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ABSTRACT
Using the Auckland University of Technology and the University of Auckland as a case
study, this study seeks to provide a conceptual model for how universities can best maintain
their research autonomy in the face of increasing business practices in higher education. One
of the core functions of a university is to search for and discover knowledge through
research. To be able to do this effectively, the research must be as autonomous as possible
because autonomy is regarded as an essential element in the research performance of
academics. While empirical evidence about the benefits of research autonomy is mixed, a
growing pool of research shows that research autonomy is limited in most universities.
Although some scholars attribute this to corporate practices of the higher education system,
other scholars believe that the “market” and “market-like” activities can strengthen the
autonomy of academics, if it is done cautiously.
I draw on resource dependence theory to suggest that, despite pressures from the
external stakeholders (notably, government and industry), universities can increase their
research autonomy through the implementation of strategic measures. I use a case study
design and draw on interviews and document analysis to generate the findings. I interview
twenty-six staff in selected faculties and positions at the University of Auckland and
Auckland University of Technology, and analysed documents such as NZ Government’s
statement of science investment, and the universities’ strategic plans and research policies. I
have found that research autonomy is a relative term, and that university-industrygovernment research collaboration can enrich universities with resources required to
strengthen their research mission. However, if such relationships are not managed well, they
can deprive universities of their right to pursue knowledge for its own sake and curtail their
role as critic and conscience of society.
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DEDICATION
To you, a young fellow in a low-income family,
you CAN rewrite your family’s story.
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NOTES ON TECHNICAL TERMS
A few terms in this thesis are used interchangeably to refer to the same phenomenon, and so I
give brief explanations of these.
University vs academics
A key focus of this thesis is how both the University of Auckland and Auckland University of
Technology can maintain research autonomy in the face of marketisation. However, a
university does not do research; it is the academics in the university. Since these academics
form part of the university, my use of academics or universities maintaining research
autonomy usually means the same thing. Academics emphasise personal nature of research
while university emphasises the responsibility of an institution.
Academic freedom vs research autonomy
While academic freedom looks at the broader picture of the freedom to pursue teaching and
research without fear of intervention or punishment from external stakeholders, research
autonomy focuses mainly on research.
Academics, researchers, scientists
Policy documents used in this study usually refer to Academics as Scientists.
Basic research, pure research, fundamental research, blue skies research
These terms refer to any research-driven by academics’ curiosity or interest in a scientific
question.
Science vs research
Usually, government policy documents and other literature (primarily, industry-related ones)
use “science” as a general term for academic research.
Third mission, economic mission, marketisation
These terms are often used interchangeably to refer to the growing desire for universities to
diversify their funding sources by pursuing “market” and market-like activities.”
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INTRODUCTION
RESEARCH AUTONOMY AND “MARKETISATION” IN HIGHER
EDUCATION: A CASE STUDY OF TWO NEW ZEALAND
UNIVERSITIES
This chapter focuses on the research problem, the aims and scope of the study, as well as its
significance. By implication, the chapter sets the stage for the study by explaining the
problem of the study and how its answers will eventually serve various stakeholders such as
the university, government, industry and society in general. The second part of this chapter
gives information about the context of the study, including details about the state of research
at Auckland University of Technology (AUT) and the University of Auckland (UoA), which
will enable readers to compare the findings of this study with their context. Finally, the thesis
outline describes the main chapters of the thesis.

I. Funding and regulation in universities
University autonomy has been defined by Berdahl (1990, p. 171) as “the power of the
university to govern without outside controls.” In the past, it was viewed as being related to
academic self-governance and academic freedom (Maassen, Gornitzka, & Fumasoli, 2017). It
was thought that intellectual work would improve if the state did not interfere in the affairs of
the university (Anderson, 2004). Today, many scholars still believe that autonomy is a
necessary ingredient for the university to be able to perform its core academic functions
because, without it, academics’ role as “critic and conscience” of society may be in danger
(Altbach, 2001; Dill, 2001; Enders, de Boer, & Weyer, 2013; Muller, 1990). For this reason,
they tend to consider that the intervention of any internal or external forces in the teaching
and research of academics is an attempt to derail the university from its core mission.
Over several decades, however, the relationship between the state and higher
education has changed significantly (Gornitzka & Maassen, 2000; Maassen et al., 2017).
Governments have now moved from “direct control” to “distant steering,” which gives
universities more autonomy but requires more accountability from them (Rostan, 2010;
Salmi, 2007). Distant steering aims at establishing a closer link between funding and
performance. For example, in New Zealand, the Performance-Based Research Funding
(PBRF) assesses the research performance of academics and then funds tertiary education
1

institutions on the basis of their performance (Tertiary Education Commission, 2016), on
research quality, research degree completions and external research income. Such
competitive funding models, as well as the need for universities to diversify their funding
sources, reflect pressure by governments globally for universities to pursue market and
market-like activities (Brown, 2011; Salmi, 2007; Slaughter & Rhoades. 2004).
Once, higher education was considered a public good (Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000;
Gumport, 2000), and so it seemed appropriate that the state remain its sole funder (Altbach,
1999). However, now that states are withdrawing their investment in higher education
because they deem other socio-economic responsibilities more pressing (Clark, 1998; Salmi,
2007), it is difficult for universities to attract adequate public funding for research (Braun,
2008; Savage, 2000; Shore & Taitz, 2012). For instance, in the United States (US), the initial
budget proposal of Trump’s administration in 2017 saw a 17% reduction in funding for basic
research (Johnson, 2018). In order to compensate for such decreased funding, universities are
being driven to find other sources of income, for example, by seeking to collaborate with
industry (Clark, 1998, 2001; Dill, 2003; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000; Etzkowitz, Webster,
Gebhardt, & Terra, 2000). As a result, universities pursue “market” and “market-like
activities” (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This change is described by Gumport (2000, p. 67)
as a shift from “higher education as a social institution to higher education as an industry.”
Thus, the link between universities and industry has become closer (e.g., from universityindustry consultation to university-industry research collaboration), and academics are
increasingly becoming involved in applied research and research commercialisation (Rostan,
2010).
While pro-marketeers argue in favour of such marketisation (Clark, 2001; Etzkowitz
et al., 2000), anti-marketeers argue against it (Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000; Dill, 2003; Olssen
2016). The anti-marketeers believe that universities may lose focus on their core missions of
teaching and research if they intensively pursue the economic mission of raising funding,
while the pro-marketeers argue that the growing societal demands on universities compared
to their constant, if not shrinking, public resources calls for universities to take control of
their own destinies by finding ways to raise money (Clark, 1998; Rostan, 2010; Salmi,
2007).
The involvement of new stakeholders in research funding, as well as changes in
research funding processes, has given rise to the involvement of bodies other than academics
2

in setting research priorities and deciding on funding allocations (Rostan, 2010). In Rostan’s
(2010) study, most of the participants agreed with the view that the pressure to raise external
research funds has increased since they first joined their universities. This may have affected
research publications because some of these funds come with strings attached (Maassen &
Musiige, 2015; Sarpong, 2016; Savage, 2000). Yet, studies on the academic autonomy of
universities focus mainly on teaching and not research because there seems to be a view that
academics are generally autonomous in their research activities (Pruvot & Estermann, 2017;
Estermann et al., 2011). However, there is a need to focus on research autonomy because
academics may not be as autonomous in their research as they perceive themselves to be. The
perceived freedom of academics to conduct research and publish the outcomes without
interference from inside or outside the university is what I refer to in this study as “research
autonomy.” The problem that universities face is how they can pursue an economic mission
and, at the same time, maintain their research autonomy. It may not be surprising, therefore,
that the literature on the autonomy of universities emphasises that universities enjoy “formal”
(de jure) than “actual” (de facto) autonomy (Anderson & Johnson, 1998; Estermann et al.,
2011; Ordorika, 2003). The autonomy of universities may be guaranteed in law but is not
reflected in the working lives of academics.
Despite the threat that marketisation may imply for the autonomy of academics in the
execution of their research, in most countries, universities have nonetheless become
responsive to the market (Giroux, 2002; Marginson & Rhoades, 2004; Salmi, 2007).

II. Understanding the New Zealand higher education system
This section focuses on the New Zealand (NZ) higher education system and how neoliberal
or marketisation policies may be transforming its identity as it becomes more responsive to
the market. To understand the impact of such educational reforms and the measures NZ
universities are putting in place to respond to them, I delve into the research activities of the
two New Zealand universities that form the case study of this research (the University of
Auckland and AUT University).
Universities in New Zealand
According to Section 162 (4) of the 1989 Education Act, as well as Section 268 of the
Education and Training Act 2020, “a university is characterised by a wide diversity of
teaching and research, especially at a higher level, that maintains, advances, disseminates and
3

assists the application of knowledge, develops intellectual independence, and promotes
community learning.” Under this act, NZ universities are required to have the following
characteristics:
•

they are primarily concerned with more advanced learning, the principal aim being to
develop intellectual independence;

•

their research and teaching are closely interdependent and most of their teaching is
done by people who are active in advancing knowledge;

•

they meet international standards of research and teaching;

•

they are a repository of knowledge and expertise; and

•

they accept a role as a critic and conscience of society.

According to Universities New Zealand (UNZ, n.d-c), all the eight NZ universities fulfil the
above requirements. This accords with the expectations of modern universities to be able to
produce research that is of national and international quality. Universities thus place great
emphasis on knowledge creation and dissemination (UNZ, n.d-c). To be able to perform this
role effectively and efficiently, they must be autonomous because research autonomy is
essential for academics to produce and transfer the knowledge required for societal
development (Edgar & Geare, 2013). Studies show that all eight public universities in New
Zealand enjoy legal autonomy (Crawford, 2016; Collins & Lewis, 2016; Larner & Heron,
2005). They are self-governed under the Education Act 1989, which renders them free to a
degree from government control (Crawford 2016). Section 161 of the Act says, “it is declared
to be the intention of Parliament in enacting the provisions of this Act relating to institutions
that academic freedom and the autonomy of institutions are to be preserved and enhanced.”
The legislation thus protects the autonomy of the universities to ensure that they can perform
their traditional teaching and research functions effectively (Collins & Lewis, 2016). The
challenge, however, is that not all that is enacted in law is put into practice. In order to
preserve its valuable assets, society needs to provide the environment in which both formal
and living autonomy can flourish (Rochford, 2003).
As in many other countries, university education has traditionally been recognised as
a public good that deserved the support of society (Larner & Heron, 2005). It is a public good
because it is expected to benefit society and not just the individual. However, there have been
4

a series of reforms in tertiary education institutions from the mid-1980s until now, that have
transformed universities and changed their degree of autonomy.
Tertiary education reforms
As Goedegebuure and colleagues (2008) argue, if one thing characterises New Zealand’s
tertiary education policy, it is “change.” Similarly, McLaughlin (2003, p. 10) observes that
since the late 1980s “[o]n average, a major review of tertiary education has occurred every
two years.” Crawford (2016) gives a chronology of the main reforms in New Zealand (19872015) that covers changes in funding arrangements and administration across the postcompulsory education and training sector.
Before the reforms
Prior to the reforms (1970 to 1989), NZ universities were regulated through the University
Grants Committee (UGC). The UGC managed the universities’ accountability to government
and allocated government funding to them under a 5-yearly system, using equivalent fulltime students (EFTS) as a funding metric. While universities were funded in bulk (for both
teaching and research), the government controlled major capital investments (Crawford,
2016). As a result, the universities enjoyed limited autonomy because of the centralisation of
the higher education system.
The first major shift
When the fourth Labour government (1984-1990) came into power, it was determined to
make changes across all branches of government, including education. In its first term, the
government sought advice on education policies from several working groups but reached no
firm conclusions. In its second term, it moved quickly to put together directions for reform by
assigning the specially appointed chairs of Cabinet sub-committees to make firm
recommendations on educational policies after considering a range of views. Professor Gary
Hawke brought together proposals for reforms to post-compulsory education and training.
While aspects of the proposed reforms were sometimes highly contested, there was broad
agreement about the need for change because the administration of tertiary education
institutions was considered inefficient, with too much centralised control and not enough
autonomy for universities (Crawford, 2016). Also, there was weak accountability in areas
such as research.
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The first major shift in the tertiary education system occurred in 1989-1990, when the
Education Act 1989 was enacted to set the statutory framework for all tertiary education. The
UGC and the Department of Education were disestablished to make way for the newly
created Ministry of Education and New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA). As was
the case before the reforms, funding was delivered to universities via bulk funding, using
EFTS as the metric. However, universities now had control over their capital spending, an
indication of their increased financial autonomy.
Then, from 1997 to 1998, the NZ Government undertook a review of tertiary
education and issued green and white papers to put forward proposals aimed at implementing
a competitive, demand-driven model like many higher education systems including those of
the United States and the United Kingdom.
1999 signalled a third round of reforms, in which funding of universities became
demand-driven. During the 1999 election campaign, the incumbent government (National)
put forward a vision for tertiary education that was even intensely competitive and marketdriven. The opposition (Labour), in contrast, campaigned on the need to move away from the
competitive market model of education to a more collaborative system (McLaughlin, 2003).
The elections saw a change in government that would lead to another major shift in the
educational system.
The second major shift
A second major shift occurred in 2000. The Tertiary Education Advisory Commission
(TEAC) was established to map out a new direction for tertiary education. The TEAC
proposed: the creation of a Tertiary Education Commission (TEC), a new government agency
to allocate government funding; the creation of a tertiary education strategy and statement of
tertiary education priorities to ensure a better alignment of tertiary education with national
priorities; a system of charters and profiles to help the commission influence the direction of
tertiary education organisations and to improve alignment with the strategy; and the
separation of research funding from funding for teaching and learning.
From 2002 to 2005, amendments to the Education Act 1989 led to the implementation
of many of the TEAC proposals, including the establishment of a Performance-Based
Research Fund (PBRF) and Centres for Research Excellence (CoREs). According to
Crawford (2016), these changes boosted the research performance of NZ universities both
6

locally and internationally since the competition for funding resulted in efficient and
improved quality research production in the universities.
However, as Crawford (2016, p. 18) argues, “the reforms gave insufficient attention to
information, pricing and quality assurance mechanisms that would enable a devolved system
to work well. As a result, governments have resumed more control of allocating funding.”
Probably this was a way of ensuring that, despite the competition, the universities do not lose
their identity as social institutions that serve the public interests.
The impacts of the educational reforms such as the introduction of the PBRF and
other competitive and market-led agendas on the institutional goals and policies of
universities may differ.

