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Abstract

This is a study about strategy. It usdé® relatively underdeveloped but
promising concept of narrative infrastructure to address a gap in understanding
(Fenton and Langley, 2011 how strategy as an intertextual narrative
acquires stability and routine Studies that have considered strategy as an
intertextual narrativénavelargely been in settings in which strategy is made
toward an unequivocal direction, within a relatively short time horizon
(Llewellyn, 2001; Vaareet al, 2006;Riad et al, 2012). Framing to support
availability and resonance of narrative building blocks, as part of the
centralisation of meaning in strategy as an intertextual narrative, whilst evident
(Vaaraet al, 2004 Vaaraet al, 2006; Riad, et al, 2012 is nonetheless
underexplored.n responsethis studyconsides strategy inthe setting of
higher education (HE) in the UK, where there is a greplierivocality, in
terms of multiple voices, at different levels, and a witlamporality In a
narrative equiry in two researcintensive universities in the UK, including a
review of policy documents (1992012), the studgemonstrates how strategy
achieves cohesion througiowerful narrative framingso that direction and
thrust is maintainedlt also provides one explanationf how strategymay
unwind over time. Insight is gainedbecause the three different fagets
constitutive, manifest and ideologidabf intertextuality have been considered
(Riad et al, 2012). Notably, by examining manifest intertekityait shows

that strategy is framed in a context of agitation and in an emotional register of
fear and hope, extending the work of Retdal., 2012. It also shows how in
ideological intertextuality powerful framing, in which both wider plurivocality

ard greater temporality is apparently maintained, strategy endures
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.0 Introduction

1.1 Thesis backgrounénd aim

This is a studyabout strategy, a subject that héeng been considered an
important aspect of orgasaitional lifeand thesubject of much scholarly work

It is a study thatonsiders strategy as narrative (Barry and Elmes, 1997and
conducted wuthin the broaderé | i n g ui sirnt organisdtienal nstudies
(Czarniawskaloerges, 1995aCzarniawska, 2004) There are twoclear
contributions from the expansion ofarrative anafsis in the study of
organisationghat have providedsefulsupport to the development of strategy
as rarrative The first isthe view of the orgasation as a plurivocal story
telling system to order and make meaning, in which strategy is a particdlar an
important form of orderingLounsbury and Glynn, 200X urrie and Brown,
2003; Rhodes and Brown, 200=enton and Langley, 20L1IThe second is the
view of the orgargation as a site of discursive struggle, in which strategy is
both an important politidaesource and one that requires active and sometimes
contentious constructiofBoje et al, 1999 Humphreys and Brown, 2002;

Rhodes and Browr2005; Fenton and Langley, 2011).

Notwithstanding thiscontribution the divergent focus of enquirgn
construcs s uch as the cloea df empiyical maialgl usually in
fine grainedanalysis,by subsequent researchéoflowing Barry and Elmes
(1997, is one reason why the potentialrarrativeanalysis of strategy has yet
to be fulfilled (Phillips ard Oswick, 2012) Moreover there is a gap ithe

understanding ofhe relationship between strategy at organisational level and



the broader societabr macreinstitutional setting within which strategyis

produce (Jarzabkowski and Spee, 2009). It is a tegt afuller treatment of
strategy as narrative has the potential to addfesst¢n and Langley, 2011;
Vaaraand Whittington, 2012). The gap identifiedis distilled here in the

research question diow doesstrategy as an intertextual narratigequire

stability and routin@ It is a questiorconfrontedin this study,by building on

Barry and Elmes (1997) and subsequent w{beuten and Rip 2000;
Llewellyn, 2001; Heracleous, 2001; Heracleous and Barrett, 2006; ¥gaata

2006; Vaara and Monin, 201Riadet al, 2012)

Fenton and Langleyb6s (2011) propos
conept of narrative infrastructure, first developed in work on product
development processes (Deuten and Rip, 20@),beerused ad developed
to address the researghpand answer the research questidrelatively few
studies, atside the broad treatment of narrative and strudiDuenford and
Jones, 2000; LlewellyR001), have explicitly focused on the developtmaia
narrative infrastructure. However, there are ome corsiderations of
intertextualityand discourse and narrative as dualities of structure and agency
implicit in the concept of narrative infrastructueleracleous and Barrett,
200% Llewellyn, 2001; Heracleous, 2006; Vaaeh al, 2006; Vaara and
Monin, 2012; Riadet al, 2012) that supports its developmems a result,
studiesoffer something to the understandinigat it is combination of the
availability and resonance of narrative building blockgithin narrative
infrastructure, thatexplains thethrust and direction of strategy as an

intertextualnarrative.However, vihat isunderdeveloped an understanding of



the framing required tenabletakeup of narrative building blockgo maintain

that thrust and direction.

The settingspreviously studiad, in common with many othersiave
beenturbulent, i.e. characterised by conflidisorder and at times confusion.
Howewer, more importantly these have bessttings in whicltstrategyis made
toward a unequivocalirection, within a relatively short tienhorizon.This

hastheoretical consequences.

Firstly, strategy drawn strotyg from a notion of a predictable futurat
the expensef a foreshortened present apast(a shortenedemporality) has
the effect of reducingvailability of narrative buildindplocks Secondlyjf too
little attention is paidto the many and different voicegsuppressing
plurivocality), either as part of the setting or because of the nature of the
research undertakethenthe resonance of thoserrative building blocks that
are dominant or in the politicatontrol of those actors whare dominant,
prevails Thus,f &énarrative infrastructacared 1 s
and multil e v e | processes gain thrust and di
thenstrategyin a foreshortened temporality and with suppregdadvocality,
quickly and temporarily establishes the railsd then actively greases them
The centralisation of meaning at the heart tbfust and directions thus
energetically supported, resulting ihe ready andincreased take up of
dominantbuilding blocks. Framing tsupportavailability and resonanaehilst
evident(Vaaraqget al, 2004 Vaaraet al, 2006;Riad, et al, 2019 is as a
consequencepotentially underexplored. This is significant givihat framing
has long been recognisegs an important element of how the messy

complexity of organisational lifes ordered Goffman, 1974; [@etz, 1986)The



needfor ambiguityin the framingwhere therarecompeting narrative building
blocksis some sidies (Vaaraet al, 2004)could evenbe interpreted as an
early indication of thdragility of the suppression gflurivocality as a force to
centralise meaning at the heart of intertextualityis means that the treatment
of the framing of narrative buding blocksmay also be a shortcoming within
the settings studiedjiventhat strategy had relatively shorshelflife (Vaara
and Monin, 2010)and an eveipresent tendency to unwind over time
(Cartwright and Schoenberg, 200®pth between firmsand even within the

firm (Heracleos, 2001)

In responsethis study consides strategy inthe setting ofhigher
education (HE) in the UK, whesdrategy has been accomplished over a longer
time period It is a setting with a wider temporality and greater plocality.

The st udtpd@ansomé umdeistanding of hatrust and direction in
strategyis maintained, to the extent that it acquires stability and routine
(Fenton and Langley, 2011\Vhen considering HE, it is the narrative of the
university thatis regarded as strategy (Barnett, 2011; Holmwood, 2011;
Martin, 2012) , tellsrhowtthewgarsstiom sirel itstmmbets 61 t
shoul d bed (Czanawskad DI/ An egamibation of strategy in

HE in the UKis considered theoretically isable for a number of reasons.

HE in the UK isa site of intense and politicised discoursgere
pressures of reform, performance and accountabdityen by policy, have
impacted (sometimes adverseby) universities Peemet al, 2007; Barnett
2011; Shattock, 2009Collini, 2012 Shattock, 2012)it is a reform agenda that
is intensifying (Brown, 2011; Holmwood, 2012; Barber, 2013).t#e same

time, there ighrust andapparently unambiguouwdirection in strategyBarnett,



2011; Holmwood, 2011Shattock, 2012), alongsidemarkablecontinuity and
consistency irpracticewithin the organiation (Tight, 2009; Shattock, 2012).
HE is thus a turbulent setting, in whidtrategyhas apparently acquireal
degree of stability and rane (Fenton and Langle 2011). This is not to
confusestability with lack of turbulencgScott, 199; Tight, 2009; Shattock,

2012; Barber, 2013).

In addition, there are two features in relation to temporality and

plurivocality in the setting of HE that atieeoreticallyrelevant.

The narrative of the university has a witlamporality It is neither
simply future focussedor is itsolelyat the mercy of the preseertven though
sudden changes in government spending reviews a great impadt is also
associated stronglyith the past(Barnett, 2011; Martin 2012). This wide
temporalityis evidentin two prevailing narratives of the university. One is the
narrative of the traditionalniversity, which becausé# is strongly rooted in the
past,even areified one (Barnett,2011; Martin 2012) ispowerfully resonant
(Erkama and Vaara, 20100he other isthe relatively recent narrative tifie
enterprise university, framed withithe broader neoliberal discourse (Olssen
and Peters, 2005; Tight, 200@at has astrongfuture focus. The enterprise
universityis perceived as thdominant narrativéBarnett, 2011) particularly
in governmentpolicy (Bridgman 2007). Thetwo narratives of the university
have long been at oddsd in competitiorfShattock, 1994; Scott, 1995, Olssen
and Peters, 2005; Diefenbach, 2009; Brown, 2011; Barnett, 2011; Holmwood,

2011; Collini, 2012)and simultaneously prevail.

Thereis dso a greaflurivocality in HE in the UK. This is because

thereare many equally powerful, autonomous and usually pagents, each



with voice andpracticed access to an established narrative infrastructure and
the differing and competing narrative building blocks within it (Shattock,
2012). Strategy isformedin a political systenmin public but also in private,
where theboundary between levels and actors is blu(fuhttock, 2012). HE

in the UKis a setting that has a wide and comprehensive plurivocality, in terms
of multiple voices, atifferent levels with a wide reach, in public and in

private.

1.2 Contribution

Thecontribution of this study lies in the development of¢bacept of strategy

as an intertextual narrativé. offers an explanation of how the overall thrust
and direction of strategy is maintaineden enduresjotably in politically rich
settings. Tk maintenance of thrust and direction in strategy is a relevant
question for organisations that perpetually operate in complex patictyand
otherwisehighly political environments. It is also relevant to organisations that
are temporarily negotiating aperiod of political turbulence. What the study
demonstrates is how strategy can achieve cohesion thpmygérful narrative
framing so that direction and thrust is maintaindd.also points out the
potential limits tothis framing and thereby providesne explanatiorof how

strategy unwinds over time.

It provides this insight because the three diffefanet$ constitutive,
manifest and ideologicél of intertextuality have been considered (Redl.,
2012). Firstly, the study shows howif strategy is only consideredin
constitutive intertextuality, then the framing effects are underplayed, and
explanation of the endurance or otherwise of strategy, is underdevelbpisd.

affirms the theoretical basis for the stu@econdly, by examining manifest



intertextuality,it showsthat strategyis framedin a context of agitation and in

an emotional register of fear and hopéis extends the work of Riaet al.,
(2012, to a setting in which strategyas endured over a long period. It
provides an additionahsightthat framing through fear may be a prerequisite
for thrust in settings because it apparently suppresses plurivocality. However,
given thatstrategy isalsoframed in a oncern of creating order out of chaos
and thdocation of chaos is differentithepublic and in the private realm, this
has thecontradictoryeffect of maintaining plurivocality. Thus, ambiguity

fear and hopequally supports thrusthirdly, in ideological intertextuality, it
shows how powerful framing supports the centralisabf meaning at the
heart of strategy, both in terms of creating order and reducing dissent. This is a
framing in which both wider plurivocali and greater temporality, is
maintainedlt is this framing,that is supportivef the enduringunification of

thrust and direction in strategyyer the long term.

The study also makes a contribution to practi€be insight into
framing effects, particularly in public, is something useful for strategy
practitioners, given that public framing of strategy asgkly in their remit.
Although not its intention, this tentatively places the strategic plan back at the
heart of strategy (Spee and Jarzabkowski, 2009) without necessarily

privileging it.

1.3 Thesis overvievand structure

1.3.1 Overview

Research has beeconductedo explore the question of how strategy as an

intertextual narrativeacquires stability and routin@he theoreticalapproach



taken is broadly social construction{§€zarniawska, 2008 nd O subj ect i

and conducted with assumptions mostoasged with interpretative research
(Leitch et al, 2010: 57). It is an approach thaptslosophically grounded in a
hermeneutic traditiofBruner, 1986; Polkinghorne, 198Rundell, 1995)The
research has examindglde narrative of the university, ia comparativecase
study (Yin, 2007. Case studyis understoodas a bounded unit of analysis
(Stake, 2008) within a contextvhich involves the collectionf empirical data

from multiple sources (Robson, 2002: 178; Fitzgerald and Dopson, 2009). The

unitofanal ysis is the d6dnarrative of the

Data has beeoonstructed over a period of eighteen months starting in
August 2011.Th e govVv er n me ndséach, grierice ang innovationt
al ongsi de -itrhtee ndsrievseeta baerhimplietr esd tiyn thlaes
narrative of the university and the dichotomously resonant narrative of the
6ent er pr i sRegearan,rstcience argl inbhoyation policy, together with
policy that presagederiodic reviews of the HE system in generbhs
thereforebeen reviewed, from the peridi®922012 In addition, interviews
were a@arried out with 42 participants, including poliayakers and senior
maregers, and other academic staff, within two participating reseatehsive
universitiesand the wider policy nexs. The o universitieswere seleted,
because they each belotmmgthe same mission grouge classified as research
intensive and aéamu | t i v(kerr,s1D68)yadd operat@ the sane policy
context in the UK, although hawdightly different historical origirs. This is
relevant because the narrative that underscores the notions of the university
today is influenced by the past (Barnett, 2001; Martin 20C)rporate

documents covering a strategic planning period of eight years -2Ui8

O



within the two universities were also reviewetlihe analytical framehat has
been used is one of narrative intertextualityan approach proposed by
Fairclough (1989; 1992) and further developed by Riadl. (2012) that has

been used and adapted here.
1.3.2 Thesisstructure
The thesis is presented in three parts.

The first part (Chapter 2) locates the study in the current literature.
Chapter 2 starts with an introduction toraségy and considers how a
developmentof a narrative approach to strategy, would go somag to
address a gap in understanding of how strategy draws upon the setting in which
it is produced. It frames this gap as a question of strategy as an intertextual
narrative, which can then be addressed by interrogatimdy applyingthe
concept of narttéve infrastructure. After a short overview of existing studies,
which have largely been premised on some of the key elements of the narrative
infrastructure concept rather than directly applying it, broad themes are
identified. Having identified that avability and resonance are the two key
features that enable and constrain thrust and direction of strategy, these
features are then reviewed and a conceptual framework is developed and
presented. The chapter concludes with a discussion concerning theofocus
these studies that limits our current understanding and the consequent research

agenda, including the research question.
The second part presents the research context and methodology.

Chapter 3 looks more closely at the theoretical basis for clgpadsin

locate the study in HE in the UK, making the cisedelineating the study to



one that looks at intertextuality in HE in England rather than the UK, focussed
on the policy discourse around research in particular, in a tvwesaiyperiod
19922012 inpre-1992 universitieslt starts by outlining the many historically
constructed narratives of the university that are available and resonant in the
context according to current literature. It considers the autonomous public
actors and their role within thaiscursive space of HE in the UK, particularly

at the blurred boundary between policy and strategy. It then examines the
current policy context as a consequence of cyclical attempts at reform of the
sector. It concludes with a summary of the case to elténthe study and

implications for the research methodology more broadly.

Chapter 4 describes the research methodology and the process of
carrying out the research. The chapter starts with a consideration of the
theoretical assumptions on which the nogkblogy is based, in what is
essentially a hermeneutic enquiry. It then discusses the research design,
outlining the appropriateness of a qualitative method and gives some
consideration to the issuof quality and reflexivity in the researci\
discussionof how the research is bounded in a case study is outlined,
particularly the selections made in terms loé ttase as a whole, the policy
period, the twoparticipatinguniversities, the intetew participants and the
texts The chapter then goesontooulie t he process of dat
analysis, including how the key policy documents were identified and isolated
and how the senstructured interviews were conducted. The chapter then
outlines in detail how an analysis of intertextuaiitgonstitutve, manifest and
ideological - was conductedlt is an analytical frame employed is narrative

intertextuality adapted frorfairclough (1989; 1992) and Riad al. (2012).
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The chapter concludes with further reflections on the challenges of the

methodologychosen.
The third part presents the findings, discussion and conclusions.

Chapter 5 presents the findings from an exploration of policy texts
between 1992 and 2012 implicated in tlesearchscience andnnovation
policy agendaas well aithin the wider HE reformprogrammeThe chapter
starts with an overview of the developing narrative of the univeligity
constitutive intertextuality within policy over the period. Recognising the
increasingly dominant narrative of the enterprise university prelyious
implicated in research Bfidgman 2007), the chapter highlights how
nonetheless this did not arrive fully formed in policy. Instead, it outlines how
this narrative has developed in a transition of the university from science
partner, to being part of dnnovation process, and then as central or lasha
in an innovation ecosystem. It also outlines how the university has been further
implicatedin national and regional economic growdmd|latterly in helping to
rebalance the economy. The concurrentadanission within the narrative of
the university in policy is also indicated. Subsequeritiy absence of the
narrative of the traditional university is challenged and findings support the

view that it maintains wide availability (Martin, 2012), everpaoticy.

