000 -.443 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.113 

N 14 14 
Staff 

importance 
to job 

Correlation 
CoefKcient 

-.443 1.000 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.113 

N 14 14 

This table indicates that there is a moderate correlation between the management's 

benchmark for key and m^or operating systems and those assigned by the respondents. 

The level of signiScance can only be claimed at above .1 level of signiGcance so the null-

hypothesis is retained. The retention of the null-hypothesis indicates that the stafT 

consider the importance of the operating systems to be weaker to their everyday tasks 

than to the college as a whole (see above). 

4.6: Correlation between management and staff rankings of the systems. 

The hypothesis 6 r this table is that there is no signiGcant correlation between the SMT's 

ranking of the systems and the stafPs ranking of importance of the systems to the college. 
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Tab e 4.7 
SMTRmk Staf 

ia$oi1«Ke 
to coHege 

SMT Rank Correlation 1.000 .694** 
Benchmadc Coefficient 

Sig. (2- ^06 
tailed) 

N 14 14 
Stag Correlaticm .694** 1.000 

importance 
to college 

CoefRcient 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.006 

N 14 14 
« ** Correlation is signiScant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

This correlation indicates that there is a moderately strong correlation between the SMT's 

ranking of systems and the stafTs ranking of the systems. The correlation is signiScant at 

the .01 level and the null-hypothesis is rejected, and the alternative hypothesis, that the 

staS" and SMT do have a shared understanding of the importance of the college operating 

systems, is accepted. 

4.7: Correlation between the SMTs ranking of the systems and Ae stafPs ranking 

of the systems. 

This hypothesis states that is there is no signiScant correlation between the SMT's 

ranking of the systems and the stafPs ranking of the system's importance to their jobs. 
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Tabk 4.8 
a k f T B a t 
Bcodmmk hqwMance 

lojob 
SMT Rank 
Benchmait 

Correlation 
CocfRcient 

1.000 . # 2 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.114 

N 14 14 
StafF 

impohance 
to job 

Correlation 
CoefRcient 

.442 1.000 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.114 

N 14 14 

The correlation indicates that there is a moderate correlation but the signiGcance level at 

.114 is outside the acceptable range so the null-hypothesis is retained. It appears that the 

stafT reject the notion that the operating systems are important to their jobs. 

4.8: Correlation between the stafTs estimation of the importance of the operating 

systems to the college and to their jobs. 

The null hypothesis 6)r this test is that there is no signiGcant correlation between the 

stafPs assessment of the importance of the operating systems to the college and the 

assessment ofthe importance of the systems to their jobs. 

Tab e4.9 
SWT SWF 

imponance 
to college 

staff Correlation 1.000 .766** 
importance 
to college 

CoefRcient 

Sig.(2-
tailed) 

.001 

N 14 14 
Staff Correlation .766** 1.000 

importance 
to job 

CoefRcient 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.001 

N 14 14 
Correlation is signiGcant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

97 



The correlation indicates that there is a strong and signiGcant correlation between the 

stafTs estimate of the importance of the operating systems to the college and their 

importance to their job. The stafT ranking of the importance of the systems to the college 

and their own ranking of the importance of the systems to their own jobs is closer than to 

the SMT's ranking of the system's importance. 

The next section in this ch^ter will examine the qualitative data and consider the 

evidence it provides. 

Part 2: The qualitative data. 

4.9: The questionnaire. 

The qualitative data part of the questioimaire was divided up into Sve sections to gather 

the stafTs opinions on the difGculties they had in completing the questions, the role of 

accountability in their jobs, operation of college operational systems, the standard of help 

they get to operate the systems, the stafTs interpretation of eGectiveness and efBciency of 

the systems and the role of quality in the college. 

4.10: Difficulties in completing questions la — Ic. 

The Grst responses 6om staS"were concerned with the difBculties they might have had in 

completing the table for key and m^or systems and ranking the systems. The responses 

to this question identiGed the difBculties that some stafFhad due to their lack of 

knowledge of the systems. Typical of the responses was: 

It is difBcult 6)r me to make any comment Some of the questions that I was asked 

and that I picked out as being important to me such as Internal VeriGcation and 

Budget, I became aware that there were key things I wasn't aware of and although 

these things were important to me personally I don't have a lot of personal 

knowledge as to how these things are done college-wide. 
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Another typical response and one that highlighted the stafTmembers pre-occupation with 

other aspects of their working HA was: 

I had some trouble partly because I am not 6miliar with some of them (systems). 

For instance Fee hicome and Recovery is not a matter I have given very much 

thought to not because I don't think it's important but because I have enough in my 

own feld with out worrying about budgets and all that.. .one 6cuses on what 

you've got to do and other things other people do and are responsible 5)r, you 

expect them to do it. 

This pre-occupation was not limited to the lecturing stafTas technicians, administration 

and library stafTmade similar comments. It seems that the stafTare concerned with things 

that are ofa more inmiediate concern to them than with things that they do not normally 

come across in their working day. This lecturer took a pragmatic ^proach in deciding 

between what constituted a key and a m^or system: 

The division between key and major basically is that if it stops running will the 

college notice too much in the long term? If it will then it is key and if you can 

manage without it in the long term then it's major. 

Only two stafTmembers declined to o8er opinions over Wiether systems were key or 

m^or or to rank the systems and even these two people completed some of the boxes. 

One of these two people was on a short-term contract to write a Health and Sa6^ manual 

6)r the College and the other was a long serving technician. Neither Alt he knew the 

systems well enough to pass comment on them. 

Overall, there does not appear to have been a discemable difkrence between the levels of 

knowledge about the college systems amongst the dif&rent grades of stafFother than 

those that would arise 6om their every day interactions with them. Obviously caretaking 

stafT would not have common interaction with systems such as registers or ISRs but they 
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would interact with the annual leave system and ordering systems. Allowing 6 r these 

di%rences it was apparent that the non-academic stafpcould comment on systems 

operations. 

4.11: Accountability. 

The question of accountability and to Wiom the respondents 61t they were accountable 

provided some answers that seem to polarise into two mmin camps. There are stafT 

members Wio identic accountability as a process of doing their job and those stafT who 

seem to see it as a compliance requirement of their job. In the 8rst case, those that 

consider it a process, comments like the Allowing were made: 

In the context of the job I do I am e)q)ected to be sensible, mature and intelligent 

but that means being able to get on with the job, being able to spot when things are 

going wrong and speak to my line manager Wien necessary and be advised by him 

rather than go tugging at his coat tails every 6ve minutes. 

This respondent views accountability as communication both up and down the structure: 

I think it (accountability) is communication. If there is a problem you should 

communicate that as soon as possible to the appropriate people, especially your line 

manager and communicate down the structure as well because accountability 

should be about sharing. 

Both of these respondents appear to be making the point that accountability is a process 

that requires conGdence both in the manager and the managed to act in a mature, 

responsible way. The accountability appears to be internalised and part of their normal 

working activities. 

The second view of accountability, compliance, is also apparent &om the responses such 

as this 6om a senior manager in the college: 
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I am accountable to the Chairman of the Corporation and the funding body. Tm 

actually accountable to everybody in a sense. Tm accountable to the students in 

terms of a high quality learning experience and I am accountable to the communi^. 

Here the sense is that accountability is something that has to be complied with to prove 

that you are meeting your obligations to those that require an accounting and a 

justif cation of your actions. In this context the accountability appears to be extemahsed 

and something that is done to you, perhaps generating a certain amount of resentment. 

This viewpoint can be supported by another comment about the responsibility that 

educationalists 6el 6)r their actions: 

(Accountability) A negotiable concept, which means that in education there is more 

leeway 5)r decisions that are made and you take more responsibility in education 

than you would in industry outside. 

It certainly seems to be true that educationalists &el accountable 5)r their actions and see 

accountability as having a wide application. The respondents cited feeling accountable 

upwards to their managers as being their primary role as this response shows: 

We are accountable to the Director ofLeaming and Resources, he is then 

accountable to the Executive Committee, then to the Principal and then up to the 

governors. I interpret being accountable as being upwards rather than downwards. 

However, other respondents felt that being accountable had a wider ̂ plication: 

I &el accountable to my students 5rst and 6)remost and I feel very accountable to 

my colleagues in the sense of being colleagues and Mends. Day to day, the students 

are the people I am accountable to because if you do that bit right all of the rest is 

relatively unimportant. 
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It is clear 6om the responses that the stafTmember's place in the hierarchy has an 

influence over the conception of accountability. Lower down in the hierarchy the person 

will view accountability in terms of his or her place in the ranking. As one member of the 

administration staS"put it "being accountable is being aware of (your) responsibilities to 

students and to staS" That sense of responsibility is not linked to being a manager, 

lecturer, administrator or caretaker, rather it is about being aware that you have a duty to 

act responsibly and to account 6)r your actions to a wider group of people if required to 

do so. 

4.12: Talking about systems. 

This section of the questionnaire asked the respondents to talk about the operating 

systems within the college that they have contact with and to identic them as the most 

important to the college, least important to the college, and to talk about one other system 

that they ielt strongly about, good or bad. Not all of the respondents wanted to identic a 

system as least important hence there are only 21 responses. Similarly, 3 respondents did 

not want to talk about another system but 21 did. 

Not all respondents had personal experience of the systems idendSed by the SMT. This 

was particularly true for the non-academic stag" who would not have day-to-day 

interaction with systems such as the ISRs or registers. These non-academics talked 

instead about the systems that they were most familiar with on a day-to-day basis such as 

ordering goods and annual leave booking. This increased the original list of systems and 

the number of responses that the staQ" could make as indicated by the next table. 

4.12.1: Systems idemtUScation. 

This table summaries the stafFs response to the question of v\tiether a system should be 

considered as Most Important to the college, Least Important or \^ether it was another 

system. 
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4.12 J2: Staff identiGcation of most important, kast important and other choice 

system. 

Tabk 4.10: 

System Most Important Least Important Other System 

Academic 
Timetables 

1 0 2 

Admissions and 0 1 0 

Advice 

Annual Leave 
Booking 

1 10 0 

Appraisal 1 1 2 

Budgets 4 0 1 

Communications 1 0 0 

(Internal & 

External) 

Computer System 0 0 3 

Curriculum Centre 0 0 1 

Support. 

Fee Income and 
Recovery 

3 0 1 

Grievance 0 3 0 

Health & Safety 2 0 0 

Individual Student 
Record 

1 1 0 

Internal VeriGcation 4 0 0 

Management 1 1 3 

inkrmation system 

Ordering Goods 0 3 2 

Quality Monitoring 
(Internal) 

2 0 1 

Registers 0 1 3 

Room Booking 1 0 0 

StaGF Development 
Applications 

1 0 1 
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StafFRecruitment 1 0 1 

Total responses 24 21 21 

Non-responses = 6. The nm-responses represmt stafF Wio were not able to talk about other systems 

because they felt they could not idendiy either a 'least important system' or 'another system'. 

The table indicates that all of the interviewees could identic a system as being most 

important and these responses are 6irly spread out over the range of systems. Fewer stafF 

could identify a least important system but an overwhelming number 61t that Annual 

Leave Booking was the least important. The other systems that the stafFcould talk about 

are 6irly spread out across the range, again with no overWielming choice. 

There does not appear to have been any di&culty 5)r non-academic stafFin identifying a 

"most important system". The non-respondents for "least important" (3 people) and 

"another system" (3 people) included two non-academic stafFand one academic. This 

unwillingness to respond appeared to be reSective of their lack of awareness of the 

systems and their operations rather than a function of the respondent's place in the 

hierarchy. Other respondents, both academic and non-academic, might also have been 

unaware but they seemed to be more willing to ofkr an opinion. 

4.123: Good points about systems. 

This question asked the respondents to say what was good about the systems they had 

identiGed as Most Important, Least Important and Other System. The answers can be 

considered the characteristics of a good system. These, in summary, are that the system: 

# Should not only work but be seen to work by its users. 

# Should be easy to understand and operate, and be user 6iendly. 

# Should not be easily confusable. 

# Should help the user to maintain quality standards and engage its users in its 

operation. 

# Should be flexible and adaptable to local needs giving stafFsome control over 

their actions. 

# Should provide Aedback to the user. 
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# Might provide an element of planning for the manager. 

# Should have advice available to the user in using the system. The provider of the 

help needs be someone who is familiar with the system and designated by 

management to give help. 

In contrast to these characteristics of good systems design the college stafF saw the 

following as typical of bad systems design. 

4.12.4: Bad points about systems. 

The Allowing list is a summary of the college stafFs opinions of the bad or, perhaps, the 

less than good points about systems operation in the college: 

# Systems that are not woiting propedy cause stafTto lose 6ith in their operation. 

If the system is considered to be unreliable stafr6el they have to double up the 

record keeping to provide trustworthy &edback. 

# Management neglect of a system causes sta^ to resent and reject the system as 

worthless. Once a system is set up it has to be maintained if it is to retain 

credibility with the stafC 

# StafTwin reject systems that appear to be operated 5)r cynical reasons. A 6eling 

of resentment can be generated that stafT rights are being ignored through the 

local interpretation of systems rules. 

# Systems that have no clear purpose or may have had their purpose articulated 

incorrectly wiH be rejected. Some systems ^pear to have been set up without 

considering how they will af&ct the school or department that has to administer 

them. Such systems become burdensome and generate resentment 

# A Aeling of lack of ownership of a system because the stafTdo not understand its 

operation or have not been trained in its operation. This can cause stafFto opt out 

of responsibility 6 r the system by rejecting it 

# Poorly trained support stafTcan cause resentment and dissatisAction where 

essential systems are not working properly. This is a management issue because 

they should ensure that the stafF employed to support the curriculum are 
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sufBciently trained 5)r the job. An allied issue is not having sufBcient stafFto do 

the required work. 

# Systems that are not operated correctly can cause the college to provide a less 

than adequate service to the students. 

# Systems can su@er 6om the ethos that education is a merit good and should be 

treated as such. There are also diGkring perceptions between stafT and 

administrative bodies such as FEFC over what constitutes quality provision of 

education. This diSerence in perception can make staff resentGil of carrying out 

Wiat they perceive as onerous administrative duties when they would pre6r to be 

preparing teaching materials. 

The bad points of the college operating systems as identiGed by the stafT appear to be the 

counter points of the good. There is a tendency when asking stafTto tell you about the 

bad elements of an employer's operation to be swamped with irrelevant material but the 

sta9^ in the main, used temperate language to describe their experiences. 

The evaluation by stafFof the good and bad sides of their experiences of using college 

operating systems led to the next question of Wiether the system was, in the opinion of 

the member of staf^ achieving the college's aims and objectives. The results of this 

appear in the next section. 

4.12^: Systems achieving Ae college's aims and objectives. 

A pertinent question to ask the respondents beAire they answered this question was 

whether they could state the college's aims and objectives. In Act that question was 

asked afterwards to see if it altered their point of view. A common answer was that the 

stafTmember could not quote the strategic aims and objectives directly but knew them in 

general as these answers illustrate: 

I don't know them oif by heart although widening participation, strengthening the 

Snancial position of the college are the main things. 
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Tm sure it is about life long learning and enabling students and things like that. 

I don't know, well in broad terms I suppose the strategic aims of the college are to 

ensure that die students are taught with the quality and intensity they need to 

expand their learning. 

Although the respondents could not quote the strategic aims and objectives in depth it is 

likely that they do have at least an appreciation of them and, interestingly, the lack of in-

depth knowledge did not stop them 6om making an assessment of the systems' re 

contribution. There was no dif&rence in the awareness of the strategic aims and 

objectives between the academic and non-academic stafFevident from the data. 

The Allowing table summarizes the responses that were made of the systems' 

contribution to the strategic aims and objectives of the college. 