III.1 The University of Auckland
The University of Auckland was established to be “a research-led, international university,
recognised for excellence in teaching, learning, research, creative work and administration,
for the significance of its contributions to the advancement of knowledge and its commitment
to serve its local, national and international communities” (UoA, n.d-e). Thus, the university
aims for the highest academic standards relevant to both NZ society and the world. The UoA
has been classified as New Zealand’s largest research organisation, with about 12,000 staff
and postgraduate students involved in basic and applied research (UNZ, n.d-e).
According to the university’s marketing and strategic materials, research at the
university contributes in diverse ways to New Zealand’s cultural and social development. It
does so through its commitment to high-level research, supporting emerging researchers,
increasing world knowledge in a range of fields, and providing insights into and responses to
the needs of the New Zealand community. The university aimed to ensure that, by 2020, it is
able to achieve 1100 research masters and 500 doctoral completions per annum; provide
enhanced support for research activities by nearly doubling external research income from its
level of $240M in 2011 to $433M per annum; increase the number of peer-reviewed research
and creative outputs across all our disciplines; increase the proportion of publications jointly
authored with international colleagues (UoA, n.d-e).
Like many universities, the UoA believes that more resources can enhance its
research activities (UoA, n.d-d), thus work towards developing and commercialising
7

knowledge based on its research and creative works to diversify income sources (UoA, n.de). The research management team of the university comprises the Deputy Vice-Chancellor
(Research), Research Committee, Research Strategy and Integrity Office (ORSI), and
Commercial Research – UniServices.
Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research)
The Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research), simply called the DVCR, is responsible for the
overall research of UoA. The DVCR chairs the University’s Research Committee and is on
the Board of Directors for Auckland UniServices Ltd (UoA, n.d-i)
Research Committee
The Research Committee is a committee of Senate responsible for advising Senate on
research-related matters, allocating part of UoA’s internal research funding, as well as
establishing and monitoring research centres.
Faculties
There are eight faculties within the University of Auckland: Arts, Business School, Creative
Arts and Industries, Education and Social Work, Engineering, Law, Medical and Health
Sciences and Sciences. In this study, I focus on four of the faculties: Arts, Business School,
Medical and Health Sciences and Sciences. Research in the faculties is overseen by Associate
Deans (Research), who provide strategic direction for developing, coordinating and
promoting and implementing the faculties’ research strategies.
UniServices
Auckland UniServices Ltd, the knowledge transfer company of the UoA, is the largest
commercialisation company in Australasia (UNZ, n.d-d). UniServices works with academics
at the University of Auckland to apply their research to solving societal challenges. For the
past 30 years, UniServices has collaborated with hundreds of organisations on thousands of
projects in New Zealand and around the world (UoA, n.d-g). It has generated millions of
dollars for the University of Auckland and its researchers. According to UNZ (n.d-d),
UniServices has 1,200 active projects with more than 300 New Zealand firms at any one
time. In 2016, it generated revenues of $114 million, over 50 licences for intellectual property
and more than 11 businesses to commercialise university research.
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III.2 The Auckland University of Technology
Research is also a key focus for the Auckland University of Technology, although it is now a
teaching-intensive university. The university collaborates with local and international
organisations to deliver leading research in several areas. The university has more than 60
research centres and institutes, which enable it to collaborate locally and globally. Again, this
helps it to attract research partners, research projects and research funding – both internal and
external (AUT, n.d-c). According to the university’s strategic plan policies, all their academic
staff continue to demonstrate research achievements through high publications and citations.
AUT has about 1,500 doctoral students and a four-year doctoral completion rate of 80%. The
university’s external research income continues to increase by 20% per annum and income
from industry and commercialisation by 20% per annum (AUT, n.d-a). For the next few
years, AUT will pursue excellence in innovative and relevant research from fundamental
enquiry to applied research and creative practice (AUT, n.d-a). The university’s research
management team includes the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research, Enterprise and International),
Research and Innovation Office and AUT Enterprise.
Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research, Enterprise and International)
Similar to the UoA, the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research, Enterprise and International) has
overall responsibility for AUT’s research.
Research and Innovation Office
Like ORSI of the University of Auckland, AUT has an office called the Research and
Innovation Office that manages the university’s research activities. The unit supports research
activity across AUT. It helps develop research partnerships at the national and international
levels (AUT, n.d-b).
Faculties
The AUT has five faculties: Business, Economics and Law; Culture and Society; Design and
Creative Technologies; Health and Environmental Sciences; and Māori and Indigenous
Development. How it allocates disciplines to faculties differs from the UoA. For example, at
UoA, the Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences is a separate faculty from the Faculty of
Sciences, while at AUT, they are combined.
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AUT Enterprises
Similar to UniServices, AUT Enterprises Ltd is the commercialisation entity of AUT. It is run
like a business with a board of directors responsible for administering the equity portfolio
resulting from AUT’s commercialisation activity and evaluating larger commercial projects.
The opportunity to network and collaborate made the unit a founding member organisation of
Kiwi Innovation Network (KiwiNet), collaboration and bold advancement for science and
technology commercialisation in New Zealand. According to the Chief Executive Officer
(CEO), Kevin Pryor, “[t]he outcome is about being able to better transfer ideas. It provides a
wide range of networks of organisations. We’ll be able to use the group to be able to leverage
our Intellectual Property (IP) portfolios much better” (AUT, 2011). Thus, the commercial
unit of AUT aims to diversify the university’s income.
As the above data showed, both AUT and UoA have become responsive to market
demands to generate additional income sources. An increase in funding may come with
increased accountability to society, which puts university autonomy in question. The next
section focuses on research autonomy in NZ universities and the research questions of this
study.

IV. University autonomy in New Zealand
All eight public universities in New Zealand enjoy legal autonomy (Crawford, 2016; Collins
& Lewis, 2016; Larner & Heron, 2005). They are self-governed under the Education Act
1989, which renders them free to a degree from government control (Crawford 2016).
Section 161 of the Act says, “it is declared to be the intention of Parliament in enacting the
provisions of this Act relating to institutions that academic freedom and the autonomy of
institutions are to be preserved and enhanced.” This legislation protects the autonomy of the
universities to ensure that they can perform their traditional teaching and research functions
effectively (Collins & Lewis, 2016). As in many other countries, university education has
traditionally been recognised as a public good that deserved the support of society (Larner &
Heron, 2005). It is a public good because university education is expected to benefit society
and not just the individual. However, with declining public funding, the universities have had
to find other sources of funding to sustain their research activities (Crawford, 2016; Savage,
2000). That has led to a growing emphasis on entrepreneurship and marketisation of higher
education (Shore & Taitz, 2012).
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The guiding question of this study is, how has the increasing role of
“marketisation” affected the research autonomy of New Zealand universities?
This question breaks down into three research sub-questions:
1. How important is research autonomy in the lives of academics in New Zealand
universities? The existing literature does not give a comprehensive explanation of the
lived experiences of academics’ research autonomy. I address this question by making
arguments about research autonomy and back them by drawing on the conceptual
framework, literature review and empirical data from this study.
2. Does pressure from the government and funding bodies encourage universities to
pursue “applied” research and research commercialisation over “pure” research? If so,
what are the implications of knowledge shift for the research autonomy of academics?
This question contributes to bridging the gap between applied and basic research, the
Arts and Sciences, and becoming comprehensive universities. As with question one, I
answer this question with my conceptual model in mind and turn to the empirical
evidence to confirm or challenge the existing literature on the issue of epistemic
drift/knowledge shift.
3. How could universities in New Zealand position themselves to ensure that they would
still maintain their research autonomy despite the increasing role of marketisation in
higher education? While there are debates about whether universities need to pursue
an economic mission of, for instance, commercialising knowledge, this question
explores ways that universities can successfully incorporate the economic mission
into the core mission of teaching and research. I answer this question with the
guidance of the empirical data, the literature and the conceptual framework to identify
the essence of the core and economic mission, the challenges associated with these
polarities and ways to address them.
I reorganise these questions into associated themes (Evan, Gruba, & Zobel, 2011) that
correspond to the study’s aim of exploring how a sample of university administrators and
academics at the two New Zealand universities perceive their ability to maintain research
autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education.
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V. Contribution to knowledge
Higher education systems are undergoing reforms that are likely to affect their research
autonomy. Many of these reforms result from the need for research funding due to, for
instance, less public funding, which has led to the introduction of market and market-like
activities into the higher education system (Shore & Taitz, 2012; Slaughter & Rhoades,
2004). Such reform can affect research autonomy. Unfortunately, most of the literature on
university autonomy focuses on organisational, financial and structural autonomy. The
literature that does address academic autonomy mostly focuses on teaching because some
scholars believe that academics are generally autonomous in setting their research agenda (for
example, Estermann et al., 2011 and Pruvot & Estermann, 2017). However, I argue that
increasing marketisation in many higher education systems can be detrimental to academics’
research autonomy because some funding sources come with strings attached, such as
influencing research agenda, design and outcome.
Although scholars such as Collins and Lewis (2016), Larner and Heron (2005),
Olssen (2001), Savage (2000), and Shore and Taitz (2012) have all discussed how
marketisation has affected the academic freedom and institutional autonomy enjoyed by NZ
universities, they fail to show how NZ universities endeavour to maintain their research
autonomy, even as they are pressured to enact marketisation policies. When universities face
two seemingly competing missions – the educational and economic missions – prioritising
one over the other may not be helpful. There can be a hybrid system where universities’ core
educational mission is adjusted to allow compatibility with the economic mission. Therefore,
I seek to contribute to the debate between the pro-market and anti-market scholars regarding
resource-autonomy tensions in universities, and thereby also to contribute to resource
dependence theory and Clark’s (1998) entrepreneurial university, which focus on the material
condition of universities’ environment without much emphasis on the implication for
university autonomy.
To answer the research questions provisionally: research autonomy is essential in the
lives of academics in NZ, and they should be able to exercise formal and living autonomy.
However, pursuing funding opportunities sometimes compromises research autonomy
because most external funds come with strings attached and can influence the research
agenda and outcomes. This may require academics to strategise to maintain their research
autonomy. Therefore, my Strategic Entrepreneurialism (SE) model that shows universities
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how they can gain resources without compromising their academic ethos of autonomy,
collegiality and the public good may be valuable.

VI. Thesis outline
The chapters of the thesis are organised as follows:
Chapter one: Research autonomy in the entrepreneurial university
In chapter one, I explore the relevant literature on university autonomy in research, and where
this research is positioned. It justifies the choice of research autonomy as the defining
concept of this thesis and discusses definitions of formal and living autonomy, as well as
relative and absolute autonomy of universities. Finally, I discuss how the third mission may
have transformed higher education from being a social institution to resemble corporations. I
argue that, while corporate practices could make universities less financially dependent on
government, they can cause academics to lose their research autonomy.
Chapter two: A conceptual framework for understanding research autonomy in the
entrepreneurial university
In chapter two, I discuss the impact of funding sources on the research agenda of universities.
I argue that applied research may be taking the place of basic research because industry, and
increasingly governments, invest more in research of direct benefit to society. In discussing a
way to achieve the right balance between basic and applied research, and preserve research
autonomy, I end the chapter by offering a conceptual framework for the study that comprises
resource dependence theory, entrepreneurial university, state steering models and a glonacal
agency heuristic.
Chapter three: Methodology
In this chapter, I present the methodology and research design of the study. I also explain the
sampling, data collection and analysis methods, and justify the choices involved. This
qualitative study used a case study design, purposive sampling method, and relied on
interviews and documents as sources of evidence to explore how a sample of university
administrators and academics at the UoA and AUT University perceive their ability to
maintain research autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education.
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Chapter four: Theme I – Research funding
From the findings, I identify research funding as the key theme that influences academics’
research autonomy. I triangulate data from the interviews with documents from both
universities and other sources to analyse each theme. Also, I triangulate responses from the
different categories of participants (Senior Academic Research Administrators, Junior
Academic Research Administrators and Academics) to enhance the “trustworthiness” of the
outcome.
Chapter five: Themes II-IV – Research agenda, Research outcomes and Research autonomy
In this chapter, I focus on the research agenda, research outcomes and research autonomy at
AUT and UoA. The findings show that these themes are inextricably linked with research
funding. For instance, funding sources are influencing the research agenda pursued by the
universities, as they are focusing more on applied or research with direct impact than
fundamental research.
Chapter six: Research autonomy and resource tensions
In this chapter, I discuss the research findings in light of the research questions posed in the
introduction and the literature on research autonomy. I focus on how university-industrygovernment partnership can enrich universities with resources to enhance their research
activities. I found that if such relationships are not managed well, they can deprive academics
of their right to pursue knowledge for its own sake, curtail their role as a critic and conscience
of society, and infringe on their research autonomy.
Conclusion: A way forward for university autonomy in New Zealand
In this chapter, I present the main conclusions and limitations of the study and make
recommendations for other future researchers and stakeholders who may find the study
useful. I conclude that, despite the challenges imposed by marketisation in higher education,
both AUT and UoA can maintain research autonomy by pursuing what I call “strategic
entrepreneurialism.”
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CHAPTER ONE
RESEARCH AUTONOMY IN THE ENTREPRENEURIAL
UNIVERSITY
This chapter explores the relevant literature on university autonomy in the performance of its
research function, and where this study is positioned. I employed a thematic literature review,
which organises the literature around themes. The review starts with a justification for
choosing research autonomy as the defining concept of this thesis. Given that there is
empirical evidence that there is limited autonomy in most universities, which seems to
contradict the law granting autonomy to such universities, it discusses formal and living
autonomy, as well as the relative and absolute autonomy of universities. Finally, it discusses
how the economic mission might change the identity of universities.

1.1 Definition of university autonomy
The academic literature on university autonomy defines the concept relatively consistently.
According to Berdahl (1990, p. 171), “autonomy in its complete sense is the power of the
university to govern without outside controls.” Anderson and Johnson (1998, p. 8) define it
similarly as “the freedom of an institution to run its own affairs without direction or influence
from any level of government.” Enders, de Boer and Weyer (2012) also refer to autonomy as
the ability or capacity of the university to be free from external control. These and many
other definitions of university autonomy usually emphasise the power of universities to
discharge their functions without external interference such as from government, industry or
donor agencies.
However, such definitions remain narrow in focus, dealing only with external
interference in universities. Interference may sometimes come from within the university, for
example, when the central administration seeks to influence the behaviour of academics. For
instance, Mountz and colleagues (2015) argue that increasing neoliberalism in universities
has put pressure on academics to increase their productivity. According to the NZ
Productivity Commission (2017), when such influence is brought to bear on the conduct of
research, academic freedom may be at risk. Thus, as argued by Noorda (2013), while
universities need considerable autonomy to be able to fulfil their core missions, autonomy
should be understood as much more than the limitation of outside intervention. In this study,
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therefore, I define university autonomy as the ability of a university to function without
interference from within or outside the university. Thus, autonomy is a broad concept, as the
next section discusses.