The coexistence of the two narratives of the universitiesthe
enterprise university and the traditional universityis then outlined and
considered in manifest and ideological intertextualityln manifest
interetxtuality how thenarrative oftheuniversity is set iran emotionatontext
of fearand hopefrom beingunder threain a global race andt the same time,

within the hope ofsocial improvementor the benefit of all.The chapter

11



concludes with a review of the ideological underpignirfi the narrative of the
university in policy. It describes two recognisable ideologemes, one is the
market apparently underpinning a broader public policy agenda (Kirkpagtick

al, 2005; Brown, 2011)The other ighe university as centre and a keytpsHra
civilising process previously identified in the mythological underpinning
beneath the various and evolginarratives of the universiffNowotnyet al.,

2001; Starkeyand Madan2001; Barnett, 2011; Martin, 2012).

Chapter 6presents the findinggdm a review of corporate documents
and interviews withn the two participating universitiesIt also presents
findings from interviews witHormerand current national level poliapakers,
involvedin the research, science and innovation agetidioks in particular
at how strategy is constructed through narratnighin the universitydrawing
upon the setting, in particular the polispace, in which it is produce@he
chapter starts with an introduction to the two participating universities, both
researchintensive but formed at different times in the early part of the
twentieth century. For the purposes of the research, each is gdssudonym
that reflects a description that appears prominent in their corporate documents
and which was reflectivef the discussion within those interviewed in the
respective universities. The first is described as a modern global university
(MGU) and the second as a revitalised civic university (RCU). The dominant
narrative of the enterprise universityidentified in constitutive intertextuality
within the university, and although this has previously implicated in policy
academic researclBiidgman 2007), this wider dominance is a new finding.
The wider availability of the narrative of the traditional universityalso

considered (Martin, 2012). The subtle difference in how this dominance is
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expressed and the availability of the rslominant narrative of the traditional
university, in each university is then discussed. Theexistence of the
enterprise universitynd the traditional university narratives is then outlined

and considereoh manifest and ideological intertextuality.

Chapter 7 locates the findings in relation to the literature reviewed in
Chapter 2, in a discussion, which develops the theory ofegiraas an
intertextual narrativeThe chapter starts with a discussion on the nature of
constitutive intertextuality within the setting of HE in the UK, identifying three
intertextual themes innovation regional engagememtndresearch excellence
I within which the narrative of the university has been expressed and framed.
It goes on to outline how the dominance of the narrative of the esterpr
university has been enabledA deeper analysis examining manifest
intertextuality is used to show how a riwétal emotional context of fear and
hope appears to have resourced a change in predominant understanding of the
university (Riadet al, 2012) in policyand in the university, outlinedn
constitutive intertextuality. Furthermore, the differences betweguablic and
private expressions of the university are discussed within this change of
predominant understandinghe chapter concludes, from a deeper analysis of
ideological intertextuality, wittan explanation of the means by which the co
option of the namative of the traditional university has been achiewed how

the dominance of the enterprise university is enabled.

Chapter 8 draws together the research findings and summarizes the
theoretical contribution to understanding strategy as an intertexduailtive. It
also reflects on the practical implications of the findings, particularly for those

operating in pluralistic settings, and policy rich settings in general and HE, in

13



particular. Finally, the chapter points to a number of limitations of tingys

and possible future research directions.
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Chapter 2: Strategy as an intertextual narrative: a research

agenda from a review of the literature

2.0 Introduction

Strategy has long been considered an important aspect of satgaral life

and as a restuhas been the subject of much scholarly work. Traditional
approaches have tended to treat strategy as a property of ansargani
(Whittington, 2006) often at the expense of theory that provides insight into the
messy orgasational life within it (Jazabkowski and Spee, 2009). Alongside

these traditional approaches to strategy, a number of largely sociological
responses have offered something different (Catterl, 2008) for instance

looking at how issues of power, politics (Mintzberg, 1987; Pretvg 1985)
languageandnotably narrative (Barry and Elmes, 1997) shape strategy. More
recently researchers have focused on w
and the O0stuffoé thereby pretdy20®d (Jar
Jarzabkowskia nd Spee, 20009) u radperra ctth ec.e 16 a o eSIA
Much of what has been studiad this new development in strategy research

has been concerned with the talk and text of strategic practices (Samra
Fredericks, 2003; Laine and Vaara, 2007) therérawing implicitly and

explicitly from wider linguistic (Czarniawskaloerges, 1995a; 1998) and
narrative traditions (Barry and EImel997). Concurrently research from what
could be termed a narrative perspectiwv
2006 has alsmlaced the text and talk of strate@fgouse, 2007; Fenton and

Langley, 2011)n the foreground
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The imperfections and shortcomings of the sociological approaches,
notably the earlierfocus within SAP on micro practices,have been
acknowledged Jarzabkowski and Whittington, 2008; Brown and Thompson,
2012) Nonetheless,esearch hawidenedboth the scope of what constitutes
strategy and consideration of the types of orgins in which strategy is
practised(Vaara and Whittington, 2012). Fueimore an understandingf
strategy as a situated, mdkvel, multtactor (Jarzabkowski, 2005) and
discursive activity (Fenton and Langley, 201iHs been usefully established
However, the inherent relationship between strategy at cageomial leveland
the broader societal or maeirgstitutional contexts whin which strategy is
produced remains relatively underexplorgtiirzabkowski and Spee, 2009;
Fenton and Langley, 2011; Vaara and Whittington, 204 2hore specific and
recent criticism is Hat abetter application of a narrative approach to the
analysis of strategy wouldrovide useful insight into how strategy draws upon
the setting in which it is produce@enton and Langley, 2011; Brown and
Thompson, 2012). To address this argument, it isssacg to first explore the
underpinning theory of the orgaation and strategy within a broadly narrative

approach, particularly in relation to strategy.

2.1 A narrative approach to strategy

2.1.1 Introduction

There has been a rapid expansionthe useof narrative approaches in
management and orgaational theory in recent year€Zarniawska, 2004
Rhodes and Brown, 2005) built on the role of language in the constitutive

construction of saal reality (Wittgenstein, 19538ergerand Luckmann, 1967
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Schutz, 1967; Rorty, 1979; Deetz, 2003). Narrative in common with the
Aristotelians ense of story is understood as
events, experiences or actions, tied purposefully together by a plot] that convey
meaning from implied authdro | mpl i ed reader d (Barry
No distinction is made here between story and narrative, or other cognates such

as myth, legend and saga (Brown, 2006) or the process of story telling or
narration. Each is taken to be narrative since eachcancerned with
6sequenced events and plots that weave
wh ol es 0et &l BR009:v824). This centrality of meaningaking through
emplotment is considered of greater significance than definitional nuance

(Brownet al, 2009: 324).

Within this GGrarmiawska 2004he potentiali af taking (
a narrative approach to strategy was highlighted by Barry and Elmes (1997)
who <considered strategy to be somewh:e
historical novel, fut r i st fant asy and autobi ogr a
wh at ev er offthe most pmimest, influential andstty [narratives] in
theorganiat i ondé6 (1997: 430). The divergent
empirical materials by subsequent researcie one reason why the potential
of this narrative approach to the analysis of strategy has yet to be fulfilled.
Much of the research citing Barry and Elmes (1997) has looked at other social
constructs such a¢gSilince, d99NGurrie apndBrowm, O c h a
2003;Brown and Humphreys, 200Blumphreys and Brown, 20Pvather than
0str aflhedygud on these constructs and the nature of the empirical
materials, often taken from within the orgsation and in finegrained

analysis, has limitedesearch into how narrative draws on the settings in which
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it is produced (Phillips and Oswick, 2012). Strategy remains an influential
narrative and the question originally posed by Barry and Elmes (1997) about

how strategy draws on narrative outside trgaasation is still relevant.

How strategy draws on narrative outside the omggdinoin can be framed
in terms ofa question of strategy as an intertextoatrative Intertextuality is
the idea that a text is relationally bound to other texts acrossatiahespace
(Kristeva, 1980; Bakhtin, 1981; Fairclough, 1992: Fairclough and Wodak,
1997). Intertextuality is premised on the view that text is always in a state of
production (Kristeva, 1980) in ieelational dialogue (Kristeva, 1980; Bakhtin,
1981) withoh e r t e x fcanstructed (ee)bléndirg which is continuously
beingreconstt ut eddé (Keenoy a88) Oswsch, r2808
constructed as a mosaic [ and] i's the ¢
(Kristeva 1980: 66). This mosais embedded in and at the same time embeds
social and historical relations across texts (Kristeva, 1980; Bakhtin, 1986;
Fairclough, 1992; Riaeet al, 2012). This is to understand text both in an
everyday sense of a written document and the notion ofrtextvider abstract
sense b 6el ement s matonhal ¢comreuticatiom thai hayeaan i s
per manence beyond the here and +nhowd a
material artefacts such as o6cul tural b

(Fentonand Langley, 2011: 184).

Strategy as an intertextuahrrativeremains relatively underexplored
(Fenton and Langley, 2011: 1172). Nonetheless, two clear contributions from
the expansion dadnarrative approach in orgaational and management theory
offer a useful fram in which to examine this intertextuality. The first is the

view of the orgarsation as a plurivocal stoiglling system to order and make
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meaning, in which strategy is a particular and important form of ordering. The
second is the view dhe orgarsation as a site of discursive struggle, in which
strategy is both an important political resource and one that requires active and
sometimes contentious construction. These contributions are discussed in the

next section.

2.2.2 Theorizing organisations and strategy within a narrative

approach
2.1.2.10rganisations as plurivocal story telling systems

Organgations can be viewed as stdagfling systemsBoje, 1991 Currie and

Brown, 2003) where individuals construct their experiences in nagr&irm

to represent complex patterns of human interaction (Bruner, 1991) and to make
meaning (Currie and Brown, 2003; Rhodes and Brown, 2005). Narrative is a
form of -markd anngibngbecause it orders the
apparently unconnectedlements that make up human action and events
(Polkinghorne, 1988: 36)t substitutes meaning in and of events ceaselessly
(Brown et al, 2009: 324), without finality (Brown, 2000) and in plurality

(Currie and Brown, 2003). Narrative is critical to megnainaking in

organskat i ons because it helps 6reduce the
unpredictability] of orgarsa t i o n aBrown and Keeps, 1993: 48pr both

internal and external constituenci@oje, 1991).Narrative, in place of the
endemially chaotic and disordered life ian organsation Cooper, 199))

orders through emplotment (Rhodes and Brown, 2005) and notions of causality
(Br own, 2004) . Narrative oOo6works to cr
predictability and thereby produse sustainable, functioning and liveable

w o r (CHia 2000: 514).
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Order ispartly achieved in several ways. It is achieved by selectively
distilling a coherent portrait from complexity and disorder (Lounsbury and
Glynn, 2001: 549)Moreover, takingclarity in one small area and through
narratvee xt endi ng or i mposing that clarit.y
o r d e also gchieves ordéBarry and Elmes, 1997: 430). This has the effect
of extending reach within complexity (Rhodes and Brown, 20@3).1Reach
is also extended through reference to related norms about satiamal life
within narrative (Rhodes and Brown, 2005), thereby making meaning within
broader strategic contexts (Dunford and Jones, 2002). Futherorder is
achieved by reduicng o6uncertaintyé through the
symbolic universeb6 as i f it were soci e
2001: 549) and in which narrative form or narrative style provides elements of

predictability (Barry and Elmes, 199437).

Strategy is a significant form of orgaational ordering (Barry and
Elmes, 1997). Strategy orders through interpretative fran@ugfihan, 1974;
Deetz, 1986 Dunford and Jones, 200 mappi ngdé (Barry and
433), sequencing (Barry andinkes, 1997) patterning a future trajectory
(Tsoukas and Chia, 200Xelection and priori¢ation (Fenton and Langley,
2011) and within narrative form (Barry and Elmes 1997). Strategy is a

0devel oping narratived thateorgasatiencr i bes

has been and where it is goingd (Fen
organsat i onal templ ate or 060di scourse of
432). It isethisgbédaspetitonhhat makes s

to meanig-making in orgargations. Strategy also serves to frame the way

people understand and act with respect to an issue, making meaning within
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broader strategic contexts (Dunford and Jones, 2002). In this way strategy is a

key form of 0 r e a land tBsown, 20@Bp gnd addresdeCanr r i

organskat i onés key probl em, which is as 6
cartographic text as it is one of higt
1997: 433).

Organgations are also essentialpylurivocal or manyvoiced story
telling systems with O6as many narrativ
that produce both different orgaational realities that exist simultaneously
(Boje et al, 1999) and, some would argue, orgations themselves in
Omul ti @i sacnwdr sprvecari ous effecto (Law,
plurality of different linguistic constructions (Cartetral, 2003: 295) prodtes
0 t $insultaneous existence of differing and sequentially occunaoglitie
(Humphreys and Brown, 2008: 408jat is understood gsolyphony(Hazen,

1993) and is always present in orgations. Polyphony results from and is
expressed in the exchange of both fully formed narravéd f r agment s
stories, bits and pieces told here and there, to varying audiénce( Bo j e, 20
5) in partial or incomplete narrative within the orgation. This exchange is

0[ an] i nterplay of centri petcantering)cent er
forces of | anguage6 het&aglossigBakhtth01881). 19 4)
Within heteroglossia centripetal forces attempt to centsalimeaning and
centrifugal f o-vocakdsscourse that bpposes the cantrhlising

imposition of the monologicalwtd 6 ( Rhodes, 2001: 231).

Strategy is similarlyplurivocal. It is adively constructed by multiple
and interconnected Onarratorsodo (Barry

monological authorship but in dialogical exchange (Barry and Elmes, 1997;
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Currie and Brown, 2003through discursive activity in competition (Rhesd
and Brown, 2005). This exchange histeroglossidanterplay (Bakhtin, 1981;
Vaara and Tienari, 2011) of 6stories,
going and unending consetraly 2013: &55). o f m
Strategy made in thiseterodpssic exchange igpolyphonic This exchange is

not always benign since orgaaiions are also sites of contest.
2.1.2.20rganisations as sites of discursive contest

Organgations can be viewed not simply as social collectives where shared
meaning is prduced Mumby and Clair, 1997: 182n benign dialogical
exchange, but as discursi veHadypaadt es or
Phillips, 1999;Hardy et al, 2000 where meaning is contested (Harelyal.,

2000) and where there is 'a constant struggle foo nt er pr et i ve coni

2000: 6768; Boje, 2008)

Narratives, as well as discursively constructing orgaitins, also offer
a significant means by which theéy are
dramatizing control and compelling beligvhilst shielding truth claims from
testing and debatingd and as such are
Brown, 2005: 174) and legitimating devices (Brown, 1994; Suchman, 1995).
Narrative can be used differentially to privilege certain interestseagxpense
of others(Humphreys and Brown, 20Dér certain accounts at the expense of
others (Brown, 2000). Narrative can draw from politically and ideologically
constructed settings, 4dongrwanytse dtdh anta trueri
dominant ieology (Greckhamer, 2010) extending the influence of that
ideology. Narrative is critical to the expression and exerofs@ower in

organgations, because it helps to create a sense of acceptance or legitimacy
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(Vaara et al, 2006) for the orgasation or its activities (Brown, 1994;
Suchman, 1995)Although, rarrative canalsoserve asa limit to attempts at
control, not leastin counternarratives that question the acceptance of the

dominant narrative (Currie and Brown, 2003).

The place where meaning ¢®ntested and where there is a constant
struggle for interpretative control, and where narrative is political, is the place
where strategy is prasid and produce(Fisher, 1984} hr ou g H{Bardyt e x t s 6
et al, 2006). As a result,strategy may become a coplex process of
negotiati on, where emerging narrative
apparent cohesion (Fentand Langley, 2011: 1182). This wordsmithing
involves pulling together disparate and at times competing narratives in a
omusgttaor i ed (Bpchamanans sDawson, 2007: 680; Fenton and
Langley, 2011; Brown and Thompson, 2012). This negotiation is often
c onc er ne dsurfaging,t tegitimizing, and juxtaposing differing
organsat i onal storiesé (Barry and EI mes,
strategy, | i steni ng f cepresahiing thesesimwagsp oi nt
t hat generate dialogic understandingé6
acceptance. It is done judiciouslBréwn, 1998) and creatively (Brown,

2000), albeit at times unconsasly (Vaaraet al, 2006). It is also danin a
way which may allow for6 a mb i g u i tetyab, 20Q04) aviaere ahe texts
produced, however apparently cohesivaan be left open to different

interpretatios (Fenton and Langley, 2011: 1182).
2.1.3 Summary

Drawing together the complementary ways in which omsgdioin and strategy

have been theoged it is argued that orgasations are storyelling systems,
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where a multiplicity of voices existin perpetual plurality, making up and
shaping orgamsationalreality. Meaning is made through narrative to tame the
contingency of social lifeandt o make or der . -Sdriedat egy
pr ocess dn gnd Dawsam,n2007: 680) is a significant form of
organgational ordering. Strategy is actively construcded made in dialogical
heteroglossic exchange involving the use and neatibn of narrative. This
narrative isfragmented and disparate and at times compeitgrie and
Brown, 2003). The active construction of strategy is madepolitical
negotiation(Rhodes and Brown, 2005) aiad polyphonyhas within it many
differing stories (Barry and Elmes, 1997). Strategy is not made in isolation but
draws upon narratives from the wider orgatibnal environment or setting
(Fenton and Langley, 2011; Vaara andhitbhgton, 2012) and is relationally
dependent on that setting (Bakhtin, 1981: 338). In this way strategy is defined
as a situated muitevel, multractor discursive activity that is socially
accomplished through narrative (Barry and Elmes, 1997; FamdriLangley,
2011) ands fundamentally an intertextualarrative(Bakhtin, 1981; Kristeva,

1986).
2.2 Strategy as an intertextualnarrative

2.2.1 Introduction

There are limitationsto the understanding of strategy as an intertextual
narrative (Bakhtin, 1981; Kristeva, 1986; Fairclough, 1992: Fairclough and
Wodak, 1997)r how strategy socially accomplished through narrative draws
on and influences the setting in which it is produced (Fenton and Langley,

2011; Vaara and Whittington, 201Bentonand bagl ey 6s (2011) pr
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interrogate and apply the concept of narrative infrastructure mewadway
forward. This proposal together with consideration of the political nature of
intertextuality (Brown, 2000) is reviewed in the next section. Existindiss

that have examined strategy as an intertextual accomplishment and which
usefully have been premised on some of the key elements of the concept of
narrative infrastructure, often without specifically addressing it, are also
reviewed here. This revieis designed to offer some insight into the usefulness

of the concept of narrative infrastructure and the current limitations in related

research.
2.2.2 The concept of narrative infrastructure
2.2.2.10utline of the concept

The concept of narrative infragstture grounded in narrative ideas and first
developed to explore product development processes (Deuten and Rip, 2000),

has recently been identified as useful in examining a narrative approach to the
analysis of strategy (Fenton and Langley, 2011). Enid@dvithin narrative

are narrative building block$asic units or themes which can be taken up in
further narrative to become an accepte
accepted, orient further action and interaction in the setting (and across its
boundaries)d6 (Deuten and Rip, 2000: 7 ¢
upd of di fferent units or narrative Db
actors in their mat eri al ob®an sewadlavi ns
aggregatiomaféjeofnbraatructured (Deut
concept of narrative infrastructure of

understanding the broader notion of strategy emerging from and constructed by
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narratived (Fent on ) dtncdmprises nwy linkeyelated2 0 1 1 :

ideas, which are outlined below.