4.12.6: Are the systems achieving the college s aims and objectives? 
Tabk 4.11: 

System Yes No Not sure 

Academic Timetables 3 0 0 

Admissions and Advice 0 0 1 

Annual Leave Booking 3 6 2 

Appraisal 3 0 1 

Budgets 1 2 2 

Communications 

(Internal & External) 

0 0 1 

Computer System 1 2 0 

Curriculum Centre 

Support. 

1 0 0 

Fee Income and 
Recovery 

1 1 2 

Grievance 3 0 0 

Health & Safety 1 1 0 
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Individual Student 
Record 

1 0 1 

Internal Verification 3 0 1 

Management 

information system 

4 1 0 

Ordering Goods 1 2 2 

Quali^ Monitoring 
(Internal) 

3 0 0 

Regista^ 0 4 0 

Room Booking 1 0 0 

Staff Development 
Applications 

1 1 0 

Staff Recruitm ent 1 1 0 

Total responses 3 2 2 1 13 

Non responses = 6. Non-responses represent those staiT who felt that they could not cmnment on a 'least important 

system' or on 'another system'. 

The responses made by the stafTto this question are mostly positive although over half 

are either No they are not achieving the aims and objectives or the respondent was 

uncertain. There did not appear to be any division between academic and other grades of 

stafFin their responses with those who responded coming &om all levels in the sample. 

Examples of the responses are listed here: 

Positive responses on the systems operations: 

Internal veriCcadon: Yes, because I think particularly on retention because there 

is a regular opportunity now 6)r the tutor to give &edback. 

Individual student record: .. .the system has got to be there because the 

inbrmation about enrolments is essential 6)r the FEFC. 

Budgets: The new system yes.. .now it will help because partly, it will have tighter 

control and it will assist us, we'll know what we've got to spend and what we 

haven't and I think that wiU help us move 5)rwani. 
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The negative responses are characterised by the following quotes: 

Ordering goods: We were planning to run training courses .. .but because of the 

lack of resources it hasn't happened. I haven't been ofGcially told that but the term 

is going on and the money seems to have disappeared and promises (by 

management) aren't being fulGlled. 

Annual leave: No, it is something that has gone aiiy-6iry with nobody checking 

up and stafFnot knowing whether they have to book a holiday or not. 

Registers: Not at all. 

The respondents who were not sure whether a system was helping the college achieve its 

aims and objectives follow this pattern: 

Fee income and recovery: It is trying to (achieve the aims and objectives) but we 

are so tight staG-wise that it comes to the point that you are going to lose money 

6om not having the right sta& 

Appraisak I can't be as speciGc as I would like to be because there are a number of 

issues here.. .it's just not crisply deGned enough. 

Individual student records: It can do. We now check learning agreements and if 

this was done across the college this would help the college achieve its targets. 

The system that stands out as not helping the college achieve its aims and objectives is 

the Annual Leave booking system. The respondents are pointing out the lack of 
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management direction with the system that could be seen as symptomatic of the 

uncertainty that some stafT members feel about college systems. The lack of direction, the 

neglect of the system and the wide local interpretations of the rules leave stafF uncertain 

of their rights and responsibilities. The uncertainty gives rise to resentment of other 

members of stafT Wio are perceived as taking more than their 6ir share of leave: 

I think it gets in the way because it does reduce people's commitment and 

motivation.. .some people might abuse the system, the vast m^ority would not. 

There is a possibility that the management might abuse the staff! 

In contrast, a deGned system such as quality monitoring is not ambiguous and its role in 

the college is widely known and understood; however, that does not mean that it does not 

have its detractors: 

.. .it is becoming so big and bureaucratic that it becomes an elaborate form filing 

exercise which you can't get away 6om because it is the nature of the beast. 

It would appear that if the stafF are uncertain about the purpose of a system it is more 

likely to be considered badly. The vagueness and uncertainty that certain operating 

systems suGer appears to be borne out by the responses to the next question. 

4.12.7: Improving the systems. 

The respondents were asked to suggest how the system might be improved. The stafT 

members kept making the point about reducing the ambiguity in the system operation 

saying things like: "it is all too vague and woolly. It needs to be more krmalised and 

standardised." Other comments made the that point the management do not seem to be 

very interested in the systems, as in this case: "I don't 6el that anyone is really 

interested" and . .more emphasis at senior management level is needed to get them 

focusing more." 
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The futihty of some systems operation can be felt by this quote &om an academic 

member of stafR 

Looked at 6om the coal6ce it seems like we are sending information into a black 

hole. We send the dockets to say that students have left or changed course and it 

doesn't seem to make a blind bit of difkrence to the 6gures. You wonder why you 

bother when it doesn't seem to be taken into account 

Another stafFmember felt that there was a need for the SMT to be more proactive: 

"Somebody has got to acknowledge that this is not good enough and take control." The 

tenor of this section is that StafF 6el exasperated at the way operating systems, which 

should help them work ef&ctively and efSciently, seem to work against them. The 

management is not seen as helping the situation by appearing to neglect the systems and 

doing nothing when problems are highlighted. 

However, that is not to say that management are not doing anything constructive as one 

respondent noted: "I do think that what they've done (management) is a vast 

improvement over what has happened in the past." The problem would appear to be that 

there is a great deal more to be done be&re the stafF6els that the systems are meeting 

their needs and the needs of the students. The next section considers some of the points 

that the Staff wanted to add but 61t were not 5)r the questions above. 

4.12.8: Making other points about systems. 

The question provided an opportunity for stafTto make comments that they felt would be 

inappropriate in the foregoing part of the questionnaire. The results were rather eclectic 

but a typical example illustrates the depth of awareness of the problem that 6ces 

management when trying to set up a system where none existed before: 

The best example of how the new contract has actually reduced the ability of a 

college to achieve its aims and objectives .. .if you book annual leave you take it 

whereas in the past you might do marking and planning while on 'holiday'. 
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This is a very deep observation of the way that human nature works when it feels that it is 

being abused. In this case, the SMT felt that a system would reduce ambiguity and 

increase 6imess to staf^ teaching and non-teaching, by providing guidelines Ar all sta& 

It would seem 6om this the system has reduced operational efSciency by developing 

concepts of working time and non-working time in stafT \\tio had not conceived of such a 

staik dif&ience be&re. The next set of questions asked about Ihe help that is available to 

stafTin the college &om line managers and support units. 

4.13.1: How much help is available. 

The number of college systems has grown since incorporation and the management has 

had to take over the employer role previously occupied by the LEA. The proli&ration of 

systems means that stafT do not always have the knowledge of the system that is required 

to do their jobs ef&ctively and efBciently. The Allowing narrative illustrates the type of 

problem that can arise where a stafT member is inadequately trained to deal with a 

situation and does not know whom to ask 6)r help. The stafTmember is an academic who 

was new in post and Wio had not been given training 5)r that post: 

There are a huge number of Arms and procedures that it was presumed I would 

know about and v\^en you don't, everything 611s apart and you actually have to go 

and Snd someone to go and do that. I had a variable hours lecturer not being paid 

because I had not Glled out a certain form. It tends to be the little things like that 

and the operational things that tend to get overlooked. The outcome was that the 

lecturer was upset, everybody was upset (sic). The lecturer missed out on money 

although he did eventually get paid; the National Insurance was dif&rent so we had 

to pay him, as a good will gesture, the difkrence in the NI he paid so it cost the 

college money 6)r its poor operation. 

The amount of help available to the stafF appears to be variable and dependent on the 

stafTmember actually being proactive in Snding the assistance needed. This phenomenon 

was not restricted to the academic stafPbut extended to all grades of stafFwithin the 

college. A common comment was: "The systems are there but it's up to me as an 

112 



individual to End out what they are and how to use them." Another comment indicated 

that the stafT member had not been trained in the use of systems: "What I know about 

using the college operating systems I have probably assimilated over the last 5 years but 

probably more by accident than by design." 

Help to use the operating systems is available but it seems that you have to know who 

can help: "Pretty good as long as you know Wiom to ask." The most common source of 

help in using the operating systems is the line manager who themselves may not know 

what they are doing as this quote 6om a middle manager indicates: "With the budget I 

had no help A^iatsoever.. .its been a case of finding out as opposed to being trained." 

The lack of assistance in using the systems is known by the SMT as one member 

commented: "I don't think stafFget enough help which is a resource issue., .that shows a 

lack of customer 5)cus, the stafTbeing the customers in this case." The acknowledgement 

that there is a lack of help 5)r stafF does not seem to have helped in ensuring that it is 

provided. The kind of the help that stafT do manage to receive was the subject of the next 

question and this indicated the practical nature of the assistance rendered. 

4.132:The Nature of help received by staff members and who gives he^. 

Question 5b asked about the nature of the help received and the respondents indicated 

that this was of a very practical nature although other help was available 6om the email 

system in the form of notes. 

The practical help came most oAen 6om the Head Of School as this response indicates: 

"The Head of School helps with getting inArmation 6om MIU and disseminating it out 

to tutors." Help is also available Aom the stafFin the units who are seen as being very 

supportive as is the person or people Wio develop the system: "Normally the person v\dio 

gives help can be the person who devised the system which can be useful because they 

know how it works." However the technical people %to devise systems are not always 

able to communicate very effectively:".. .they tend to be not terribly helpful maybe 

because they are technicians and technicians aren't able to talk to ordinary people veiy 
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easily." Another respondent in this comment picked up the beneSt of having a system 

specialist of&ring help to the user: 

I think it is always important to get user 6edback, it's important to see it 8om the 

operator's side, then get a user's perspective of what's good and not so good, then 

look at that and come up with a solution. 

The email system and the post-boxes in particular can prove useful in disseminating 

in&rmation and help but that itself is not always a beneGt as this respondent pointed out: 

"There is a lot of inArmation on email but you have to go into a variety of post boxes to 

Snd it. Unless you know that the inkrmation is in the post box it can be very time 

consuming. 

The lack of communication about how the systems work in the college seems to stem 

6om the veiy outset of when new stafTjoin the college as this quote shows: 

Part of the problem is to do with induction.. .because I never had one and I suspect 

quite a few of us never had a proper induction so I am not quite sure that I know all 

of the systems and I'm not sure that I am operating them correctly anyway. 

The respondent above has been in post 6)r five years but the problem of not having an 

induction is a current issue as this new appointee indicates: "An induction into the new 

role. There is a lot of reliance on stafT good will to support the new person." 

The last comment is quite interesting because it is clear that the systems operate 

largely due to the good will exhibited by the stafTas a whole and their willingness to 

go to some lengths to ensure that the college keeps operating. The next question asked 

the stafT to identic the help they wanted and v t o should provide it. 
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4.133: What help would you like and &om whom? 

The replies indicated that a designated person who could be consulted would be a 

useful help. One member of stafFhad gone Anther and drawn iq) a list of 'usefiil 

people' Wio could be called upon to give advice and guidance Wien needed. Training 

was also seen as necessary especially in using the Management In&rmation System 

( M I S ) : . we need training in how to use it so we are all using it (MIS) efkctively 

and help us be more efGcient in the jobs we do." 

Work that is seen as belonging to the Curriculum Centre is pushed down to the 

Schools and this does cause resentment due to an increased work load: "Many of the 

tasks that are meant to be done for us by the support units are put back to us so what 

was meant to be easier becomes a double or triple exercise." Another respondent made 

a similar point but suggests the reason this happens: "It is no good going to the 

Curriculum Centres because they seem to be doing things 5)r the management and not 

the schools. I do all of my own typing because we don't get any supporL" 

The type of help the staST want would appear to be reasonably unsophisticated and 6)r 

some not difEcult to find. However, it does seem that the staff feel unsupported and 

under trained to cope with the demands of their jobs. This feeling of being 

unsupported and under trained is not restricted to the academic stafTbut extends to 

other grades such as the administrators and ancillary stafPas well. The next question 

asked about the training that stafThad received to do their jobs. 

4.13.4: Trahung received. 

The respondents had received veiy little 5)rmalised training to help them do their 

actual jobs either as new employees or as promotees. The training rekrred to was job 

speciGc rather than updating in a pro&ssional speciahsm although Wiere the 

respondent was a lecturer or support person that was the training they were mainly 
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concerned with. This quote &om a relatively new member of stafTillustrates the 

position in regard to both professional and job speciSc training: 

I haven't received any training on how to be a programme manager. I've had no 

training within the college on how to deliver a lesson. I am teacher trained but 

outside of this college you would expect to get a Newly QualiGed Teacher year but 

you don't get it here. I also e^gressed an interest in furthering my Ds (Training and 

Development Lead Body QualiGcations). I've got D32 and D33 and it would be 

nice to get another one but there's been no opportunity to do that either even though 

I've asked around. 

The lack of formal training in job roles does not mean that training does not occur. It 

does but it tends to be in&rmal as this comment shows: 

I was given a sort of 'sitting by Nellie' induction by the person who was leaving 

Wiich is probably as good as you are going to get but I had this 6ar that there's all 

sorts of gaps because that sort of thing happens when you do things in a rush. 

The respondent's &ar of not knowing if the training prepared him for the job raises 

stress levels and its rushed nature means that actual learning may be minimised. A 

number of respondents relied on pro&ssional bodies to provide training, such as The 

Library Association Wio provide training in using Library catalogue systems and the 

Institute of Management who provide pro&ssional updates on a regular basis. A 

respondent 6om the caretaking stafFrelied on training by his union to tell him how to 

do his college job because he had never received training in the college. 
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Other Actors that lead to training being sub-optimised are the dUEculties of actually 

taking time 6om the job to attend training sessions, as this administration stafF 

member explained: 

Training is available but sometimes it is not convenient which is no 6ult of the 

college really especially as a part-time member of stafE You want to do as much as 

you can while you're in and if a course 611s during my work time I do the woit and 

I don't go to the course. 

It is interesting how this respondent is willing to take on the responsibility for not 

being able to attend the training session when it might be argued that the college is 

responsible Ar making sure that (he stafTmember's job is properly covered whilst 

attending training. StaS" see the problem of cover 5)r persoimel Wiilst training as a 

m^or obstacle. This is a problem that is not restricted to the administration stafFas 

this quote 8om a member of the academic stafT shows: 

The problem is nowadays that there is nobody 6ee to cover you: although they say 

you can have cover there is actually nobody to cover because of low stafT numbers. 

Where it's maths or something you can Snd cover but Wien it's a specialist subject 

you just can't do it. We have suf&red with part time lecturing staK All right, they 

have taught at other colleges but they don't know our system although it's similar 

and the course is the same eveiy\^ere. It's the paper work, suddenly they've been 

and gone and there's no record and you end up doing their work as well during the 

summer. 

Actually finding alternative cover 5)r the absent member of staGTis the responsibility 

of the prospective trainee although the payment must be authorised by the Head of 

School and the Personnel Department Such a system acts as a positive disincentive to 
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seek training because the stafpmember will worry about the course and the students 

whilst away Bom them. 

Job speciGc training has taken place recently for lesson observation and target setting. 

Other job speciGc training can prove difBcult when there appears to be an element of 

discouragement by the line manager, as this quote indicates: 

The NVQ level 4 Management was to have been a support 6)r being a Team Co-

ordinator. What I found, especially on budgets for which we got no information 

unless you actively went and sought it, the NVQ4 asked 6)r documents so I went to 

my then HoS who was very uncomfortable with that and said that she would give 

me some documents and I received some documents &)r my port&lio 6om another 

school. To me that highlighted problems with the situation I was in. I made a 

complaint and something was done but 161t that I wasn't being managed correctly. 