1.1.1 Classifications of autonomy
The numerous categorisations of university autonomy by different scholars specify the range
of powers possessed by universities. Berdahl (1990), following Ashby and Anderson (1966),
divides autonomy into substantive and procedural autonomies. Substantive autonomy has to
do with the core missions of universities such as staff recruitment and dismissal, selection of
students, the nature of study programmes taught and research undertaken, while procedural
autonomy deals with the way those missions are carried out, including administrative
practices and personnel policies. According to Berdahl, a university may sometimes enjoy
more procedural autonomy than substantive autonomy. However, both may be required for a
university to be regarded as autonomous. For example, universities must be as free as
possible to determine both the nature of the research that they conduct (substantive
autonomy) and how they go about it (procedural autonomy).
Estermann, Nokkala and Steinel (2011) identify four types of autonomy used in the
analysis of European university systems: organisational autonomy, financial autonomy,
staffing autonomy and academic autonomy, as shown in Table 1.1.
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Table 1.1: Classification of autonomy
Organisational
autonomy

Financial autonomy

Staffing autonomy

• Selection procedure
for the executive head
• Selection criteria for
the executive head
• Dismissal of the
executive head
• Term of office of the
executive head
• Inclusion and election
of external members in
governing bodies
• Capacity to decide on
academic structures
• Capacity to create
legal entities

• Length and type of
public funding
• Ability to keep surplus
• Ability to borrow
money
• Ability to own
buildings
• Ability to charge
tuition fees for
national/EU students
(BA, MA, PhD)
• Ability to charge
tuition fees for non-EU
students (BA, MA,
PhD)

• Capacity to decide
on recruitment
procedures (senior
academic/senior
administrative staff)
• Capacity to decide
on salaries (senior
academic/senior
administrative staff)
• Capacity to decide
on dismissals (senior
academic/senior
administrative staff)
• Capacity to decide
on promotions
(senior
academic/senior
administrative staff

Academic
autonomy
• Capacity to decide on
overall student numbers
• Capacity to select
students (BA, MA)
• Capacity to introduce
programmes (BA, MA,
PhD)
• Capacity to terminate
programmes
• Capacity to choose the
language of instruction
(BA, MA)
• Capacity to select
quality assurance
mechanisms and
providers
• Capacity to design
content of degree
programmes

Note. Estermann, T., Nokkala, T., & Steinel, M. (2011). University autonomy in Europe
II: The scorecard. Brussels: European University Association.
They assessed European universities using an autonomy scorecard, developed by the
European Universities Association (EUA) to monitor, measure and compare different
elements of institutional autonomy in around 30 European higher education systems. Where
organisational autonomy is concerned, the scorecard focuses on the capacity of the university
to define its leadership model; the composition and structure of its governance; internal
academic structures and the possibility to create legal entities. When it comes to financial
autonomy, the scorecard shows that the means of public funding for universities vary
significantly throughout Europe. However, most of them receive block grants, which are
funds that cover several categories of expenditure, such as teaching and research activities.
With staffing autonomy, the scorecard reveals that it remains a challenge due to the diverse
regulations concerning different categories of university personnel and “the differing legal
frameworks of public and private labour law, which impact on the ability to recruit,
remunerate, dismiss and promote staff” (Pruvot & Estermann, 2017, p. 28). Finally, in
academic autonomy, the scorecard focuses mainly on educational activities of universities
such as student intake, the introduction of programmes, language of instruction, quality
assurance and curriculum design.
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Of the four types of autonomy, I focus on academic autonomy. The core mission of
universities is teaching and research (Castells, 2001; Trow, 1970). However, the definition by
Estermann and colleagues (2011) of academic autonomy places more emphasis on teaching.
It does not adequately capture aspects of research such as the capacity to decide on topics,
scope, aims and methods of research. According to them, research was not included because
of the perception that “universities were by and large autonomous in defining their research
profile” (Pruvot and Estermann, 2017, p. 33). However, universities may not be as
autonomous as Pruvot and Estermann assume because some studies have shown that
increasing research collaboration with government and industry usually undermines
universities’ abilities to define their research agenda (Bero, 2019; Rostan, 2010) In contrast to
them, I focus in this study on research. Thus, I define research autonomy (RA) as the
perceived freedom of academics to conduct research and publish the outcome without
interference from within or outside the university.

1.1.2 Research autonomy
Focusing on research autonomy is relevant in this study because the literature suggests that
the source and nature of research funding can limit research autonomy in universities. For
instance, Weinstein, Wilsdon, Chubb and Haddock (2019), in their study “The Real-Time
REF Review,” elicited survey responses from 598 academics across four universities in the
UK. The authors found that 15.4% of the respondents were made to change the focus of their
research to meet the REF requirements (REF – Research Excellence Framework, comparable
to the PBRF in NZ). According to the authors, that implies that a sizeable portion of the
research agenda within the UK may be shaped through REF expectations. The expectations
of the PBRF and other funding schemes have also been found to affect the research agenda of
academics in NZ (Fowler, 2015; Collins, 2015). The NZ Association of Scientists (NZAS)
argued in June 2015 that scientists in NZ are being “gagged or pressured” in their research
activities (Fowler, 2015). In late 2014, NZAS released a poll showing 40% of 358 NZ
scientists surveyed felt being gagged because of management policy or concern over losing
funding. After the release of the survey, several scientists who had similar experiences also
came forward. Dr Nicola Gaston, the then president of the association, said that industry
often forbids scientists from disclosing the results of their research, especially if that research
is commercially funding and produces results undesirable to the funder. As Shaun Hendy
argues, “scientists [have] increasingly had to support their careers by obtaining commercial
18

funding, and if the results [do] not back up the interests and needs of the commercial entities
their career could be at risk” (Hendy, in Fowler, 2015). Thus, competition for funding as well
as funding conditions could be regarded as increasing pressures on academics working in the
public sector.
The then National Government disputed the accuracy of the NZAS’ survey. The
Science and Innovation Minister, Steven Joyce, asked for more evidence to confirm that there
is a problem. To Steven, as Collins (2015, para. 15-16) reports:
I would be keen to hear any evidence of this concern that was causing the public not
to be properly informed – that wouldn’t be right. And I’m very much in favour of
science communication and making sure the public is fully informed. But you’d have
to have a heck of a lot more evidence than we’ve got from one write-in survey.
The then Labour Science and Innovation spokesperson, David Cunliffe, emphasised the need
for research autonomy:
Academics often feel suppressed from speaking openly about the results of their
research if it’s going to rock the boat, shall we say, either for the university or the
government. Academic freedom means that our scientists and our research should be
able to state publicly the results of their research. And there’s a public good in that –
that’s how we as a society get the facts and learn. (Cunliffe, cited in Fowler, 2015,
para. 4-5)
Society benefits more from undiluted research outcomes. Hendy (2016), in his book titled
“Silencing Science,” argues that the weakening relationship between universities, politicians
and the general public puts NZ society in danger. For him, the wellbeing of NZ depends on
the ability of its academics to generate new knowledge that can help solve societal problems
such as climate change, water quality, nutrition and food safety. To achieve this would
require a change in the current relationship between universities and their external
environment. It would require that scholars and decision makers pay more attention to
researcher autonomy, just as they do with teaching autonomy.
Though section 164 of the 1989 Education Act grants autonomy to universities and
their academics, it is not always put into practice. I, therefore, distinguish between “formal”
and “living” autonomy (Christensen, 2011; Fumasoli et al., 2014), but focus on the latter
because autonomy must be lived or experienced, not be a concept that exists only on paper
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(Salmi, 2007). To better demonstrate how these concepts work, the next section compares
formal and living autonomy with practical examples from different countries.

1.2 Formal and living autonomy in universities
There is a belief that universities all over the world enjoy formal autonomy, but, in reality,
such autonomy does not always exist. Enders and colleagues (2012) studied the Dutch
educational system to assess whether formal autonomy results in real autonomy. The scholars
found this not to be the case in Dutch universities. They argue that Dutch universities have
gained in managerial autonomy but have lost in institutional autonomy as university
management have become more responsive to government demands, as they lost what is
sometimes referred to as “regulatory autonomy” (Enders et al., 2012). Anderson and Johnson
(1998) did a similar study, which looked at universities in 20 countries, including New
Zealand. The study sought to explore the relationship between universities and governments
by looking at formal and living autonomy. Unlike in the study of Enders et al., nearly all the
20 countries reported that their university systems enjoyed institutional autonomy. However,
minimally regulated systems can expose universities to market competition, which can make
universities adjuncts of corporations (Anderson & Johnson, 1998; Aronowitz & Giroux,
2000; Enders et al., 2012). Thus, autonomy from the state may not guarantee universities’
substantive autonomy. Anderson and Johnson (1998) thus concluded that, generally
speaking, the autonomy of universities was limited, and those that claimed they had
autonomy did, in practice, not enjoy it due to frequent government interventions.
In the same vein, Estermann and colleagues (2011) conducted a study on 28 higher
education systems, titled “University autonomy in Europe II,” an update on their exploratory
study from 2009, “University autonomy in Europe I.” The study revealed that, although the
institutional freedom of European universities has generally increased since their first study
in 2009, many countries grant their universities too little living autonomy. Pruvot and
Estermann undertook a further study on the topic in 2017, which emphasised that university
autonomy is still threatened across Europe.
The situation is similar across the globe, as Ordorika (2003) argues about Mexico.
Though the universities there have formal autonomy, under the country’s “1944 organic
law,” in reality, the autonomy of the university has been limited by constant state interference
in the appointment of rectors (i.e., vice-chancellors). Ordorika argues that, in the past, the
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government was preoccupied with establishing political control over the university. In recent
times, however, it has focused on shaping university policies towards a competitive business
model. Pells (2019a) reports that a major initiative was announced during Mr López
Obrador’s (President of Mexico) campaign to build 100 new universities to allow “every
person access to higher education.” Academics rejected the scheme because existing
institutions are struggling to survive. Official figures from the National Council of Science
and Technology (Conacyt) show a 47.2% cut in public research funding since 2014. Mexican
researchers have, thus, warned that these actions of government are undermining universities
and research (Pells, 2019a).
These studies analyse the living autonomy of universities versus their formal. While
Estermann and colleagues (2011) and Pruvot and Estermann (2017) focus on a comparative
assessment of formal autonomy of European universities in their national contexts, they do
not delve into what happens at the individual universities (the local context). Ordorika
(2003), Enders and colleagues (2012), as well as Anderson and Johnson (1998), analyse the
living autonomy of universities, but they focus mainly on the managerial autonomy of
universities. For example, Ordorika appears to be worried about government interfering in
the appointment of vice-chancellors. In other words, the literature fails to understand that the
core activities of universities take place in the departments, in what Clark (1983) refers to as
the “academic heartland.” If one wants to examine the living autonomy of a university, then
academics in departments or faculties may be the ones to consult.
Despite the many benefits of autonomy, such as increasing research performance
(Enders et al., 2012), it is worth noting that autonomy does not imply the total absence of
regulation.

1.3 Absolute and relative autonomy
Wilhelm Von Humboldt, in his famous coupling of Einsamkeit und Freiheit (autonomy and
freedom), asserts that universities must be autonomous from the state and economic
constraints (Anderson, 2004). The rationale is that intellectual work can progress best if the
state does not interfere in the affairs of universities. According to Anderson (2004), the roles
of the state were to provide organisational resources and a framework for the smooth
functioning of universities. This can be construed as the state trusting the university system to
perform on its own. However, as Gornitzka and Maassen (2014) argue, the state has over the
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years trusted universities less and less, seeking to regulate – and thus control – them through
funding mechanisms. In other words, funding and autonomy may influence each other. More
funding from the state could mean less autonomy for universities, and less funding may
translate into more autonomy for universities, but also a need to seek other avenues of
funding.
Throughout the nineteenth century and first half of the twentieth century, the aim of
the professoriate was to obtain funding from the state without compromising their autonomy.
The state acted as a “watchdog,” whose only role was to intervene in times of crisis. This
made universities mostly autonomous. It should be noted that, Humboldt maintained that the
selection of academics should be the state’s role because university management and
academics disagree (Anderson, 2004).
However, from the late twentieth century, the ability of universities to act
independently of the state has increased tremendously (Maassen & Cloete, 2006; Slaughter &
Rhoades, 2004; Slaughter & Cantwell, 2011). Governments in most countries have granted
universities increased autonomy, and where they are reluctant to do so, the latter has stepped
forward to claim more autonomy (Salmi, 2007). Also, as global forces and processes have
come to have a growing impact on higher education systems, including neoliberal remarks
and ideology, higher education has come to be regarded as a private good benefitting
individuals more than society as a whole (Altbach, 1999). By implication, a private good
should not receive public support. This, coupled with the emergence of mass higher
education and increasing pressure on government budgets from other sectors of the economy,
such as healthcare and energy, has led to a static, if not decreasing, public funding for
university research in most countries (Martin, 2012; Salmi, 2007).
As a result, universities have had no choice but to work towards diversifying their
funding sources (Clark, 1998). The argument is that financial independence may grant
universities more autonomy. To Slaughter and Rhoades (2004; see also Slaughter &
Cantwell, 2011; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), the need for funding has compelled universities to
move in the direction of the market, by pursuing market and market-like activities such as
patenting and research commercialisation: what they call “academic capitalism.”
Universities, then, become marketers who trade knowledge for funding. However, I doubt if
financial independence is a panacea for increased autonomy because more autonomy may be
linked with more accountability (Berdahl, 1990).
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1.4 Neoliberalism in academia
Whether or not financial independence can bequeath more autonomy to universities, with
their move towards the market, Gumport (2000) argues that universities are losing their
identity as a social institution and becoming more like industry. As a social institution,
universities focus on generating and transferring new knowledge that benefits society in
general (public good). As industry, on the contrary, universities become business-like entities
that produce a wide range of goods and services in a competitive marketplace. Three
interrelated mechanisms advance this process: “academic consumerism,” “academic
managerialism,” and “academic stratification” (Gumport, 2000). Academic consumerism
considers research funders as consumers with special interests. Academic managerialism
focuses on the increasing number of non-academic professionals in universities at the
expense of academics. Academics become “managed professionals,” while administrators
become “managerial professionals” (Rhoades, 1998). Academic stratification is about
treating certain disciplines and academics as better than the others, simply because they have
“market value.” This is often referred to as neoliberal agendas, with features which deviate
from the traditional view of universities as a public good.
According to Olssen and Peters (2005, pp. 314-315), the central presuppositions of
neoliberalism include:
1. The self-interested individual: Individuals are economically self-interested subjects.
Education becomes more a private good than a public good.
2. Free market economics: The best way to allocate resources and opportunities is through
the market because it is efficient.
3. A commitment to laissez-faire: The free market is a self-regulating order, and thus
regulates itself better than government or any other outside forces. Government becomes a
watchdog that only intervenes in times of crisis.
Neoliberalism focuses on making public institutions, including universities, more
proactive and economically efficient (Dougherty & Natow, 2019). For example, as in the
PBRF in NZ, research quality and quantity are fostered by making institutions compete for
funding. The belief is that human well-being is best ensured by encouraging private
enterprise, individual responsibility and competitive markets to stimulate the actions of
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entrepreneurs (Harvey, 2007; Olssen & Peters, 2005). One of the consequences of
neoliberalism is the emergence of what Frith (2020) calls “fast science,” where publishing
more academic papers is considered being productive. But fast science “leads to cutting
corners and has almost certainly contributed to the reproducibility crisis” (Frith, 2020, p. 1).
Similarly, Dougherty and Natow (2019, p. 22) argue that it leads academics to try to
“improve their publication statistics by slicing up their publications into more articles, many
of which are little different from each other, and pursuing less difficult research questions.”
Increased competition fosters such gaming.
Frith (2020) calls for a “slow science” revolution and suggests that a new consensus
about “doing less but better” is needed to address the publication overload created by the
pressure of the publish or perish culture. She asks, “what good does the glut of fast-appearing
publications do for science, swelled perhaps in the future by reports of null results and
replication failures?” (p. 1). Today’s academics know that it is publish or perish. However, is
regular publication the way forward to quality research? Reflecting on her career, Frith
admits that she has produced papers that she wishes she had not published “because they are
not sufficiently original or methodologically robust…. I think it is important to tell young
researchers about this regret and make them aware that in time they might feel similarly” (p.
1). She adds that “scientist’s reputation, in the long run, will be built on their best
publications and lessened or even undermined by their weaker ones.” If neoliberalism pushes
academics to pursue fast-appearing publications, then both universities and academics
become entrepreneurial, i.e., entrepreneurial universities and entrepreneurial academics.
Up to this point, I have argued that the university is losing its “old autonomy”
because the reason for its establishment may be vanishing. The core mission of the university
is for the public good and not the private good (Wright & Shore, 2017).