The first idea is that it is O0throi
narrative among di fferent peopl e at
intertextuality, t chiarte c td aom 60 voefr asltlr att hel

(Fenton and Langley, 2011: 1185). This intertextuality embeds and builds up

wider and norming social and historic relations within strategy in ways that
engender mut ual commit ment s t o owhi ct
e nt r aidquked d@ongoafter itsaif(Fenton and Langley, 2011: 1185). This
intertextuality creates thrust and direction because of the way it promides

obliging guideto individuals and orgasatiors.

The second and related idea concerns a usedyl of viewing the
relationship between narrative and human agency within narrative
infrastructure (Fenton and Langley, 2011). This is based on the central idea
that narrativedoes not just describe action but it is constitutive of it
(Czarniawska, 1997 i . e . narrative has thsed power
exXxi stenced ( OE DNarrateddto8ide thé abligimgcegtideand .
does so in a way by which individuals and orgarti i ons become 0a
their own stori es 01l (1B®. Guidamce andhabligdtienn gl ey
is increased, but never completely determined, in intertextuality that includes
0shared experiences and mut ual cC o mmi
previous encountersdé6 (Fenton and Langl
Oto construct prospective narrativebo
(Deuten and Rip, 2 0 OreécogniSe&3 constiiive of 6 nar

action, [narrative] becomes more than a tool [it] shapes ajeomal
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landscape [in the form of ama at i ve i nfrastructure]6
72). Further when a narrative i nfrastruct
characters that cannot easily change their identity and role by their own

i ni ti at iandRip, 2000:&4).t e n

It is worth noting aga here that strategy does not simply draw upon
narratives from the wider orgaational environment in a neutral attempt to
make meaning or create order; strategy draws upon narratives from its
environment or setting in political negotiation (Brown, 20086). The work
of Andrew Brown, particularly on the pelbc political framing of disaster
events,e.g.the Allitt Inquiry into attacks on children on Ward 4 at Grantham
and Kesteven Hospital in the UK (Brown, 2000); the Cullen Report of the
Piper Alpha dsaster (Brown, 2004); and the inquiyto the Barings Bank
collapse (Brown, 2005)ffers insight here. Brown identified that narrative is
framed in an artful way, creatimag a Ot
6domi nant my t h ol o) gaccouatl a8 an(eRercsavin ,soci®2 0 0 0
control within a broader effort of deoliticisation of the events studied
(Brown, 2000; 2004; 2005). This is done by drawing upon wider narrative
forms and 6genresd in the <consterbuct i o
(Brown, 2004; 2005) or 6absolvingd (B
politicisation is achieved in part by the authorial strategy deployed which
centres on normation, observation and absolution to create a rhetorical and
verisimilitudinous artedct (Brown, 2000: 45). Moreover, the fiction clearly
created (Brown, 2000; 2004; 2005) both ameliorates anxiety provoked by the
original disaster event and ovemphases notions of control. Similarly

strategy as an intertextuaarrative(Fenton and Larlgy, 2011) may be styled
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as a benign exchange, an attemptlto st en f or di ver se

0 |

depresenting these in ways that gener

Elmes, 1997: 444). Strategy is nonetheless in this intertextaaligxercisen

de-politicisation Buchanarand Dawson, 2007; Kornberger and Clegg, 2011).

Outside the broad treatment of narrative and structure in the work of
Dunford and Jones (2000) and Llewellyn (2001), few studies have explicitly
focused on the development of anagive infrastructure, However, there have
been some interesting considerations of intertextuality, and discourse and
narrative as dualities of structure and agency implicit in the concept of
narrative infrastructure, which offer development of that cphaad in a way

which also builds on the work of Deuten and Rip (2000).
2.2.2.20verview of existing studies

Studies that have addressed strategy as an intertexémedtive are first

outlined here and then common themes between the studies are eshsider

In their study of three distinctly different companies responding to
structural change in their respective contexts or markets, through reform or de
regulation in particular, Dunford and Jones (2000) showedotigainsational
narratives drew on theettings in which theyare produced and connected

often throughmanagers expressing cultural repertoires from broader contexts

Llewellyn (2001)in a case study cd moderngation project in a local
council studiedmore explicitlythe interrelationship ltweenthe narrative of
moderngation expressed within central government narrative, and the
individual narrative accounts constructed in the project of mosidion at

local level. Llewellyn demonstrated that an apparently chaotic picture of
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project impe ment ati on was in fact Opatternec
deep structures that guide the course of events through their effeatents’

interpretations and [discursiva]lct i ondé (LI ewel l yn, 2001:

Eero Vaara and colleagyeamong othershave looked broadly at
intertextuality, particularlyin public through studies ahedia texts, in their
studies of mergers and acquisitions (Vaara, 208@#ra and Tienari, 2002
Tienariet al, 2003; Vaaraet al, 2006; Vaara and Tienari, 2011; Riedal,
2012), including a merger that failed to materialise (Vaara and Monin, 2010),
alliances (Vaarat al, 2004) andcontentious @sures (Erkama and Vaara,
2010).Mer gers are typically based on 06a
affairs and a new tranf or med st atedé ( Vaar a, 2002:
notion of the past, present and future, in a similar weay he 6di scour s
directiond in strategy more broadly.
strategy draws upon narrative structure andwiays that can determine
direction, limit critical appraisal and increase thrust (Vaara, 2002; \Gaaly
2006; Vaara and Monin, 201Riadetal., 2012).Theyhave examined strategy
in these casdsroadlyas exercises in building legitimacy, particlyan public
and have accessedets of discursive practices deployed by different
stakeholders, including journalists as well as manageost during or after a
strategic event such asamergerLegi ti macy is taken to
created sense dicceptance in specific discour
(Vaaraet al, 2006: 793). In this location of strategy as a political construction
through text and a focus on the sense of acceptance of a particular text in the
broadest sense of the word (Fentand Langley, 2011) they echo the work of

Andrew Brown (20002005 2006). One key difference is that they considered
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texts that were produced at the time, unlike inquiry reports that were produced

posthoc.

Heracleous and colleagues (2001) have alsckeldobroadly at
intertextuality in their studies of rigilacing in the themecently deregulated
London insurance markesurviving a financial crisis (Heracleous and Barrett,
2001) and change im global human resources consulting firm (People
Associates (PA)) (Heracleous, 2006). They found that certain structural
features were implicit in surface expressions of communication and were
persistently employed in the communication of different actors in different
situations and at different times. It was tleeper structure, which made sense
of the otherwise diverse and complex organg patterns and whiglit became
clear, provided a guide to action. The deeper structure and the surface
communication were dynamically interrelated in a way that would be

recogneed as intertextual. Further, they find that intertextuality is recursively

|l i nked through O0fihmé empdat iHergcleafand me o 6

Barrett, 2001: 1060). What they mean is that actors draw on interpretative
schems,de f i n ehhreda feindamental [though often implicd$sumptions
about why events happen as they do and how people are to act in different
situati ons 6 ( B amrshared mé&aningsl(BuBrt 19703 5o Selp
make sense of text and to give it meaning. Theracte®n with text also
reproduces and/or modifies the interpretative schemes that are embedded in

social structure (Bartunek, 1984).

What thesestudies have in common is their attempt to work within and
between different methodological levels, the méeswel narratives or

discursive patternsvithin organsational settingsand the macrdevel, those
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broader metdased institutional and social them&¥hat is apparent is that
strategy draws on broader narrative structures withirotpanisatioal setting

(Dunford and Jones, 2000; Heracleous and Barnett, 2001; Vaara, 2002;
Heracleous, 2006; Vaad al, 2006 Riadetal., 2019 enabling strategy to be
positioned in a particular context and that context to be positioned in strategy
(Deuten and Rip, 2000; Hetaous and Barnett, 2001; Vaara, 2002,
Heracleous, 2006; Vaaet al, 2006 Riadetal., 2012. At a collective level,

this positioning is done through narrative building blocks which act as
signposts to a general direction (Llewellyn, 2001; HeracleousBardett,

2001; Vaara, 2002; Heracleous, 2006; Veetral, 2006 Riad et al, 2012.

These narrative structures are similarly expressed through building blocks at

di fferent | evels in ways that o6éenshrin
positvee f f ect s on their soci al contexto (
that enables strategy, in terms of thrust and direction (Fenton and Langley,

2011).
2.2.3 The enabling and constraining role of narrative building blocks
2.2.3.10verview

Many narraive building blocks were identified in the existing studies. These
include deregulation (Dunford and Jones, 2001), moskraon (Llewellyn,
2001), globakation (Heracleous and Barnett, 2001; Vaara, 2002; Vietaah,

2006; Erkama and Vaara, 2Q1Riad et al., 2019 and the market; even a
future envisioned one (Vaara and Monin, 2010) and one in a fragmented form
(Vaara and Tienari, 2011). The interaction between multiple levels of narrative
is also well documented in existing studies, as is the view ithiat this

interaction that creates thrust and direction in strategy, for examaleénger
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or acquisition Yaara and Tienari, 2002; Riad al, 2012) an alliance between
independent companies (Vaaaal, 2009, the introduction of electronic risk
placing in the London insurance market in the City (Heracleous and Barrett,
2001) or the modersation of a local council (Llewellyn, 2001). However,
what is theoretically significant from these studies is ttat thrust and
direction of strategyare enabed and constrained through the availability of
particular building blocks and through resonance of those particular building

blocks Thesefeatures are explored in the next section.
2.2.3.2Availability of narrative building blocks

From the existing stues the thrust and direction of strategy is enabled through
intertextuality ofavailable narrative building blocks (Llewellyn, 2001; Vaara,
2002; Heracleous, 2006). This makes sense because narrative building blocks
must first be available to be put intffext or used. Availability can simplye

the result of the dominance of particular building blocks, their dominance not
justasa sign of ubiquity, but also a signal of gminence. This dominance is
significant because it can limit the availability dfeanative narrative building
blocks (Vaara, 2002; Vaaet al, 2004; Vaara and Monin, 2010) simplifying

and constraining direction and at the same time increasing thrust, by

constraining the potential drag from those alternatives.
Dominant narrativebuilding blocks

In acase study othree orgargations,each responding to gegulation
in the market economy, Dunford and Jones (2000) identified that strategic
narratives within mteorgansationapmaciicestc@ nnect
key societalheme in the economictes uct ur i ng (2000:1228)e c oun

For Dunford and Jones (2000) a gover
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0thinking |ike a businessdéd was playin

occurs in deaegulated contexts. Dunford andngs (2000) imply that

dominance of this broader narrative drowned out any alternative.

In his studyLlewellyn (2001)found that the overarching and dominant
moderngation narrative itself imposed a basic structure that constrained local
actors. Any lochclaims of progress had to fit into this overarching narrative
and it was this o0fitdé tllbweltyn bagediat e d
understanding on the idea that once basic assumptioosnbeembedded in
narrative, the #ect of the narrative st@es can be constraining, thus limiting

the options thatappear to be available (Berger and Luckmann, 1967)

LIl ewel |l yn al so identi fied a narrat.

\

However, he assumed the hidden é&softo

Omodsmathbndéd to be preeminent without
bureaucracy were being resourced among-managers, in the wider

organgation.

Unlike Dunford and Jones (2000) and Llewellyn, (2001), Heracleous
(2006) in his longitudinal stly of change in a global consulting firm, sought to
pay more attention to both the potential interrelations among different modes
of discourse and the constructive potential of those modes on their settings or
contexts. He revealed three modes of diseufe dominant discourse, the
strategic change discourse and the margiealcountediscourseand showed
their interrelation through deeper structural features transcending individual
texts (Heracleous, 2006). However, echoing Llewellyn (2001) itdsrmainant
mo d e of di scour se whi ch f orms 6an

discourses must be located if they are to be taken seriously by those in power
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and by the members of the dominantsub | t ur eé6 ( Her acl eous,
other words, communiti@e actions may be implicated in different terms,
6successo, 6adding value to clientsd c
had entrenched and shared structur al
maintaining thrust and direction. The courdé&course that had no such
dominant structural underpinning was not enabling and as a result it was an
ineffective countemeight, offering little resistance to the direction or drag on

the thrust of strategy.

In historical case studies of a number of gegs and alliances each
primarily, although not exclusively through media texts, Eero Vaara and
colleagues also found that a number of particular and to some extent common
discursive characteristics or types with structural elements underpinned the
respedie narrative. They found that despite being only one of four discursive
Otypeso6 it was the o6érationalisticb di

(Vaara, 2002;)Vaara and Tienari, 2002rawing as it did from a structural

framework of O6gl(¥bhafracagdDdali 2@d5) . Tt
structur al underpinning tended to off
critical interpretationsé and 6a speci

the decisiorma k er s6 ( Vaar a, cRo8doirRtheir &l\Bofthe Thi s
alliance between European airlines (Vaatral, 2004: 25). Here, it was lack of
availability or access to alternatives, also due to the dominance of the
Orationalisticd discursive typte whi c
strategic direction. The effect of this dominance was to make a particular
direction a question not of O6ifd but

and thereby increase thrust.
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Moreover, they found that the dominant structural underpinning of
narrative could also limit the critical appraisal of strategy invitder setting
(Vaara and Tienari, 2002This was also the case in the failed merger between
two pharmaceutical companies, where lack of availability also reduced critical
appraisal ad the faculty of critical appraisal of strategic direction (Vaara and
Monin, 2010). Furthenore this critical capacity was reduced at the time of the
merger and to the extent of not providing an alternative frame for théhpost

eval uati om eddf (tVhaaatr a6 faanidl uMoni n, 2010) .

What the research has shown is that dominant narrative building blocks
gained greater dominance by being used repeatedly, making multiple and
deeper connections between texts and thereby securing even wider availability
throuch repetition (Vaara, 2002faara and Tienari, 2002/aara and Monin,
2010). In other cases this repetition was not enough to secure and maintain the
dominance of certain narrative building blocks, dominance could only be
maintained by cepting the alterative in a way that framedll available
building blockswithin the dominant narrative (Llewellyn, 2001; Heracleous,

2006).
Nondominant building blocks

There were many nedominant building blocks available in the
settings studied. Within some studiégde alternatives have simply not been
adequately addressed (Dunford and Jones, 2001; Llewellyn, 2001) whilst in
others, these building blocks have been seen to resource a resistance to strategy
and limiting thrust and direction, both successfully (Hexacteand Barrett,

2001) and unsuccessfully (Heracleous, 2006). This is to recognise that

availability is also dependent on access.
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In most studies it was only managers who could adequately resource
strategy using nedominant narrative building blocks. Thalid this by ce
opting rather than subsuming or denying the alternative building block to
enable thrust and directiorWdara and Tienari, 2002 Thus, in positive
promotion of the bank merger, managers accessed the cultural narrative
framework framing tre merger in the narrative as a positive new culture rather
than as the loss of a valuable old owWadra and Tienari, 200291). This ce
opting is also seen in other later studies, for instance with theptong of
cultural or societal frameworks previly used to challenge a cressrder
merger in the paper and pulp industry (Vaataal, 2006). Interestingly, these
cultural and societal frameworks were particularly heavily deployed in the
media and so had a ubiquity, which could not be ignored putat another
way, as a result of this ubiquity there was a lack of potential reciprocity for the
domi nant o6rationalisticdé discursive
despite this ubiquity nedominant actors could not easily access théaafa

and Tienari, 2002Vaaraetal., 2006).