The training made me more aware about something I was getting annoyed about 

and it just heightened it 

The reason v\ty the line manager was reluctant to help the trainee is not clear but it 

may be that she &lt threatened in her own knowledge of the budget system because 

she herself had not been adequately trained. The dissatis6ction felt by the member of 

stafFcan be seen in the last line of the quote and the strength of 6eling was still strong 

wdien she related the incident to the researcher. Such poor stafTmanagement can be 

veiy demotivating and lead to problems at a later stage of the person's professional 

development. The StafFhave identiSed the lack of training R)r their jobs but Wiat 

beneGt would training have bought to the college? That is the subject of the question 

that follows. 
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4.13.5: How did training help you do your job? 

So 6 w people had received training for their job that only a few comments were made 

in response to this question. One respondent who had received training answered: "If I 

didn't know how to use the systems I wouldn't be able to do my job." This suggests 

that the training had a direct benefit to the college that would not have been received 

had the training not been undertaken. Another person Wio had received some training 

made this comment about the long-term beneGt 6om training: "Better understanding 

but too little time to practice. It's often rushed and by the time you come around to 

practising what you've learned you've 6)i%otten it." The people Wio had not received 

training seemed to have a clear image of the beneSts to be gained 6om training as the 

responses to the next question showed. 

4.13.6: How do you think training would help you do your job? 

The themes that come out of the responses to this question are conSdence, security 

and authority. StaS"would 6el conGdent in their dealings with students, each other 

and management because they would be certain of what they were doing, as this quote 

indicates: "You would 6el h^pier about the tasks you have to do. I have a lot of 

responsibili^ but I lack the authority in some areas." A manager needs to be aware of 

the implications of certain actions wten dealing with stafF members, and the legal 

implications. This is certainly true when the manager 6ces taking disciplinary action 

against a stafTmember as this respondent pointed out: 

The management of people, there is a lot of equal opportunities legislation. It wiU 

raise my awareness and give me some background knoA;\dedge, it won't give me 

everything...but it wiU give me strategies I think 6 r managing. 

A confdent stafT member can deal with problems efkctively and efBciently, 

generating conGdence in the stafFmember, the management and the students and 
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making the college appear well managed. A stafTmember who knows less than the 

students is a little worrying to the students but this academic stafTrespondent relies on 

students to jSnd out what developments have occurred in industry: 

I tend to keep up to date by reading trade magazines; the only real training is 

knowing Wiat's happening and being up to date out on site and you get that 6om 

talking to students Wio are installing new equipment all of the time. 

While all teachers probably glean such knowledge it would undermine conGdence in 

the stafTif it were widely admitted. The theme of security re6rs to being secure in the 

knowledge that you are certain that what you are doing is correct, as this quote 

indicates: 

It will hopefLiUy give them (stafQ a little more conGdence in me, I'm not saying 

they haven't got it, I don't know, but because I will have had training and so, again, 

in understand where they are coming S-om when they have got a particular issue. 

And also there is one thing that we've been dealing with.. .that has been a great 

learning experience but things like that I will have the knowledge Wiat the 

procedures are. 

This stafF member is indicating that the staS^she manages may not have conGdence in 

her actions because she is untrained and knowing that makes her 6el insecure in her 

actions. The next quote builds on this point by indicating the insecurities that a new 

member of stafF&lt when Grst employed by the college: 

Training would have helped because although I had been a programme manager in 

my previous college the role of programme manager is difkient at this college. I 
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think training would have helped me to hit the ground running instead of wasting 

time wondering what I should do. 

The need 6)r a new member of stafTto be effective quickly indicates a deSnite training 

need that is not being supplied and this is recognised by stafT who have recently joined 

the college: "It would have made me more efkctive earlier on instead of making 

mistakes in order to realise what I should have been doing." The authority to act and 

knowing what you can do as a stafF member with responsibilities is lacking in stafT as 

this quote indicates: 

If we do have some sort of budget devolved down to us I would expect to get some 

sort of training to do the job ef&ctively on budgeting. If we are given a job to do 

some training would be helpAil. The problem with this place as 6r as I'm 

concerned is that things change but they don't tell you things have changed and you 

have to pick it up so you waste time. 

The lustration in the lack of training comes out of the comments made by the stafT 

and it is almost as if the very people 5)r \\iiom the college exists are overlooked. This 

respondent makes an important point: 

It has directly afkcted the students because you don't 6el particularly conGdent or 

knowing %tat you are doing when you are organising students Wien you are in that 

classroom environment. You don't show that because you are a professional but 

there are times Wien things do occur and you think that shouldn't have af&cted 

them at all. That little chink in the chain with systems in the college should not be 

aSecting them, and if you are talking about what the college is trying to do which is 

having students at the heart of whatever it is that's saying it's not working is it? 

Things can't be per6ct but things could run more smoothly. 
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The eSective and efBcient operation of the college systems enhances the students' 

experience in the college and promotes conGdence in the college management. It 

would appear that these Acts are being neglected to the detriment of the college, stafT 

and students. A proper strategy towards staS"training would help the staf^ seemingly 

at all levels in the college and across all grades of employee, be better employees and 

help them 6el a part of the greater college structure as this 5nal quote in this section 

indicates: "It (stafF training) makes the coUege a holistic organisation instead of the 

Aagmented organisation that we are." The next section deals with the question of who 

is responsible, in the stafFs opinion, &r making sure that the college systems work. 

4.14.1: Who is responsible for making sure the college systems work? 

The table below summarises the responses to this question: 

Tabk 4.12: 

Semor 
MaaggoAent 

Team 

Headsof 
Sdiool/Uoib 

AUStagr Not Sum Semor 
MaaggoAent 

Team 

AUStagr Not Sum 

3 12.5% 10 42% 3 12.5% 4 16J% 4 16.5% 

The respondents to this question identiGed the Principal as being responsible 6)r 

systems in only three cases, the m^ority taking the view that the SMT, which includes 

the Principal, is responsible 5)r systems operations. If we include the number who 

identiSed the Principal as being responsible 5)r systems, that makes over half the 

respondents think the SMT are responsible 5)r systems. Only three respondents 

thought the Heads of School or Heads ofUnits were responsible although one assumes 

that they take an active role in the management of the college. The number of staE 

Wio considered the operation of the systems to be the responsibility of all staff 

members was only Aur. This is a small number of people and suggests that the stafF 

do not 6el a great responsibility towards the systems and would support the Sndings 

in the quantitative data analysis above. The final category of not sure is a little 

wonying in that these people have no clear idea of whom they should report problems 
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with systems to in the Grst place. Nor do they have a clear idea of their own role in the 

process of providing &edback to the operators of the systems. The role of the stafFin 

the ef&ctive and efBcient operation of the systems was the subject of the next 

question. 

4.142: If a system was not working eSecdve^ or efBcmendy what wonld you do? 

Originally this question asked staff to dif&rentiate between Wiat they would do if a 

system was not efkcdve and if it was not efGcient It quickly became apparent that 

stafThad difGculty in distinguishing between the defnitions of efkctiveness and 

efBciency, the responses being essentially the same, I wiU deal with them in like 

manner. StafT interpretations of the concepts of efkctiveness and efSciency are 

considered below. 

4.143: Stag action 

When a system is perceived not to be working properly stafTare prepared to take 

action to recti^ it The action appears, with certain exceptions, to be muted as this 

typical quote illustrates: "Depending on how important it was to me and getting my bit 

of work done, I would either have a Wiinge to the manager responsible or pass it on." 

The usual action 6 r staff is to talk to their line manager so that the manager can take 

action as this member of the support team commented: T m on the bottom rung of the 

ladder and could hardly go up to the Principal and say this is not working. I would 

expect my line manager to pick it up." Other members of stafFare not so modest and 

have contacted the Principal direct Wien they have felt the situation warranted it: 

I have sent an email to the Principal and she did reply concerning lined paper. I was 

told that we were not getting any lined paper because we are using too much of it 

and it's too e^qiensive. So I sent an email to the Principal who sent one to the 

manager concerned who replied that I only had to ask her for some paper to have it 

supplied. But I know there would have been no point in asking because the 
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manager was the person Wio had made the decision not to buy lined paper. It did 

get a result but it is very rare for me to put my head above the parapet. 

StafTcan talk to the Principal and she will take action so the behef that she is someone 

who cannot be contacted is quite wrong. The last line of the quote is quite interesting 

because there is a sense to the data that staGT are reluctant to take action in case they 

are rebufkd. The Allowing quote illustrates the kind of de6nsiveness that can be 

exhibited when a stafTmember takes too much interest in a case: 

When I try to check whether a student has paid the 6e 6)r the course I have been 

told 'that is nothing to do with you, that's our job' by Gnance. I don't bother any 

more now. 

It could be that the stafTmember is being too sensitive to the Finance OfBce's 

comment but the net result has been that that stafTmember will now be reluctant to 

become personally involved in this area of the college operations A)r some time. The 

comment also illustrates that where a manager is over de&nsive of their territoiy, poor 

systems can be perpetrated to the detriment of the students, stafF and college, as this 

narrative indicates: 

I did some work when I went down to the advice centre and everybody was saying 

they weren't very efBcient. But when you saw the volume of inquiries they had to 

deal with.. .they don't have the technology to answer 5000 calls. There is no back-

up system 5)r the lines. There is no policy for how quickly you should answer the 

phone call. The inkrmation they had to answer the queiy was appalling. Instead of 

having like a catalogue to consult they had to get up out of their chair to go to a 

bank of leaflets. That to me was the most ludicrous thing. To ef&ct the change we 

got together to discuss the problems they had Wiich wasn't even seen by the person 

running that section Wio had devised a little system for her self but did not see it a 
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useful mechanism 5)r anybody else so that changed. EfBciency is wading in there 

and doing something. It was also about de6nding the people in the advice centre 

who were getting brickbats 6om everybody but when you looked at \^a t they 

actually had to do it was totally unAir. 

The lecturer Wio made this comment was an outsider working in the centre 6)r a short 

time and who had the seniority to be able to make comments and be heard. What is not 

clear is 5)r how long or if the other stafTin the college had been complaining be&re 

action was taken to recti^ Ae situation. There is a sense of hopelessness in some 

comments made by the staS" as if their views are of no consequence: "1 could tell 

somebody that it (the system) is not working but Tm not sure that I could do 

anything." In such a situation stafTbecome reluctant to interact and poor systems 

operations are perpetuated through lack of action. There is a contrast here to the 

previous question Wiere staS" consider the SMT to be responsible 5)r making systems 

work because without the type of 6edback the stafFprovide the systems cannot be 

improved. Other stafFindicate a pro-active approach to poor systems: "In extreme 

situations you invent your own systems because you Gnd that you are not getting what 

you need 6om the system. Then you are duplicating." Whilst such independent 

behaviour may be seen as the only response possible when management refuse to act, 

the root cause of the problem, the system, goes uncorrected and continues to cause 

deep resentment amongst staK 

4.14.4: Interpreting eSecdveness and efBciency 

As mentioned above the staGFare conAised over the dif&rence between being efkctive 

and being efScient, as this quote 6om a manager illustrates: 

Ef&ctive and efBcient are two diG&rent things but you can use the same phrase to 

suit both. I would regard something as efBcient if it did not require quite the same 

amount of supporL If more resources were put into the actual teaching and 
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learning... now that is where I would put efSciency and I can see that the FEFC 

might regard having as many documents as you possibly can prove that you are or 

that you are not doing what ever it is but I don't believe such documents prove 

anything one way or the other. I know they're necessary but efSciency I think is 

\\iiere you can see the m^ority of resources going into education. That is the actual 

chalk board or vvtite board of education and seeing as many resources as possible 

going in to that. 

The respondent does not consider AA&ere money goes as important or Wiether it is 

going to where it can be used most e#ctively, only that the money goes into 

education. Nor does he consider the outcome 6om the expenditure although he does 

talk about something not needing the same level of supporL It is not clear Wiether he 

means that the resource spend is used efBciently or not in that context What does 

come through is the conAised use of the concepts of ef&ctiveness and efBciency. This 

confusion was ^parent in most of the stafFbut not aU. One member of stafF could give 

an interpretation of both concepts clearly: 

Ef&ctive: Something 6t 6)r its purpose and produces the e]q)ected results. 

Normally when you implement a system you put it in expecting it to produce those 

results and if it produces a good percentage of those results I would say it is 

ef&ctive. 

EfBcient: Something that produces result with the minimum of efkrt or in the 

shortest time causing the least hassle to the people involved. 

This respondent could also give an interpretation to the concept of economy: 
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If you economise too much then some of the things won't work very well. For 

example if you end up with a lot of young cheap stafT who don't have a lot of 

experience they won't deliver on quality. 

This seemed rather intriguing until she explained that she had previously worked in 

the area of Time and Motion study. This respondent was the exception as only a 6 w 

other people could give an interpretation of these concepts that approach those usually 

applied to public service. The manager quoted above re&rred to the documentation 

required by the FEFC as part of the quality system and it is 5)r this aspect of college 

systems that the last part of the questionnaire sought inArmation. 

4.15.1: Quality 

Question 7a asked stafThow they would describe quali^ in the FE context The 

question gave some hints to diSerent interpretations by ofkring the prompt of Total 

Quality Management (TQM), Quality Assurance (QA), Quality Control (QC) or 

another system that the respondent might know. The Allowing table summarises the 

answers given: 

How would you describe quality in the FE context? 

Table 4.13: 

TQM QA QC No* 

Saw RMpome 

Responses 2 10 4 6 2 

StafFmembers had difScully in distinguishing between the dif&rent quality systems, 

which is why there are so many stafTwho are not sure which system is in operation. 

The response could be symptomatic of a deeper 6eling that quality is not to do with 

the quality of the teaching so much as it is about the quality of the paperwork, as this 

comment indicates: "I see quahty in FE not at all in the sense that it always seems to 
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be about having paperwork and statistics. No one seems to talk about teaching and 

learning in terms of quality." This comment is not that rare in education circles as this 

next quote shows it is the stafT and the quality of their work that is seen as important 

by several stafTmembers: 

Quality is really down to the lecturer at the bottom of the pile. Depending on how 

conscientious he is with his work is to how good (sic) his course is which 16el the 

quality of the college is reliant on how good your course is. That is what gets the 

students in and gets a good name 6 r the college. I think it is up to the individual 

lecturer or peihaps the course manager. So perhaps it goes back to the system that 

there should be a quality system 6)r the college it doesn't matter if it don't work... 

so long as you can run your course that is all I worry about at the end of the day. 

This comment shows the importance the stafFmember places on his personal 

pro6ssionalism to deliver a quality product. Such personal standards are what the 

college rely on to deliver quality provision; however, the documentation does prove to 

bodies such as FEFC that the college is meeting its obligations to monitor quality. The 

largest response was to conSrm that the college operates a quality assurance system 

with various monitoring instruments that provide 6edback on performance. Those 

instruments do not always operate as intended: 

I sometimes doubt the quality of the statistics we receive. We have recently been 

asked to get our students to complete an induction questionnaire (as part of the 

quality monitoring) which are quite diGBcult to complete and I think there is a lot of 

suggested help going to the students, especially the less able, to complete the forms 

because they haven't got a clue. I looked at some and you could see the tutors' 

influence in helping them (the students) complete them but if you had given that 

level of students the questionnaire to go away and do by themselves you would 

never have seen it again. 
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Such monitoring is a feature of a QA system and the constant stream of questionnaires 

can become a worry if the stafF member is not flilly brie6d on its purpose. Where 

students are in need of help, as in the case above, the level ofhelp that stafF can give 

should be made plain to prevent abuses of the type hinted at 8om occurring. Several 

members of stafFthought that the college operated a TQM system but this would 

appear based on a misunderstanding of the term as this quote indicates: 

From my limited knowledge I would think we are looking at TQM. We are looking 

at quality within the organisation and which we are monitoring all of the time. We 

are also subject to external monitoring by the FEFC. 