1.5 Recalling the mission of the university
Universities play an increasingly significant role in improving the quality of life of our
societies (Boulton, 2009). Castells (2001) and Trow (1970) discuss the functions of the
university similarly. According to Castells (2001), universities perform four essential
functions: the promotion of ideology, the selection of dominant elites, the generation of new
knowledge and the training of a skilled labour force. These functions are in line with what
Trow (1970) describes as the autonomous and popular functions of universities. The
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autonomous functions are the transmission of high culture; the selection, formation and
certification of elite groups; and the creation of new knowledge through pure scholarship.
A research-intensive university emphasises on the generation of new knowledge to
bring about innovation for national development (Scott, 1998). Higher education as a social
structure enhances advanced knowledge: “If it could be said that a carpenter goes around with
a hammer looking for nails to hit, then a professor goes around with a bundle of knowledge,
general or specific, looking for ways to augment it or to teach it to others” (Clark, 1983, p.
12). Thus, universities advance the generation and transfer of new knowledge. As indicated
by Crawford (2016) and made explicit in the NZ Education Act 1989, the primary mission of
NZ universities is to advance knowledge through research and teaching.
Muller (1990) explains that this research function is best performed when it is free
from internal and external interference. With funding opportunities, however, scholars argue
that external bodies may be controlling universities’ research agenda (Aronowitz & Giroux,
2000; Bero; 2019; Lemann, 2014; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Also, top-level university
management may control research in universities. Their style of operation may contradict the
traditional academic norms and values (Gumport, 2000; Rhoades, 1998; Shore & Wright,
2017). Generally, while academics may want to preserve Humboldt’s idea of academic
freedom, university administrators often pursue economic mission. Thus, change in internal
structure and practices of universities to make them responsive to the market could also lead
to conflict between management and academics.
In sum, if teaching and research were the first and second missions of the “old”
university, then the entrepreneurial university is adding a third mission called the economic
mission.

1.6 The entrepreneurial university
For the past few decades, New Public Management (NPM), which is an administrative
approach from the private sector, has gained access to the higher education system (Lane,
2000; Meek, Goedegebuure, Santiago, & Carvalho, 2010). NPM aims to introduce private
sector aims and practices into the public sector. The assumption is that corporate practices
enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of public organisations (Kalimullah, Alam, Nour,
2012). As a result, many scholars such as Gumport (2000), Brunson and Sahlin-Anderson
(2000), Kristel et al. (2014), and Musselin (2007) have argued that universities now act
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strategically to position themselves with respect to their competitors. According to Brunsson
and Sahlin-Anderson (2000), such reforms should turn universities into profit-making
organisations.
However, Weick (1976) argues that the loosely coupled nature of universities impedes
such reform. Some elements of the university resist change. Due to disciplinary differences
among academic units, it may be impossible to expect all to work with industry or become
market-oriented. However, Zechlin (2010) argues that NPM can secure greater autonomy for
universities. It can empower universities to improve their efficiency and effectiveness in
order to meet demands from society. Consequently, various models explaining how an
organisation can undertake strategic planning have emerged. One is the “basic model”
(Zechlin, 2010) that follows a series of steps. They include “strategic analysis,” where
universities’ response to changes in their environment compares external demands against
their internal capabilities, “strategies” are then formulated based on the analysis and then
“action” required to realise the implementation of the strategies. The action is then
“implemented” and leads to results from which the actions, strategies and analysis can be
“evaluated.” This is illustrated in Figure 1.1 below.
Figure 1.1: Planning cycle
1. Analysis

2. Strategy

3. Actions for
change

4. Implementation

5. Evaluation

Note. Zechlin, L. (2010). Strategic planning in higher education. In P. L. Peterson, E. Baker,
& B. P. McGaw (Eds.), International encyclopedia of education (pp. 256-263). Amsterdam:
Elsevier.

While such a model may work for other economic enterprises, a linear model is less effective
for higher education institutions. Knowledge, which is the key capital of universities, is
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produced by academics. Academics “are the actual owners of the strategically most crucial
resource – the very resources on which the university’s performance and reputation depend”
(Zechlin, 2010, p. 259). However, academics systems are increasingly divided by expertise
rather than unified by it (Clark, 1983). In a loosely coupled system, argues Weick (1976),
planning is regarded as a poor guide for action. Since universities are among the loosely
coupled systems, their fundamental strengths come directly out of the “unplanned, curiositydriven development of their own systems” (Zechlin, 2010). And rightly so, because I doubt if
a history professor would combine teaching in history with research in Physics. Clark (1983)
asks, “what sort of institution could subsume classical literature and social work, knit
together physics and sociology, integrate archaeology and zoology?” (p. 18). Due to their
function and dynamic external environment, universities may have to have more flexibly
formulated goals (Zechlin, 2010, p. 258).
Universities that strictly follow corporate management principles may exhaust
themselves dealing with internal conflicts because the academics may resist management
initiatives. Shore and Taitz (2012) describe an instance of disagreement between the central
management and the academics at the University of Auckland over the University of
Auckland Draft Strategy Plan 2012-2015. In the plan, the central management of the
university aimed to make the University of Auckland New Zealand’s premier research
university, for example, by ensuring a rise in masters and doctoral graduation rates. However,
most of the academics agreed that that was unrealistic and unachievable. They criticised the
plan for the fact that it “placed the principles of competition and commercialisation of
research over those of collaboration with academic colleagues in other New Zealand
universities and the pursuit of knowledge as a legitimate end in itself” (p. 213). According to
Shore and Taitz (2012), the condemnation brought some minor amendments to the draft plan,
the final version of which was later approved by the University Council. This story shows
that collaborative action is perhaps needed to run a university, as Section 1.6.2 explains.
In sum, the entrepreneurial university seeks to introduce corporate norms and
practices in academia. However, the loosely coupled nature of the academic system raises
concerns about imposing non-academic models on universities. That said, universities must
respond to growing pressures from their environments, and the next section discusses views
on how they can best manage this task by adopting mechanisms for change, organisational
structure and behaviour, as well as the management role.
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1.6.1 Perspectives on organisational responses to the external environment
There are several schools of thought regarding how organisations can best respond to their
environment. Table 1.2 outlines Astley and van de Ven (1983) four views on how
organisations can respond effectively to their environments: the natural selection view, the
collective-action view, the system-structural view and the strategic choice view. These views
combine “macro” and “micro” levels of organisational analysis and “deterministic” and
“voluntaristic” assumptions of human nature. This assumes that institutions are either
determined by external forces (deterministic assumption) or are freely chosen and created by
human beings (voluntaristic assumption), and are constituted by part-whole relations.
Table 1.2: Four views of organisation and management
Macro level
Natural selection view
• The environment determines
action.
• Change results from natural
evolution.
• The behaviour is random.
• The manager’s role is being
inactive.

Collective-action view
• Interaction of groups to construct
their environment.
• Change results from collective
bargaining.
• The behaviour is collectively
constructed.
• The manager’s role is being
interactive.

System-structural view
• Hierarchical arrangement of roles
in achieving efficient system
functioning.
• There is division and integration of
roles to adapt the units to the
environmental changes.
• Behaviour is deterministic.
• The manager’s role is being
reactive.

Strategic choice view
• Purposes and actions are
determined by the people in
power.
• Changes result from the actions of
the people in power.
• Behaviour is constructed,
autonomous and enacted
autonomously.
• The manager’s role is proactive.

Deterministic orientation

Voluntaristic orientation

Micro level
Note. Adapted from Astley, W. G., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1983, p. 247). Central perspectives
and debates in organization theory. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28(2), 245-273.
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From Table 1.2, the system-structured view is associated with roles that require people who
are carefully selected, trained and controlled to meet the requirements of those positions.
Here, the manager’s role is a reactive one – “perceive, process and respond to a changing
environment and adapt by rearranging internal organisational structure to ensure survival or
effectiveness” (Astley & van de Ven, 1983, p. 248). Managerial decision making, therefore,
is about gathering correct information about environmental variations. However, this
approach is criticised for inferring the existence of self-regulating mechanisms that serve the
needs and functions of the system (Astley & van de Ven, 1983).
To overcome the weaknesses of the system-structural view, the strategic choice view
came into existence. According to this view, and as illustrated in Table 1.2, choice-making is
available in the design of the organisational structure. Thus, resource dependence theorists
argue that the environment should not be viewed as a set of uncontrollable constraints
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Management of universities is not obliged to adhere to the
dictates of the environment. Instead, they can influence it to fit their goals and objectives.
This autonomy enjoyed by the universities ensures flexibility in their operation.
However, some scholars still believe that the autonomy that comes with the strategic
choice view can be limited. They regard organisations as being under the influence of the
environment. In other words, akin to the system structured view, the environment determines
the actions of managers. This inhibits the choices available to managers of organisations.
Hence, the managerial role can be described as inactive. This view is called the Natural
Selection, which is a more macro view of organisation-environment relation.
The final view is Collective-Action. It emphasises collective survival, which is usually
achieved through collaboration between the individual units. With this synergy, they can
withstand the effects of the environment. Thus, change is understood to be actively produced
by political negotiation and social definition rather than determined by neutral economic and
environmental forces.
The deterministic and voluntaristic arguments shape these four views. The
determinists are of the view that the social environment dictates the actions of organisations,
while the voluntarists believe that we live in a world of possibilities – and thus –
organisations can influence their environment. According to Table 1.2, the natural selection
and system-structured views are more “deterministic,” while the collective-action and
strategic choice views are more “voluntaristic.” Also, while the “natural selection and
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collective-action” views focus on the whole (macro), the “system-structural and strategic
choice” views focus on the parts (micro). It must, however, be noted that none of the debates
and perspectives is the right way. Adopting a view(s) may depend on the type of
organisation, its goals, and many other factors. In the next section, I discuss how this
framework may apply to universities.

1.6.2 A case of New Zealand universities
Now, where universities in New Zealand are concerned, all eight public universities fit the
macro view of the university-environment relationship. Government policies and the
increasing needs of industry/society influence the way NZ universities operate. The PBRF,
for instance, causes the universities to become strategic in their research activities to enable
them to secure the greatest possible share of the funding. In this case, the universities become
reactive, as the funding determines their actions. Also, the universities could act by
negotiating with the government to ensure that they have a voice in the funding policy
formulation. This interactive action could be regarded as collective and more voluntaristic.
Here is an example: during the 2019 PBRF review, Universities New Zealand made a
submission that reflected the views of the Vice-Chancellors and the Deputy Vice-Chancellors
of Research of all eight universities (UNZ, 2019). The call for submissions ensured that all
stakeholders were involved in the decision making by which UNZ aimed for smooth
implementation of its plan. At the micro-level, while some universities’ may depend mainly
on government funding allocations (deterministic), others may be more “proactive” and
diversify their funding sources (voluntaristic).
Also, if one considers individual universities as the “macro view” and their faculties
as the “micro view,” a similar description could be made. For instance, the University of
Auckland Strategic Plan 2013-2020 intended that the university is “ranked among the peer
universities that make up the top half of the Australian Group of Eight, the UK Russell Group
and the Canadian U15” (UoA, 2012, p. 2). The faculties may come together to discuss this
plan together with the university management – collective action. In the process of
developing the university’s Strategic Plan 2021-2030, for instance, the UoA administration is
consulting students, staff and all stakeholders to ensure that the plan is inclusive (UoA,
2020c). This fits well with the collective action and more voluntaristic views.
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A fundamental identity of universities is their role as teaching and research
institutions. According to Gioia and Thomas (1996), an “identity” is how members of an
organisation view their own organisation; while “image” is how others view them. As a result
of factors such as globalisation and government funding, NZ universities are increasingly
becoming competitive by making “strategic changes” (Wright & Shore, 2017) to remain
economically sustainable. While a change could easily be made in many organisations, the
loosely coupled nature of universities makes it a near impossibility to change the image and
identities of universities (Gioia & Thomas, 1996). To strategically execute change may
therefore require both “sensemaking” and “sensegiving” by university leadership (Gioia &
Chittipeddi, 1991). According to Keazar (2013, p. 763), “sensemaking is about creating an
understanding of the change while sensegiving is concerned with influencing the outcomes,
communicating thoughts about change to others, and gaining support.” In the case of the
University of Auckland Strategic Plan 2012-2015 (see Section 1.6), though it “made sense” to
be strategic in securing more research funding, perhaps a failure of the university
management to communicate it properly (sensegiving) led to the condemnation of the plan by
academics as leading to marketisation in UoA.
Where faculties and various stakeholders are involved in “sensemaking,”
“sensegiving” becomes more effortless. That could enhance participation and ensure that the
interests of different faculties are met in order to avoid possible resistance to change. That
said, the loosely coupled nature of universities makes it difficult for collective action to be
taken. Thus, Musselin (2007) wonders if universities are specific organisations. Many
scholars, including Giroux (2002) and Gumport (2000), have argued that the university is a
unique organisation. Treating it as business may be detrimental to its core mission of teaching
and research.

1.7 The university as a unique organisation
The discussion in the preceding section focused on organisation-environment relationship,
which showed that universities might be different from other organisations due to their
loosely coupled nature. Musseline (2007, pp. 78-79) is emphatic that universities are unique
organisations: “it is linked to the characteristics of teaching and research activities but also
that this explains the limited effects of the recent reforms aimed at constructing universities
into organizations by imposing non-academic models on them.” The economic mission
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cannot replace the core mission because knowledge production and transfer define
universities.
In his famous 1983 book titled The Higher Education System: Academic Organization
in Cross-National Perspective, Clark explains why universities should not be treated the
same way as other organisations that strictly follow corporate norms and practices. According
to Clark (1983, p. 14), higher education is composed of knowledge-bearing groups that have
a special character:
No business firm, church, army, hospital, or public bureau, in any country, stretches
across so many “arts and sciences,” let alone attempts to include
architecture and engineering and teaching and social work. Large aggregates of
organizations in the other domains do not cover so much of the territory of knowledge
as do clusters of universities and colleges: the innumerable bureaus that constitute the
executive branch of modern government come closest.
Universities are unique organisations. The academic system works with “materials”
(knowledge) that are increasingly specialised, broad and highly autonomous. According to
Clark, since it is impossible to slow the division of labour in society, it is also unfeasible to
stop the division of knowledge in academia. By implication, the shift towards academic
stratification pointed out by Gumport (2000) should not be tolerated in the academic system,
because it is the diverse community of disciplines and scholars that make universities unique.
To show the relevance of diverse disciplines in universities, Clark (1983) groups
academic activities in two primary ways: by discipline and university. Though many world
university ranking institutions like the Shanghai, Times Higher Education and QS do both
university and subject rankings, the key focus is usually on universities’ overall position.
Again, the university rankings came many years before introducing the subject rankings
(Siwinski, 2015). “As a way of organising knowledge groups, the university catches
everyone’s eye and is well known” (Clark, 1983, p. 29). Despite the common tendency to
overlook the importance of the discipline, it should be regarded as the primary mode of
universities. “A simple test suggests its power: give the academic worker the choice of
leaving the discipline or the institution, and he or she will typically leave the institution”
(Clark, 1983, p. 30). In other words, the discipline rather than the university tends to become
the dominant force in the working lives of academics (though both may be equally
important).
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Even though there is an increasing number of interdisciplinary programmes in
universities compared to other organisations, universities do not have strong interdependent
parts (Clark, 1983) because they are loosely coupled. For example, Law does not need
Biology, and Archaeology does not need Physics. Faculty autonomy tends to be high because
the law professor, for instance, may have little or no ideas about Physics to be able to dictate
what the physics lecturer should teach. While the knowledge base is loosely coupled,
disciplines are financially interconnected and entangled through university policies and
practices. That could create tensions between the central management at the top, and the
faculties and academics at the bottom.