What this suggests is thatrategy is enabled by privileged access to
particular building blocks and subsequentoption of those building blocks
(Vaara and Tienari, 2002/aaraet al, 2006 Riadet al, 201). As a result,
the coeopting of nordominant narrative building blocks could enable thrust
and direction if the coption was in the political control of the dominant
actors in the setting and if required to counteract the intrinsic constraining

effect of na-dominant building blocks.

36

t

y



2.2.3.3Resonance of narrative building blocks

Existing studies have shown that availability of narrative building blocks and
access to that availability whether ubiquitous or otherwise, is crucial.
Moreover it is proposed # availability has an important concomitant in

intertextuality, namely resonance.

Previous studies have already identified the importance of legitimacy in
intertextuality (Brown, 1994; Suchman, 1995; Heracleous, 2006). Indeed the
discursive process okgitimisation within intertextuality has been a central
tenet of much of the work reviewed here (Vaara, 200@ara and Tienari,

2002 Vaaraet al, 2006). However, a focus on resonance rather than simply
legitimacy gives an opportunity for a wider conttilbn of those studies to
understanding strategy as an intertektoarrative As previously highlighted,

legitimacy has already been located as discursively constituted where discourse

and the characteristics of discourse define what is legitimate, biingrea

sense of acceptance (Vaatal, 2006: 793). Acceptance, particularly in the
contested arena of orgaaiional life is not straightforward, nor is it to be
understood to be particularly tacit or notably unachievable. It is however based

on a key asumption. Acceptance assumes that in any text in the broadest
sense, the reader has a role (Eco, 1981). What creates acceptance in a specific

di scourse or narrative building block
they find someresonancewith the message conveyed or the meaning
constructed (Eco, 1981). As pointed out by Fenton and Langley, (2011: 1175)
resonance in narrative has two compon
i nternal coherence and consi stency é

correspondence, an acceptance by the reader that the narrative corresponds to
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their sense of values and understanding of the world (Fisher, 1984). This
resonance i s an echo that reverberates
is understood as a relatiormdcomplishment of mutual trust and understanding

i n that 6echoingo. | n tjbst Isgitinlkaeynise r es

considered as the key component of intertextuality.

Existing studies have shown that resonance is important even given the
predomnance of narrative building blocks or of building blocks being in the
political control of dominant actors. Dominance and reciprocity in exchange
between levels does not necessarily or simply equate to resonance, particularly
where there are multiple andropeting narrative building blocks (Llewellyn,
2001; Tienariet al., 2003; Vaaraet al, 2004; Vaarat al, 2006; Heracleous,
2006). What has been shown is that resonance is something that is formed

through framing (Heracleous and Barrett, 2001; Vaaraviomin, 2010).
Framing which achieves resonance

Framing which achieves resonance was apparent in the study of the
ount hinkabl e uni onbo i n t he pul p and
represented Oauthoritiesd i nardetadhbe mar k
2006: 799). This was also evident in the case of the strategic alliance of airlines
where rationakat i on of the benefits of the all
and where the dominant direction was disassociated from any problems of
implementation (Vaarat al, 2004). This builds resonance in a similar way to

public inquiry authoring (Brown, 2004i.e. as exemplar attempts to resonate

the actions and interests of different, mainly dominant groups, through the
construction of a narratvea me | i or ati ng anxieties Oby

omni potence and control déd (Brown, 2000:
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A corollary of this type of framing is that which negates the resonance
of alternative building blocks by aggravating fears. In this way, a traditional
narratve drawing on a narrative building block of society that had resonance is
framed using the dominant narrative building block of globalisation in a way
t hat made Ot he tr adietal,o02004) Asaa rgsultto bl e m.
alternative strategies were umgsplored and overall thrust and direction
maintained even when detrimental or clearly failing (Vagral, 2004). This
echoes the earlier work of Llewellyn (2001) whéaditional practice clagu
with modernsation or where any change failed to liwg to the prospective
narrative, each was+®et ori ed as Ogrowth and | earr

resonance (Llewellyn, 2001: 35).

I n some cases this negation was not
to include the cappting of the competitive narratite be resonantMaara and
Tienari, 2002 Vaaraet al, 2006 Riadet al, 2013. Where broader concerns
of the consumer and society such as 06e
within a societal narrative framework/dara and Tienari, 200293) were
heavily deployed in the media and in direct competition with an apparent
dominant narrative in order to maintain resonance, framing started to include
al | t he st r uct uSinilarly, enltheinstudytosan acqursitiop | ay 0 .
of a US iconic companyy a relatively unknown Chinese competitor, the
hostile framing of the acquisition in the US media wadramed in the
Chinese media, as a Opeaceful ri singéo

security and economy (Riad al, 2012: 131).

More commonly, where there were multiple and competing building

blocks, resonance was achieved in a framing that left open the possibility of
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interpretation in two or more ways and was therefore helpfully ambiguous. For
instance, Tienart al. (2003) in their stdy of a crossorder financial services

merger showed that strategic actors drew on different elements within the
narrative structure even when contradictory and even at the same time. The

di scursive move <could Oappearpeltym@qgcr i
although this was not considered to be deliberate, but rather an unintended
consequence of a media stratég@ienariet al, 2003: 391). Vaarat al. (2004)

also showed how within the narrative structure there was a framing that was
ambiguous and tht the o6fixation of ambi guous
o6nor mal stat e afal, 2004f 28). Herd) thd Msa afr tle

ambi guous notion of 0i ndependenced al
Orational 6 in the di s cshoutdsha beaisnissedd t he
as a curious feature of airline alliances as they came in to being, but is
potentially an institutionaded characteristic of intertextuality in circumstances

where there were many and different resonant building blocks (\édaala

2004: 28). They go on to argue that ambiguity within narrative can create
positive dialectics and thereby produce healthy tensions, as was the case when
alliances were being formed. Furthmre this ambiguity only becomes
problematic in contested smaof orgamsational control or coordination,

creating orgarsational tensions (Vaart al, 2004).

However, in contrast to Vaara and Tienari (2002), Heracleous and
Barrett (2001) found that where there was a tense standoff between equally
resonant but gapeting building blocks, narrative was not framed in a way that
enabled a conjoining resonance. In their study of the introduction of electronic

risk-placing they found that there was little option toopi the competing
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narrative building blocks contingdy or otherwise, because these were out of

the political control of the dominant actors, in this case the management.
Furthemore in direct contrast to Llewellyn (2001) for the ndaminant

actors, the individual brokers, the narrative building blockbdf r adi t i on 6
both available andhot subsumegit resourcedboth ongoing resistanceto
moderngationand the subversion astrategic directionconstraining thrust in a

way thatal | owed f or t he -basedtpiadtioetaracleons of 0|

and Barett, 2001).

However, what Heracleous and Barrett (2001) point to is something
that is consistent across the studies rather than something that is unique to their
study. Narrative infrastructure is a deep communicative structure that is
relatively stabd over time, having existed for a long time and havingman
gongbpotency in structuring communicat.
Nonetheless this structure whilst stable can also shift over, timhere
potentially conflicting deep structures coalskert themselves in different ways
under different contextual conditions (Llewellyn, 2001: 774). This potential for
reassertion means that any thrust and direction created through intertextuality
has fragility. In this way, Heracleous and Barrett (2064 be renterpreted
as a study where this fragility was shown as present rather than as temporarily

ameliorated, as may be the case in other studies.
2.2.4 A conceptual framework

The studies reviewed here have offered something to the understanding of
marrative infrastruct ur-actoraadsmuldevdie r ai |
processes gain thrust and dDeuten@andi ond |

Rip have also developeithen ot i on of how o0telling vyo
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85)

or 0 p rrative € cconstrai@edl ana aenabled by narrative

infrastructure. From these studies, strategy as an intertewrrativehas been

conceptualiseds follows and illustrateinh Figure 1

Thrust and direction

Figurel Strategy as an intertextual narrativ
Availability |
e S
Multi-level Multi-actor ________________________
: Framing
i
Intertextuality Heteroglossia
! Framing
Past Present Future
N,
Resonance |

| Narrative infrastructure

Narrative building blocks

Strategy as narrative

Direction and thrust of strategymerge through the interaction of

multiple levels of narrative among different people at different times (Fenton

and Langley, 2011: 1185) in plurivocalifyepresented by multctor and

multi-level boxes inFigure ) and drawing upon constructed notions of the

past, present and future (Czarniawska, 2@04)

n

temporality,

expectati on o reprBsented bpast, preséndaddi fiiture( boxas

Figure 1, in particular social contextThis interextuality constrains and

enables strategy as a prospective narrative, engendering and entraining

commitment without completely determining it (Fenton and Langley, 2011). It

is the combination of the availability and resonance of narrative building
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blocks {llustrated in the dark grey boxes toward the right of the diagram in
Figure ] that offers an explanation of thrust and direction of strategy as an
intertextual narrative However, availability and resonance are not benignly
extant, rather each is framéalso illustrated in the dark grey boxesHigure

1) in intertextuality often as a political resource, notably where there are
competing and equally resonant narrative building blocks. Framing in this
sense is understood as a means of directing or foguatiention on narrative
building blocks enabling both take up and acceptance in further narrative,
supporting centradation of meaning in heteroglossia (illustrated within the
white box representingtertextuality in the centre dfigure ) at the hedrof
intertextuality. The apparent ubiquity of particular building blocks frames them
as preeminent. This pr@minence excludes or limits the availability of other
narrative building blocks. Pseminence enables focus on a particular direction
and at thesame time restricts the possibility of an alternative direction or even
the critical consideration of an alternative direction. This constraint is more
likely to enable thrust, because alternatives are thereby not enabled and do not
then provide drag. Resance is also framed in a conjoining way that
encourages takep, particularly if authoritative or in a way that reduces
anxiety or concern. This can also be done through the negation of otherwise
available and resonant narrative building blocks or thmoogopting these
alternatives to reconcile competition. Often conjoining resonance is framed in
ways that leave open multiple possible interpretations and ambiguity
(Czarniawskaloerges, 1995a: 15). Howeveavailability and resonance can
also support restance in a way that constrains both direction and thrust,

particularly if intertextuality does not reciprocally constitute the activities of
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practitioners (Deuten and Rip, 2000). In this case, moltal forces that
oppose the centralition of meaningn heteroglossia come into play. Narrative
infrastructure is built up over time, within intertextuality and in aggregation of
that intertextuality, including the repeated w$enarrative building blocks and
strategy. This narrative infrastructure is reggmeted by the surrounding dotted

line in Figure 1

The existing studies offer mut¢b develop an understanding of strategy
as an intertextualnarrative particularly in contentious circumstances.
However, the intertextuality sfied has had a particuldocus;it has been
tangibly timebound and dominated kgxamination of intertextuality that was
oftenreciprocal. The theoretical consequence of this focus is considered in the

next section.
2.2.5 Intertextuality in existing studies
2.2.5.10verview

The rature of intertextuality at the heart of these studies is outlingdbie 1

in terms of the strategy, which is be
studied, whether within the dédeventd th
future is openlydeclared as a discourse of direction, where the main location of

any debate is located and whether tlwces in the debate are singbe

multiple. This offers an analysis of the nature of the plurivocadihyd
temporalitythat has been studied to datdeTtime frame of that strategy (or
Oevent 0) is reviewed and assessed as

Ohori zon o fKosellgech €983).at i ond (
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Most studies have been conducted in event set{ifglsle ) such as
mergers and acquisitions (Vaae®02;Vaara and Tienari, 200Jienariet al.,
2003; Vaareet al, 2006; Vaara and Monin, 2010; Vaara and Tienari, 2011
Riad et al, 2013, closures (Vaara and Tiena@008; Erkama and Tienari,
2010) and project implementationOunford and Jones, 200Qlewellyn,
2001, Heracleous and Barrett, 200Which wereovertly contentiousMany of
the mergers and acquisitions involved merging or acquiring -cratssnal
organgations, often in novel (Vaara, 2003; Vaara and Monin, 2010) or
ount hb{daadi bl.e2006)and oO6unprecedentetald 6, Our
2012) Closures are by their very nature contentious (Vaara, 2002; Vaara and
Tienari, 2008; Erkama and Vaara, 2010). The modation project in one
council was in direct conflict with the traditiahnotions of strategic practice
(Llewellyn, 2001),in a similar way tothe introduction of electronic risk
placing in the London insurance market in the City (Heracleous and Barrett,
2001) and also in the case ofleregulation (Dunford and Jones, 2000).
Furthemore these circumstances were also ones whelree G6event d ho
(Table ) was relatively short and atbnsuming, for instance from
announcement to merger or acquisition or shutdown in under two years (Vaara
and Tienari, 2002; Vaara, 2002; Vaataal., 2006; Vaara and Tienari, 2008;
Riad et al, 2012), or unavoidable and an immediate response-tegigation
(Dunford and Jones, 2000), new practices (Heracleous and Barrett, 2001) or

proposed alliance (Vaas al, 2004).
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Tablel

The nature of intertextuality in existing studies

Research Event TimeFrame Texts Voices Voices Future Horizon of Plurivocality Reach observed
studied studied openly expectation
Internal External declared
Dunford and bnes, 2000 Market de-regulation. Artificial. Delineated to Interviews with key actors Interna No Narrow Singular Private
Three organisations immediate response to de singular
regulation, oneto two year time- senior
frame
Llewellyn, 2001 Modenization progct. Artificial. Delineated to life-time Corporae doauments, Interna No Narrow Singular Private
Oneorganisation. of oneproject, two year time- related to the project; singular
frame interviews with key actors senior
Heracleousand Barett, New working practice Delineated to project introduction. | Corporae doauments; Interna Yes Narrow Multiple Public
2001 within City, following de Five years, beween introdudion interna doauments; multiple
regulation and eéandonnent interviews with key actors; levels
observations
Vaara, 2002 Mergers and Acquisitions Delineated to merger/acquisition. Media texts (busness); Interna Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
Eight organisations Six that were acquired within corporae doauments; singular expert
two-year periods onetha was interna doaments; senior
acquired twice in four years; one interviews
that was acquired then
rationdised in three years
Vaara and Tienari, 2002 Two mergers and one Delineated. From announ@ment Media texts (busness and Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
acquisition to merger, unde two years daily) expert,
199597 general
Tienari et al., 2003 One acquisition Delineated. From announ@ment Media texts (busness and Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
to acquisition, unde two years general) expert,
general
Vaaraet al.,, 2004 Alliance between number Not ddineated. Alliance activity Media texts (busness and Internd Externd Yes Narrow/wide Singuar/ Public
of independent over five years. History of failed general); corporae multiple expert, Multiple
organisations alliances. doauments; interviews levels general
Heracleous 2006 Organisationd changein Artificial. Delineated in pat by Interviews; corporae Interna No Narrow/wide Singular/ Private
general two years of paticipant doauments; interna multiple Multiple
observation, and historical doauments; interviews and levels
anaysis going back thirty years focus groups observation
Vaaraet al., 2006 Merger Delineated. Oneyear Media texts (general and Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
busness) expert,
general
Vaara and Tienari, 2008 Produdion unt shutdown Delineated. From announ@ment Media texts (general T Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
to shutdown, ebouttwo years opinion leader) expert,
genera
Erkama and Vaara, 2010 Closure after take-over Delineated. Three year between Media texts (general -daily Interna Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
acquisition and announ@ment of and TV); corporae multiple general
closure. Just over ayear before doauments; interviews; levels
closure after announ@ment. observation
Vaara and Monin, 2010 Merger, then demerger Delineated. Unde two years Media texts (busness Internd Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
between announ@ment of (nationd and internationd) multiple expert,
merger, merger and eventua de- and general -regiond); levels general
merger corporae doauments;
interviews
Vaaraand Tienari, 2011 Merger, then areation of Creation of new group fom Media texts (busness and Interna Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
new organisation mergers and acquisitions general); corporae multiple expert,
Plannad and executed 19992001 doauments levels general
Riad et al., 2012 Acquisition Unde two years between Media texts (busness), two Externa Yes Narrow Singular Public
announ@ment and aquisition counties (and some general expert,
in China) general
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It is worth noting that théexts investigated(Table 1, notably in the
work of Eero Vaara and colleagues wéaiegely of a particular type, namely
that expressed in officiadlommunications red media textsn public (Vaaraet
al., 2006 Riadet al, 2013. The media, particularly that which was heavily
business or regionally relatechuld be expected in these circumstances to be
part of a broader effort of gaoliticisation in a similar waya that of inquiry
reports (Brown, 2000; 2004; 2005) increasing the relativedgeneity in and
between textsThis is not in itself a limitation, because as particular forms of
communication that seek resonangelitically (Motion and Leitch, 2009)
media exts and corporate documents can provide an insight into the narrative
infrastructures and available and resonant building bldekthermorethese
texts were often supplemented by observations (Heracleous, 2006; Erkama and
Vaara, 2010) or by stottelling interviews with key actors (Heracleous and
Barrett, 2001; Vaara, 2002; Vaagtal., 2004; Heracleous, 2006; Erkama and
Vaara, 2010; Vaara and Monin, 2010; Vaara and Tienari, 20dhetheless,
the intertextuality studied largely had a public ratheantla private reach
(Table ). As mentioned previously, the events studied involved the public and
at times contentious conjoining of wdhown firms across national boundaries
(Vaara, 2002; Tienaet al, 2003; Vaarat al, 2004; Vaarat al, 2006;Vaaa
and Monin, 2010; Vaara and Tienari, 2011; Re&tdal., 2012, contentious
regional closures (Vaara and Tienari, 2008; Erkama and Vaara, 2010) or an
unprecedented merger within a particular sector in the same country (Vaara

and Tienari, 2002; Vaara andovin, 2010).