The last comment comes 6om a support stafTmember Wio did not know the 

difkrence between the quality systems mentioned above but who gave this opinion of 

what quality should be about: "Happy students achieving, happy stafE They both go 

together. If the students are happy and the stafF are happy I don't think the coUege 

would have a lot to worry about." However, there is something to worry about in the 

shape of the FEFC's proposal to link an element of college funding to the quality of 

the provision. The last question in the questionnaire asked stafTwhat they thought 

would be the implications for the college of this linking. 

4.152: Linking funding to quality 

The responses to this question were divided into three main themes of what will be 

measured, increased pressure on stafFand positive attitudes towards the proposal. 

4.15 J : What will be measured? 

The responses that Allow this pattern seem to be concerned that the measure of 

success will not be achievable given the quality of the student intake and the prospect 

of unrealistic standards being set: 
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If you are going to link fimding to quali^ how are you going to measure it? Are 

you going to say quality is part of lesson observation so performance is going to be 

linked to a rating that is then going to be linked to pay rating and so on. If you've 

got a group of students who have been tested through the ALBSU test at a low 

score on entry you know that is going to have a knock-on efkct with their 

achievement. If you say our target is to get 50% through the qualiScation, 75% 

through partial qualification, and 100% fnishing the course but not necessarily 

achieving the qualiGcation that would be great. But what I think the college will 

want is 100% passing as well as achieving which is not possible. So you are being 

penalised 5)r the abilities of the students on the programme. You can't say you 

can't join the programme because you've got to give them the opportunity to 

develop. 

The concern that standards will be unrealistic and unachievable are natural Wien staff 

are trying to provide a valuable learning experience 6)r students while being 

pressurised to do more with less resources, as this quote indicates: 

It seems more important to have the paper work trails than to do the teaching. I 

don't think there is anything the college can do to improve the quality of the 

courses because I see quality as quality of course not quality of systems., we take 

students with no quahGcations and train them which may take longer than 2 years 

but will eventually come out with a qualiGcation and 6el good. But you take them 

6om nothing and there is no add on or stuff that people will accept. The FEFC just 

want numbers Ar achievement even wiiere the student started late on a roll on roll 

ofFprogramme. 16el that we are being penalised Ar ofkring vAat the college 

wanted. 
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4.15.4: Pressure on staft 

The pressure to provide documentation to prove quality also prompted responses that 

the emphasis will be away 6om teaching, which the stafTsees as its main activity: 

It will increase bureaucracy, there will be less emphasis on the teaching, looking at 

the quality of systems, and everything that goes throughout the college and that wiU 

detract Aom the main purpose of Wiy we are here. 

The level of paper work also prompted comments about the cost of providing the 

proof that quality systems exist in the college. Feelings of insecurity are being 

generated by the constant checking of outside b o d i e s : . .the 6eling that they are 

being checked upon by someone 6om outside the college could be demoralising." 

4.15.5: Positive attitudes. 

Not all of the stafF see the linking of quali^ as a negative thing. This respondent 

believes it will 5)cus management on the important issues: 

This should be a good positive development because it cuts out the non-quality time 

wasting resource-based activities. The reality is you have to End the right quality 

indicators. If you are linking quali^ to the college equivalent of 'A' level league 

tables then you are going to lose an awRil lot in the reSnement process. We have 

got to 6nd ten or a dozen indicators of quality to make sure we get a three 

dimensional approach. 

The reference to A level league tables is noteworthy in the context that education is 

measured by results in the GCSE and A level courses and a good performance in these 

examinations attracts more and possibly better students to the college. It may be seen 

as signiGcant that stafFmembers 6om across all grades both academic and non-
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academic could identify the potential danger that the college will be in if the FEFC 

proposal is adopted. However, the number of stafTWio see linking quality to Amding 

as a basically good thing are 6r outweighed by those who express concern at the 

prospect and the possible problems that such linking would create. 

4.16: Summary of quantitative and qualitative results. 

Chapter 4 was arranged in two main sections corresponding to the quantitative and the 

qualitative data. The quantitative data focused on the degree of correlation that exists 

between the college Senior Management Team's view of the important operating 

systems and that of the staf[ All of the data in this section was analysed by t-test 

procedures and the level of conSdence was set at a minimum of .05. 

4.16.1: Quantitative data. 

The analysis of the quantitative data indicated that there was a signiGcant correlation 

between the SMT and the stafT view of the importance of the college operating 

systems to the college. However, the correlation between the SMT view of the 

importance of the operating systems and the stafFs view of their importance to their 

job points towards no signiGcant level of correlation. This result indicates that whilst 

the StaGT think the systems are important to the college they do not consider the 

operating systems to be of importance to them or the job they do. 

4.16.2: Qualitative data. 

The qualitaGve data was grouped into Sve main areas that analysed the stafFs 

opinions as to the operation of systems in the college. 

4.163: Section one. 

Dealing with the questionnaire. 
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The Srst question considered dealt with the responses to the question on the diBBculty 

that stafThad dealing with the systems. The questionnaire indicated that stafTare not 

veiy concerned with the operation of systems in the college but that they are aware of 

them. The level of awareness that stafT could show indicates that they are able to 

comment on the operation of systems and make judgements as to their efScacy. 

4.16.4: Accountability. 

The next question considered the role of accountability as it applies to the college 

staSi The data indicated that there are at least two clearly identiGable interpretations 

of the concept of accountability being employed by the staE The Srst interpretation is 

that of accountability as an internalised process. This 5)rm of accountability is seen as 

non-threatening and is taken as part of the normal relationship that exists between the 

sta@"member and other people. The relationship in this case being upward, sidewards 

to other stafT and downwards to students and people lower down the hierarchy. 

The second interpretation of accountability is that of compliance where the stafF 

member has to comply with the demands for accountability by a body that is external 

to his or her activities. This Arm of accountability is more threatening and more likely 

to require an accounting that is upwards to an ofBcial body like the Governors of the 

college or the FEFC. Accountability in this context is viewed with suspicion by the 

stafTand externalised Aom the normal activities of the stafF member. 

The StafT of the college have a conception of the role of accountability and are at ease 

with it although not always happy to be called to account when required. 

4.16.5: Section two. 

The next section of the questioimaire asked the stafF to think about the role of 

operating systems and how they worked in the college. The good points of the systems 

identiSed by the staGT emphasised the importance of clarity of operation, flexibility 
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and feedback on perkrmance. The bad points identiSed poor systems design, neglect 

by management, lack of ownership of the system and poor or the total lack of training 

of stafTin systems operation. The strength of the bad points outweighs the good and 

indicates a lack of 6ith in the systems, resentment and rejection of their use by the 

stafE This Gnding corresponds with the analysis of the quantitative data that indicates 

that the stafF do not believe that the opemting systems have a meaning to their jobs. 

Are the systems hewing the college achieve its aim* and objectives? 

This question asked the stafTto call upon their own knowledge of the college aims and 

objectives to make a value judgement about the systems. An additional question asked 

the stafTmember whether he or she could quote the aims and objectives and the 

answers indicated that whilst they could not usually give an exact quotation they did 

have an overview. This broad understanding of the college aims and objectives gives a 

weight to their estimation of whether a system contributes to the college or not. 

The stafF estimate of whether a system was helping the college achieve its aims and 

objectives identiSed the lack of management direction as giving rise to feelings of 

uncertainty over the systems. In contrast, where a system was clearly deGned it was 

seen as being acceptable. It would appear that if a system is vague and uncertain stafF 

will consider it as not helping the college achieve its aims and objectives. 

Suggestions by the stafF on how to improve the systems operations suggest that 

management need to take a pro-active role in sorting out the problems that are 

reported to them. The lack of management interest noted above needs to be replaced 

with a 6x:used ^proach to making the systems work ejGkctively and efGciently. 

However, care needs to be taken v^ten devising or modi^ing systems that they do not 

counter the ethos of the stafiF and make matters worse by reducing effectiveness and 

efGciency. The example of the Annual Leave system where the stafF are making a 
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clear distmction between working time and leave is evidence of a system that has not 

had its implications thought through. 

4.16.6: Secdon Aree 

This section of the questiormaire looked at the amount of help that stafFget in using 

the college operating systems. There has been a huge increase in the number of 

systems that operate within the college since incorporation in 1993 to provide the 

management with the control mechanisms that did not exist when under LEA control. 

The variable nature of the assistance available to staff in using the systems is apparent 

6om the responses by the sta% and mistakes inevitably happen because stafTare not 

being trained in their use. Where help is available the line manager most commonly 

provides it although other support stafT do o%r unofficial help if requested. The type 

of help that staff want is unsophisticated and of a practical nature from the people who 

have devised the system or who have a good knowledge of how it operates. 

Training is seen as being needed to help the staff fulSl their job roles efkctively and 

efBciently but just attending training events is difScult since the staff member has to 

arrange staff cover personally. Arranging cover is increasingly difBcult with a smaller 

work&rce and indiSerent temporary staff available. Such a system is a disincentive to 

participate in training and can be seen as a contradiction in an educational 

establishment. Staff see personal training in a positive light and would like to enhance 

their own ef&ctiveness. The themes of conGdence, security and authority come 

through in the responses with the staff seeing training as enhancing their ability to do 

their jobs properly and making them happier less stressed individuals. As the college 

relies on its staff to deliver a quality based service to the students it seems rather 

strange that so little efkrt has been put into making sure that they are able to do their 

administrative jobs effectively and eflRciently. 
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4.16.7: Secdon four. 

This section of the questionnaire looked at Wio is responsible Ar making the systems 

work and what stafT would do if the systems are not working properly. The question of 

who is responsible 6 r making the systems work has a clear answer 5)r the sta% with 

the Principal and Senior Management Team being cited in the m^ority of cases. Hill 

(2000) comments that college managers had, since incorporation in 1993, adopted a 

directive style of management The result 6om this section may indicate by using such 

a management style stafThave been separated 8om the decision-making process and 

hence, very 6 w of the stafT considered that they had a role to play in ensuring that the 

systems operate correctly. This can be seen as underlining the opinion, noted above, 

that the systems are not relevant to their jobs. In the event that a system is not working 

properly stafTare prepared to take action but diis is very muted and they appear to be 

easily put of^ if challenged. StafTwill report any problems with systems to their line 

manager but are 6talistic over Wiether action wiU be taken to put it right. 

Occasionally, a stafTmember will report direct to the Principal but this is rare and only 

as a last resorL Where problems persist with a system the stafTmember develops 

6elings of resentment and rejection of the system Allows. 

The stafT seem to have very little perception of the concepts of eSectiveness and 

efBciency as illustrated by the responses to being asked if they could defne the words. 

Only one person could give a pubhc service deSnition and it turned out that she had 

worked in a woik-study role in the past. This lack of perception can be traced back to 

the lack of training 5)r job roles and indicates a deGnite need to improve this Amction. 

4.16.8: Secdon five. 

StafT members were asked to identi^ the quality system in operation in the college but 

had difGculty in distinguishing between the alternatives of quality assurance, quality 

control and total quality management. The doubt that was expressed in answering this 

question, once again, illustrates the uncertain^ within the college about the systems 

and their operation and the lack of staGT training. Quality systems have become an 
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important issue in education and, some might argue, are going to continue to be so as 

funding mechanisms evolve. There is ambiguity in the minds of stafFover the role of 

quality in education with stafTresistant to paper based quality systems that do not 

^pear to consider the quality of the education or training that the students receive. 

Rejection of such systems appears to be based on a misunderstanding of the role of the 

papeiwoik in proving the efBcacy of the education to outside bodies. This 

misunderstanding can be seen as further evidence of a lack of adequate training of the 

stafFwho have to administer the systems and who see it as something done to them 

rather than as being a part of the accountability system. The operation of the quality 

systems is important to the college and will continue to be so if the FEFC carry 

through their stated intention to link an element of fimding to the quality ofthe 

provision. The stafTs view of the outcome of such a linking is the subject ofthe last 

question. 

4.16.9: Linking funding to quality. 

The responses made by the StafT to this question illustrate their concerns with quality 

in the college and the problems that are 6ced by almost all educational estabhshments 

when it comes to proving they do provide quality education and training. The themes 

of what will be measured and the quality of the student intake are prevalent amongst 

the concerns voiced and it can be surmised that the uncertainty that stafTfeel about this 

issue is behind the catastrophic opinions that are given. As has been seen already 6om 

the above, when the sta^do not understand a system or an issue they react by 

rejecting it and imagining a series of difSculties that may or may not materialise. 

The third theme that came out of the responses was that such a linking will improve 

the quality of the college because it will focus management onto the issues that need to 

be addressed. The Aregoing analysis has identiGed the lack of management 5)cus and 

its neglect of systems as being a m^or problem 6 r the college, which the linking of 

fimding to quality may redress. However, the re6cusing will be through an outside 

agency acting in the place of the consumer, and not a planned strategy that has been 

internally recognised as being desirable. The signi&cance is that \\ten an outsider 
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forces action on management they seem to become focused only on that issue to the 

neglect of other issues that should be of equal importance. It could be argued that it is 

precisely because of the demands of the FEFC 5)r their data that other internal systems 

have not been developed to meet the needs of the college. 

The data provides support 6 r the objective of the study which was to assess wtether 

the staS" share the same understanding of the importance of operating systems to the 

college. The correlation analysis indicates that there is a shared understanding of the 

importance ofthe systems but that the stafT do not consider the systems important to 

their jobs. The second question asked whether the stafT recognise the critical 

importance of some systems to the college. The data supports the view that they do but 

they are deeply concerned that they are not being listened to when they provide 

6edback to management about systems non-operation or lack of efBcacy. The third 

element of the question about Wiether the systems are easy to use comes out as 'no' 

because of a lack of knowledge and training by the sta& Overall, the lack of 

management leadership is a m^or issue that appears to need redress if the systems are 

to be seen by the stafT as important to them and their jobs and to improve the quality 

of the college. 
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Chapter 5 

Review, Discussion and Implications. 

5: Introduction 

This chapter is divided into 6ve sections that will consider issues arising 6om the data 

summarised in ch^ter 4 with a discussion and consideration of the Gndings of the study, a 

conclusion based on the themes that have developed 6om the issues, a consideration of the 

practical implications arising 6om the study, consideration of the problems and limitations of 

the study and suggestions 5)r further research. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate and evaluate the role of operational systems in a 

college of Further Education. Since the incorporation of colleges in 1993 there has been 

recurrent criticism about the role of management in colleges with several FEFC Chief 

hispector (FEFC Inspection Reports 97/20,98/13,65/00) reports identifying a lack of 

management training as being at the root of the problem. Operational systems can be seen as 

the inter6ce between management and the managed; how the systems are designed, managed 

and operate can give insights in to the management processes at work 

The study's main aim was to examine stafFattitudes, perceptions and personal experiences of 

their regular use of college operating systems. The study looked at stafT perceptions of the term 

'accountability' and what it meant to them to be accountable, the familiarity of using systems at 

the college and the degree to which systems contributed, in their opinions, to the college's 

strategic aims and objectives. The study also looked at the level of help in using operating 

systems the stafTreceived, its availability and nature. Attitudes to efkctiveness and efGciency 

were evaluated to see the degree of correlation between the stafPs conceptual understandings 

ofthe terms and the deSnitions usually attached by public service organisations. Lastly, stafT 

attitudes to quality in the FE context and to the proposal to link quality to funding were sought 

to evaluate the eSect this proposal might have on the college. The objectives of the study 

were: 

I) To examine whether there is a correlation between what stafFsee as systems that are 

important to the college and the level of importance the stafF attach to those systems 6)r 

themselves. 
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2) To examine whether stafFhave a conception of accountability and how it aSects them in 

their day-to-day work. 

3) To examine whether stafF can discriminate between well-structured operating systems that 

help the college achieve its strategic aims and objectives and those systems that do not. 