1.8 Central management, faculties and academics
New public management (NPM) is now being applied to public services, including higher
education institutions (Christensen 2011; Hood, 1995; Lane, 2000). However, many
academics believe that NPM has led to more focus on management compared to the core
mission of teaching and research in universities (Hazledine, 2016; Shore & Wright, 2017).
That seems to contradict the mission of the university to train a skilled labour force and
generating new knowledge truth pure scholarship (Castells, 2001; Trow, 1970). For this
reason, Hazledine (2016) laments that he and his other colleagues love their work as
academics but do not love their job at the University of Auckland. Hazledine (2016, para. 6)
maintains that the academics (especially junior ones and women) “feel insecure,
unappreciated, frustrated, in a workplace that has become increasingly bureaucratised; in
which “management” has seemingly lost sympathy with our core academic values.”
Universities would perhaps get more research outcomes from “free academics” than
“managed academics.”
Thus, no matter how much the management think they understand how central
research is to the university, they cannot know better than the experts in the field. When it
comes to that, then the academics in the faculties are the right people to ask (Clark, 1983,
1998; Maassen et al., 2017). Professor Tim Hazledine of the University of Auckland
reviewed a book by Malcom and Tarling (2007) titled “Crisis of Identity? The Mission and
Management of Universities in New Zealand.” In the review, Hazledine asserts that:
If I were asked for the single precept that must guide leaders and administrators on
campus, it would be the virtue ethics principle: hire good people and trust them to
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perform well. This is not ivory-towered romanticism; this is actually what works in an
environment where people do in fact themselves make most of their own decisions,
but where most of those decisions have spill-over impacts on other colleagues and
students. Instead, we have been pulled away from virtue ethics. More market has – as
in government and the private sector – overwhelmingly meant more managers. In my
own Faculty of Commerce, for example, the ratio of managers to front-line academics
went from 1 to 20 in 1984, to 1 to 4 in 1997. This remarkable collapse in management
productivity has not just been directly costly in diverting substantial funds from
teaching and research. It has also led to unprecedented levels of muddled-headed
interference and misguided decision-making. (Hazledine, 2008, para. 12)
Hazledine emphasises that the central management at the University of Auckland does not
trust academics to perform their duties. Hence, the university now dedicates resources to hire
more managers instead of more academics (Hazledine, 2021). According to Wright and Shore
(2017), this “administrative bloat” is partly due to the pressures that come with university
rankings, as well as the pursuit of new funding streams. This is a sign of universities putting
the economic mission ahead of the core mission, and the consequence is that managers and
senior administrators can now control the actions of academics (Wright & Shore, 2017), thus
limiting the professional autonomy of academics (Rhoades, 1998).
Edgar and Geare (2013) argue that autonomy is a crucial factor that determines the
research performance of academics. In their study that explores the factors influencing the
research function of academics in NZ universities, high performing academics (using the
PBRF as an indicator of research performance) reported a greater degree of autonomy than
low performing academics. This indicates the significant role autonomy plays in ensuring the
success of academics. In contrast to Hazledine (2008), the authors argue that, even though
full-time managers have been introduced into the central administration of universities in NZ,
the faculties remain autonomous. Thus, perhaps academics are influenced more by external
factors than internal forces.
Muller (1990), and more recently Sarpong et al. (2020), admits that academic
autonomy has been restricted to some extent in the modern era simply because of the more
investments made into research universities by funding bodies, especially industry.
Inadequate funding may prevent academics from undertaking the kind of research that they
are curious about doing. As Ross (2019b) reports, a Melbourne microbiologist has warned
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that Australian researchers are struggling to afford the equipment that they need to stay
internationally competitive now, let alone build automated labs for the near future. Thus, less
funding may mean less research autonomy, while more funding may translate into more
research autonomy.
In conclusion, the various literature review has done the following. It has given an
insight into the definition of university autonomy; its classifications; the formal and living
autonomy; absolute and relative autonomy. It has explored the mission of the university and
the relationship between management and academics. It demonstrated that universities are
unique organisations, despite the efforts by governments and university management to treat
them similarly to other organisations. While corporate practices could make universities less
financially dependent on government, they can cause universities to lose their research
autonomy. In the next chapter, I focus on how research funding and funding policies could
influence the research agenda in universities and the various debates about funding-autonomy
tensions.
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CHAPTER TWO
A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING
RESEARCH AUTONOMY IN THE ENTREPRENEURIAL
UNIVERSITY
This chapter focuses on the impact of funding sources and policies on the research agenda of
universities. The general notion is that applied research may be taking the place of basic
research. There are two schools of thoughts: while some scholars ascribe this shift in research
focus with the influence of marketisation, others believe that marketisation can, instead,
strengthen the research autonomy of universities, “if it is done well.” I back the debates with
both theoretical and empirical findings. Finally, I conclude the reviews by constructing a
conceptual framework for the study.

2.1 Autonomy-resource tension
The section explains how universities’ dependence on external research resources could be
detrimental to their research activities and autonomy. According to Section 162(4) of the
New Zealand Education Act 1989, NZ universities are expected to take on “the role of critic
and conscience of society.” Jones, Galvin and Woodhouse (2000) assert that autonomy is a
crucial ingredient for academics to play this role. The authors ask, “to what extent does the
university encourage research that is on unglamorous or uncomfortable topics?” (p. 3). They
explain that grant funding success drives academics from such research areas, which tend to
go unfunded. When this happens, research autonomy is lost, and their critic and conscience
roles become threatened. The New Zealand Education Act affirms that academics have the
freedom to engage in research without restrictions, whether from within or outside the
university. However, Jones and colleagues (2000) believe that research autonomy is
becoming less common because most research funding from industry, especially, comes with
strings attached, including dictating the choice of area of inquiry and restrictions from
publishing certain research findings. Similarly, Bridgman (2007) argues that the freedom of
academics to undertake research is being threatened by a combination of factors including
marketisation, increased teaching loads, and managerialism. For example, if getting research
funding becomes tied to certain conditions such as third parties influencing the area of
research, its method, as well as the outcome, then research autonomy may be in danger.
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Research autonomy is argued to be an essential element in the working lives of
academics and ought not to be traded for funding. Hazledine (2016), in an interview with the
NZ Herald, asserts that research autonomy must be protected. He explains:
The day after our mini-strike the VC launched a campaign to help build a better future
for New Zealand. He proposes to use up to $300 million of kind donors’ money to
purchase research into a list of pre-assigned topics. This worthy-sounding endeavour
is actually highly contentious. It cuts right across established university principles and
the Education Act that defines these. The principle is that the academic staff of the
University choose what they will research (and teach), and the job of the Vice
Chancellor and his managers is to basically feed and house us as best they can in
support of our autonomous efforts. (para. 8)
Hazledine explains one of the critical threats to academic freedom pointed out by Bridgman
(2007). Research is more expensive than teaching, and universities may not have all the
resources at their disposal to undertake it. Nevertheless, this may not also mean that
universities should consider getting research support from all sources, even to the point of
giving away their freedom – the basis for their existence.
It is important to note that external research funding support sometimes comes in
many forms. Savage (2000) argues that research arrangements with external bodies give
university researchers access to laboratories and other facilities that their universities cannot
acquire on their own. According to Savage (2000), if such arrangements are handled well,
they can enrich the university in both cash and research opportunities. However, the reality is
that these partnerships are often not handled well, which can be detrimental to research
autonomy. The author gives this example to illustrate his point:
In Canada, Nancy Olivieri, a medical researcher at the University of Toronto and the
Hospital for Sick Children in Toronto, claimed to have found some toxic reactions to
an experimental haemoglobin treatment. The company forbade publication. She went
ahead and published in a distinguished American journal. The hospital tried to fire
her, and the University fiddled while the case burst into the open. The University
eventually said that it would create an inquiry to be chaired by a former university
president who unfortunately had had a large research grant from the same company.
Eventually, as international pressure mounted, the University of Toronto reconsidered
and restored Dr Olivieri to a teaching and research post. (Savage, 2000, pp. 114-115)
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This example demonstrates how the source of research funding could lead to academics
losing their autonomy. In Dr Olivieri’s case, there was a slim chance that the University of
Toronto would come to her aid because the chairperson who had to inquire into her case had
also benefitted from that same company. Thanks to the international pressure which got her
restored to her post.
Not only can research funding suppress the publication of research outcomes, but it
can also determine what research academics do. Pells (2019b) reports that university-business
interactions in Europe are leading to less focus on basic research. In a report by the European
University Association, titled “The Role of Universities in Regional Innovation Ecosystems,”
universities in Europe were warned of the “biased results” of industry-funded research
(Reichert, 2019). In the report, nine universities from nine European countries were selected
on the basis that they were “known to be competitive” in research and innovation. They were
asked in-depth questions about their challenges, assets and strategies in university-business
interactions. According to Reichert (2019), there are fears from academics that increasing
dependence on industry-funded research will lead to a higher risk of biased results as well as
the possibility of curiosity-based or pure research being undermined. Reichert concludes that
universities in Europe have seen an increase of industry-funded research, but not in public
funding for curiosity-driven research.
Thus, due to a reduction in public funding of university research, pure research which
is/was the heart of universities may be giving way to applied or practical research. However,
engagement in applied research should not be a substitute for basic research as both can
effectively coexist.

2.2 Basic and applied research coexistence
Despite some arguments in the literature that basic research is no longer a focus of
universities, a study by Bentley, Gulbrandsen and Kyvik (2015) concludes that there is a
strong presence of basic research in universities, but that varies among countries and
disciplines. It is partly why this thesis focuses on different university disciplines in the New
Zealand context to see how the variation plays out. Again, contrary to the notion that
academics specialise either in basic or applied research (Gibbon et al., 1994), Bentley and
colleagues (2015) discovered that most academics engage in a combination of basic and
applied research, with the applied orientation generally more common.
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Basic research has traditionally been fundamental to university missions and their
public funding. The “linear model” of innovation (Mode I), which was popular after the
Second World War, regarded basic research as the key contributor to innovation and
economic growth (Mowery & Sampat, 2005). However, more recently, the value of basic
research has come under question. Nowotny, Scott and Gibbon (2003) propose three leading
causes for the decline in basic research: increased steering of research priorities by funders;
increased commercialisation of research (resulting from decreased public funding); and
broader accountability of research to the society. Gibbons and colleagues (1994, p. 184)
argue that basic research conducted solely within universities (Mode 1) is no longer the
primary mode of knowledge production: “the research that is variously described as “pure,”
“blue-skies,” fundamental, or disinterested, is now a minority preoccupation – even in
universities.” Hence, Mode 2 knowledge, namely, applied research, has become the dominant
form of research in universities (Bentley et al., 2015).
Another model that emphasises the shift away from basic to applied research is the
Triple Helix model (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000), which shows that the future
legitimation of research depends upon its application and contribution to economic
development. This shift has not gone unchallenged. It has been criticised as “academic
capitalism” (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), whereby applied and
commercially funded research is often fostered at the expense of basic research. Nevertheless,
the extent of such engagement may be based on how close a discipline is to the market forces
(Becher, 1994). As Bentley and colleagues (2015) argue, the Mode 2 claim may vary
according to country and disciplines. In other words, while academics in one country may
focus more on basic research, others in another country may prioritise applied research; and
academics in the Natural Sciences may prioritise basic research compared to their
counterparts in the Applied Sciences.
The level of government funding in each country may well play a key role in deciding
the kind of research activities academics tend to engage in. For example, according to Kyvik
(2007), public funding of university research is substantial in Norway, and, as a result, the
majority (about 90%) of Norwegian academics engage in basic research (Gulbrandsen &
Kyvik, 2010). Thus, national context is of importance to appreciating changes in knowledge
production than implied by the Mode 2 thesis. According to Bothwell (2018), about 50% of
academics in Africa are without research funding and is as a result of little government
investment in research. Therefore, it would be easier for such academics to divert their
39