The voices in the debateFable ) studied were for the most part

managerial, senior managers (Dunford and Jones, 2000; Llewellyn, 2001) or
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key managerial actors responding to the strategic event (Vaara, alio@ygh
sometimes this inclul different levels in the organisational hierarchy,
through interviews (Heracleous and Barrett, 2001; Vaeraal, 2004;
Heracleous, 2006; Erkama and Vaara, 2010; Vaara and Monin, 2010; Vaara
and Tienari, 2011), observations (Heracleous and Barrett,; 20€rhcleous,

2006; Erkama and Vaara, 2010); Vaara and Monin, 2010; Vaara and Tienari,
2011) and observation of #¢ime forums (Vaarat al, 2004); and outside the
organisation through the study of media texts (Vaara and Tienari, 2002; Tienari
et al, 2003; Vaaraet al, 2006; Vaara and Tienari, 2008; Riatlal, 2012).

The variety in the voices studied offers some insight into gblsphony
(Hazen, 1993)hatis dways present in organisations. However, even accepting
that these actors had a high degpééndependence as senior managers or as
expert commentators in the case of the media, which is open to debate, the
nature of the strategic event meant that independent expression was curtailed.
The exception was the studies that involved lotigen chage initiatives
(Heracleous and Barrett, 2001; Heracleous, 2006) or alliances rather than
mergers between many different independent companies or autonomous actors

(Vaaraet al., 2009.

Therewas also a common temmral sense to strategy (Czanuska,
2004)in these studiesMost studies were ddtrategythatdrew strongly from
thenotion of a predictable future, at the expense of a foreshortened present and
past(Table ). The direction of strategy wasgnalledwith the announcement
of a proposed merger tre covert planning before annaament (Erkama and
Vaara, 2010) or similarly with the announcement of a particular project

(Llewellyn, 2001; Heracleous and Barrett, 200L).the othernonmerger
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cases, strategy in the fsohan ddifeatedlpr oj e

but notional start and end point (Dunford and Jones, 2000; Llewellyn, 2001;

Heracleous and Barrett, 2001). The exception is the longitudinal study of
change (Heracleous, 2006) in a global consulting firm. It is the way this

signalling constrains both notions of the past and the present in a focus on an
endpoint in the future that is considered important, rather than any length of
time taken prior to the merger announcemantprivate or public discussion,

and constr ai nesx pancyt Tafiltidorniéz on o f
2.2.5.2Theoretical consequences

The settings studied, in common with many others, were turbulent, i.e.
characterised by conflict, disorder and at times confusion. At the same time,
strategy was made toward an unequivocal diractithin a relatively short
time horizon, for example toward an
project. This form of agitating disorder, in whigh constant stiggle for
interpretive controtould be expecteds also common in many other segfs,

as is the drive toward an apparently unambiguous direction. As a result we
have gained a much better understanding of strategy as an intertextual narrative
from these studies, in terms of how thrust and direction is enabled and
maintained and this uedstanding can be more widely applied. However, what
is also common in the settings studied is that strategyahaadatively short
shelf life and an evespresent tendency to unwind over time, both between
firms, such as after merger and acquisitfgimaaraand Monin, 201]) that has

been a noted feature in cases such as {{@Gmewright and Schoenberg, 2006)
and even within the firm (Heracleous and Barrett, 2001)e Theedfor

ambiguityin the framing of narrative building blocks identified in some studies
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(Vaaraet al, 2004)could be interpreted as an early indication of flagility

of the suppression gfiurivocality as a force to centralise meaning at the heart
of intertextuality, built in this way within an ever present agitating disorder.
This is kecause in a struggle for interpretative control, any emergence of the
de-centering forces at the heart of intertextuality would have a detrimental
impact on thrust and direction. Thus, whilst promising, existing studies have
not adequately address#tke guestionof how strategy acquires stability and
routine as an intertextual narrativhe research programme undertaken here

is designed to address this question and is built in theoretical terms, as follows.

Existingstudiesin strategy as an intertextuarrativehave focussed on
a context where strategy drew strongly framotion of a predictable futurbut
at the expenseof a foreshortened present and p&$able ). This is
theoreticallysignificantb e cause strategy inscoibes
based on the past, present and the futtmethemore dominance ofthis one
aspet of the discourse of direction strongly facilitates a break with the past,
although a break that dmays berfersdgirlt e.
way, where theé hor i zon of e X p e c titaredicesntbe i s
availability of narrative building blocks from the past and increases the
availability andresonance of those narrative building blocks that are future
focussed. Plurivocality in the settings studiethas also been similarly
constrained Table ), not necessarily because of the lack of different voices,
but rather as a result of the constraint on those voices. This apparent absence
of plurivocality is also theoretically relevant because narrative strfuature is
built in exchange between levels, between people and in narrative, and in

multiplicity. If plurivocality is reduced or even suppressed in this way, it also
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reduces both the availability and access of narrative building blocks. It
increases th resonance of those narrative building blocks that are dominant or
in the political control of those actors who are dominant or who have
privileged access to narrative building blocks. Finally, the reach in the settings
studied was more likely to be publthan private Table 1). Reach is also
theoretically important, because it provides the space for the expression of
plurivocality, and public expression is notably important. However, private

reach, is relatively underexploredichthis is also significant.

If Onarrative infrastructewemctewédndi s Ot
multi-l e v e | processes gain thrust and dir
thenconsequence of limitations in theoretical terms within existing stuslies
clear. In such settings, strateguickly and temporarily establishes the rails
and then actively greases thamd thereby supportentralisation of meaning
in heteroglossia at the heart of intertextualititis would mean that framing to
encourage takup of narrative building blocks and the centralisation of
meaning in heteroglossia at the heart of intertextuality would possibly be less
significant. At the very least, theole of framing of the availability and
resonance of narrative building blocisspotentially underexploredhis may

also be a shortcoming withthe settings studied.
2.3 Research agenda

To understand and develop further the concept of strategy as an intertextual
narrative it is therefore helpful to focus on strategy built on anmietaporality
and a greater plurivocality, drawn in

directiond that includes notions of t h

and where many voices operate within many levels, in public and in private.
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This may require a focuen strategy that Isebeen accomplished over a longer

time period than is typical within most of the existing studies, so that some

understanding of how stability and routine is accomplished could also be

gained. This is not to mistaketability and routine for lack of turbulence,

instead it is important to also consider a setting thathigracterised by

agitatin

g di

agenda is outlined ihable 2

sorder 06, [

n what ever

Research needs to be urtdken in a setting where temporality is

f

lengthened and plurivocality is enabled. The features that would support this

research

agenda i

necl

ude

6a hori

Z0n

necessarily not at the expense of the present duthee (Table 2. Similarly,

there would be space for multiple voices, across different levels within the

setting; this would extend reach in ways that would support plurivocality. It

would be helpful if this reach included multiple voices in both pubtid a

private Table 3.

Table2 Theoretical basis for research agenda
Exiding Fedlures Research Fedluresto congder
studies agenda
Past  TPeriphay ast  TFoous
Temporality || Foreshortened | Present ' Periphery Lengthened | Present  Focus
Future + Focus Future ' Focus
Voice + Singular Voice + Multiple
Plurivocality | Suppressed | Level | Singular/Multiple | Enabled | Level | Multiple
Resch ! Public/Private Resch ! Public/Private

The setting of higher educatiofHE) in the UK is considered suitable to

address the research questiorhofv strategy acquires stability and routine as

an intetextual narrativefor the following reasons.
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The setting can be described as turbuléE in the UK is often a site
of intense and politicised discoursehere pressures of reform, performance
and accountabilitydriven by policy, impact on universigis (Barnett, 2011;
Shattock, 2009) sometimes paradoxically (Deetral, 2007) and adversely
(Collini, 2012). The marketisation and modernisation agenda, one political
response to globalisation, is considered to have significantly intensified in
recent goernment policy (Brown, 2011; Holmwood, 2011). The HE sector is
currently under the threat o f 6an av
nothing less than a revolutionary disruption to how the sector operates. In
addition, HEcurrently faceslike the res of the public sector in the UKb a n
age of and sitteraptsi by thé Coalition government (2Q0Q5) to
dramatically reduce the fiscal deficit with concomitant attempts at reduction in
public expenditure. However, this is a form of agitating disl@r that it has
faced for a number of years alongside sustained political attempts at
modernisation (Shattock, 2012) and marketisation (Brown, 201heAsame
time, there is remarkable continuity and consistency in strateggiversities
(Tight, 2009; Shattock, 2012)alongside unequivocalthrust and direction

(Barnett, 2011; Holmwood, 2011).

There is a future focus to strategy in HE, based on the agitation
described above. Howevehet narrative of the university is often ctmsted
in relation to tle pastn a way that reifies a golden age (Barnett, 2011; Martin
2012) andwhich powerfully cements its resonance (Erkama and Vaara, 2010).
At the same time, the university is engaged in the policy nexus, in a concern

for the present, often at the mercy @ developing spending review or
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settlement. This present operates in political cycles that can be equally disputed

and disruptive.

Thereare many narrative building blocks concerning the purpose of
universities (Barnett, 2011; Martin2012; Shattock,2012) that are both
available and also have resonanceterms of probability and fidelityThis
includes a reifiednarrative of the universitystrongly rooted in the past
(Barnett, 2011; Martin 2012) andthe relatively recent narrative dahe
universiy, framed withinglobalisation, within the broader neoliberal discourse
(Olssen and Peters, 2005; Tight, 2Q0®)at has a future focughese two
narratives areand have long beeat oddsand in competitiorfShattock, 1994;
Scott, 1995, Olssen and Pete2005; Diefenbach, 2009; Brown, 2011; Barnett,
2011; Holmwood, 2011; Collini, 2012)Thus, strategy is focussed on a
temporality that equally includes the past, present and the future, in a discourse

of direction.

HE is also a setting in which stratetpydiscursively constructed over
the longterm. As a resultit is a setting where the narrative infrastructure
mi ght be expected to have acquired a ¢
and Langley, 2011)his is not to confuse construction ovee tbrg-term with
lack of turbulence as discussed earli8cott, 199; Tight, 2009; Shattock,

2012; Barber, 2013).

There are many equally powerful, autonomous and usually public
agents, each with practiced access to an established narrative infrastiadture
the differing and competing narrative building blocks within it (Shattock,
2012). These include established and autonomous universities, individual

Mission Groups, Universities UK, industry bodies, and those bodies associated

54



with the government distirse, such ahe Higher Education Funding Council

for England (HEFCE), as well as individual departmentstatie, such as the
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills (BBjategy is practiced in a
political systemin public but also in privatewhere the boundary between
levels and actors is blurrediven the interdependence between the machinery
of government and the autonomous universitie the construction of policy

and subsequentrategic practiceana d e i n codrhplishrnzept §Shadtock
2012). Significantly, HE is thus a setting that has a wide and comprehensive
plurivocality, in terms of multiple voices, at multiple levels, with a wide reach,

in public and in private.

The next chapteiGhapter 3) looks more closely at the theoretizdis
for choosing to locate the study in higher education in the UK, specifically at

the intersection between policy and strategy.
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Chapter 3: Higher Education in the UK: a research setting

3.0 Introduction

A university is typically an institution thdtas higher degreawarding powers
(Tight, 2009). Athough this is not the extent of its function (Kerr, 1963) it is
the defining characteristic of therganisationin legal terms. There are 149
such institutions currently operating in the Higher EducafléE) sector in the

UK (2013, BISY, although that number includes the schools, colleges and
institutes of the University of London also permitted to award their own
degrees, of which there are 12. In a move from elite to mass particijpation
HE successie governments national and local since the mid nineteenth
century, have attempted to modernize antie®& the university traditioy
creating newuniversities from scratch or out of existing institutiods a
consequence there are many different typésinstitutions operahng as
universities (Scott, 1994and the HE sector in the UK today is a diverse one

(Tight, 2009).

There has been a tendency to simplify this diversity to a classification
based on origin (Scott, X9 &0t 694)6 cfi va tc
brick?o, Oopl dabe mgnl apod ytaemadhTightc BO09( Scot t
Barnett, 2011; Shattock, 2012Yhe universities labelled in this way are
illustrated in a ypology adapted from Scott (1994 Figure 2 The term
6 a n c haglong lbeen associated with the medieval universities of Oxford and
CambridggOxbridge) The f i r st 6 n ¢hevlBKwerathosesofteei t i e s

largely industrialized metropolitan cities such as Birmingham, Manchester and

! BIS Statutoryinstrument 2013 No. 2992

56



Liverpool that became knownsecivic universities. TheCivics also became
associated with the red bricks that were used to build them as a way of
contrasting them with the English ancient universities made of sandstone and
in a way that labelled them as a facsimile of an original4doty 1943). The
Colleges of Advanced Technology (C&Tand campus universities set up in
1960s in the described as

t he UK wer e

universities also to distinguish them from the-présting ones including the
Redbricls (Scott, 1994 When the binary divide between universities and

polytechnics was abolished in 1992, the universities createdlp6tbecame

7 A

6newdé univerogities (Scott, 19914

Figure2 Typology of UKHE adaptedrom Scott (199464)

Example

Oxford, Cambridge

Aberdeen, Gasgow,

Edinburgh

The University of London, Bderal university | Birbeck (1920), LSE
(1895), LCL (1826)
Birminghan, Bristol,
Cadiff, Manchester,

Typology
Andent collegiate universities, govaned by

academic guild

Thed iwicdO wemities established in major
English dtiesin thelate 19" century and

early 20" century Sheffield

The dA&briek 6 vergtiesfoundal in other | Exeter, Hull, Leicester,

cities in the early 20" century Nottingham

Sui generis Durham, Keele

The echinologicaldé  wensities created Aston, Bah, Bradford,

from the former Colleges of Advanced Brund, City,

Technology in the 1960s Loughborough, 8ford,
Surrey

The Adomdevd wemsities set up oncampus | East Anglia, Essex,

locationsin the 1960s Warwick

The Open University
The Ownnewd o t 199Psumiversities,

DMU, Hertfordshire,

that isthere-designaed polytechnics and
highe education mllegesin the early 1990s

Sundeland,
Wolverhampton

Universities set up from former Colleges of
Highea Education or pecialist colleges and

Cumbria, Bolton,
Buckingshire New

some liberal arts Colleges University, Chester York &

John

It is worth noting that whilst much of the discussion here relates to the

UK as a whole, Scotland has a different H&dition from England and Wales
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The Scottish tradition includes the equally ancient institutions of Aberdeen,
Glasgow and St. Anéws established by papal authority in thd" t&ntury,

and Edinburgh established in 1582 by the town council. These universities

were different to their English counterparts, being locally rather than nationally
focussed, largely neresidential, openly aessible and offering a broader

range of subjects (Scotland, 1969; Vernon, 2004y arepart of a more
comprehensive and some would say more advanced system than that in
England, certainly before the turn of thmeteenthcentury (Tight, 2009). For

many centuries the Scottish wuniversiti:
same intensity of social remoteness as came to characterise EHglish

strongly influence by the culture of Oxford atda mbr i dgedé ( Pat er s
30). Thisreputation apparentlyemented the HE tradition in Scotland as a

democratic one (Davie, 1961; Vernon, 2004).

The classification of unersities outlined by Scott (199# Figure?2 2
is subtly mairdined by universities singlgnd collectively througtvarious
university mission groupsand understood and adeptly negotiated by many
within the sector(Matthews, 2013)However, the differences betwe&iK
universities are more often simply apdblicly expressed in terms of whether a
uni ver sityalibs regphctiadti ¢ n soinve d or oOmoder ni
i nt e nkhe GuardanHE Network 2013). In this way former university
colleges such as Nottingham and Southampton and universities formed as new
universities or CATs in the 1960s can be labellediitional as opposed to
modern (Tight, 2009). Further, ancient universities set up in the Scottish

democratic tradition can also lwalled traditiond, as can the University of
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Cardiff, a civic institution formed in 1893 and part of the federated Uniyersit

of Wales for over a hundred years.

The labeling of a university is more than simply a classification; it is a
narrative by which the uniokasaionsy as
told and retold (Law, 1991; 1994). Each individual narrativietloe university
Ot el | s ordeoisatiorame i ts members should bed
offers a different strategy for performingrganisatioal arrangements,
generating particular structures and resistances (Law, 1994). In this way the

narrative of he university is strategy (Law, 1991; 1994; Czarniawska, 1997).

The narrative ofthe universityis acknowledged as having been
influenced by a number of thinkers and traditions over the last one hundred and
fifty years (Barnett, 2011; Martin, 2012) andshthree progenitors, tHgory
Toweror elite university, thedumboldtianor researcHed university (Barnett,

2011) and th&Jtilitarian or technical university (Martin, 2012).