4) To examine whether stafFcan identify the type ofhelp they receive in using operating 

systems and how that help can assist them to do their jobs better. 

5) To examine whether college stafThave a clear understanding of the concepts of 

e&ctiveness and efGciency. 

6) To examine whether the college staS"understand quality systems and that they understand 

the implications of linking quality to funding. 

The research question was Acused on the operating systems of the college and was stated as: 

Do the Senior Management Team and the college stafF share the same understanding of 

the importance of certain operating systems to the college? 

The research question was deconstructed further to generate the Allowing questions. 

Do the stafF recognise the critical importance of systems to the success of the college? 

Are the systems easy 6 r the stafFto use and operating efGciently? 

The study used twenty-four subjects who were drawn 8om the stafFin the college both 

horizontally 6om across the ten schools, administration, support and maintenance staf^ and 

vertically 6om Caretaking to the Senior Management Team. Two subjects were drawn &om 

each section in the college where possible. 

All of the data subjects were asked to complete an author-developed questionnaire that 

required both quantitative and qualitative responses. The quantitative questions were answered 

using a 6ve point Likert-type scale with 1 indicating the most important operating system and 

140 



5 the least important system. StafF were also asked to indicate whether systems could be 

categorized as being Key or M^or. The quantitative responses ofthe research group were 

compared to those agreed by an expert panel made up of Senior Management Team members 

using Spearman's Rank Correlation Co-efGcient and statistical testing using a t-test analysis at 

the .05 level of signiGcance. 

The qualitative responses were collected in a face-to-6ce, tape-recorded interview with each 

ofthe subjects. The questions were designed to explore the subjects' personal experience of 

systems operation in the college, the level of support they had received in using systems and 

their understanding of the concepts of efkctiveness and efGciency. The questionnaire also 

probed the subjects' understanding ofthe concept of quality in education. The responses were 

transcribed by the researcher and agreed by the subject prior to being analysed. All ofthe 

participants were willing subjects, no names were required and they were assured of 

conGdentiality. 

5.2: Issues arising from the data analysis. 

Evaluation of the data analysed in Chapter 4 gives rise to twelve issues that wiU need to be 

addressed if the Management and StafF of the coUege are to work together eGectively to the 

beneGt of the students and college. These issues have been grouped under four main headings 

of management issues, stafTissues, joint management and stafTissues, and systems issues. 

Each headline issue has been further deconstructed to allow reflection on the underlying issues 

as seen by the researcher, and the implications 6)r the college arising &om these are then 

considered. The Allowing tables summarise the issues, the underlying issues and the 

implications that arise 6om the issues. These are then expanded and developed in the 

Allowing text. 
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Management Issues 

Table 5.1 

Mammgememt Underilyfmg %s$ue$ aeem ky 

rwemrehef. 

Percehred Implkadon*. 

1) Management of college 
systems. 

1) Management want to manage but lack 
the necessary skills and do not 
acknowledge the deGciency. 

2) Government has given management 
the rig^t to manage and created the 
managerial environment fw it to 
h îpen. 

Without proper training in the job 
managers may continue to 
struggle to make the right 
decisions Ar the college. 
Unless the SMT can show 
management and collective 
leadership ability staff may not 
have jaith in them. 

2) Senior management 
reject!cm of responsibility 
fw (^erating systems. 

1) Systems are not seen as important to 
the manager's eveiy day cqxralions. 

2) Managers do not see how systems 
help to adiievc the aims and 
objectives. 

3) Quality systems means having 
systems that are both elective and 
efGdent. 

4) Systems are created to satis^ a need 
for a system as identified by outside 
agencies sudi as FEFC and not 
internal needs. 

If the management don't have 
convictimi in the operating 
systems then staff may not either. 
The continued rejection of 
responsibility for systems by 
management may conf rm to stafF 
that they do not need to wony 
themselves too mudi with using 
them accurately. 
The quality of the systems could 
ccmtinue to deteriorate with 
cmresponding poor scores &om 
the FEFC and other funding 
agencies. 
Possible loss of income if quality 
is linked to funding. 

3) Management 
accountability. 

1) The management have to ocmiply with 
outside agency requirements but 
spears to resent the obligatiwi. 

2) Systems could be set up so that 
accountability is a natural by-product 
of the system. 

3) The individual and collective 
accountability of management. 

Accountability might be shifted 
g-om the management to staff in 
an eSbrt to reduce the culpability 
of the management for their 
inacticm. 
This ctmid further alienate the 
stafT and fiirther deSne the 
division between the managers 
and the managed. 
There appears to be a growing 
divisicm between the SMT and the 
other staff groups in the college. 

Source: Data respondents. 

5.2.1) Management of college systems. 

There is a recurrent theme, evident &oni the comments made by the respondents, that the 

Senior Management Team are not managing the college systems and providing a lead to the 

stafFin maintaining standards of use. hi this context, leadership means the whole Senior 

Management Team providing a coherent lead in behaviour. There are remarks 6om stafT to the 

efkct that it is futile to pass on comments and complaints about the systems to the 

management because they will not do anything to remedy the situation. Such evident inaction 

is disheartening to staS^ who express a level of concern about the college, the students and their 

co-woikers and want to see the college improve, develop and thrive, ^consistencies in the 

behaviour of the SMT in their management of systems is damaging to stafT relations with stafF 
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taking a Atalistic view point that management will not take action to remedy problems even 

where it is apparent that standards of service are being undermined by their inaction. 

The underlying reason for the managers' poor per&rmance could be seen as their lack of 

management training and the rejection of any suggestion that they may need to develop their 

own abilities beyond the narrow con&nes of the subject specialisms they once taught. The 

government, through the introduction of a system of managerialism, has given the college 

management the right to manage but their lack of training in the skiUs of management reduce 

the e&ctiveness of the managers and negate the beneGts 6om such a policy. To the observer 

the arrogance that educational managers display by their reAisal to seek training to make them 

more ef&ctive in their jobs could be seen as disquali^ng them &om being responsible 6)r the 

multi-million pound organisations that colleges have become. 

The implications for the Senior Management Team and for other levels of management within 

college can be seen to have two dimensions. The 6rst is that Mlure to seek training in 

management skills could Arce the FEFC, and other agencies, to link Amding to the 

introduction and implementation of management training programmes 6 r the top layers of 

management in colleges. Such a development may not be seen as unlikely when one considers 

that the principle of linking funding to quality can easily be extended to a whole raA of 

activities that the funding agencies, and by implication the government, want to see 

introduced. 

The second implication of this issue is that the SMT could be seen as amateurish and 

unkcused by the StafP unless they can show a high level of management and leadership 

ability. Where a problem with a system has been identiGed there is a need for decisive action 

to indicate to the stafTthat something is being done to remedy the problem. Such action may 

not be one hundred per cent successful but some action is pre&rable to doing nothing and 

hoping the problem will go away. The result will be that stafF will develop 6ith in the SMT as 

it proves that it does have the courage to listen, act and resolve problems decisively and, in 

time, competently. 

It may be seen that the apparent poor standard of leadership displayed by the managers of the 

college and reported by the respondents in managing systems leads to the next issue, which is 

the rejection of responsibility for systems by the managers. 

143 



5.2.2) Senior management rejection of responsibility for operating systems. 

The evidence 5)r this issue is the neglect of systems by the Senior Management Team and the 

apparent lack of interest by managers when staff members report problems with the operating 

systems. The view that senior managers do not appreciate the importance of the operating 

systems and how important they are to ensuring the college operates smoothly clearly comes 

through 6om the staff comments. Systems are not seen as being important enough to warrant 

management attention so are ignored as long as they do not move too 6 r 6om their original 

purpose. Once again the SMT's lack of management training is, perhaps, the reason why they 

do not appear to understand how systems help the college achieve its aims and objectives by 

Reusing action on the functions that can provide assistance in achieving them. 

The third point is that having quality systems does not only mean having a system to monitor 

quality but also having systems that can be audited and conGrmed as providing a service to the 

user. For a system to be efScacious to the college it should be both ef&ctive in what it is 

required to do and efBcient in the amount of ef&rt needed to achieve that outcome. It is quite 

obvious 6om the data that this description cannot be applied to many of the college systems 

and that def ciency must be the 6ult of the SMT. 

The last underlying issue 6om the data is that systems are established to satis^ the demands of 

outside agencies such as the FEFC rather than the needs of the college to manage eGectively. 

The results 6om the GAh null-hypothesis (see Chapter 4) examined the level of correlation 

between the SMT's rankings of the systems and the staffs estimation oftheir importance to 

their jobs. The result indicated that the staff rejected the notion that operating systems are 

important to their jobs. It is possible that this rejection by staff is because the management are 

themselves dismissing the operating systems as being unimportant. An interpretation of these 

results would be that the staff and the SMT do not have a synchronistic understanding of those 

systems that are important to the college. 

Implications of the rejection of responsibility for operating systems by management appear to 

have 5)ur aspects. First, if the management do not have conviction in the operating systems 

then staff may not either, and the systems will probably not be efkctive in helping the college 

achieve its aims and objectives. Second, the SMT through their rejection of responsibility 6)r 

the systems signal to the staff that operating the systems accurately, if at aU, is not important 
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and the stafTcan probably ignore them. Thirdly, the quality of the systems may continue to 

deteriorate and the college will, as a result, achieve poor scores in future inspection reports. 

Fourth, if the FEFC do link an element of Amding to quality there is the possibility that there 

will be a loss of income to the college where management systems are evaluated and found 

inadequate 6)r their intended purpose. 

The college operating systems are meant to help the organisation operate smoothly, eOectively 

and efBciently, and to provide an audit trail so that the management can account 5)r what has 

been happening in the college. The management's need to be accountable for their actions 

gives rise to the third of the management issues that have been identi6ed. 

5.23) Management accountability. 

The Senior Management Team are accountable to the Governors of the college, to outside 

agencies such as the FEFC, and can be seen as being accountable to the stafF and students of 

the college. There is limited accountability to the local community although the college does 

have a role to play in that it supplies educational services and employment to the area. 

The data identiGed that accountability can be seen as being both procedural and compliance. 

Procedural accountability can be seen as being built into activities and non-con&ontational 

whilst compliance accountabili^ appears to be resented by those who are forced to provide 

evidence of their activities to others. The requirement to be accountable to the consumer and 

the government for fimds provided to finance education is linked to the rise of managerialism 

in education and the construction of a government inspired consensus that education needs 

external regulation. The need to be accountable and to be seen to be accountable has required 

new systems to account for the resources that are received 6om central government and 6 r the 

actions and decisions that are taken by management. The stresses on management to comply 

with accountability demands are considerable. The diSiculty would appear to be setting up 

systems in the college that build in management accountability so that it is procedural rather 

than compliant within the de&iition of compliance accountability given above. 

The implication of making the management accountable to agencies and consumer groups is 

that accountability may become a justification 5)r actions rather than an accounting for actions. 

Where the management is constantly 6)rced to justij^ what they have done, bureaucratic 

systems grow and are tightly applied to reduce the chances that management 6ce criticism for 
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their actions. It might be conjectured that the growth of bureaucracy pushes down 

accountability to the stafFin an eSbrt to reduce the culpability of the management for, in the 

case of the college, the management's inaction in tackling the inadequacies of the operating 

systems. Such an action would almost certainly alienate the stafTand further deGne the 

division that appears to be growing between the managed and the managers within the college. 

There appears to be an increasing divide between the management of the college and the rest 

of the woitfbrce both academic and administrative. This division seems to derive 6om the 

growth of a managerialistic philosophy in education where managers have the legal and moral 

right to manage. Similar divisions can be seen in Health Care where professional managers 

manage the professional health care workers. Educational stafFare increasingly Gnding their 

pro&ssional status under threat 6om a loss of autonomy and the need to justi^ their actions to 

the consumer. The next section will explore some of the issues afkcting stafF that have arisen 

6om the analysis of the data. 

Staff Issues 

Table 5.2 

rWg Woee as wen by %mpUc*4kMM. 

4) StafFconvicticm that 
operating systems are not 
important to their jobs. 

1) This would appear to be due to the 
management not communicating the 
importance of several of the systems 
to the college and hence to the stafE 

2) When management neglect a system it 
signals that this is not an important 
system and can be ignored. 

3) If management want stafF to operate 
systems properly they must train them 
and make them aware of the need to 
op)erate the systems. 

4) The division between management 
and staff makes the need Ar gxid 
systems more impwtant due to staST 
turnover. 

Staff may need to develop a clear 
understanding of what is 
impwtant to the college and 
themselves and what is not 
important. 
The management may have a 
clear idea of what is impwtant but 
this may not be the same. With 
such a ^vision there ^^pears to be 
no commitment by stafF and it is 
difRcult to see how the college 
can improve its service to its 
students. 
The fault appears to lie with the 
management not 
communicating the importance of 
the systems. 
If this continues the college may 
find it hard to achieve its aims and 
objectives and could 611 short in 
providing an effective and 
efRciait service. 

5) StafF rejection of 
responsibility 6*r systems 
operations. 

1) Cultural change 6om collegiate to 
managerial has drawn a definite line 
between what is staff responsibility 
and what is management 
responsibility. 

2) This is an (m-going process, as 

The academic staff ̂ pear to feel 
alienated by the management 
positicm and their loss of status. 
The rejection by staff of 
responsibility fw systems spears 
to provide evidence of the 
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indicated by respondents, of sta^ 
drawing a distinction between what is 
non-wwking time and what is work 
time. 

3) Attacks on professimial status makes 
the division more clear as the staff 
work a 9 — 5 pattern. 

4) Personal attacks on staff when Aults 
or problems with systems are reported 
to management 

5) Feeling of futility when nothing is 
done to remedy failing systems. 

changing culture of education 
where the professional no longer 
has power. 
The administration seems to have 
grown in power and they are seen 
as the constant 6ctor in the 
college with the academic staf^ 
even the pemanent sta% viewed 
as transient. 
With a loss of status academic 
staff ̂ pear to defend their 
position by drawing, ever more 
starkly, the distincticm between 
work and non-work to 
compartmentalise their 
professional lives. 
Such a division may be a 
precursor to working fcK̂  more 
than cme emplcyer where it will 
be necessary to draw a clear 
division between working &)r cme 
employer and then another all in 
the same week. 

6) Lack of staff training in 
using college operating 
systems. 

1) The college would consider itself a 
generous provider of stafF 
development but it is still not making 
sure that staff can operate the systems 
that ensure the college will work 
properly. 

2) Management do not consider the 
systems impwtant and thercAxt staff 
do not need training. 

3) Training, where offered, is seen 
cynically, by staff) as complying with 
HP requirements rather than a genuine 
attempt to train staff. 

Expecting staff to operate new 
systems without some form of 
training may be seen as 
unreascmable. 
As the organisation becomes 
mwe bureauo-atic there are more 
systems that may need to be 
explained with greater potential 
for errws. 
By involving the staff in the 
operation of the systems, letting 
them know which systems are 
most important and why, greater 
accuracy in the systems 
operatiMis may be achieved and 
improved services offered to the 
students. 

7) Staff accountability. 1) Staff are accountable to a wide group 
of pe(q)le. 

2) There needs to be some consensus 
about accountability for staff 

3) How far does it extend and to whom? 

Clarity of accountability may 
ensure that staff are ccmgruent 
with the organisation's aims and 
objectives. 
It could possibly help the stafF 
define where their Icyalties lie 
and their place in the hierarchy of 
loyalty. 

Source: Data respondents. 

5.2.4) StafT conviction that operating systems are not important to their jobs. 