research focus to areas where they could get funding (or not undertake research that requires
funding). In other words, academics in Africa are more likely to be involved in applied
research than their counterparts in Norway. Shinn (2002) thus argues that despite global
trends, universities, businesses and governments still operate mainly in their national
context. In the NZ context, though public research funding keeps rising, there are far more
competitors for the funding, which compels the universities to seek industry funding (which
may imply doing more applied research). Also, though a greater percentage of public funding
is for basic research, applied research is recently gaining more attention (UNZ, n.d-c). I
discuss the sources of research funding in NZ Section 4.1 of this thesis.
Apart from the national context, one can expect specialisation in basic research to be
prevalent in the hard-pure disciplines (e.g., Physical Sciences) and soft-pure disciplines (e.g.,
Arts) (Becher, 1994). On the contrary, specialisation in applied research may be more
common in the hard-applied disciplines (e.g., Medical and Health Sciences) and soft-applied
disciplines (e.g., Business). According to Biglan (1973) and Becher’s (1994) discussions of
disciplinary differences, academics focusing on basic research tend to receive less external
research funding, work in environments where applied research is less emphasised, and feel
weaker professional obligations to apply their knowledge to problems in society. For
instance, a history professor is least likely to receive industry funding and apply their
knowledge to practical societal problems than an Engineering professor. Thus, to what extent
will academics specialise in either basic or applied or both research? Bentley and colleagues
(2015) put forward three possible explanations to that effect: access to external commercial
research funding, institutional expectations/policies and individual normative/social
behaviour.
2.2.1 Access to external commercial research funding
Governments have always been the main funder of universities. Unfortunately, in almost
every part of the world, public funding has become inadequate, causing universities to shift
their research focus away from basic research (Giroux, 2002). Not only has public funding of
research declined, but the mechanisms for disbursing public funds have also shifted from
stable block grants towards results-based models like PBRF (Rostan, 2010). That puts
pressure on universities and their academics to look for external research funding and to
reduce their reliance on public funding. Given that basic research often leads to incalculable
outcomes, it tends to attract little private sector funding. Therefore, access to business and
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industry funding might be a key differentiator between academics for basic and applied
research engagement within universities (Bentley et al., 2015). The assumption here is that
academics who can secure business and industry funding for research will be less reliant on
the decreasing public funding and may be more likely to engage in applied research.
2.2.2 Institutional expectation
Nowadays, universities everywhere are positioned in rapidly changing national and global
contexts, that are strongly affected by what has become commonly known as “the visions of a
knowledge economy” (Gornitzka, 2008; OECD, 2014). The visions assume that societies’
development is affected by the performance of universities through the integration of
education, research and innovation. Consequently, investment in scientific research and
higher education has become a critical factor in international competitiveness (Scott, 1998;
Wyckoff, 2013). For this reason, Scott (1998) asserts that “the instruments of international
rivalry are no longer fleets and missiles but intellectual property” (p. 110). That indicates the
importance of the research role of universities. Altbach (2013) thus refers to the university as
the centre of the global knowledge economy.
Consequently, universities across the world face widened and deepened stakeholders’
expectations that they serve the knowledge economy. According to Clark (1998), to thrive
and not just survive, universities must have the capability to respond to stakeholder needs by
promoting commercial and applied research. It may be expected that although academics who
work in such universities will be more likely to engage in research with direct application,
this will not necessarily be to the neglect of their engagement in basic research (Bentley et al.,
2015). Likewise, the original Mode 2 argument is that Mode 2 did not replace Mode 1; it
supplemented and grew alongside it (Gibbons et al., 1994). Hence, Bentley and colleagues
argue that individual academics engaged in Mode 2 knowledge production (applied research)
may continue to be involved in basic research alongside application-oriented research. This
reflects Stokes’s (1997) “Pasteur’s quadrant” of no destructive relationship between basic
research and applied research; the two can effectively coexist.
2.2.3 Individual choices
As this thesis seeks to explore, one of the defining characteristics of academia is autonomy
and protection from external influence. This is mostly embodied in basic research –
knowledge for its own sake, compared to applied research – providing a practical solution to
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solve a problem (Giroux & Aronowitz, 2000). The changing funding patterns, however, have
been described as placing the future of basic research in danger (Altbach, 2001). Given the
challenge that applied research poses to traditional scientific norms, engagement in applied
research perhaps reflects how individual academics view applied research. According to
Bentley and colleagues (2015), those who view applied research as a professional obligation
will be more likely to be more engaged in applied research. If most academics genuinely
believe they are already deeply engaged in applied research, it may indicate they hold a
different understanding of applied research and may not need to be convinced before doing it.
Bentley and colleagues (2015) discovered that external commercial research funding
plays a significant role in applied research specialisation, but mostly not for basic research
specialisation. In their study, those academics who engaged in both basic and applied
research did not do so equally, with more academics leaning towards applied over basic
research. Therefore, basic research may be considered as an essential part of most academics’
research, but mainly secondary to applied research. Regardless of country and discipline,
combining basic and applied research may be the norm for many academics. The authors
assert that there may not be a clear division in the higher education system between
universities/academics primarily doing basic research and others applied research.
Bentley and colleagues’ (2015) work is complemented by Reichert’s (2019) report,
which notes that once basic and applied research were widely understood as separate
practices, now the two approaches are “generally seen as part of a mutually reinforcing
whole.” However, governments should not regard university-industry collaboration as an
excuse to relax their own support because given that many university-industry collaborative
projects are formed under a requirement to develop a specific commercial product, basic
research risks being ignored (Reichert, 2019).
One may suppose that although both basic and applied research remains a top priority
of universities, funding opportunities are shifting more focus to applied research to the
disadvantage of basic research. However, the next section points out that the shift towards
applied research may not be all wrong.
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2.3 Engagement in applied research might not mean a loss of autonomy
When academics engage in applied research, it does not mean they are sacrificing their
autonomy or ignoring basic research. A quote from Professor Peter Phillips, director of the
Johnson-Shoyama Centre for the Study of Science and Innovation Policy in Canada says that:
The moment you open yourself up to anything other than curiosity-led research that is
assigned through some impersonal peer structure, there’s a possibility that there’s a
perception of bias…. But you can’t prove a negative. So, we’re all sort of tainted by
the same brush, and right now the focus is on industrial money in the academic space.
(Cited in Basken, 2019, last para.)
That demonstrates the frustration of an applied researcher who perhaps is facing challenges
from colleagues who are basic researchers. However, research undertaken by Swinburne
University of Technology’s Centre for Transformative Innovation led by Russell Thomson
reveals that academics need not sell their souls to collaborate with industry (Ross, 2019a).
From the study, university-business partnerships produced a surprisingly high proportion of
basic research rather than applied research. Again, the study found that journal articles with
both university and private-sector authors achieved average citation rates – about one-quarter
higher than those published exclusively by academics and three-quarters higher than those
entirely published by corporate researchers. This suggests that a university-industry research
collaboration may be a win-win game and not a win-lose. Even if there would be a loser,
probably, that may not be academics. As McCabe, Parker and Cox (2016) observed, coproduction is limited by academic partners controlling much of the research activities and
industry partners refusing to challenge academic decision-making because both academics
and industry partners place great value on basic knowledge more than applied or practical
knowledge.
The various discussions – whether relative or absolute autonomy, formal or real
autonomy, basic or applied research – hovered around how a decline in government funding
is causing universities to pursue market and market-like activities. To quote Clark Kerr
(2001, p. 1), “[t]his great transformation is regretted by some, accepted by many, gloried in,
as yet, by few.” Two voices could be heard: those who are in support of this move in the
market direction, that I call Pro-marketeers (PMs), and those against it, called Antimarketeers (AMs). Generally, while the anti-marketeers regard the move as leading to an
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erosion of research autonomy, the pro-marketeers think that marketisation can rather increase
research autonomy.
Whether as a PM or an AM, all need to understand these changing dynamics in higher
education and university research. The next section focuses on the arguments put forward by
both sides.

2.4 Anti-Marketeers (AMs)
The anti-market scholars are of the view that the university’s core mission is to engage in
research, but adding the economic mission tends to erode that mission. The consequences
may include the university losing its soul, biases in research outcomes and academics putting
private interests over public interests.
University losing its soul
Aronowitz and Giroux (2000) argue that as corporate culture and values are being brought
into the domain of the university, corporate planning might replace social planning, and
management becomes a substitute for leadership. That echoes what Gumport (2000) discuss
as the move from higher education as a social institution to higher education as an industry,
where managerialism is increasingly becoming a norm. When this happens, universities
become adjuncts of the corporation, and their autonomous function of basic research may be
eroded (Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000). Shore and Wright (2017) outline seven features of
reforms that have taken place in higher education. These are state disinvestment in
universities; new regimes for promoting competitiveness; the rise of audit culture:
performance and output measures; administrative bloat, academic decline; institutional
capture: the power of the “administeriat”; new income streams and the rise of the
“entrepreneurial university”; higher education as a private investment versus public good.
With these reforms came the title of their book, “Death of the Public University?” The
authors argue that though the public university is now in the “wrong direction,” it may not be
dead. To revive the university, the authors call for universities that are built on trust and
whose primary goal is to serve society and not money-making.
In the same book and in a way akin to the features of the reforms outlined by Shore
and Wright (2017), Lewis and Shore (2017) argue that the money-making mission is
displacing the traditional mission to become the primary purpose of universities. Hence,
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universities have gotten to a stage where most of their employees “have no direct link with
either teaching or research” (p. 65). Instead, they are business-minded employees brought on
board to boost the financial status of universities. So, their “language” is usually about
commercialising research – a vital ingredient of the global knowledge economy. Slaughter
and Rhoades (2004) refer to this integration of universities into the knowledge economy as
academic capitalism, where universities are considered as marketers who pursue market and
marketlike activities. The authors regard this change as a shift from public good knowledge
to the academic capitalist knowledge regime, and academics are increasingly becoming
managed professionals (Rhoades, 1998). In this twenty-first century, knowledge cannot be
separated easily from the new economy. Also, with universities as the primary repository of
knowledge (Scott, 1998), they are expected to work with key actors such as industry and
government (Etzkowitz et al., 2000). The challenge is that these relationships are usually not
managed well (Savage, 2000), which could be detrimental to the research autonomy of
academics.
Bias research outcomes
The anti-marketeers believe that a step in the market direction will influence not only the area
of research but also its outcomes. Aronowitz and Giroux (2000) argue that as money becomes
the focus of the university, businesses, donor agencies and individuals are more than willing
to provide the needed resources, but with strings attached, including influencing the direction
of research. Also, they believe that, as the universities become too reliant on these external
bodies for funding, those areas of study that do not produce substantial returns get
“marginalised, underfunded, or eliminated” (p. 333). Thus, more attention is shifting from
basic research to applied research and research commercialisation (Nowotny et al., 2003).
Similarly, Marks (2019) writes, “Opioid crisis shows partnering with industry can be bad for
public health.” In the report, Marks indicates that partnering with, or taking money from,
industry can be perilous – including tarnishing the integrity and public trust of academia.
These partnerships “distort research agendas, not merely of individual researchers but of
entire fields of research” (Marks, 2019). Besides, a research partnership with industry can
lead to formulating problems and finding solutions that favour the industry partners. The
report compares “addiction” to a partnership with industry to opioid addiction and suggested
that the best way universities can get out of these collaborations is first to admit they have a
problem (Marks, 2019). It seems universities are yet to become more addicted to industry
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partnerships because of the pressures of globalisation. For instance, most of the world
university rankings consider industry income as one of the key metrics.
Industry can also be the wealthy people in society, which by the power of their
money, can influence university autonomy. For instance, Matthew (2019) wonders why US
universities allowed their researchers to take funding from Jeffrey Epstein even after the
financier was convicted of “soliciting prostitution” from underage girls. It could be that the
universities allowed it because all funding is funding. Alternatively, it is a sign of
universities’ weakness to regulate academics’ fundraising efforts. According to Matthew, this
“raises wider concerns over how [universities] handle ultra-wealthy people who seek to shape
the scientific agenda.”
About how funding can shape the research agenda and outcome, Hong and Bero
(2002) give a practical example of how industry collaboration could be detrimental. In their
article, “How the tobacco industry responded to an influential study of the health effects of
secondhand smoke,” the authors report an attempt by the tobacco industry to refute a 1981
influential study by Takeshi Hirayama – which examined the association of passive smoking
and lung cancer among non-smoking wives of smokers in Japan. According to the authors,
the tobacco industry considered multiple ways to conceal its involvement in the new study –
“Japanese spousal study.” In doing so, the tobacco industry “considered funding the study
through the Centre for Indoor Air Research, a research organisation supported by the tobacco
industry, in order to hide industry involvement” (Hong & Bero, 2002, p. 1413). Also, the
authors argue that although all the parties involved in conducting the research were people
from the tobacco industry, the consultant ended up as the sole author of the final publication.
Why the hidden or “ghost” authorship if the tobacco company had no special interests? A
study of this nature may not be credible and trustworthy (Guba, 2002).
Bero (2019), in her article titled “When big companies fund academic research, the
truth often comes last,” argues that as funding from industries increases, research autonomy
suffers. She discusses that under four themes. First, industry sponsors suppress publication.
Bero gives examples of two early career researchers who were not allowed to publish the
results of their work. While early-career researchers are particularly vulnerable to publication
restrictions, Bero indicates that senior researchers can be vulnerable too. Second, industry
sponsors manipulate evidence. The author mentions that there are a series of examples about
industry sponsors influencing the design and conduct of research and publishing only
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findings favourable to the funder. Third, industry sponsors influence research agenda. Bero
finds this as the biggest threat to research autonomy since establishing research agendas is
generally classified as the very first stage in the research process. According to her review of
research studies, industry funding, among other things, drives researchers to study questions
that aim to maximise benefits and minimise harms of their products. Fourth, she asks, “How
do we protect academic freedom?” The author advises that: academics must guard against
industry funding with strings attached; government and all stakeholders must ensure support
for research that meet the needs of the public; when research is supported by industry, they
should not influence the design and outcome; and that scientist should not sign contracts that
prevent dissemination of their findings.
Finally, Jackson, Thomson and Nygard (2015) argue that research universities have
always faced external constraints and have been expected to be accountable to the public who
fund them. That could be construed as a limitation to academic freedom. However, the
authors argue that the reduction in public funding and increasing industrial funding poses a
new challenge to the academic freedom of universities today, especially regarding their
research autonomy because of the restrictive funding conditionalities that tend to put private
interests over public interests.
Private over the public interest
Aronowitz and Giroux (2000) argue that as the university pursues marketisation policies,
private interests replace public and social responsibility. Ford (2007) also argues that, unlike
the civic university which was devoted to serving the interests of the state, and the research
university, which was devoted to research, the entrepreneurial university exists to serve the
economic interests of individuals and, indirectly, the corporations that employ them.
Undoubtedly, the purpose of the entrepreneurial university is also to maintain financial
sustainability. However, Ford argues that too much focus on pursuing marketisation is likely
to cause social disruption in the future. Dill (2003, p. 136) then asks, “do the constantly
increasing social expenditures for higher education in the US benefit the public interest or do
they advantage certain students and faculty members?” Publicly funded research should be
made accessible to the public without having to pay for it (Saunders, 2019). Dill (2003)
thinks that it would be a naïve choice for policymakers to allow the market to rule because of
the possible failures in higher education markets.
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Olssen (2016) differentiates between classical liberalism and neoliberalism. Whereas
the former was characterised by having more autonomy, the latter seeks to produce
individuals who are innovative and competitive. The neoliberal replaces public good with
individualised performance targets. Olssen (2016) agrees to some extent that it is the idea of
the university as “ivory tower” devoid of state control and public scrutiny that made the
neoliberal criticisms of “professionalism” of the academics as valid. In his own words: “In
that I am supporting a certain form of accountability as important, there is no objection to
individual employee assessments to ensure ‘a fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay’ being
operated by universities themselves” (p. 142). However, the author believes that the way
forward is not through the increasing market competition to ensure accountability. Instead,
the concept of a public good can be a more neutral and fairer option because, as Saunders
(2019) argues, then the taxpayers could access the research they fund.