3.1 The narrative of the university

311 The oO6traditional d university

A recognisably strong progenitor of the narrative of the university is that of the

elite university orvory Tower(Tight, 2009) based on the tradition of Oxford

and Cambridge colleges amdten associated with the view of the university
articulated byCardinalNewman i n 1876. For Newman
university is to make philosophical knowledge, enlargement of mind [or]
intell ectual cul ture or |1876UlP4). hisgd i on i
view that found echo in pdswar debates on the futugé universities in the

UK in which Oxbridge was seentoembaaly he i dea of the uni
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its articulation of teaching and scholarship (Moberly, 1949: TBijs is echoed

on each occasion the idea of scholarship in HE is defended in the UketBarn
2011; Holmwood, 2011; Collini, 2012). Thim many wayshas always been

an idealised view of the university (Holmwood, 2011; Martin, 2012) both at the
time of Newman (Tight, 2009; Barnett, 2011) and when Moberly was writing
over seventy years latéfruscot, 1951; Barnett, 2011; Shattock, 20QXz)d
certainly in contemporary expression (Barnett, 2011; Holmwood, 2011).
Truscot in his contribution to the same pastr debate challenged the ideal by
suggesting that o6our [hédiemd dnoalefr nstuma
Oxford and Cambridge (Truscot, 1951: 31). Nonetheless, in the intervening
years this seaalled Ivory Tower finds echo in the wider narrative of the

university includingn the Redbrickstudied byTruscot (Barnett, 2011).

Another progenitor of the narrative of the university is that of the
researcHed university based on thdumboldtian university tradition. This
tradition was a particulpr European rather than English construction.
Associated with the reforms of Wilhelm von Hbaoidt in the earlynineteenth
century in Prussia, the Humboldt ideal stressed both teaahithgesearch as
the core and indivisible functions of a university, thereby stimulating
Wissenschafor learning that would in turn lead ®ildung or an all round
humanistic education (Hofstetter, 2001: 107; Martin, 2012). Biidung,
funded by the Statevas designed for a professional and bureaucratic elite
(Martin, 2012). The corollary in the UK was the ideal of arr@lind education
for an elite within the mar general concept of scholarship, although this notion
of scholarship lacked the research focus and research informed teaching of the

Humboldtmodel (Hofstetter, 2001). THdumboldtmodel established first in
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the Universitat zu Berlinin 1810was extremelysuccessful in Germany and
exported well in the lateineteentrand earlytwentiethcenturies, notably to the
United StatesThe adoption of principles from the Humboldt model within the
narrative of the university in the UK (Shattock, 2012; Barnett, 20143
facilitated in part by the increasing interest in research both in policy debate
and in practice, notably within existing and new universities in the early
twentieth century in the UK, and by the diffusion of the Humboldt model
elsewhere in the worldConsequently the Humboldt principle of teaching
informed by research and the importance of reseascpart of the wier
narrative of the universitywas by the mid twentieth centurycommon
currency (Committee for Higherdacation, 1963 (The Robbins Rat)). This
adoption was not necessarily wholesale, because research in the German
tradition has tended to cover both sciences and humanities whereas in the UK
and particularly in policy, research |

har d s c areett,20dk 21). ( B

A third progenitor of the narrative of the university is that of the
technical university tradition, based on the idea Bftiitarian social contract.
The federated University of London and the civic universities of the late
nineteenh and early twentieth centuries in England and Wade$ up to
address the industrial and societal needs ignored by the elite universities
(Rothblat, 1988) not to replicate theraywe much more in their early formation
to this Utilitarian social contracthan the ideals oDxford or Berlin (Martin,
2012). They shared their intellectual roots with the ancient universities of
Scotland (Phillipson, 1988), the Germawechnische Hochschuland the

FrenchEcole PolytechniquéMartin, 2012 546) in what might betermed a
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European technical tradition in which universities are central to the
industrialization of a nation (Tapper and Salter, 1978). It wa<Cilies, as

they became knowthat had early involvement in research and development
with local industry andthereby became central to the birth of many new
sciencebased industries in the early twentieth century (Rosenberg and Nelson,
1994; Moweryet al, 2004; Martin, 2012)Ilt has been argued th@blleges of
Advanced Technol ogy ( CArnewynivarsitiesBethupl a n d
in campus locations in the 1960s and 1970s were also set up in this technical
tradition (Tight, 2009), although these new UK universities were also

consequent of an expansion in social sciences.

A technical tradition in the Ukshouldnot be confused with technical
educatiorper se Indeed, pains were made in the post war settlemddEim
the UK to make a distinction between technology in university and technical
education outside universities in technical colleges (Universinants
Committee(UGC), 1950). The creation of polytechnics in the 1960s and 1970s
in the UK was to accommodate an expansion of technical and predominantly
vocationaleducationfirst and foremost. Of course, this is not to deny that the
policy was in someavays a challenge to established universities in England to
improve access and accommodate better the expanding needdEfor
(Shattock, 2012). Nonetheless, the polytechalosig withcentral institutions
in Scotlandwere fundamentally designed as teachingtitutions with an

unspecified and modest future potential for reseé@blattock, 2012).

It is the lvory Towerand Humboldian traditions that dominate in the
current narrative of the traditional univers{§arnett, 2011)a domination that

is undepinned by two enduring myths (Martin, 2012). The first enduring myth
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is the notion of academic independence and freedom, both in the governance of
the universitywith freedom from the State and in academic freedom or
freedom of inquiry by staff and studen This freedom was as illusory
contemporaneouslin both Berlin and OxfordMartin, 2012)and certainly
remains illusory given that as soonuwsversities became dependent on State
funding their independence and autonomy has been a matter for negotiatio
and compromise (Shattock, 2012). The second myth concerns research. In the
UK it is historically accurate to associate researctuniversitieswith the
Civicsborne in the technical tradition, because it wasGiwcs rather than the

elite universitieof Oxford and Cambridge that were among the first to provide
some of the research drivers in their respective regions and areas of expertise
(Martin, 2012). However, research as central to the narrative of the traditional
university is aHumboldt ratherthan a technical university dwory Tower
legacy and universities formed in the UK under slightly different traditions
have nonetheless adoptédh a form of academic driftAcademic drift in this

sense is the way some institutipparticularly new ong creep into areas that
are traditionall y t hé&leaperl®79;dight, 200% f t he
Barnett, 2011).lt is also a drift that has been expedient in the face of

government policy.

The commissioning and funding of research in universitighenUK
was conducted under the lorgstablished Haldane principle, outlined in the
Haldane Report in 1918 as one in which the primacy of the degisading
should be academied and autonomous. It was under the Haldane Principle
that a number of Resear@ouncils were subsequently established, starting

with the Medical Research Coun¢MRC). In the early 1970s government

63



policy toward research started to change, partly due to tensions between the
Research Councils and government departments, particulalyMedical

Research Council (MRC) and the Department of Health in the commissioning

of research NicLachlan, 1978: 17) and partly due to financial pressures on
research funding (Shattock, 2012). The Rothschild Review (1971) set up to
examine the most efftive arrangements for organising and supporting pure

and applied scientific research and pgistduate training, in this constrained
financi al environment, was uncompr omi
distinguished, intelligent and practical scientisty/rba, they cannot be so well

qualified to decide what the needs of the nation are, and their priorities, as
those responsible for ensuring that t
para.8, 4). The rdirection of some 25 per cent of funding to individua
government departments proved ineffective, as budgets were progressively

eroded throughout the 1970s.

Dissatisfaction with the lack of accountability across the Research
Councils, individual government departments and within universities,
eventually ledo increasing calls for accountability and measurement exercises,
that were subsequently introduced in the early 198aght, 2009; Shattock,

2012) . Theodbtuwatbmer principled in Ro-
much of the subsequent accountabilityeada in research funding in the
Thatcher and subsequent governments (Tight, 2009; Shattock, 2012), although
arrangements in the beginning were perhaps a little more-eymied than

Rothschild had originally envisaged (Kogan and Henkel, 1983). However,

these research assessment exercises that have been carried out every few years

since the mid 1980s have been the main driver behind the progressively greater
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selectivity and concentration in research funding, as well a;m@easing
challenge to the accouwtiility for research funding under the Haldane

principle.

For much of the twentieth century, research was in fact a paabeio
the dissemination of knowledge for most universities in the (Bbbins,
1963) and not every academic actively engagedpure research or even
applied research (ShattocRp12. Post Rothschild (1971) in particular, the
competition for research funding became both a primary and necessary means
for universities to differentiate (Lucas, 2006). This helped to cement research
as integral to the narrative of the university in the UK. The university that is
most associated with this narrative of the traditional universitiiepre-1992
so cal l eidn t6e msvierstyg @rticularly, although not exclusively,

in England(Tight, 2009; Barnett, 2011)
312 The O6modernd university

At various times in the expansion of
universities. At any one time, tmneteenticentury University of London and

civic universities of the industrial as, then the university colleges and CATs

that acquired university status between 1948 and the 1960s and the campus

universities such assBex and Warwick, were new and modern

However,the universitiesnost associated with the term modeérrthe
UK are the former polytechnics antiE colleges that have been given
university status, first in 1992 and then subsequently through the ZD6€s (
Guardian HE Network 2013), including in Scotland the formeentral

institutions that transitioned through CAT sw&tio university status in 1992.
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Polytechnics were originally largely teaching institutions simitar the
Fachhochschulem Germany and the liberal arts lagles in the USA (Martin,

2012), and to some extetite grandesécolesin France,although the ldéer

were much more elite in scope and positioning than the polytechnicsltKthe

The term 6dacademic driftdé is particul e
attempted to incorporate research into their missions (Pratt and Burgess, 1974)

but this is in itself predicated on the notion of what is the preserve of a
traditional university, which in turn is based on myths of academic freedom

and research.

Polytechnics in the UK were decoupled from these myths at their
inception. Firstly, polytechnics inrfgland and their equivalent in Scotland
were firmly placed in local authority control, at least until the removal of the
binary divide (Tight, 2009) when they in effect transferred from local authority
control to State control. The CATs at inception hasbabeen under local
authority control, but unlike the colleges that became designated as
polytechnics, the CATs were soon funded direct from central government
(Shattock, 2012). Whilst the freedom from State control of traditional
universitesmay be illusry (Martin, 2012) unlikehe pre1992universities, the
former polytechnics have never had a chance to profit from that illusitee
they were tightly controlled within historically less generous local authority
budgets and benefitted less in termsredearch and teaching income in the
post1992 funding framework. Secondlgolytechnics were designed to be an
alternative sector to universities, responding to the need for more vocational
education (Crosland, Woolwich Speech, 1965) and as such werermmaddy

to be teaching institutions. They may not have fulfilled their science and
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engineering vocational destiny at the

in 1992 but they remagtteachingintensive insitutions (Pratt, 1999).

The academic ditiof the polytechnics (Pratt and Burgess, 1974; Neave,
1978 1979) despite commentary at the time concerning the adoption of a
researchmission (Pratt and Burgess, 1974) was more about the ensuing
dominance of the liberal arts in their curriculum and th#ure of their
scientific vocational teaching mission. This was significantly different from
the focus on research that characterized the academic drift of #i©9fte
uni versities. C bas mogv game to treffely exctusivelyl te than 6
formerpol yt echni cs and in a way that ma
pol ytechnilO®206r éGivrptassrhsinge d as opposit
Ores-enat ehsi viedThis is alsodhe gasd in Scotland where the
binary divide at the time was lesopounced and where there was a distinctive
democratic tradition (Paterson, 1997). Academic daétms to have reached its
limit in the modernuniversity, evidenced by the repeated resurrection of the
idea of the polytechnic asdfinct from the universitIPPR, 2013 and in
continued and entrenched differentiation between pre and post 1992

universities (Shattock, 2012).
313 The denterprisebd university

Both the narrative of the traditional and the modern university are evident in
government policy diseose, but there is also a third narrative of the
university that of thenecliberal o r oenter pr(Baneth 20Llni ver s
Holmwood, 2011), whichis recognigble and some would say dominates

(Bridgman 2007)
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Neol i beralism i s tbeorp of pditieal dcanansct i ns
practices that proposes that human wellbeing can be best advanced by
liberating entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework
characterised by strong private property rights, free markets and freé trade
(Harvey, 2005: 2)Neoliberalismv al ues mar ket exchange a
social good will be maximised by maximising the reach and frequency of
market transactions, and it seeks to bring all human action into the domain of
t he mar ket 06 (-4 aThiy moltical sétteent: has3not been
confined topolitical parties of the Right, but has been a feature of the last
Labour governments and the current Coalition government in theltU&kan
approach in political economic terms that prioritises @envelops a knowledge
economy, i.e. an economy that is more strongly dependent on knowledge
production, distribution and use than ever before and which is considered vital
to the competitiveness of natiatates, particularly in the developed world
(Olssenand Peters, 2005)niversities havebeen subject to the ndiberal
political sett !l emen tmarketisaitto nhba so fl etdh et os ef
the application of the economic theory of the market to the provisibtEah
a way that seems unstofg@ (Brown, 2011). Universities are also the
vanguard of the knowledge economy and
development of the knohow soci etyd (Shattock, 20C
O[ €] an economic i mper at iknmowledgessused mak e
by business to create wEiaisthénéoliberelM Tr e a

construction of the university as one of enterprig@dgman 2007).

The enterprise university is an amalgam of two other contemporary

narratives of the univsity, the secalled entrepreneurial universityand the
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corporate university(Slaughter and Leslie; 1997; Chiapello and Fairclough,
2002; Shattock, 2009; Barnett, 2011) both of which are predicated on a neo

liberal political settlement.

It was Etzkowitzand others(200Q 2003a 2003b)who in the early
1980s first articulated the idea of the entrepreneurial univerditye
entrepreneurial universitis evident anecdotally in theaissionstatements of
universities and industrywide competitions such as thEntrepreneurial
University of the Year, as well as in policy (DfES, 2004; BIS, 2011; Willetts,
2012). Despite its apparent ubiquity and whilst contemporaneous, this narrative
of the university is hard to pin down and means different things to different
pe@le (Shattock, 2005; Barnett, 2011) although there is agreement that it is a

necliberal constructBridgman 2007; Philpotet al, 2011).

For Etzkowitz it is consequent of the requirements of the knowledge
economy as O6an i ndepoerndd e(n2 0 O0a3nad: i2n9f5l )u,e
interaction of universiyndustryg over n ment is O6the key
conditions for innovation in a knowleddgea s ed soci etyd throug
of the Triple Helixwi t h o6each institutional sph
features and unigqgue identity whilst al
2003a: 302Z3). For others it encompasses all activitom research
commercialization to executive education ttlias the capacity to generate
economic rentéPhilpottet al, 2011) to being entrepreneuras a cultual state
(Shattock, 200P The enterpriseuniversity is seen aspparently anatural,
logical and processional outcome of dderalism (Clark, 1998: Etzkowitz,
2003b; Shattock, 2009). The narrative of theegrise university is apparently

ubiquitous Bridgman, 2007Barnett, 2011) however its resonance in terms of
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narrative fidelity and probability (Eco, 1981) is not (Barnett, 2011; Holmwood,

2011; Collini, 2012)
314 The 6trued university

The narrativeof the university that hasesonancegEco, 1981; Fisher, 1984;

Fenton and Langley, 2011) having both internal coherence and consistency
probability, a nd corresponding to t he reade
understanding of the worldr fidelity (Fisher,1984; Fenton and Langley,

2011) is the narrativeof the traditional universitylt is this narrative of the

university that reverberates or soundss &6t rued (Brown, 1990
Holmwood, 2011; Collini, 2012particularly in the face of the ndiberal

enterprise universityit is its echo ofa reifiedgolden age, which includes the

Ivory Tower and Humboldtiandeals of academic freedom and research
(Barnett, 2011; Martin, 2012) that powerfully cements its resonance and

ensures that it endures (farka and Vaara, 2010).

In contrasthe modern university is resourced frardifferent technical
education tradition(Martin, 2012). T h e narrative of t he
thereby encompasses all of thosepr®8 92 uni versities i n Sc
(1994), someto a lesser extent than otherbut excludes the former
polytechnics The enterprise university is resourced from a relatively recent
necliberal political economic settlement (Harvey, 20@lssen and Peters,
2005; Barnett, 20)1and poses a dect challenge to freedom and auton@my
(Bridgman, 2007: 487) of the narrative of the traditional university. The
traditional university and the enterprismiversity have long been at odds
(Shattock, 1994; Scott, 1995, Olssen and Peters, 2005; Diefenbd@$;

Brown, 2011; Barnett, 2011 olmwood, 2011; Collini, 2012) and could be
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categorised adichotomouslyresonant(Olssen and Peters, 2005; Diefenbach,

2009; Brown, 2011; Barnett, 201dplmwood, 2011; Collini, 2012).

This O6trued nbermistaken fonae acsuhaie desadiption o t
of the complexity within prel992 universities or even an explanation of what
is apparently missing from pe$092 universitiegShattock, 2012)it would be
more accurate to say that researtiensive as opposed teachingintensive
universities combine the traditions of Oxbridgand Humboldt with the
technical tradition of the civic institutions and thereby operate as
omul ti ver si t iThesoltivarskyasr not withaudténsign,. not least
because of annherent eagerness to serve society and to in turn criticize it
(Kerr, 1994: 14)lt is also accurate to say that pd$192 universities also hold
pockets of excellence in research, alongside their predominantly teaching
missions (Shattock, 2012However, it is the researcintensive pre-1992
universities in the UK despite their status as multiversities (Kerr, 1963) and for
most their échnical and civic roots thatr e s een t o embody t he
of the university(Barnett, 2011)T hi s 0t iveuoé the uniensity, ddsed
on the two mythological positions in relation to academic freedom and the

centrality of research, has primacy and is deeply embedded.
3.1.5 Summary

The HE sector in the UK today is a diverse one, since there are many different
types of institution operating as universities (Scaf@94; Tight, 2008 a
diversity that has always been present in different forms, as the university has
evolved (Martin, 2012). The different types are often categorized based on
their origin in an esteric classification that is subtly maintained and adeptly

negotiated within the sector itseifot least by individual Mission groups that
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represent different university O6typeso

removal of the binary divide. A wat narrative of the university, expressed in
terms of whether a university is traditioral modernprevailspublicly and is
widely available (Guardian HE Network, 2018 is the nediberal enterprise
university, a third and more recent narrative. Howgitas only the narrative

of thetraditional university that is both availabenddistinctly resonanas the
Otrued narr at i,waeesulb df itstrdladion to rihe pastrasd they
mythical golden age it reifies (Barnett, 2011; Martin, 2012)s a narrative
that has a particular Englisblite rather than Scottisllemocratic flavour

despite the incorporation of a Europaachnicaltradition.