The third null-hypothesis (see Chapter 4) examined the level of correlation between the SMT's 

Key and M^or benchmark for the systems and the stafTs estimate of their importance to their 

jobs. The degree of correlation was calculated as .443 with a level of statistical signiGcance of 

.113, which is outside the acceptable range. The results 6om this correlation and the low level 

of statistical significance means that the null-hypothesis is retained which indicates that the 

stafTdo not see those operating systems identiGed by the SMT as being Key or M^or as being 

important to their jobs. 
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The reason why the stafTshould reject the idea that the college operating systems are important 

to their jobs would appear to be due to several related issues. The Grst is that the SMT have not 

communicated to the stafT that certain systems are crucial to the well-being of the college. This 

can be seen from the responses to the question on the difBculties of completing the 

questionnaire. The question was an indirect method of checking on stafT awareness of the 

operating systems in the college. The results indicated that the stafFdo not, generally, think too 

much about how the college operates until it impinges on their day-to-day operations. When 

asked to deGne between a Key and a M^or system the respondents did feel able to identij^ 

between them but not without some difGculty. It may not be seen as unreasonable to expect 

that stafF members should know that certain systems have a direct impact on the college 

Gnances. However, if the signiGcance has not been communicated to them they probably 

would not know. 

The second issue returns to a previous point made above that management have neglected 

systems operations. If the management do not treat the systems operations seriously and take 

corrective action when 6ults are reported then stafTwill take a similar line and ignore the 

systems. 

The third issue is that the growing division between management and the work&rce requires 

reliable well-designed systems 6 r the ef&ctive and efScient operation of the college. It is also 

essential that the stafTbe trained in the operation of the systems so that they can achieve a 

suitable level of accuracy and quality in their delivery. 

There are several implications that arise &om the stafTs ignorance about the importance of the 

operating systems. There is no evidence of shared commitment between the Senior 

Management Team and the staK The 6ult appears to lie with the college management 6)r not 

communicating the importance of the systems to the stafT and flirther indicates the poor level 

of collective leadership in the SMT. This is especially true about the Key operating systems of 

Individual Student Record, Registers and the Quality system, as these carry a Gnancial penalty 

if they are not correct. If the management does not take action to correct the situaGon the 

college may Gnd it hard to achieve its aims and objecGves to provide an efkcGve and efGcient 

service, with Gnancial penalties the inevitable result. 
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The second implication is that as the division between the stafTand the management continues 

to grow, the stafFmay develop a clear distinction between what they see as important to them 

and their students. The SMT will 6nd this distinction diGGcult to overcome once it becomes 

entrenched without careful, costly and time consuming stafTdevelopment activities to 

overcome stafT antipathy. 

The beliefheld by stafFthat the operating systems are not important to their jobs can be seen as 

linked to a belief that they have no responsibility 6)r the operation of the systems. This issue 

will be examined in the section. 

5.2.5) Staff rejection of responsibility for systems operations. 

This finding is interesting because the stafFreject the notion that they have any responsibility 

for the operating systems of the college. Why should that be? 

The incorporation of colleges in 1993 led to a cultural change for college staff Prior to 1993 

the academic stafTwere the central 5)cus of the college. Pro6ssional teachers were the people 

who made decisions about education and dictated the direction that education was taking. 

Within the college and supporting the lecturing stafTthere was a small administration that 

provided a link to the Local Education Authority (LEA) at County Hall where the main 

support services were located and shared with all of the other educational establishments that 

were funded through the LEA. 

Post incorporation the support services that had been provided centrally through the LEA had 

to be supplied locally and this meant employing, directly, a large number of administrative 

staff New contracts of service were introduced that increased teaching contact for lecturers, 

reduced annual leave and reduced the generous severance beneGts they had once enjoyed. 

Over time, government has lowered the funding for colleges and the number of teaching stafF 

has been reduced to improve productivity. The use of part-time and temporary teaching staff to 

increase employee flexibility has Airther reduced full-time employment in the sector. The 

lecturers' status, in common with many other pro&ssional workers in the public sector, has 

progressively been eroded 6om being a valued professional to just another employee of the 

college. 
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The change 6om a collegiate system of organising the college to a managerial system has 

given the SMT the power to manage. However, there appears to be a definite and growing 

division between the managers and administration and the teaching staK This is apparent 6om 

the stafTs insistence that it is the SMT^s responsibility to make sure that the coUege systems 

operate properly and their rejection that the systems are anything to do with them. Further 

evidence, albeit indirect, comes 6om the way the stafTdmw a distinction between working and 

non-working time like holidays and weekends. Some stafTinsist on taking tea breaks and lunch 

breaks, to which they are entitled, but which they never used to do, regarding it all as working 

time. 

Part of the problem appears to be that teaching stafT do not &el valued when they make 

comments about the opemtion of the systems. A characteristic of managerial systems is that 

when the system is criticised its operators will defend it even when the system is plainly 

sufkring 6om 6ults and the complainant is ofkring advice in good 6ith. There are several 

instances commented on in the data where sta% in an attempt to help students or potential 

students, have of&red comments to the administration and been harshly rebufkd. Such attacks 

on the stafFdo not encourage them to take an active role in improving the college and the 

service it provides. 

The data has an underlying &eling that comes through 8om the stafTthat there is a futility in 

complaining to the management about the operation of the college systems. Nothing is done 

when you complain so it is pointless telling anyone about it. A fatalistic acceptance of poor 

service is built up that becomes a self fulGUing prophesy of impending catastrophe amongst 

the stafTthat undermines its willingness to take an active role in maintaining and improving 

service levels. 

The division that appears to be growing between the management and stafT can be seen as 

having serious implications. The rqection by the stafTof responsibility 6)r systems operation 

may prevent the systems from being made to operate successAilly. The culture that allows stafF 

who complain to be attacked personally for giving feedback cannot thrive and will continue to 

make the same mistakes as be&re as Mill (1859) pointed out: 
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If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error for truth: 

if wrong they lose the clearer perception and livelier impression of truth produced by its 

collision with error. 

Mill (1859) 

In essence Mill is saying that the systems will not change unless the people who operate them 

challenge them and actively encourage others to challenge them also. Where a challenge is 

made and 6)und to be wrong that can strengthen the system too by showing that it operates 

correctly. In the parlance of management this can be called a win-win situation. 

StafTare drawing a distinction between working and non-working time and this appears to be a 

growing trend that in some way allows the stafTto manage their relationship with the 

employer. If the trend continues to develop, as seems likely, then staff wiU have lost their 

pro&ssional status and become artisans delivering a day's work 6 r a day's pay, and the 

pro6ssion will be the poorer &)r it. Some may see the ability to draw a clear division between 

working time and non-woiking time as a pre-cursor to working 6)r more than one employer as 

worsening conditions of service in education erode job security. 

5.2.6) The lack of staff training in using college operating systems. 

The evidence &om the data identiSes that the stafT are not operating systems properly and that 

there is a lack of training 6 r internal processes. Why should this be when the college would 

probably consider itself to be a generous provider in terms of stafT development funding? 

The stafTcan apply 6)r Gnancial assistance to attend courses to improve both their academic 

skills and to pursue non-job related interests such as a kreign language. Such stafT 

development is essential for the college to maintain its Investors in People (HP) certiGcation. 

The problem is that this type of stafT development is not the same as stafTtraining. Staff 

training concentrates on giving stafTthe skills to carry out their job tasks in a prescribed 

manner so that the required standard of per&rmance can be maintained. StafFtraining could be 

expected to broaden the stafT members' experience and make them better at their jobs and 

more aware of the role they play in the college operations. Training in the wider implications 

of the systems operation would, it might be expected, encourage the staff member to be more 

harmonious with the management's imperatives and create a shared commitment to achieving 

them. 
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Training in systems operations is not carried out on any systematic basis in the college and 

might be seen as symptomatic of the management's disinterest in the operations of the college. 

One academic stafTrespondent who had to arrange cover for his class so that he could attend a 

training session gave an indication of how stafT training is viewed. The prospect of arranging 

6)r someone to cover his class, supply the woit to be done in his absence and to mark any 

assignment that was issued was so daunting that he did not bother to go to the training sessions 

even though he knew they were worth while and pertinent to his job. It can be surmised that 

this one respondent has colleagues who have similarly been put ofT seeking training by the 

prospect of finding cover 6)r their absence. 

It might be expected that the administration stafF would not be aGected in the same way, but a 

respondent who worked in the administration found that he was in a similar position because 

of demands to complete work and not wanting to let people down. 

It might well be that the underlying issue here is that there is insufGcient stafTemployed to 

take up the slack when stafTneed to have time away from the normal working routine for 

essential training. Such issues have been discussed in other places and other publications and 

might well be the subject of further research. 

The implications 6om the Aregoing can be seen to be three&ld. Firstly, it may be considered 

unreasonable to expect staff to operate systems effectively and efSciently if they are not 

trained in their operation. The result will be that systems will continue to be badly operated 

and not meet their operational requirements 6)r quality. 

The second implication is that as the organisation becomes more bureaucratic there are more 

systems. The systems need to be explained to the stafF so that they can operate them properly 

or errors may proli6mte making the system costly, inefScient and, ultimately, rejected. 

The third implication for this issue is that of shared commitment between the SMT and stafTto 

the college goals. It has already been noted above that the goals of the SMT and the rest of the 

sta% both academic and administrative, do not coincide. It cannot be a coincidence that the 

level of stafF training is low and stafT commitment is equally low. Unless the stafF are properly 

trained and informed of the importance of the college operating systems it might be expected 
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that the low level of shared commitment between the SMT and the stafFwill continue and 

grow making it difGcult to raise the quality of the college operations. 

5.2.7) Staff accountability. 

A stafTmember's place in the hierarchy does not appear to be relevant to the conception of 

accountability since it is a sense of a duty to act responsibly rather than having a particular role 

that deGnes that duty. However, the question of being accountable 5)r actions indicated two 

difkring views of this concept. The 6rst was the idea that being accountable is procedural, 

incorporated into the job and internalised by the stafTmember. The second was that of 

compliance where the staS"member has to prove that an obligation is being met. The role and 

scope of both of these aspects of accountability can be seen to have an impact on the day-to-

day operations of the college. 

Procedural accountability is the normal day-to-day accountability that can be internalised and 

is the reporting and 6edback operations that stafT are expected to carry out as part of their 

duties. This form of accountability is very broad, with the academic stafT member accountable 

to students, managers. Internal VeriGers, the employers of students, the parents of students and 

just about anybody who asks 6)r inkrmation about their work. One could say that the 

academic stafF member is accountable to eveiybody and anybody who requires some 6)rm of 

accounting. Failure to supply in&rmation and justiGcation can bring censure and the threat of 

disciplinary action. 

Compliance accountability appears to be where a stafFmember is required to be accountable to 

internal managers \ ^ o are not direct line managers or to outside bodies such as the FEFC or 

the external validating bodies like EDEXCEL or RSA. The accountability in this case is 

externalised, extra to the job and resented by those asked to account 5)r their actions to another 

person or body and having no bearing on the requirements of the stafTand students of the 

college. This 5)rm of accountability has grown and can be seen to be a direct result of the 

government's desire to increase the accountability of education to the consumer. The amount 

of bureaucracy is often what causes the lecturing stafFin particular to resent compliance 

accountability and is where action is needed to incorpomte the need to be accountable into the 

normal working activities of the stafT and in particular the academic staK 
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The implications of clanging the role of accountability may be that stafT can comply with 

demands for accountability without suf&ring the stress that sudden requests Ar information 

can cause. By clari^ing the stafFaccountability and bounding it they would have a clearer idea 

of where their loyalties lie and to whom they should account for their actions. Clarity of 

accountability could also ensure that the stafTare congruent with the college's aims and 

objectives by setting out a clear hierarchy of loyalty. 

Joint Issues 
Table 5.3 

Wmw wen by 

rewarchen 

ImpKcadoM. 

8) The absence of a 
shared understanding of 
which systems are 
important to the college. 

1) This reflects back to staff perceptions 
and can be seen as poor 
communication of this information to 
the staff by management. 

2) Staff CMicentrate on those systems 
that afkct them immediately. 

3) Negative feedback &om systems 
qierations and perscmal experience 
reinforces the individual and student 
needs rather than the college needs. 

» Greater emphasis may be needed 
cm seeing the whole picture so 
that staff don't forget that the 
college is a system that relies cm 
the members to play their part 
individually and collectively. 

# Thereappearstobeaneedfbrthis 
to be emphasised to all stafFat all 
levels. 

# Withcait a shared commitment to 
the college goals there may be 
little h c ^ of improving the 
college's performance. 

9) The absence of a 
shared understanding of 
the meaning of 
eOectiveness and 
efRciency. 

1) Lack of management training 
conSrms the absence of a shared 
understanding of these terms. 

2) No one is setting out what is meant by 
these terms. 

» Without an agreement of what it 
means to be effective and efRcient 
the college may find it hard to 
devise systems that satisfy the 
needs of the students, staif and 
management. 

10) Dichotomous 
concepts of quality 
between academic staff 
and outside agencies. 

1) Staff see quality as the end product. 
2) The FEFC want to see that evidenced 

by documents. 
3) StafF do not want a bureaucratic 

system with the emphasis cm 
documentary evidence. 

4) Lade of training in quality ctmccpts is 
possibly the root cause. 

" Unless staff can be convinced of 
the need to provide suitable 
documentation the college may 
never achieve exceptional grades 
in inspections. 

« The result may be cuts in the 
college inccane when the FEFC 
link Amding to quality. 

« This despite the fact that quality 
probably exists in the courses that 
are provided. | 

Source: Data respondents. 

5.2.8) Absence of a shared understanding of which systems are important to the college. 

The lack of a shared commitment to the college aims and objectives between the SMT and the 

rest of the stafFhas already been commented on above but this section will concentrate on the 

issues relating directly to its absence. 
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The Srst issue is the absence of communication of the significance of certain systems to the 

college by the senior managers of the college. The quantitative analysis of rankings evaluated 

the SMT estimate of Key and M^or operating systems and the stafPs ranking of their 

importance to the college. The result indicates a moderately strong support for the belief that 

the SMT and stafF share an understanding of the importance of the operating systems. The 

comments made by the stafTindicate that whilst they know that systems are important they do 

not know the signiScance of those systems or the importance of operating them accurately. So, 

while the SMT and the stafFdo share an understanding of the importance of the systems, the 

staff do not know why the systems are important and to which systems they should pay most 

attention. 

The second underlying concern stems directly 6om the Grst in that the staf^ not having a clear 

lead Aom the SMT on which systems are most important to the college, concentrate on those 

systems that they see as being most important to themselves. This aspect can be seen in the 

quantitative result for the sixth null-hypothesis, which examined the level of correlation 

between the staffs estimate of the importance of the systems to the college and to the stafT 

member's job. The result indicates that the staff consider the importance of the systems to the 

college to be close to their own estimate of their importance to their jobs even though they 

have no idea of the level of importance of the systems to the college. 

Systems that stafTconsider important will tend to be those that have an immediate impact on 

what they do on a day-to-day basis. Thus ordering materials 6)r a class is seen as being more 

important than maddng the register because it has a greater impact on the lecturer's everyday 

actions. When the stafTmember is asked to check the details on an ISR for accuracy the task is 

pushed to the back of the pile because the staff member does not know the importance, or the 

financial implications, to the college of making sure that the document is accurate. This 

preference for dealing with immediate problems is reinforced by the actions of the 

management, as can be seen in the next concern of positive feedback &om systems operations. 

Positive system feedback occurs when the staff member who disregards its operation identiGes 

a system as being unimportant. Feedback, or even the lack of it, rein&rces the belief and the 

stafF member transfers interest to another system that gives a more satisActoiy response. The 

nature of the positive feedback is that the stafFinvolvement in the systems that give 

satis6ction through the interaction increases the reasons to deal with those systems. That 
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system that gives no feedback or appears to have no purpose decreases the reasons to interact 

with it to the point where it ceases to be of importance. If there is no consequence 6om 

ignoring the system then that further reinforces the stafTmember's conviction that it was right 

to ignore the system and he will continue to do so. 