2.5 Pro-Marketeers (PMs)
While the pro-marketeers acknowledge the issues raised by the anti-marketeers, the former
argue that the university did not choose to be entrepreneurial. Instead, certain factors such as
a reduction in state funding, new relations with the university’s environment, and the
increasing demands on universities have caused the university to transform itself to thrive and
not just survive.
Reduction in state funding
Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) argue that because of the decline in state funding, higher
education institutions are forced to seek external funding sources. They do this by pursuing
market and market-like activities. This view is supported by Jongbloed (2003), who argues
that through marketisation policy, universities have more room to manoeuvre in the discharge
of their functions. To Jongbloed, recently, marketisation policies have been introduced in
sectors previously characterised by high governmental control. The author, however, admits
that a real market for higher education does not exist because government policies prevent
such markets from forming. The author believes that research areas that have the possibility
of a market require some government intervention. Here, the government’s role is to
cooperate and empower rather than intervene and restrict.
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A new relationship with the external environment
The pro-marketeers believe that the market is a necessary tool for universities to be able to
respond to pressure from their environment. Burton Clark (1998), who has written
extensively on the entrepreneurial university, argues that if universities do not transform
themselves, there will be a discrepancy between the demands made upon them by the society
and their capacity to respond. The more society becomes complex, the more universities
would be required to solve complex problems. Clark believes that if entrepreneurialism in the
universities is done well, it can strengthen university autonomy because, with increased
funding, universities can have more freedom to pursue their core mission. To counter the
arguments by the opponents of the entrepreneurial view, Clark (2001, p. 10) explains that
“Entrepreneurial character in universities does not stifle the collegial spirit, it does not make
universities handmaidens of industries; and it does not commercialize universities and turn
them into all-purpose shopping malls. On all three accounts, it moves in the opposite
direction.” Thus, entrepreneurialism in Clark’s sense should be seen as a “collegial
entrepreneurism,” and a step to instead strengthen university autonomy.
Entrepreneurism does not only benefit universities but society as well. Slaughter and
Rhoades (2004) believe that the rise of the knowledge economy calls for a new relationship
between higher education institutions and society. They argue that the knowledge economy
concept has caused a blurring of boundaries among markets, states and universities.
Etzkowitz and colleagues (2000) share a similar view as they believe that there has been a
shift towards a hybrid system of market forces and government incentives – the interaction of
government, industry and academia is shifting, from the previous modes of separation, into a
triple helix of overlapping, yet relatively autonomous spheres. These theories indicate the
growing interdependence between universities, industry and government for the success of
the new economy. Thus, universities, who are the repository of knowledge, cannot be
separated from the new economy.
Lessons from history
Martin (2003), on “The changing social contract for science and the evolution of the
university,” argues that, in reference to the period before the second half of the 20th century,
the third mission may not be new. During the late 19th century, Martin asserts that
universities took up the role of contributing to technological development, innovation and the
economy. However, that did not significantly affect their core mission of teaching and
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research. The author gives examples of universities like Imperial College and Massachusetts
Institute of Technology that combine, effectively, research that addresses societal needs and
high-quality basic research. Thus, just as universities’ research thrived during the 19th
century, so they should be capable of flourishing today without them sacrificing their
research autonomy.
Martin (2003), again, narrates the history of two social contracts that took place
between universities and the state. The first was the Humboldtian social contract, where the
universities relied mainly on government for funding. Here, there was a high level of research
autonomy for academics. The second social contract was that of Vannevar Bush. The contract
said that the allocation of research funding should be left to academics, which also promoted
high research autonomy. However, Martin asserts that, due to global driving forces for
change, the late 1980s witnessed a revised form of the social contract that is replacing the
above two social contracts. These forces include, but are not limited to, increasing
competition among countries, constraints on public expenditure, and the increasing
importance of scientific and technological competencies. Thus, governments now expect
specific benefits in exchange for continued investments in research. This has brought about
the emergence of the “third mission,” which imply contributing to the economy and society.
Contrary to the argument that the third mission might damage universities’ core mission of
teaching and research, Martin argues that both missions can effectively coexist.
According to Metcalfe (2010), the connection between universities and industry in a
modern economy may be “evolutional.” In other words, although universities and industry
may work together, they are distinct from each other. Thus, Metcalfe (2010, p. 30) argues that
“it would be as unwise to expect firms to behave like universities as it would be to expect
universities to behave like firms.” They will always be subject to the principles of “division
of labour” and “separation of powers.”
The multiversity
Clark Kerr (2001), popularly known for the concept of “multiversity,” in his 1963 book
asserted that the American universities are moving in “another direction.” He meant that
while universities are known for the traditional function of teaching and research, they seem
to be adding more functions: “The university is so many things to so many different people
that it must, of necessity, be partially at war with itself” (p. 7). Thus, while many scholars
were tempted to focus on the “misuses” of the university, Kerr was optimistic and focused on
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the “uses.” Perhaps the university was never a better place than it is now. The author asserts
that the university started as a single community made up of masters and students. However,
today’s university is full of people who have no direct relationship with teaching (and
research), as Shore and Wright (2017) noted. According to Kerr, “[t]his great transformation
is regretted by some, accepted by many, gloried in, as yet, by few. But it should be
understood by all” (p. 1). That explains the essence of having pro-marketeers and antimarketeers in this study. According to Kerr, “The idea of the university” by Cardinal
Newman (during the 19th century) focused on “liberal knowledge.” For Newman, the ideal
university must comprise of a community of scholars, engaging in intellectual pursuit not for
any purpose but as an end in itself (Deboick, 2010). Hence, Newman regarded “useful
knowledge” as a “deal of trash.”
However, this did not stand the test of time as “The idea of a Modern University” (a
reflection of research-oriented German University system) by Abraham Flexner emerged in
the 1930s. Here, the quest for truth, rather than salvation, was the goal. To quote Kerr,
“history moves faster than observer’s pen.” Hence, “The Idea of a Multiversity” emerged
when universities were becoming all things to all people. Kerr summarises his book with the
following advice: (2001, pp. 212-213)
1. “Higher education has been very resilient in turning fears into triumphs. I expected
that this will continue. It is due to the angels who march in where fools fear to tread.
2. It is better to concentrate on basic long-term trends and not on current annoyances.
3. The first, best step in conquering the future is to worry about it – to fear it. Worry is
the beginning of wisdom.
4. Fear should liberate responses, not imprison them.
5. It is useful to be confident that a glorious past might be followed by a glorious
future.”
Thus, Kerr is optimistic that managing the third mission well would make the university a
better place.
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Nature of research
Ylijoki, Lyytinen and Marttila (2011) analyse the changing nature of academic research,
focusing on disciplinary differences. The scholars reject the notion that traditional academic
research is giving way to market-driven research. Also, they argue that it is over-simplistic to
generalise that there is a shift from Mode 1 to Mode 2 type market-driven research since
different disciplines have different ties to society. Thus, they assert that the “transformation
thesis” (i.e., Mode 1 to Mode 2) needs to be revisited and made specific, as the core mission
remains crucial to universities. Again, there are many markets since the university-society
relationship is many-sided.
Mode 2 may not be a new concept and may have even preceded mode 1 (Martin,
2003). Martin (2003) argues that research carried out in the context of application (Mode 2)
has always been present within universities. He cites Germany and US universities at the end
of the 19th century as cases in point. However, during the late half of the 20th century,
“Mode 1 came to be seen in academic ideology as the ‘normal’ form of knowledge while
Mode 2 was viewed as less central or even ‘deviant’ form of research that posed dangers to
the university as an institution” (Martin, 2003, pp. 21-22). That period is perhaps on the brink
of ending as the literature has shown that Mode 2 or applied research is increasingly gaining
much attention in universities.
Similarly, Gulbrandsen and Smeby (2005) investigated “the relationship between
commercialisation of research and university professors’ research performance.” The authors
studied university professors with industrial funding and professors with other types of
funding or no external research funding. Also, they examined if there was a negative
relationship between entrepreneurial activities and academic research publications on
academics. They found that professors with industrial funding were, to a greater extent, doing
more applied research and had more scientific publications. Besides, there was neither a
positive nor negative relationship between academic research publication and entrepreneurial
activities.
The AM argued that industry mainly invests in applied research to the detriment of
basic research. Mazzucato (2011) argues that the high risk involved in the innovation process
is why industry invests less in basic research. With the immediate returns associated with
applied research, industry tends to focus more on that. Mazzucato calls this a typical example
of a “market failure” where the market alone produces less basic research. This is where
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government intervention is usually needed to ensure the stability and growth of basic
research. Thus, “in different sectors, it has often been the state that has funded the most
radical innovations, with the private sector focusing on the less risky, more profitable
innovation” (Mazzucato, 2011, p. 36). However, the author argues that the private sector
rather reaps more benefits from government investments in basic research. She shows that
“every technology that makes the iPhone ‘smart’ (internet, GPS, touch-screen display and
Siri) was directly publicly funded” (Mazzucato, 2015, p. 14). The author maintains that
taxpayers may not be aware that their taxes foster these innovations, “and that corporations
that have made money from innovation that has been supported by the government are
neither returning a significant portion of the profits to the government nor investing in new
innovation” (Mazzucato, 2011, p. 39). The signing of Bayh-Dole Act into law in 1980 gave
US universities rights to intellectual property (IP) generated from public funding (Ezell,
2019; Loewenberg, 2009), and many OECD countries who receive significant public research
funding also became aware of the value of IP and followed the US example (OECD, 2003).
Thus, the triple helix of the university-industry-government (UIG) relationship might ensure
that governments reap returns from the investments made in research.
The UIG interaction could benefit all, especially universities. According to Godin and
Gingras (2000), the belief that collaborative research may be detrimental to basic research
seems not grounded. However, the situation may have changed now, and the authors suggest
that it be continuously monitored. Similarly, Van Looy, Ranga, Callaert, Debackere,
Zimmermann (2004) examined how entrepreneurialism can be reconciled with research
performance. The findings indicated that both entrepreneurialism and research activities
enhance and do not hinder each other. Their reason is that an increase in resources usually
leads to an increase in the number and nature of research publications.
When faced with divided views from the anti-marketeers and the pro-marketeers,
there is a temptation to choose one side over the other. Choosing between the anti-marketeers
and the pro-marketeers may not solve the problem of funding-autonomy tensions. According
to Barry Johnson (1998, p. 2), a fundamental question to ask, when faced with such a
situation, is: “Is this a problem we can ‘solve,’ or is it an ongoing polarity we must manage
well?” Johnson defines “either/or problem solving” as problems with one right answer or two
more right answers that are independent. For example, who is the current Prime Minister of
New Zealand? And 1+1=? Contrary to either/or problems is what Johnson calls “Polarities” –
two or more right answers that are interdependent. For example, how can research-intensive
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universities sustain their research activities? Should they be more concerned about their
research function, or should they be more concerned about pursuing research funding?
Taking care of one at the expense of the other may not be right; both need attention. Thus,
Barry Johnson concludes that “If it is a polarity you must manage, applying traditional
problem-solving skills will increase the problem rather than help it.” Like Barry Johnson,
Markus et al. (2019; see also Murray, 2010) propose a hybrid system of allowing the
“dominant logic” (core educational mission) to co-exist with the “silent logic” (economic
mission).
Deiaco, Hughes and McKelvey (2012) argue that the idea of a knowledge economy
puts pressure on universities to ensure economic growth and innovation. That causes
universities to act strategically in response to external pressures. There may be costs and
benefits of responding to these pressures. The authors argue that “responding well” can
enrich universities with financial resources. On the contrary, not building a “healthy
relationship” with external funding bodies may have a detrimental effect on the research
autonomy of universities. A key focus of this study is how universities can act strategically to
maintain research autonomy as they respond to external pressures.
While there may be benefits in a university-industry relationship, the profit motive
may result in “bias and conflicts of interest” (Johnson, 2018). In David Johnson’s (2018)
study that examined how academics experience increasing marketisation in academia, the
author found that self-interest, funding and prestige are what inspire their research. If the
research relationship is driven by self-interest, as Bentley and colleagues (2015) found, there
would be fewer conflicts of interest and biases in the research outcomes. However, driven by
research funding success, a university-industry relationship can be detrimental to research
autonomy, as universities may become adjuncts of businesses and corporations. That said,
David Johnson (2018) argues that the university-industry relationship may benefit society
through the synergies of research collaboration. Thus, as Castells (2001, p. 211) asserts,
The critical element in the structure and dynamics of university system is their ability
to combine and make compatible seemingly contradictory functions which have all
constituted the system historically and are all probably being required at any given
moment by the social interests underlying higher education policies.
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Universities, therefore, may have to find ways to combine the traditional mission and the
third mission. Though the addition of a third mission to the core mission seems to be a global
phenomenon, how it can be done well may vary from country to country.

2.7 Focus on New Zealand
The arguments from both sides of the debate sound convincing, but the government of New
Zealand seems more convinced by the pro-marketeers, as is evident in some educational
policies of the country. For instance, the PBRF encourages competition among NZ
universities and assume an entrepreneurial posture of attracting external research funding.
Even an initiative has been named “Entrepreneurial Universities,” which signals the NZ
government’s support for the pro-marketeers. “Entrepreneurial Universities is a competitive
fund to attract world-leading entrepreneurial researchers who will build stronger and more
relevant links with existing and emerging industries and firms” (Tertiary Education
Commission, 2019, para. 1). Thus, the funding is to promote entrepreneurship across NZ
universities.
In contrast to the NZ Government’s entrepreneurial agenda in the universities, it
appears that many scholars in NZ are against neoliberalism in academia. The scholars here
are proposing that neo-liberalism, which is increasingly becoming a common feature in the
higher education system in NZ, must be critically analysed as it has the potential of causing
the death of universities.
Impact of globalisation
Larner and Heron (2005) argue that NZ universities are being positioned in the neoliberalising spaces of higher education as a result of globalisation. Globalisation has caused
them to respond by playing an active role in order not to pay the price in diminished
effectiveness. Also, the authors explain that policymakers and industries have begun to
express concerns about the contribution of NZ universities to the knowledge economy. As a
repository of knowledge (Scott, 1998), universities play a crucial role in building a
knowledge economy. The authors maintain that the university is an institution that has
invented itself in the past, and clearly, it is undergoing another transformation as it becomes
part of the globalising higher education system. Similarly, Collins and Lewis (2016) explain
that NZ universities continue to change because of the need to compete for resources, mostly
funding. The authors believe that the competition for resources is positioning NZ universities
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in the globalised system of higher education. For instance, to attract top international students
and staff to NZ would require NZ universities to compete with other global universities.
These global talents not only improve the income streams of the universities, but they can
also make a significant contribution to the national economy (Marginson & van der Wende,
2007). The knowledge economy has, thus, led to believe that the university is a key player in
economic transformation.
Shore and Taitz (2012) explain that there is a shift in the context and mission of
universities as governments throughout the world expect something in return for the
investments made into higher education. Thus, universities are expected to be entrepreneurial
in order to generate more revenue and form partnerships with businesses and industries for a
strong knowledge economy. The authors indicate that this shift to academic capitalism is
particularly evident in countries with a decline in state support of universities.
University losing its soul
Shore and Taitz (2012) ask, “who ‘owns’ the university?” The authors explain how officially
the universities in NZ enjoy autonomy, but this seems not to be the case in practice. For this
reason, there are concerns from Vice-Chancellors of NZ universities that the government
consistently act “as if it owned the university.” The authors believe that businesses and
industries can also infringe on university autonomy, as their symbolic presence is being felt
across the university sector. Government and industry may exercise some form of control
over universities because the former usually possess resources that the latter needs. This
requires universities to act strategically to maintain their autonomy.
Olssen (2001) has done a detailed study on neo-liberalism in New Zealand. Olssen
explains how marketisation has diminished academic freedom and made academics
unprofessional. The author believes that no professional, including lawyers, engineers, or
teachers in would generally want to have their codes of conduct dictated by anyone else but
their peers. Thus, professional autonomy may be a necessary ingredient in the working lives
of academics. However, the author believes that New Zealand higher education system is
experiencing the opposite, as universities are organised through chains of accountability
involving contractual relationships between government and university. The PBRF, which
funds universities based on their research performance, is a case in point. This brings about
competition between the tertiary education institutions. Olssen fears that the competition
might compromise traditional academic values which govern professional conduct and
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research as each academic must now be inherently sensitive to the market request that their
research can attract.
In summary, with universities’ continuous reliance on government and industry for
resources that the universities lack, research autonomy may be challenging to achieve.
Besides, more autonomy may imply more accountability (Berdahl, 1990). The literature
showed that increasingly universities are moving beyond their national borders to connect
with other universities worldwide. Thus, in addition to the national and local forces infringing
on research autonomy, the global dimension requires some attention. In the next section, I
construct a conceptual framework to get a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon
of research autonomy-marketisation tensions.

2.8 Conceptual framework
According to Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 18), “a conceptual framework explains, either
graphically or in narrative form, the main things to be studied – the key factors, construct or
variables – and the presumed relationships among them.” This framework is something that
the researcher constructs. Maxwell (2005) puts it this way, “it incorporates pieces that are
borrowed from elsewhere, but the structure, the overall coherence, is something that you
build, not something that exists ready-made” (p. 41).
This study draws on Resource dependence Theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 2003),
the concept of Entrepreneurial University (Clark, 1998), State steering models (Olsen, 1988)
and the Glonacal agency heuristic (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002) to build its conceptual
framework. According to Maxwell (2005, p. 43), no theory will accommodate all data
equally well; it will brighten one area and leave the others in darkness. Hence, the
combination of a theory and concepts in this framework to accommodate all the relevant data.