The two other prevalent narratives tbe universityi the modernand
the enterprise university - are uncoupled fromthe taditional university
narrative but for different reasons. Tloeirrent narrative of themodern
university isbased ora different technical education tradititmat initially had
no place for the myths ofcademic freedom and research which the
narrative of the traditional university is predicated. Any drift toward the
narrative of the traditional university is therefore shallmeted. The
relatively recentnarrative of theenterprise university is widely available,
particularlyin policy discoursend drawdrom a neoliberal political economic
settlement that promotes the knowledge economy. As it relies on a requirement
for greater accountability and impact in university research (Bridgman, 2007)
including research commercialigat in support of private economic
development (Philpotet al, 2011) it fails to privilege academic freedom and
autonomy while apparently suppressing it. As a rethattwo narrativeof the

traditional university and thenterpriseuniversity aredichotomouslyresonant
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(Shattock, 1994; Scott, 1995, Olssen and Peters, 2005; Diefenbach, 2009;
Brown, 2011; Barnett, 201Holmwood, 2011; Collini, 2012). This is because
there is a particular and central tension in relation to research (Bridgman, 2007,

Barndt, 2011).

Within the researcintensive prel992 universities in particular,
strategyas an intertextual narrativéraws upon two widely available and

essentially dichotomous narratives of the university.
3.2 Autonomous public actors

As well as having dierent and essentially dichotomously resonant narratives
of the university in HE in the UK, there are also equally powerful amoos

and usually public actonflustrated inFigure 3 each with practiced access to
the narrative of the universi{ghattak, 2012) Given the devolution of HE in
the UK the focus here is on the autonomous public actors within HE in
England, although tme are public bodies in thEE policy nexus that also

representcottish and Welsh universities.

Figure3 Public voices iHE in England
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3.2.1 TheHE lobby

There are many powerful universities in HE in the UK and as discussed many

of these universities have been established for some time and even the
relatively recent 0 mobthed960stare acvi5@ yearsn al 6
old. In that time universities have remained on the whole institutionally
autonomous, although their freedom to make their own policy is bounded
within a nexus of the individual university and their lobby groapsl the Stat

and the machinery of governmer@h@ttock, 2012 Some universities have

more freedom than otherdue totheir relative independence in terms of State
funding and in turn the Statdons rela
particular universities,in govwernment policy. It is in this nexus that
government policy is botlpublicly and privately expressedh@ negotiated
(Shattock, 2012). iB8ce the early 1990s universities have increasingly
collectively lobbied in policy, both informally and formally (Shattp2012).

The Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principals (CVCP) was for many
years the key body that represented universities in their dealings with the
government and is one such lobby group. The polytechnics in contrast had their
own committee that wasalled the Committee of Directors of Polytechnics
(CDP). With the abolition of the binary divida 1992,the CVCP and CDP

were combinednto a largerCVCP or what many consi de
groupo6 ( Ti ghRestyledri® 094 atdiverdities UK (UUK) it

attempts to represemtl universities buthas long struggled to articulate the
common interestof its members in aollective voice (Tight, 2009) Currently

it is comprised of 134 memberisg. the majority of universitiesncluding 112

thatar e cl assified as Orecognised bodies
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(2012), some designated as individual collesygs someasuniversity colleges

UUK seeks todelhe niottihee voi dnetle UKa@amd uni v
acknowl edges Oascapftd@d dmavtealsigry and
the HEKSsctor are critical to its succ:
have&eparate endei nt o t h e p SHaltocky20122) buthasbeen (
superseded in that process by the increasingly profedgzed university

mission groupsformed at various times since 1992, especially the Russell

Group and the 1994 GroufShattock, 2012). These two groups represent

nearly al of the pre1992 universities

The Russell Group came into being in respondbdcexpansion of the
CVCP and as a proxy for the disquiet of the-p882 universitieswith the
expansion of the seatdhrough the abolition of the binaryvite in 1992 It
started as O6an i nf-ahancebols of@Oxfard) @ambrigge,of t h
the main London colleges and the big o0
creation were framed as the need to create an elite sector able to compete
globally (Scott, 199552). However, this framing should nothused to hide
the desire at théme to collaborate to protect the mutual selferest of the
pre-1992 universities in the new landscape post 1992 (Shattock, 2012). Such
influence it was felt was difficult to achieve in the expanded CVCP (Shattock,
2012: 97) Not long after thdormation of tle Russell Groupanother grouping
of pre1992 universities, the 1994 Grqupomprised offormer CATs and
campus universitiesas well asSt Andrews, Durham and Leicester, came
together under a simillgrdifferentiating rationaleto consult and inform paty

collectively.

75



For early comment at ,0epsomisech bysthedcl ub
formation of the Russell Group and the 1994 Graup s Ounl i kel y t o
enough to institutionalize a university eligthout State interventian ( Scot t |,
1995: 52).With the benefit of hindsightticould be argued thatithout the
statutory intervention expected by Scott (1995), uheersity dite has been
institutionalized nonethelesdhe Russell Group in particular is a highly
successful and professionalized loiolgy organisation for 24 research
universities in the UK, whosirector General, Dr Wendy Piatiyas
previously Deputy Director iinnthe taste Pr i
Labour governmenand a formeHead ofEducation at the Institute of Public
Policy research (IPPR)n April 2012 four universities switcheddm the 1994
Group to the Russell GroupDurham, Exeter, Queen Mary (University of
London) and York reducingthe 1994 groupgo elevenmembersandraising

guestions abolits long-term sustainility (The Guardian HE Network, 2012)

The creation of the Russell Group and the 1994 Group was closely
followed by similar groumgs of the former polytechnics.h& first was the
creation ofthe Group of Modern Universities in 1997e-named the Millior,
in 2007) and is currently conceivedas O tthainrkkdb pr omoti ng co
between universities and business and representing 27 largely business
focussed universities. The second was the creation of the Alliance Group of a
group of prewusly nonraligned universities that werenainly but not
exclusively former polytechnics,and selfstyled as innovative and

entrepreneurial universities focussed on collaboration with industry.

The formation of selselected groups of universities and the Russell

Grow in particulay as mission or lobbying groups had thresggnificant
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corollaries. Firstly, without overplaying the unity in the loosely coupled pre
1992 CVCP|t can be argued thdhe essential unity of a collective university
voice in the post 1992 striwre was undermineTight, 2009: 131). Secondly,

it established a symbolic and public binary divide at the very moment of its
actual abolition ossifying a classification of UK uniersities to a prd992
position Prior to 1992 any differences betweenvensities were less public
(Scott, 1994) post 1992 the differencegere maintainedand amplified (The
Guardian HE Network, 2013Yhirdly, in support of the existing lobbying at
the intersection between policyakers and universities in private, it intumed
professionalized and persistent lobbying supported by a more conscious and
consistent framing in public. Individual universities andividual academics
thatsit on the various committees and working groo@stinueto supplement

this professional lobying. However, even here, their association with mission

groups frames engagement in the policy process.

The universities themselves are not the only lobbyists in the policy
nexus, for instance there are many industry representatives on university
Boards of Governorssimilarly there hae been periodic Stateponsored policy
fillips for greater engagement between universities and industmy fihe
Rot hschi |l do)shroRgh podhe more(rdcén7Vlilson Review (2012).
These links are formalised the founding principles of somd the university
mission groups As part ofa broader and longtanding attempt by industtyg
influence policy in HE (Barnett, 2011)the link between industry and
universities was formalised in 1986 with the creatiorihef lobby groupthe
Council for Indusry and Higher Education (CIHE). Asrasult of the Wilson

Review (2012) into industry and universigollaboration, CIHE ecently
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reformedas the National Centre for Universities and Business (NCWih
much the sameemit. Outside CIHE, industry has influence asnajor sponsor

and recipientf university research
3.2.2 The government

The basic structure of political responsibility and accduhtga for HE in
government was established a relatively long time @@®264). There is a
department responsible for higher educattbe evolution of whictsince 1992

is illustrated inFigure 4anddiscussed below.

Figure4 Breakdown of Departments responsible for HE 19022
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What is remarkidle is the relative continuity in this departmental
structure until the mid 1990s anltenh again between 1995 and 2006anges
were evidentduring the latter days of the Major administration (1:9997)
and throughout a series of changes in quick sucoesdpb roles and

responsibilitiesn the last Labour Government (20@610). This was naihe
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norm. This continuity is replicated in the longevity Bérmanent Secretaries
the most senior civil servants within the respectigpartments supporting the
devebpment and implementation of o} (Shattock, 2012). Thikngevity
has nothowever, been characteristic of appointmentsnidividual Secretaries
of State,apart fromSir Keith Joseph (198&6), David Blunkett (1992001)
and the current incumbent \Ga Cable (201(, most have lasted less than

three years.

The current department responsible for HE is epartment of
Busines, Innovation and Skills (2009prmed outof the merger of the shert
lived Department of Universities and Skills (DUIS) ane thepartment of
Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR). &S taken ovethe
main the functions of the former Department of Trade and Ind(iSify), as
well as the parts of the universities, science and innovation remit previously
held by the Department for Education and Skills (DFES) and Office for
Science and Technology (OSTi. addition to individual departments such as
BIS, in recent yearshe Treasury has played a large and significant rold¢n
policy (Shattock, 2012). Universities asensitive to the Treasury and the
periodic Compehensive Spending Reviews (CSicause universities remain
dependent on that public funding afadt many yeargublic spending otHE
has grown progresstly ahead of the growth in GDHnaking the sector

pat i cul arly beholden to Treasury Ooégener

The government distributes public moneyuiversities through two
bodies. The first is the Higher Education Fund Council for England
(HEFCE), with equivalents in thelevolved governments fothe UK. HEFCE

distributes funds for teaching in universities and one part of the research grant
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The second comprisethe seven Research Councilghich makea more
specific distribution othe second part of the research grant. This separation of
reseach funding comprises what is known sgstem ofd&uatsuppord f or

researchRigure 5°.

Figure5 The current quasgovernment bodies that distribute research

funds to HE (from Research Innovation Network, September 2010)

HM TREASURY
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Executive Assembly Departments
Government other than BIS,
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Science Budget) health & hospital
authorities
EPSRC ~ BBSRC NERC HEFCE SF( HEFCW
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Research councils Funding bodies £706m
£1,892m £2,266m

UK higher education institutions

UK-based UK industry EU and other Other
charities commerce & overseas sources £51m
£896m public £648m
corporations
£312m

HEFCERcame the governmentdos f(tsndi ng
equivalents in the devolved Scotland and Walese established at a later
date) Prior to that as part of a planned economy model, the government
worked through the University Grants Coittee (UGC). Established in 1918,
the UGC had a notoriously fractious relationship with the Thatcher

governments in the 1980s (Tight, 2008)waseventually wound up in 1989

% Source is Research Information Network. Figures used are from 2009.
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andits powers transferred to the shtivied Universities Funding Council that
was soorsuperseded by the current funding bodiFCE In this way HEFCE
gained primacy in the allocation of funding, but apparently to a much tighter
government remit and direction than the UGC (Scott, 1995; Shattock, 2012).
Since its inception, HEFCE has hadefiChief Executives, drawn largely from
senior management within academia and policy circles. The current chairman
(appointec25™ July 2013)is Professor Madeleine Atkins CBE, formerly Vice
Chancellor of Coventry, succeedir®jr Alan Langlands, a previougice-
Chancellor of Dundee University and former Chief Executive of the NHS, who
in turn succeeded Professor David Eastwood in 2009. Sir Alan Langlands has
since become Vice Chancellor of the University of Leeds, just as Professor
Eastwood subsequently lzue Vice Chancellor of the University of
Birmingham in 2009. This epitomises th
between Whitehall and the university common room and which has long been a

feature of HE in the UK (Dodédt al, 1952; Shattock, 2012).

Research councils have been a part of the structure diE)Kince the
turn of thetwentiethcentury, starting first witthe Medical Research Council
and expanding over the years to the seven subjscipline councils that exist
today’, asalready disussedpart of the dual system of funding of research in
the UK. In its subject area, aeh reseah council funds basic research,
including doctoral studentshipsh& majorityof research fundings allocated
on a competitive bid basis. Research Councs(RCUK) created in 200 a
strategic partnelsp of the UK Research Counciis the form of a non

statutory secretariat and is responsible foirtb@ordination RCUK 6 s isr e mi t

3 Details of individual remit available ttp://www.rcuk.ac.uk/about/aboutrcs/
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0t o wor k toget her mor e effectively
effectiveness of their research, training and innovation activities, contributing
to the delivery of t he Government6s

(RCUK, 2013).

As well as informal discussions in the nexus of policy (Shattock, 2012)
there are someofmal and public policy consultations and public statements.
The direction of government policy is usually expressed in official publications
such asGreen Papersa form of consultative policy document and White
Papers that tend to set out details ofiqyobften prior to legislationThese
papers, alongside legislative Bills of Parliament, are knowrCasmand
Papers In addition,there are a number of sessional select committees in the
UK parliamentthat meebn a regular basis to scrutinize spendirgiges and
administration. Supplementary to these sessional committees are those set up
on an aehoc basis with a specific remit and deadline to investigate a key issue.
These committees are populated with the representatives of the lobbying
agencies outhed above, together with leading mentbef the various quasi
governmentbodies that distribute fundinggmongst others (Shattock, 2012).
The financial arrangements for the sector are periodically reviewed, usually as
part of the broader CSR of governmerpenditureand scrutiny by the Public
Accounts Committee (PAC) (Shattock, 20H2)d also reportegublicly and
periodically by the quasjovernment bodies that distribute funBgsponses to
government expression of policy outlined above are providethéwarious
lobby groups and other interested parties, including the -gasrnment
bodies such as HEFCENnd the Research Councils. This is often made in

schedulectonsultation periods or as part of theirgwing lobbying efforts and
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positioning in polty discussion.In this way the HE sector has an established
pattern and public expression of policywhere the boundaries between
government and other interested parties, bigtdhe universities and their
mission groupstogether with industry bodies, do&urred. In contrasthere is

a limited role for the public in the political systemHE in the UK apart from
participationin the broader political systemefice on local university boasd

of governors isusually restricted to alumni and other loahgnitaries or
industrial heavyweightsa feature that is bemoaned by some commentators

(Holmwood, 2011).
3.2.3 Summary

There are many equally powerful, autonomous and pudatiors shaping
policy and uniersity strategy in HE in the UK heseactorsareinterdependent
and operate within thenexus of policy,in private and inpublic. Policy and
strategy take place in the blurred boundary betwden detting and the
organisation Private and public expression of policy operates to set patterns,
involving Canmand Papers, spending mws and sponsored consultations
that hasnot changed in decadesutside the professionalization lobbyingin
university or mission groups following the removal of the binary divide in
1992 and the increase in volume of submiss and counter submissions. This
professionalization, has, however addadmore conscious and consistent
framing in public alongside thperennial discussionsetween policymakers

and universities in private
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3.3 Public policy and on-going reform

In the last three decades, universitigave faced significanteform (Tight,

20009) driven from Westminster and i m
system. This is not to underestimate some of the potentially disruptive
consequences of recent changethin the ®ctor, for example the complete

transfer of the cost of student funding from the taxpayer to the student
England(Browne Review, 2011), the reduction in capital funding foeaesh

in the UK (Treasury, 2010; 2013he threat of open access to the bhess

models of academic publishingrinch 2012) or the removal of the cap on
undergraduate student numbers announced recently in the Chancellor of the
Exchequer s Aut umn Sstead, evmakisdrgued that S , 20:
earlier changes were as sigegint at the time, such as the removal of the

binary divide in 1992 and the embedding of the Research Assessment
throughout the 1990s, as those that the sector is currently facing. This is an
argument that is made against the tendency in the current siebtt HE to

emphasise current changes as of a different order and scale (Brown, 2011;
Hol mwood, 2011) . Nonet hel ess, uni vers
continuities of practiced through man

(Tight, 2009: 3).
3.3.1 Public policy and reform

Existing research has tended to chronicle a remarkable consistency in public
policy since the Thatcher governments of the 1980s (Tight, 2009; Barnett,
2011). It is argued that policy has been built within a-lifeeral paradgm

regardless of theolitical flavour of the gvernment suchthat the current
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Coalition govenment in the UK is in many ways intensifyitige direction of
travel established by the Labour governmesftdhe previous thirteen years,
which in turn accepte the Thatcheriteecliberal settlement (Barnett, 2011,

Shattock, 2012).