The eGects of such positive 6edback can be seen where the stafFhave complained to the 

management about the operation of a system but no action has been taken to remedy the 

situation. Complaining to management obviously had no afkct so it is pointless complaining. 

The stafFmember will concentrate on what he or she can influence and not bother with the 

things that cannot be changed. 

The implications 6)r these issues can be seen in two ways. The Grst is that without a shared 

commitment between the SMT and the stafTthe college may Gnd it hard to improve its internal 

and external quality performance. Extolling the stafTto do better, be more diligent over form 

suing and follow through systems is pointless without some understanding by stafT of why it 

should be done. 

The second implication is that it may not be possible to improve the standard of internal 

systems per&rmance if staff are ignorant of the importance of the systems and their personal 

role in the college systems in the widest context. The college is a system that relies on the stafT 

to play their part both individually and collectively. Without precognition of what that role is 

and how they 6t in to the system it is unlikely that the stafFwill be able to improve on their 

actions. 

5.2.9) The absence of a shared understanding of eOectiveness and efGciency. 

The responses 6om the data subjects clearly indicated that the concepts of efkctiveness and 

efBciency were not clearly understood by the college staf^ with only one person able to 

identi^ the meanings. The apparent lack of understanding amongst the stafTfbr the distinction 

between these twin &ctors of systems operations is confusing. Both words can repeatedly be 

found in the pubhshed literature 6om FEFC and the achievement of an elective and efScient 

education service is one of its m^or aims. The college itself has the phrase eSective and 

efGcient arising Aequently in its policy documents, yet the stafTdo not have a clear idea of 

what it means to be efkctive and efGcient in public service terms. It can be surmised that this 

collective lack of understanding of these terms is another example ofhow the training of staS" 
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within the college does not ensure the efkctive and efGcient operation of systems. Further, 

without some common understanding of what it means to be elective and efScient no attempt 

at any valid description of what is meant by internal ef&ctiveness and efGciency can be made. 

The implication 6)r this issue is that it is almost impossible to make the college elective in 

targeting its aims and objectives and being efScient in achieving them without some 

understanding of what exactly is intended. Attempts to make the college ef&ctive and efBcient 

may 6il purely because there is no shared understanding what these two terms mean and the 

practical action needed to bring them about. 

The problems 6ced by the college over the issue of what is ef&ctive and what is efBcient can 

be seen, in part, in the next issue of quality and its diSerent meanings. 

5.2.10) Dichotomous concepts of quality between academic staff and outside agencies. 

Quality appears to mean dif&rent things to college stafF and to the funding agencies, being the 

quality of the teaching and the quality of the systems to prove that quality exists. Of the two, 

the quality of the teaching might be considered most important to the academic stafT who have 

personal standards and ethics of behaviour that 6rce them to deliver a high quality learning 

experience. To prove that quality exists it is considered necessary to have some 6)rm of 

documentation, which is what the funding agencies require, and it is this aspect of quality 

systems that the academic staff seem to dislike. 

It is possible to see the link to accountability, above, in that the accountability required is proof 

of compliance to a set of standards set up by a body outside the academic's usual sphere of 

interest. The very act of being required to comply with FEFC standards appears to create 

unwillingness in the stafF member to provide the documentation. The suggestion being made 

by requiring proof is that the pro&ssional lecturer is not capable of using a standard of 

pro&ssionalism that will deliver a quality learning experience 6)r the student without 

monitoring by management. The requirement 6)r stafFto prove that they are providing a 

quality product is in line with the development of a managerialist philosophy in education that 

has sought to make pro6ssionals more accountable to their clients. The resentment 

demonstrated by academic stafT to the control required by FEFC and implemented by the 

college management is similar to that seen in other public services, such as the NHS, where the 

power exercised by the professional stafThas been removed in favour of consumerism. 
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The reduction in the power over education once held by academic professionals has led to 

resentment and resistance to management control. However, the FEFC proposal to link 

funding to quality will mean even greater emphasis will be placed on proving that quality 

education and training is delivered, and will require stafTto operate the systems with a high 

level of accuracy. StafT training in quality systems would appear to be the key to the successfiil 

continuance of Amding when and if this proposal is enacted, although it could be argued that 

stafT training is needed regardless of any outside compulsion &om the Amding agencies. The 

5)rmulation of the system would also appear to be important so that accountability is built into 

the process and thereby negates the resistance and resentment that stafThave to compliance 

with FEFC rules. 

This issue appears to have two main implications k r the college. The Srst is that unless the 

stafTcan be convinced of the need to provide the necessary documentation, the college may 

never achieve exceptional grades in funding body inspections. This is despite the &ct that 

quality might be present in the provision and demonstrated through student retention and 

achievement. 

The second implication is that unless quality provision can be proved in a way that is 

satis6ctory to the flmding bodies, the college fimding may be cut as a penalty. The knock-on 

efkct of cutting Amding does seem to be self debating since if the funding is cut it is likely 

that further problems will sur6ce as staff move on to other jobs and the fimds are not available 

to replace them. Whether the government, in Aaming the proposal to link flmding to quality, 

has thought through the possible implications of cutting funding to a college that already has 

problems is not clear but will no doubt be tested at some time in the future. 
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Systems Issues 

Table 5.4 

r e s e a r c h e r . 

11) Systems not being 
improved when identified 
as having problems. 

1) Managerialism defends itself by 
attacking its detractors. 

2) Personal attacks on staff in the college 
who have pointed out problems with 
the net result that staff are reluctant to 
pass on cmnplaints. 

3) Management indifference cwnpounds 
the situaticm by inacticm. 

# Management indifference to poor 
systems operations may sustain 
the situaticm rather than improve 
it. 

# A culture that allows personal 
attacks on the people who point 
out errcM's may never learn &om 
its mistakes because it defends 
itself rather than listening to the 
feedback. 

12) Systems helping the 
college adiieve its aims 
and objectives. 

1) Evidence that the m^or systems are 
not contributing to achieving the aims 
and otgectives. E.g., Registers, MIU. 

2) Lack of management understanding of 
the role of systems. 

3) Pow leadership through pow systems 
management. 

# Systems do not appear to be 
helping the college in all but a 
few instances and where extra 
impetus has been given due to 
circumstances such as 
inspections. 

# Quality provisicm as a routine 
may not hq:pen until the 
management take (grating 
systems seriously and concentrate 
on making them work effectively 
and efGdently. 

Source: Data respondents. 

5.2.11) Systems not being improved when identified as having problems. 

Systems within the college have improved since incorporation but not enough to give the StafT 

conGdence in their operation. The SMT appear to lack focus on systems like the register and 

management in6)miation system, which clearly do not work efBciently or ef&ctively, and 

seem reluctant to take control of the situation. The lack of attention by the SMT appears to 

undermine the stafPs conSdence in both the systems and the management's ability to manage 

the college. Such neglect also appears to reinkrce the apparent lack of leadership in the 

college by the senior managers. 

The m^ority view of the interviewed stafT was that the SMT, which includes the Principal, is 

responsible for ensuring that the college operating systems work correctly. Only four of the 

staff considered that it was their responsibility in any Arm. The Staff appear to be refusing to 

take responsibility 6)r systems operations and are pushing responsibility upwards to the SMT. 

This may be because the stafTfeel they have not had a role in setting up the systems and the 

systems should, there&re, be maintained by those who did have a role in setting them up. It 

could also be that by distancing themselves 6om taking responsibility for the systems stafT&el 
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that they are protecting themselves &om a sense of culpability for their inefkctive and 

inefGcient working. 

When stafTdo try to take a role in improving the operation of systems they are, often, rebufkd 

by the operators. Those people with responsibility 5)r the system in the administration will 

enter into a classic managerialist de6nsive mode and attack the stafT member at a personal 

level rather than admit that there could be anything wrong with the system. Such action can be 

so o9-putting that the stafF member wiU not intervene again regardless of the situation. John 

Stuart Mill ( 1859) identiGed that there is a tyranny of prevailing opinion that is difGcult to 

challenge and which will defend itself against the individual who speaks out against the 

m^ority or accepted view point: 

There needs protection also against the tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling; 

against the tendency of society to impose, by other means than civil penalties, its own 

ideas and practices as rules of conduct on those who dissent 6om them; to &tter the 

development, and, if possible, prevent the Airmation, of any individuality not in harmony 

with its ways, and compel all characters to 6shion themselves upon the model of its 

own. 

Mill (1859) 

The result of the Mlure to address system 6ults is that staff may devise unofBcial back-up 

systems that duplicate and double their workload but provide a safety net without which the 

college could not operate. The responses 6om the data subjects also point to a sense of futility 

that stafF 6el when they report a problem with a system that causes them to assume a 

downward spiral of despair and demotivation. Continued attacks on stafT could undermine 

their morale and promote a climate that does not engender a shared approach to solving 

problems in service provision. The powerful response that is elicited by a critical comment 

prevents action being taken to remedy problems and so disadvantages the students that the 

systems are meant to help. 
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5.2.12) Systems helping the college achieve its aims and objectives. 

An aspect that arose 6om the data collection was that stafTwere willing to make an assessment 

about the efBcacy of the college's systems even though most admitted that they had only an 

overview of the collegers aims and objectives. However, it is likely that, although the 

respondents could not quote the aims and objectives exactly, they do have a perception of them 

and can make judgements about whether the systems are helping the college based on their 

personal experiences. 

Two issues arise under this heading and will be explored here. The 6rst is that there is clear 

evidence that certain systems are not helping the college achieve its aims and objectives. Two 

systems considered to be key, the Register system and the Management Information System 

(MIS), are repeatedly identiGed as not working properly, whilst the non-key Armual Leave 

Booking procedure is the system most commonly identiGed as being of almost no value to the 

college. The anger and 6ustration that these systems engendered in the respondents was 

palpable and comments about being demotivated by them were made Aequently. 

The second issue stems 6om the SMT's lack of action to correct the systems even though the 

problems are well known. The reluctance displayed by the SMT to take positive action 

reinforces the stafTs conviction that the senior managers are weak and irresolute in their desire 

to see the college improve its service to both internal and external customers. 

The implication for the college that stems 6om these two issues has two dimensions. The 6rst 

is that the stafF appear to have lost 6ith in the internal operation of the college. Systems are 

by-passed or ignored and alternative systems are created to make up for the 6ilings of the 

ofGcial systems. The StafT realize that the systems do not help or are of limited value to the 

college in achieving its aims and objectives and can safely be ignored. Such a belief may be 

611acious since the repercussions might not be instant but occur at some point in the future and 

may have serious ef&cts perhaps of a Gnancial nature. However, the lack of 6edback of the 

result of their actions or inactions further rein&rces their belief that the system is of no value. 

The quality of the provision cannot be improved until the SMT improve the support systems 

that underpin the whole structure of delivery. The improvement is not only about the working 

of the systems but also the people who operate thp systems as it is these people who act as the 

interAce between the system and the rest of the stafTin the college. 
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The second dimension is that the SMT ^pear to be weak and without real ability to manage 

the college. When the management ask the stafT to improve the quality of the courses stafT 

point to the poor operation of the systems and ask why they should bother since it is clear that 

the management have not bothered to improve the operation of the systems that support their 

e Sorts. It can probably be said that the quality provision of service as a routine will not happen 

until the SMT take operating systems seriously and concentrate on making them work 

eSectively and efGciently. 

The issues identiGed above and their implications have recurrent themes that keep appearing, 

although the themes have diSerent dimensions to them that will be explored in the conclusion. 
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5.3: Conclusion. 

There appear to be three related jSndings that develop &om the above discussion and which 

seem to indicate why the college operating systems do not answer their purposes. These are the 

lack of stafT training in the use of operating systems, the poor management and neglect of 

operating systems and, perhaps the most important, the lack of management leadership by the 

SMT. These three related Gndings, together, jkrm the main Gnding of this investigation that it 

is the managerial philosophy of the senior management that shapes the internal woHdngs of the 

organisation. These Gndings will be explained below. 

Staff Training 

The Grst of these jBndings is that of stafT training. The environment in which education works 

has become and is increasingly becoming roudnized with the operators of the systems, 

ultimately the senior managers, accountable to a wide group of stakeholders 6 r their actions. 

In such an environment management needs to be flexible, creative and responsive in its work 

practices whilst fiirther down the hierarchy such positive attributes are less welcome. The 

systems that operate within the organisation need to be clearly deSned and controlled to ensure 

that the chain of accountability can be audited. 

The evidence appears to indicate that once an operating system has been devised and installed 

the management ignore it. There appears to be little attempt by the SMT to monitor the 

systems to make sure that they are working as required and meeting quality standards. An 

efkrt could be made to use one of the methods, or similar methods, advocated by Laudon and 

Laudon (1996:p371-374) 6)r devising and installing operating systems, but there appears to be 

little or no commitment at SMT level to do this. Sta^ are not trained in the workings of the 

system and because they do not know how it works use it incorrectly or worse do not use it at 

all. If the system does not work properly the stafFlose 6ith in the system and seek alternative 

methods of dealing with the work. This will often take the Arm of stafT created systems that 

not only duplicate work, giving an impression of doing extra work, but may also replace the 

ofBcial system. 

Failing to train stafFin systems operations can also be seen as a 6ilure to communicate within 

the organisation. Training in this context is conmiunicating the desired operating procedures so 

that stafTcan carry out the required actions in an e&ctive and efBcient way. Training might be 
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seen as especially important in an organisation that is increasingly relying on part-time and 

temporary stafFthat embrace the organisation's core values, aims and mission only 6>r the 

limited time they are employed The identiScation of a lack of stafTtraining leads to the second 

main Ending of poor management and the neglect of systems. 

Poor management 

As the weaknesses in the system become apparent, criticism 6om the users &)rce the operators 

to take up defensive positions and attack the critic or critics on a personal level. This defence 

can be aggressive and abusive of the stafF members who are subjected to it and has many of 

the characteristics of Managerialism as described by Entemann (1993:pl90-193) and 

Fergusson (1994:p95). Management, in de6nce of the system for which they may have some 

responsibility, refuse to do anything to correct the problem as this may be seen as conGrming 

that a problem exists and might indicate that they are in some way at 6ult so they ignore the 

&edback 6om staK This lack of action fuels the belief that management do not care about 

what is happening, and reioArces the need to set up duplicate systems to act as back-up should 

the ofGcial system Ail. This is eGectively a circle of response that feeds on negative &edback 

created by the inaction of the management. The negative 6edback provides a ratchet e%ct by 

reinforcing the positive feedback from the need to have your own systems as a back-up to the, 

apparently, ineffectual authorised systems. 

From the managements 6ilure to act on 6edback 6om the systems operation comes the third 

finding that derives 6om the data and its analysis that identiGes the lack of collective 

management leadership as a problem. 

Management leadership 

When a system is perceived as not achieving its intended objectives the stafTexpect those in 

senior management positions to take positive action to remedy the situation, but this does not 

happen. The absence of remedial action by the senior management appears to indicate that the 

system is not important, which has a cascade efkct down the hierarchy. The result is that the 

system is not perceived as being important to those who operationalise it and who can saAly 

ignore it and concentrate on those systems that provide more immediate and pressing 

problems. The result 6om the this situation is that operating systems that are important to the 

college, in that if they are not woddng correctly there is a Gnancial penalty, are not seen as 
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important to the stafF who should be concerned that these systems operate properly. A further 

result is that the quality of the service provided both internally to stafF and externally to 

students may not be up to the standard demanded by both the funding agencies and the 

students. 