In a neacliberal political economy, policy seeks to structurally reform
the public sector into markets and promdite apparentexit of the State
(Brown, 2011 ;Kirkpatrick et al, 2005). Reform is predicated on the need to
face up to inevitable and particular changeghe global economySteger,
2005) and isoften accelerated as a consequence of limitations in State
resource This policy is both justified anduinderpinned by meares to
improve accountability in respect airganisatios that are publicly funded
(Diefenbach, 2009; Shattock, 2Q12Jniversities have facethe neeliberal
reform agenda rmarietisat o Mlianfs, 1995;Brown, 2011)or some time
(Olssen and Peter005), the funding ofincreasingly mass ptcipation
(Silver, 1983: 183) in HE by the individual student rather than through general
taxation, measures to support and empower student choice, the increasing
selectivity and accountability in research furgli and inthe argument for a

greater contribution by universities to innovation and growth in the economy.
3.3.1.1Marketisaton

The seminal reports intblE since 1945were each designed to shaplee
structure ofHE in years to come (Tight, 2009). Theolsbins Report (1963)

was framed in anticipation of a necessary expansion in HE given the increasing
numbers of those reaching the standard for university entry in thevpost
baby boom. TheRobbinsReport (1963) embodied postwar consensu$or

State suport of all those qualified by ability and attaiemt to pursue HE
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enshrined in theAnderson Report (1960) that created mandatory grants for
undergraduate studentsSubsequent policy related to periodic expansions of
HE was forced to wrestle publicly anutivately (Shattock, 2012) within this

established principle.

The Dearing Report (199%yas produced out of one such wrestling
match (Scott, 1995: 22) and was designed in a significantly different political
climate to Robbins. By the mid 1990s the poéti consensus that supported
increasing participation in HE was 061 o0
any further expansion in financially straightened times (Shattock, 2012: 161).
In its subsequent recommendation, to saifjreater proportion afostsonto
students, the crogsarty nominated Dearing Committee (1997) made an
unsurprising break with Robbins (Tight, 2009), given that its rationale was to
secure a funding settlement for universities and break the logjam. However, it
was only in 2006 withite £3,000 tojup fees and provision for poorer students
that something resembling Dearingbs pr

2007).

The Browne Review (2010) was similar in aim to Dearing in that it
sought to solve the issue of funding of univeesitandreported to a new
government and one that also faced financial restraint, in the case of Browne, it
was the Coalition Government intent on responding to theZ@i8 financial
crisis with dramatic public spending cuts. The Browne proptosidle transfer
of almostthe entirecost of the tuition from thé&tate to the student was a
politically expedient solution because
moving the cost of undergraduate student funding to a different balance sheet

underthelabe O60st udent | oanso, al though that
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(Edwards, 2010). Browne (2010) also proposed to establish a free market in
which there was to beo limit on fees set by universities, provided they also
offered bursaries and gyort to dsadvantaged students. Given that the
Treasury was still required to underwrite student loams,policy eventually
implementedby the Coalition governmert2011) compromised on Brownrgy
maintaining student number controls, alongside a recommended é&eeunid

£7,000 and a maximum fee limit set at £9,000 (Shattock, 2012).

The sectords subsequent and predict
Bekhradnia 2011) to selfrank fees between £7,500 and £9,000 subsequently
led to the usual disincentives for breaaghnumber controls and new additional
incentives, the so called 6écore and ma
differentiation. It is likely too that the fillip provided to private HE providers
by the government 6s de caccess torbtatéackeda | | o w
student |l oans was in part to 6creativ
unwillingness to differentiate through fees (Thompson Bekihradnia 2012,
2013. The proposal by David Willetts announced by the Chancellor George
Osbone in the Autumn Statement (December, 2013) to totally remove the cap
on student numbers, funded initially by the sale of the student loan book, is
another step towardmarketisabn. It is however considered to ban
economically unsustainable omecordig to the Institute of Fiscal Studies
(Crawford, et al, 2014) Further, it is likely to lead to the resurrection of the
original Browne (2010) proposals for an unlimited fee regime by the elite
universities, especially given their vocal opposition to easing student
numbers and need tgenerate additional incom&he effect remains the

transfer of the costfaindergraduate education from the State to the taxpayer
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and the attempt to place O0students at
25) buotnsasnenvnsd apparently exercising

market (Brown, 2011).

Research policy waslso relatively stable in the UK before 1985
(Shattock, 2012) despite financial pressures and the early signs of an appetite
for selectivity in researcholicy evident in the Rothschild Repoft970Q. This
was largely because the funding for teaching and research was considered to be
coterminous, notably expressed in the
overl|l appi ng act iHoweven tkesidea df &verg Bstitutidns 7 ) .
conducting research of equal value was inimical to a successfully performing
market (Kogan and Hanney, 2000jhe Thatcher governmeniverethe first to
strongly pursue the need for greaselectivity and greateaccountabilityin
research funding with the identification of amaccountable black hole of
£635m in 1984 in the UGC block grant that was notionally allocated to
research (Shattock, 2012)his started with Cabinet Office in their review of
government funded researahtheearlyl 98 0s and was acceler
decisionin 1985to both acount for research funding asdek to prioritise it to
increase research quality (Shattock, 20I2)e mechanism set up in the mid
1980s to drive selectivity in researcthe Reseah Assessment Exercise
(RAE) and epeated at varying interva(8992, 1996, 2001, 2008 and 2014)
ever since, was designed tocrease competition within and between
universties (Henkel, 2000; Lucas, 2006), and through selectivity, rather than
administraive design, to leado the concentrationof research in larger
academic groupgs (Shattock, 2012: 169)The current incarnation the

Research Evaluation FramewdiREF) that reports in 2014 hataced a much
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stronger emphasis on the impact of resegRblora and Turri, 2013jhan
previous exercises. However, the idea of impact from research featured in the
review of the RAE (2001) by Sir Gareth Roberts (2003) and witlh@viaw of
university and industry collaboratiotie following year (Lambert, 2003)The

latest impact agenda in RHEkas led to an increased raithistrative burden
(THE, 2013) in an exercise that was already considered burdensome (Rebora
and Turri, 2013). Howevett, is difficult to see how the need for accountability

could be achieved wibut administration, burdensome or not.

RAE has had a number of paradoxical effects as a measure of research
excellence. Its existence has tended to dramatically influence the choice of
research fields, topics and methodological paradigms within uniesrsit
general (Henkel, 1999; Huismagt al, 2007; McNay, 2007) leading to
increasingly monalisciplinary(Fagerbergt al, 2012; Rafol#t al.,2012)and
mainstream Nlartin and Whitley, 2010) research, with strong preference
shown for research thatasmore likely to lead to publication suitable for RAE
submission (Hopwood, 2008RAE has also become a proxy measure of
institutional reputation, affecting
(Brinn et al, 2001) and academic staff (Broadbent, 201Bat in turn
influences its future RAE or REF performancé&his virtuous circle is to be
expected, although RAE has also not been a level playing(Beitier, 2010)
given that it makes a significant allowance for research environment and
esteem in itsneasurement (Rebora and Turri, 2013). There is also the degree
by which t he sy s(TaibrandcSerle, P080; Talpa@Be d 06

Otley, 2010; Parker, 20l11}hat favours established reseamstensive

89



universities and larger research groups and dtmeeats. This may be

intentional.

The impact of the RAE as a symbol of the need for greater
accountability and the surveillance of academic life has been much discussed.
As mentioned previously, for many it is a policy that undermines the Haldane
principle (1918) where the commissioning of research is phmeserve of the
academic actingautonomously on which research excellence is predicated
(Smith et al, 2011). However, it is worth noting that the function of the
periodic assessment and the yearly allmn of research funds could not be
carried out without the independent and voluntary support of the wider
research communitiy the sector. It is academics tlsitt on the various panels
adjudicatingresearch bids and form part of the commissioning pes well
asthe development of research foci in association with Government policy and
consultations. Similarly, there is acknowledgemeat #ttademics have been
able to game the RAE systamtheir benefit, either at an institutional leel
individually in instrumental publication strategies or through networks that
support research assessment (Hopwood, 2008). Therefore, the apparent loss of
academic autonomy (Deest al, 2007) can be overstated. The undoubted
detrimental effects here are as likédyemerge between individual academics,
as between institutions, advantages would tend to favour academics in

researckintensive prel992 universities.

Ideologically synchronous withmarketisabn, although not its
exclusive preservfNeave, 1988)988),is the policy that seeks to make public
organisatios in receipt of public funding publicly accountable (Olssen and

Peters, 2005), although this has been a particular priority in HE in the UK.
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There are three reasons that this has been the case. kinstlrsities have

been a relatively easy target, given the centralization of funds and their
controlled and measureable distribution. Secondly, since W98&rsitieshave

had to compete for any above inflation rises with other Government
departmentsthey have been vulnerable the need to account for funds that
represent significant increases in comparison to other areas (Shattock, 2012:
188). Thirdly, the autonomy exercised by universities in the allocation of
funding has long been perceived as a thteathe government policy of
marketisaibn, and therefore attempts to bring the activities within universities

to account, would be welcomed (Shattock, 2012).

This need for accountability has léal the introduction of measures to
assess performance imany areas of university activity alongside the
corresponding centraing and corporatized structures and processes that
enable this measuremg(iitenkel, 2000; Olssen and Peters, 200§ht, 2009;
Martin and Whitley, 2010Barnett, 2011 Accountabilityt hr ough &écont
regul ation and performance measur ement
[ é] has i mposed restrictions on i nst
aut onomy®od further encasing HE 60i n

bureaucracyo6o 2(0phattock, 2012:

The increasing management and surveillance of individual academic
performance (Barnett, 2011) have had an important impact on the academic
working environment, individual academic autonomy and identity (Deteiy,

2007; Martin and Whitley, 2010). RAE in particular hastriggered6t h e
substantial changes in the management of the research function in universities

and in academic prof es d1i6p nhaslis likelytot ur e 6
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change significantly again with the Coalition government annement (BIS,

2012) that it is seeking to implement the recommendations of the Finch Review
(2012) for all publicly funded researc
preferred option in Finch thatquires the author to paypablishing fee to

cowver the costs of publication including peer review,thesol | ed o6gol do
(Mabe and Price, 2012Yhe debate i®ngoing not least within parliament

itself (Curry, 2013) given the highly critical report from the BIS select
committee(BIS, 2013f butthe intention of the Secretary of State is clear in his
desire for 6greater transparency to €
(Willetts, 2013). It is too early to say what compromises will be reached in
implementation, although public reaction, fosaenple from the Russell Group,

has been negative (Russell Group, 2012) and concerns have been expressed in
academe about the bypassing of existing practices that ensure rigour @Elarke

al., 2012).
3.3.1.2University as economic actor

The requirement thainiversities support economic development more broadly
(Shattock, 2012) and the knowledge economy in particular (Etzkowitz, 2003a)

as part of the nebberal political economy, feature prominently in the policy
discourse Bridgman 2007). For instance,sawell asundoing the posivar

consensus about the funding of HE (Tight, 2009: 86), which was breaking
down at t hat ti me anyway, Dearing al s
more integrated with the wider society, especially the economy, than it has
beerd (Barnett, 1999: 296). This integration extends to the provision of a

highly educated workforce fit for industry, but is particularly concerned with

4HC 99
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research outputs that can be monetized (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997). Thus, if

academic research has valuehen not only <can it stan
competition for |limited fundsd (Ol sser
Oi ncreapensi veness, flexibility and r

economy (Marginson, 1997: .9} is the researcimtensive universities that are
particularly implicated in this role, given the centrality of research and its

commercialization to the knowledge economy (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997).

The university support of the knowledge economy is often viewed in
conflicting optimistic or pessimistic terms (Martin, 2012). For some this
support is an opportunity for the university to takes its rightful and central role
in the knowledge economy (Clarke, 20@tzkowitz, 2004; Shattock, 2005).
Representing @& nar nsactiievnec edha(nEt zkowi t
universityi s only hel d backI| bgcsoeuhpgl ebddidn etrrtaidaic
university (Clarke, 2004: 170). For others the fundamental shift in the
intellectual commons of the university is identified, asignificant threat to
publicly funded basic research (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997; Barnett, 2003;
2011). There is evidence of a problem of support to the knowledge economy
within universities, at individual academic level (Ambe$ al, 2008),
organisatioal level (Rothaermekt al, 2007; Perkmargt al, 2013) and even
departmental level (Rasmussetnal., 2014), which has often been attributed to
this conflict. However, each thesis underestimates the complex, intricate and
often successful relationshipetween publicly funded research in universities
and innovation in the ecomy more broadly (Mazzucato, 2014#ewitt-

Dundas, 2012; Perkmast al, 2013). In the UK this relationship has been

built on a more balanced view of knowledge as a potentialcgooir both
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competitive advantagand public good (Rasmussest al, 2006: 531; Martin,
2012) that has not historically been an existential threat to the university or

basic research (Martin, 2012).
3313Funding 6criseso

The structure of funding foHE in the UK hal been relatively settled for a
number of yearqTight, 2009) until the recent changes in undergraduate
student funding. The government, in the form of funding council grants has
historically provided the majority of funding for teaching andeaach in
universities, in the dual support syst€figure 5 p. 80). Tuition fees paid
directly by the student, based on domicile and type of course, have
progressively supplemented this income since the early 1980s. Symilarl
universities have received research income fromguawernment sources, as
well as supplementary income from rental and other commercial activities. In
2013, universitiesverestill dependent on limit sources of income, not least

government fundingFigure 6.

Figure6 Sources of funding tblE, in EnglandHESA, 2014)

Income of UK HEls by source 2012/13

Recurrent

(teaching) Funding body grants
£4.2bn (14.3%) £7.0bn (24.1%)

Tuition fees and
education contracts
£11.7bn (40.0%)

Home & EU
HE Fees
£7.4bn (25.3%)

Recurrent

(research)
£1.9bn (6.7%)
Other

£0.9bn (3.2%) e b Total Non-EU
ndowment an .
investment income peome |£'|?|I55FbEES12 1%
£29.1bn ELT e

£0.3bn (1.0%)
Other fees
£0.8bn (2.6%)
Other income
£5.4bn (18.5%)

Source:
Higher Education Statistics Agency
woww hesa.ac.ukipr201

Research grants and contracts
£4.8bn (16.4%)
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Universities have developed additional income from international
student recruitment, postgraduate education, incgemerated from external
organisatios, though corporate education, consultancy and knowledge
transfer outside firstresearchjand second streateaching)funding provided
by the government, in orddop maintain standards and provide capital for
growth (Marginsonand Considing 2000; Shattock AWB; 2009). This non
government income, historically classified as thstteamincome however
still only accountsdr just over 30 percerif t he sectords tot e
result universities continue to be sensitive to fundingesrisa the broader
public sector financeand any policies that seek to restrict government annual

and structural deficit.

There havebeentwo recognigd and welchronicled funding crisem
HE in the UK in the institutional memory of the sector, at least among senior
acadents and which stand out in contrast to the significant improvement in
both the amount and stability of funding since the late 1980 first washe
cuts in university fundingluringT h at ¢ h e r 6ramerit (19788) thgto v e
was part of general Thatchiriattempt at retrenchment andsteucturing of
public financeslin its role and in response, the UGC attempted to restructure
the sector based on a more standardized unit cost between universities, to
prioritize science and technology in the nationalnecoic interest and to start
to focus research funding to a select number of institutions (Shattock, 2012).
This subsequently caused major crises in the funding of some universities in
particular and widespread destabilization in oth&€he secondvasduring the
Major government (1992997) when the combination of increasing student

numbers and fiscal comaint in the face of recessided to a furtler funding
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crisis in the sector(Tight, 2009; Shattock, 2012By 1995,public funding per
student had fé&n from a baeline start of 100 in 1976 to &® 1995, with two
significantly steep declines in 19884 and againin 198-1995 (NCIHE,

1997 (Dearing Report), chart 3.18he National Committee of Inquiry into
Higher Education (NCIHE) which became knoas the Dearing Committee,
was for some a CVCP success, given the reluctance of the political parties to
examine how expansion in student numbers could be funded (Shattock, 2012:
133). Since the dramatic changes in the early 1980s, periodic public sector
financial constraints have more often been used to provide a clear rationale for
selectivity in research funding in terms of strategic areas and in its use to
industry or widening participation targets (Tight, 2009; Shattock, 2012) rather

than destabilize the system as a whole.

Since 1997, not only has funding beetatively settled for a number of years,

it has also been a relatively gener@ml growing settlement in HE funding,
particularly in research between 2002 and 2(Fgure 7) designed to saport
innovation (Shattock, 201Z.here was aincrease through thiatroduction of
variable tuition fees poddearing and a strong upturn in international student
recruitment, particularly postgraduate students, that has disproportionately

benefited somef the leading universities (UUK, 20Q09)
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Figure7 HE fundingfor research 20023 to 201112 (BIS, 2013)

It has been argued that theneroussettlement has been significantly
disturbed byfinancial constraintas a consagenceof the financial crisis of

2008 and its aftermathin t h e Coal i t i o fiscalGtgmeningn me nt 6
(Shattock, 2012) i n -caled thibddacgses induhdinge u st er
Between thenthe last Labour Government (26Q0) and the new Coaldn
Government (2014 announced cuts to the HE budget totalling £1.2bn, to be
implemented between 2010 and 2013. This was consolidated in the
Comprehensive Spending Review (October 2Gh8j) added a further £2.9bn

cuts tothe sector (Richardson, 2010). ditional cuts of £1.2bn have been

made in the block grant between 2012 and 2013, representing a further cut of

15 per centKigure 7. These cuts havi® some extent been alleviated by the

relative stability in the nowapital budget for researeltbeit incash rather than

real termsalthough this has had an imp&€tgure §.
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