Management philosophy 

The three preceding Gndings together 6)rm the main Ending of this investigation that it is a 

Senior Management Team's philosophical approach to management, its belief system (Popkin 

and Stroll 1969:pl -2), that sets the agenda 6om the top level of the organisation to the bottom 

level. Silverman (1970:pl20), who commented that the difBculties of the organisation might 

really be the polite way of re6rring to the difGculties of senior management, seems 

particularly pertinent to this finding. Where an organisation's management team is poorly 

trained Ar the job then it would appear that the organisation would also per6rm poorly. If the 

SMT is genuinely concerned to make the organisation work eSectively and efBciently it is 

necessary to pay close attention to the internal workings and methods of working through the 

operating systems. This includes paying close attention to devising systems, installing systems, 

monitoring systems and listening to the users of the systems to ensure that they are still 

achieving what they were devised to do and not suffering 6om operational drift or have 

become obsolete. Ignoring the feedback that is received 6om the users of the systems suggests 

an arrogant, dismissive and aggressive management that is not in tune with the rest ofthe 

organisation and which is unlikely to learn 6om its mistakes. Nor is such an organisation 

likely to be successful in achieving its strategic aims and objectives since the senior 

management will forever be blaming others 6)r their own lack of care to attention and detail. 

Finally, if the agencies that fund Further Education do decide to carry out their stated intention 

to link funding to quality then there might be well-founded cause for concern amongst the 

organisation's stakeholders of the ability of an under trained Senior Management Team to 

achieve the required standard of quality. 

5.4: Practical Implications. 

The Gndings of this study may have practical implications for the management ofthe college 

in its attempts to maintain and improve the quality ofthe services it provides. The Endings 

&om the study demonstrate the importance of stafFtraining, obtaining stafF commitment to the 

key operational systems and maintaining and improving the quality ofthe service. 
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The training required &lls into two distinct categories. The first is training in the use of the 

operational systems by the users of the systems. The second is management training for the 

managers within the college hierarchy. 

The Grst aspect of the findings 6om the study clearly indicate that stafT training in operational 

systems is, almost, non-existent. StafThave little idea ofhow to use systems that may have cost 

a lot of money to install but are then under-used or used incorrectly. The result 6om the under 

training of stafFis that duplicate systems are devised that do help the stafTto cany out their 

tasks and, in some cases, provide a back up to the ofBciai systems. If some one had asked the 

stafT what was needed to help them do their job, it is likely that useful systems could have been 

devised. Unfortunately, seeking stafFadvice on what is required &om the systems, 6om the 

aspect of the user, does not appear to be part of the management ethos ofthe college. It may 

well be that the lack of clear lines of consultation on matters that concern the users of the 

systems is indicative of a management that has not been trained in management techniques, 

and management training is the second aspect of this implication. 

The reluctance of management to seek training means that specialist stafF need to be employed 

to support the managers in their day-to-day activities. Where necessary, such stafT should be 

provided with a brief to provide assistance as needed. Indirect training, in the form of brieSng 

sessions, could be provided as an interim measure until practical action can be taken to provide 

appropriate management training 5)r those who need it. There has been a start made on 

providing management training 6)r the SMT with Principal training being provided to the 

Principals of colleges. Whether the training will be extended down to the next levels in due 

course is not yet clear but it is a start and welcome because ofthat. 

The second implication 6om the study indicates that the stafFof the college do not share the 

Senior Management Team's appreciation of which systems are the most important to the 

college. There are issues of staff training that need to be addressed and suggestions have been 

made, above, for how these might be achieved. Going beyond that, the SMT need to look to 

their behaviour and the signals they send to the stafTabout how they view the operating 

systems. Where the stafT should be committed to improving the systems operations then the 

SMT must indicate that commitment is needed and then woik to achieving that commitment 
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amongst the staSi This might take the form of public displays of support in word and deed to 

emphasize the SMT commitment. Commitment to the operating systems will become even 

more important if the FEFC decide to link funding to quality. 

The third implication to arise 6om the study is that if the FEFC do link funding to quality 

provision then the operations of the systems within the college wUl become crucially important 

to proving that quality does exist. This can only be achieved by the commitment of the whole 

organisation to operating the systems to a high level of accuracy and by having 6ith in the 

systems. The means to do this appear to depend on the SMT giving a lead to the college and 

providing adequate training for the staG) following up criticism of poorly operating systems 

and showing a commitment to improve operational efkctiveness and efGciency. 
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5.5: Problems and Limitations. 

A number of problems and limitations were encountered in the process of implementing this 

research study, which should be considered when interpreting these results and should be dealt 

with when continuing this type of research. Essentially the problems and limitations can be 

identiGed as 6ve issues: the manager as a researcher, undue influence, the scope of the 

research, questionnaire design and the passage of time. Each of these issues will be reviewed 

below. 

As a practicing manager within the organisation that I was researching, the data subjects can 

perceive that some political capital can be gained by trying to give answers that will please the 

researcher. These answers may be in Airtherance of an aim, a personal issue that might be 

advanced or trying to gain 6vour in some way. To counter this problem it is recommended 

that the researcher make it clear at the outset that the data collected will not influence the 

researcher's relationship with the respondent. 

In a similar way to that above the researcher's manager or managers can try to influence the 

data collected by directing the researcher to certain key in&rmants. Such direction may not be 

an intentional attempt to influence the Gndings but this can be the result. This report wanted to 

hear the views of the people who actually had to operationalise the college systems so it would 

not have been appropriate to collect data 6om informants who were not a part ofthe sampling 

&ame. It is not always politically possible to exclude certain stafT 6om the sample if directions 

are received on whom to interview but an independence of thought should be applied when 

seeking other informants. 

The data collected 5)r this study focused on the stafFs experiences of using operational 

systems and a criticism of the data could be made that it has not included, overtly, the views of 

the SMT. However, the views of a very senior member ofthe SMT are included in the data 

and have been considered in the context of that person being a member of stafPand a user of 

the systems. It could be argued that in this context the views ofthe manager are representative 

of the situation and the operations of the systems as experienced by that manager. The 

intention to collect stafF views and opinions of systems operations did provide an interesting 

problem with the interpretation of words and phrases as is indicated below. 
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In this study a structured questionnaire was used to guide the interview stage and provide some 

6)cus for the researcher-respondent discussion. A problem with the questionnaire, that was not 

apparent in the pilot stage, emerged after about half of the respondents had been interviewed. 

The question asking them to distinguish their actions between being e%ctive and efScient 

proved to have the same response due to the staS"members not being able to distinguish 

between the two concepts. This problem was not apparent in the pilot possibly because the 

people who tested the questionnaire did have a grasp of the diGerence between eSectiveness 

and efSciency but were not, strictly speaking, representative of the sample 6ame. In the light 

of this experience it is recommended that the piloting of the data collection instrument should 

be carried out with a sample representative of the main sampling &ame to ensure that the 

questions are as clear as possible and to remove ambiguity. 

The limitation I would mention is the time frame of the data collection, which spanned a 

period of three months in an academic year. This is a relatively short period and does not 

reflect the changes that have been made to certain systems both during and aAer this time. 

Several systems, like the Management In&rmation System, have proven to have so many 

problems that m^or changes have been introduced to ameliorate the situation. Other systems 

have become embedded in the wider college system and have been operating correctly and 

with the acceptance of the staK However, it is probably true to say that there has been too 

little time since the changes to assess the beneGts that may have been achieved. 
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5.6: Suggestions for future research. 

This section will present 6ve suggestions Ar further research into the subject of college 

operations. The Grst suggestion is for further research into the subject of operationalising the 

concept of accountability so that the resistance that appears to be fostered by having to 

conform to demands for accountability 6om bodies outside the college can be dealt with 

easily. On operationalising accountability and building it into the normal perGarmance of the 

sta% a clearer more beneGcial and less stressful relationship might be engendered with 

validating, fimding and regulatory bodies. Such research would have to examine the structure 

of systems and how individuals report to their superiors on their activities. Possibly, such 

research would look at the personality of the person who uses the system to investigate 

whether he is the type Wio can con&rm to operational requirements or a person who 5nds 

con6)rmance difGcult. 

The second suggestion 6)r Airther research would be to examine the role of Managerialism in 

educational establishments. The division between management and the managed and its efkcts 

on the provision of educational services might provide an insight to the tensions that appear to 

be developing in schools, colleges and universities between education pro6ssionals and 

managers. Parallels might be drawn with the NHS, which has undergone a similar 

trans6)rmation and where professionals have also lost status. 

The third suggestion 6)r further research is to examine the reluctance of promoted stag" to seek 

management training in the college. It seems a paradox that an educational establishment 

should not have people trained to the job they were employed to do when there is a clear need 

to support the managers in their activities. Why there should be systemic reluctance by staG"to 

be trained is difGcult to identify. Whether it is the higher management's reluctance to be 

trained cascading down to lower levels or some other flmdamental reason is not clear. 

Research might centre on the manager's own views 6)r resistance to training but the 

underlying reasons may be difBcult to 6nd. Further investigations might uncover the reasons 

for the reluctance of stafFto seek training that could be overcome quite easily and to the 

beneSt of the organisation and education generally. 

The 6)urth suggestion is to widen the research to include other colleges to see if they have had 

similar experiences to those described in this study. The reports by the FEFC Chief Inspector 
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(Circular 97/20) (Circular 98/13) (Circular 65/00) and the comments made by Brownlow 

(1998: p i ) in the FEDA publication "Inform" suggest that the experiences reported here are 

not isolated to the college in the study. A similar research methodology might uncover 

comparable Gndings on a wider scale and might suggest other methods to deal with the 

situation. 

The 5Ah and last suggestion 6)r further research is to explore the way the concepts of 

ef&ctiveness, efSciency and economy are applied in education. The data collection phase of 

this research indicated that college stafFhad very little conception of these related issues and it 

could be asked "how do college management achieve ef&ctiveness and efSciency if they do 

not understand the concepts?" It may be that stafThave an innate understanding of how to be 

efkctive and efGcient but one could ask whether these processes are understood and applied 

correctly. Such research could take the 6)rm of asking stafFto examine case studies and asking 

them to decide what to do. An analysis of their responses may indicate whether they would 

have been eSective and efGcient in achieving a desired outcome. 
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Appendii 1 

Name: Post?: 

Time employed by college?: 

Responsibilities?: 

Accountable to who?: 

Time in present post?: 

la) In the box below can you list some of the operating systems that are to be found in the 
college. Look at the list of systems. Can you indicate whether, in your opinion, a system 
could be regarded as a Key system or a M^or system. 
Note: 
A key system will be one that is critical to the success of the college. A major system is an 
important system but one that is not so critical to the success of the coUege. 
System Key or M^or? Importance to 

the coUege? 
In:qx)rtance to 
your job? 

Internal Verification 
Appraisal 
Grievance 
Individual Student Record 
Staff Recruitment 
Registers 
StafF Development Applications 
Budgets 
Fee Income and Recovery 
Ordering Goods 
Academic Timetables 
Quality Monitoring (Internal) 
Annual Leave Booking 
Room Booking 
Any Other System? Add below 

lb) Can you score the systems as to their inqwrtance to the college. 
1 = very important, 5 = not inqxartant 

Ic) Can you score the systems in order of their importance to you in your job. 
1 = very important, 5 = not inqxirtant. 

2a) Thinking about the system you consider to be the most important to the college can 
you tell me about your experiences of using this system? What words do you associate 
with this system? The most important system is: 
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2b) Can you tell me the good points about the system? 

2c) Can you tell me the bad points about the system? 

2d) Do you feel that the system is helping the college achieve its strategic aims and 
objectives? 

If no - why not? 

If yes - how? 

2e) How would you inwove the system? 

2f) Are there any other points you wish to make about this system? 

3 a) Thinking about the system you consider is least important to the college can you tell 
me about your experiences of using this system? What words do you associate with this 
system? The least important system 
is: 

3 b) Can you tell me the good points about the system? 

3 c) Can you tell me the bad points about the system? 

3d) Do you feel that the system is helping the college achieve its strategic aims and 
objectives? 

If no - why not? 

If yes - how? 

3e) How would you improve the system? 

3Q Are there any other points you wish to make about this system? 

4a) Thinking about one of the other systems can you tell me about your experiences of 
using this system? What words do you associate with this system? The other system is: 

4b) Can you tell me the good points about the system? 

4c) Can you tell me the bad points about the system? 

4d) Do you feel that the system is helping the college achieve its strategic aims and 
objectives? 

If no - why not? 

If yes - how? 
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4e) How would you improve the system? 

4f) Are there any other points you wish to make about this system? 

Systems operations and support 
5a) How would you describe the amount of help you get in using the college operating 
systems? 

5b) What is the nature of this help and who gives it? Or 

5c) What help would you like to have and 6om Wiom? 

5d) What training have you received to help you to do your job/jobs better? 

5e) How do you 6el this has helped you to do your job? 
or 
5f) If you have not had any training - how do you think such training would help you do 
yourjob? 

EGecdveness and EfGciency. 
6a) Who in your opinion is responsible 6)r making sure that the college operating systems 
work properly? 

6b) If a college system is not working ef&ctively what would you do to remedy the 
problem? (EGectively - doing the right things) 

6c) If a college system is not working efBciently what would you do to remedy the 
problem? (EfBciently - doing things right) 

Quality 
7a) How would you describe quality in the FE context? 

TQM? 
QA? 
QC? 
Other? 

7b) The FEFC are proposing to link funding to quality. What e@ect do you think this wiU 
have on this college? 

Thank you &r your co-operation in completing this interview. 
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Appendix! 

Memo 
Toe 

Rom: Reg 

CC: 

Da#ac 

Rhe: IrAefvievv 

Thank you for agreeing to let me interview you for my thesis. I am 
enclosing a transcript of the interview for you to look at and confirm 
that it is a true representation of our talk. If you want to add something 
or delete something please do so. Once you are happy with the 
transcript, could you sign it at the bottom of the text on the last page 
and return it to me. 

Thank you once again for your help in this matter. 
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Appendix 3 

Raw data used for staff ranking of Importance to the College'. 

rank 
3 2 3 4 s 

No 

ReagKHiM 

RKMMAer 

RmaWog 

Academic 
Timetables 

12 6 3 1 0 1 1 

Annual Leave 
Booking 

3 8 2 4 6 1 2 

Appraisal 6 9 6 1 2 0 2 

Budgets 21 2 1 0 0 0 1 

Fee Income and 
Recovery 

17 3 3 0 0 1 1 

Grievance 2 10 5 3 3 1 2 

Individual 
Student Record 

12 3 4 1 1 3 1 

Internal 
VeriCcation 

14 4 2 1 1 2 1 

Ordering Goods 7 3 8 3 2 1 3 

Quality 
Monitoring 
(Internal) 

13 8 1 1 1 0 1 

Registers 14 5 4 0 0 1 1 

Room Booking 10 8 1 3 1 ] 1 

Staff 
Developmait 
Applications 

5 5 11 2 1 0 3 

StafF 
Recruitment 

18 4 1 0 0 1 1 

This table indicates the rankings and their frequencies that Staff ascribed 

to the systems being considered by the investigation. The ranking with 

the highest frequency was taken as the representational ranking for that 

system by the researcher. 
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progrgyMmg gvaZẑ /ioM. Durham, NC: NTS Research Corp. 

179 

http://www.tes.co.uk


Magire, M. & Ball, S.J. (1994). Diycowrjej' o / " Z M /Ag AfMgdb/M 07%/ /Ae L%4 

fAe iwrt o/̂ ZggcAgrj. ̂ n(»A c/burMo/ Tm .Sgrw/cg &Aicaf;on, 20(1): 5 - 16. 

McCormick, R., James, M. (1983). Cz/mcM/i/m EvaZuo/fOM m &Aoo^. In: Ccdiai, L., and Manion, L. (1980). 
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