2.8.1 Resource dependence Theory (RDT)
Pfeffer and Salancik introduced Resource dependence Theory in 1978. RDT is about how the
environment of organisations affects and constrains them and how they, in turn, respond to
these external constraints. According to these scholars, this is also a guide to designing and
managing organisations that are externally constrained (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. xxxi).
Regarding the external environment constraining an organisation and the strategic choices put
in place to overcome the constraints, then one could also consider neo-institutional theory
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(DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). According to Powell and Colyvas (2008), neo-institutional
theory shows that organisations structures and practices are often either reflections of or
responses to norms, rules and beliefs built into their environment. Thus, resource dependence
theory and neo-institutional theory are similar. The key difference is that while the former
focuses on the “material conditions” of the environment, the latter is about the “cultural
norms, values and social expectations” (Pfeffer & Salincik, 2003, p. xvi).
The position of resource dependence theorists is that organisations survive to the
extent that they are effective. The effectiveness emanates from the management of demands
by groups upon which the organisation depends for resources and support. The survival of
organisations largely depends on their ability to acquire and respond to changes in their
environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). That would not be challenging if organisations were
in absolute control of all the resources required for their operation. Unfortunately, no
organisation is completely independent. They find themselves in an environment that
comprises of other organisations. Hence, they depend on those other organisations for the
many resources they themselves require (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). For instance, while
universities depend on both government and industry for funding to promote their research
activities, government and industry also benefit from universities knowledge production to
make informed decisions and ensure growth.
Lipnicka and Verhoeven (2014) summarise the three main assumptions of the theory as:
1. every organisation needs resources to survive, and this leads to interdependence;
2. this interdependence leads to uncertainty; and
3. in order to reduce uncertainty, organisations change their strategy to survive.
Therefore, the more power government and industry (external stakeholders) have on
universities, the greater the “environmental determinism.” On the other hand, the more power
universities have, the more “voluntaristic” (environmental possibilism) they can become.
According to Davis and Cobb (2009), RDT has had a growing influence in various
disciplines such as management, sociology, education and health care. Applying the theory in
this study perhaps proves the scholars right. As in Lipnicka and Verhoeven (2014), Davis and
Cobb (2009) outline the three core ideas of the theory as follows:
1. social context matters;
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2. organisations have strategies to enhance their autonomy and pursue interests; and
3. power is vital for understanding internal and external actions of organisations.
An organisation with less power is more likely to have its internal practices controlled by the
external environment and vice versa. Lipnicka and Verhoeven (2014) view universities as
organisations that respond differently to changes in the institutional environment. To the
authors, external factors such as government policy and economic situations, as well as
internal factors, may affect the processes of change in universities. Hence, an essential aspect
of the theory is its emphasis on intra-organisational factors to understand how organisations
react and interact with their environment (Gornitzka, 1999; Gornitzka & Maassen, 2000a;
Gornitzka & Maassen, 2000b). Therefore, change in universities’ interaction with the
environment may be influenced by factors such as power relations (central administration
versus faculty) and the nature of discipline, as some may be resistant to change.
Although promising, RDT is not without weaknesses, especially when applying it in
higher education. It is mainly interested in the resource acquisition behaviour of organisations
without focusing much on its implications for the academic ethos of autonomy, collegiality
and the public good, as the anti-marketeers have argued. Resource dependence theory
requires strategic planning to arrive at the desired goal. But universities are loosely coupled
(Weick, 1976), where planning becomes a poor guide for action. Their fundamental strengths
come directly out of the “unplanned, curiosity-driven development of their own systems”
(Zechlin, 2010). Therefore, strict application of resource dependence theory in education can
lead to managerialism in universities (Rhoades, 1998) where university administrators
become the “managerial professionals” and academics become the “managed professionals.”
Knowledge, which is the key capital of universities, is produced by academics. Academics
“are the actual owners of the strategically most crucial resource – the very resources on
which the university’s performance and reputation depend” (Zechlin, 2010, p. 259).
Universities that strictly follow RDT principles may exhaust themselves dealing with
internal conflicts because academics may resist administrators’ initiatives, as I have described
above in the case of the University of Auckland Strategic Plan 2012-2015. Academics
initially rejected the plan because they believed that it would lead to the marketisation of their
work and an infringement of their academic freedom, and thus affect their sensemaking and
agency in the institution. How universities might apply the theory to understand how they can
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acquire the resources that are necessary for their survival without compromising on their core
academic values is a contribution this study seeks to make.
Finally, Davis and Cobb (2009) argue that if dependence comes from relying on a
single supplier, then a way forward is to find and maintain alternatives. Governments used to
be the sole funder of higher education. However, with declining funding support, universities
are being pushed to find other sources of income. In doing so, without comprising their core
academic values, the concept of the entrepreneurial university by Burton Clark (1998) might
be a good option. Clark’s entrepreneurial university reflects Johnson’s (1998) polarity
management model of dealing with “conflicting” values and missions. Also, unlike the
concepts of the triple helix and academic capitalism, which fail to account for the
transformative structure and practices within universities, Clark’s concept of the
entrepreneurial university goes a step further to analyse certain internal transformations in
universities that are likely to give universities more autonomy.

2.8.2 Entrepreneurial university (EU)
The entrepreneurial university is a response to how higher education institutions are “pushed
and pulled by enlarging, interacting streams of demand,” which tends to put pressure on them
to “change their curricula, alter their faculties, and modernize their increasingly expensive
physical plant and equipment – and to do so more rapidly than ever” (Clark, 1998, p. xiii).
The terms “entrepreneurial” and “innovative” can be used synonymously in this context.
According to Clark (1998), the concept of an “innovative university” is more appealing to
many academics, but the choice of words was intentional: “I have chosen ‘entrepreneurial’
over ‘innovative’ … because [the term] points more powerfully to deliberate local effort, to
actions that lead to change in organizational posture” (Clark, 1998, p. 4). Thus, being an
entrepreneurial university is not necessarily to change universities’ identity into a business
outlook. Instead, it is about universities acting in order to remain relevant to the increasingly
changing world and sustain their core academic mission.
Clark’s (1998) five case studies – Warwick in England, Twente in the Netherlands,
Strathclyde in Scotland, Chalmers in Sweden and Joensuu in Finland – exemplify how
institutions that once struggled financially have become entrepreneurial and more
autonomous as a result. Though still recognised as public universities, these universities
enjoy enough autonomy through their less reliance on public funding to discharge their core
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academic mission of teaching and research and are placed among the top-ranked universities
in the world. To guide universities on their pathway to become entrepreneurial, Clark (1998)
outlines five elements of his entrepreneurial university: a strengthened steering core, an
expanded developmental periphery, a diversified funding base, a stimulated academic
heartland, and an integrated entrepreneurial culture.
The strengthened steering core
Universities that have traditionally had a weak capacity to steer themselves become weaker
as their complexity increases. Instead, an entrepreneurial university acts positively to become
more agile, flexible and focused to be able to respond positively to changing demands from
society. To do so requires a strengthened “steering core” (university leadership), driven by
managerial values that can be reconciled with traditional academic values. To quote Clark
(2001, p. 15): “Given the clout of faculty – the ‘we’ has to dominate the ‘I.’
Entrepreneurialism in universities has to be seen as collegial entrepreneurialism.” By
becoming administratively strong, the core can work to find resources for the whole
university (Clark, 2004).
The expanded developmental periphery
Universities have traditionally been inwardly focused, despite their often-secure transnational
research networks. An entrepreneurial university fosters the growth of units that reach
beyond old university boundaries to link up with external bodies. In ensuring that this
relationship continues to grow, the university infrastructure must develop as well. This new
periphery of non-traditional units, such as AUT Enterprise and UniServices, can generate
income to help diversify funding, but if not guided by academic values, they risk turning
universities into business centres.
The diversified funding base
Universities have traditionally relied heavily on governments for funding. Since governments
over time have funded an ever-lower proportion of universities’ income, an entrepreneurial
university seeks other sources of resources. It raises income from research councils; industry
partnerships and commercialisation of intellectual property, as well as campus services,
student fees and alumni endowments. Such diversified funding is a key to them remaining
autonomous and being able to focus on their fundamental functions.
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The stimulated academic heartland
In universities, it is the disciplines that are the heartland of research. It is they that must take
up the concept of the entrepreneurial university because it is they that carry out the research
and will be affected most directly by the merging of the new managerial values with
traditional academic values. Moreover, they will likely be uneven in their adoption of the
entrepreneurial university model. For instance, “hard” disciplines like science and technology
are likely to become entrepreneurial first, while “soft” disciplines like the Arts and
Humanities may lag behind. There are specific characteristics of these knowledge fields that
may affect the nature and source of research funding. Research in hard disciplines tends to be
expensive, which gives rise to the need to look for external funding. With the soft disciplines,
the outside world tends to view much scholarly work as lacking any social relevance and not
deserving of significant financial support (Becher, 1994).
The integrated entrepreneurial culture
Despite these lasting disciplinary differences, universities today have increasingly firmly
integrated cultures because the current trend in university management is to seek to achieve
internal and external consistency in strategy, policy and practice in order to streamline
internal processes, and construct a coherent (and, in most cases, marketable) identity and
reputation for the institution. In many countries, managers bank on receptivity to
entrepreneurialism in governments, academics and other “stakeholders,” as well as financial
and policy “incentives,” to achieve this integration
It is essential to put in place all five of Clark’s elements. If a university implements
only the first three without engaging with the academic heartland and developing an
integrated entrepreneurial culture, it may lead to mere marketisation of its teaching and
research, rather than entrepreneurialism in Clark’s more than economic sense of the term
(Taylor, 2012; see also Marginson & Considine, 2000). In his words: “Entrepreneurialism in
universities should not be seen as synonymous with commercialization.” Clark continues,
“Income from industry is repeatedly outweighed by income from other government
departments” (2004, p. 358). That is precisely so in NZ, as industry research funding
constitutes only about 5% compared to the mainstream public funding (NZ government,
2019).
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A university that applies such an entrepreneurial model with care can harness the
synergies of the triple helix research system of university, industry and government to
enhance its research autonomy, in particular, by better securing its funding (Etzkowitz &
Leydesdorff, 2000). Pursuing Clark’s (1998) entrepreneurial university is also a possible way
for university research to be both basic and applied, and thus fall within Pasteur’s quadrant
(Stokes, 1997); which ensures that applied orientation does not overshadow basic research as
studies have argued to be the case with marketisation.
While Clark’s entrepreneurial university has not received many criticisms, some
scholars have raised concerns about the methodological choices he made (Deem, 2001;
Smith, 1999). Smith (1999) argues that Clark selected universities that were largely
successful and entrepreneurial in outlook, so the outcome of his study may be misleadingly
selective. To resolve that methodological weakness and confirm Clark’s findings is partly
why this study focuses on how universities with differing backgrounds pursue marketisation
and maintain research autonomy. Deem (2001) also criticises Clark for focusing his
interviews mainly on university administrators, which does not give a holistic picture of the
institution. Hence, this study focuses on administrators and academics, with more emphasis
on the latter because the success of a university arguably depends more on them.
This study argues that, with declining public funding in many countries, universities’
entrepreneurial efforts aim to increase universities’ funding and to reduce their over-reliance
on public funding. Thus, as universities choose to pursue entrepreneurial goals, the traditional
“state steering” model (Olsen, 1988) of their relationship with governments is also likely to
change.

3.8.3 State steering models
The relationship between universities and government may vary from country to country. The
literature review showed that there is limited autonomy in some higher education systems due
to frequent government interference. Olsen (1988) proposes four state steering models, where
each model is based on a different view of the proper role of the state, the public and
universities. State steering models are the “different approaches to the national government’s
control and steering of higher education institutions” (Gornitzka, 1999, p. 23). The models
provide a good framework to understand issues regarding whether government grants more
autonomy to universities (Gornitzka & Maassen, 2000a). Gornitzka and Maassen used these
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models to understand how government policies and programmes influence organisational
change processes. The models are:
1. The sovereign, rationality-bound steering model: This model is associated with statecentric countries in which the state influences how the university is administered and for what
purpose. The government sees higher education as an instrument for the attainment of its
political and policy agendas. The huge involvement of the state implies that decision-making
processes are highly centralised, top-down and follow a chain of command. The autonomy of
the universities is based on the belief that government is overburdened. Therefore, technical
decisions can be left to the universities themselves.
2. Institutional steering model: Universities have a significant role in protecting academic
values and traditions against any political regime or short-term interests of interest groups.
Here, autonomy is protected and provides the professoriate with the freedom to
independently engage in the transfer and pursuit of knowledge.
3. The corporate-pluralist steering model: With this model, negotiation and consultation play
a vital role in the decision-making process. The model challenges the view that the state is a
unitary actor. In this model, autonomy is negotiated and the result of a distribution of
interests and power.
4. The supermarket steering model: The market plays a central role, and the universities adopt
organisational forms like corporations. The role of the state in this model is minimal. The
system is highly decentralised, and individual institutions set their priorities and make their
own decisions. Autonomy depends on one’s ability to survive. Thus, applying Olsen’s state
steering models helps to understand universities responses to societal demands and
expectations.
The emphasis of the state steering is on the national higher education system.
Marginson and Rhoades (2002, p. 301), however, argue that “Such a perspective underplays
the global dimension of, and overlooks the local constraints on and character of such
institutional efforts.” Suppose a university’s goal is to diversify funding sources through
international students’ fees or international research funding success. In that case, it must be
prepared to compete with other competitive global universities, or there could be local
constraints such as limited institutional autonomy and academic freedom to pursue such a
mission. It may be challenging to attract international students if government policies are not
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immigrant-friendly. Therefore, the future of universities must take into consideration the
internal and global impact on institutional policies (Deem, 2001). The simultaneous impacts
of the global, national and local dimensions of higher education and research are what
Marginson and Rhoades (2012) describe as the glonacal agency heuristic.

2.8.4 Glonacal agency heuristic
Scholars argue that higher education institutions predominantly operate in their national
settings (Gornitzka, 1999; Bentley et al., 2015) and less attention is usually given to the
global dimension. However, there is a growing importance of the global phenomena that
connects national higher education systems (Marginson, 2008, 2006). Marginson and
Rhoades (2002) offer the term the glonacal agency heuristic to denote the importance of the
“global” dimension, emphasise the continues relevance of the “national” dimension, and the
essence of the “local” dimension. Thus, comparable to Clark’s (1983) triangle of
coordination (also Etzkowitz and colleagues’ triple helix), where the state, market, and
universities are integrated and continue to influence each other, the glonacal agency connects
global, national and local higher education (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). For instance, the
new public management, which begun in national systems like the UK, Australia and New
Zealand, is increasingly adopted in many higher education systems globally because it is
argued that such a reform would make institutions more efficient and prepare them for global
challenges (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). Again, one obvious way to diverse funding
sources in higher education is through international tuition fees (Shattock, 2018). As a result,
many European universities increasingly offer Masters courses in English to compete with
English-Speaking countries for international students (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007;
Shattock, 2018). Similarly, the commercialisation of university research began in the US with
the signing of the Bayh-Dole Act into law in 1980, which gave universities rights to
intellectual property (IP) generated from public funding (Ezell, 2019; Loewenberg, 2009).
From the 1990s, many OECD countries that received significant public research funding also
became aware of the value of IP and followed the US example (OECD, 2003).
Global rankings of universities have also had a tremendous impact on many research
universities worldwide. Generally, top-ranked universities are likely to have the advantage of
attracting top international students and academics than the low ranked universities. Although
not all universities may be regarded as international, they are all subject to the same process
of globalisation (Scott, 1998). Many universities in developing countries like Ghana are not
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international universities because they lack the capacity to attract international resources,
including students, funding and academics. However, the increasing global mobility of
academics and students might lead to a brain drain, where the top-ranked students and
academics in the local Ghanaian universities might move to top-ranked universities in
developed countries. Thus, universities in developed countries may have more global
influence and are less affected by universities in developing countries (Marginson & van der
Wende, 2007). Again, although the level of engagement is increasingly becoming global, the
actual level of engagement varies between nations (Marginson, 2010).
More than ever, there is increasing research collaborations between academics in
different countries (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). For instance, “In 1970,
internationally co-authored papers constituted only 1.9% of articles indexed in Web of
Science. By 2018, 22.5% of all papers in Scopus had more than one national affiliation”
(Marginson, 2020, para. 14). According to Marginson (2020), international research
collaboration is especially relevant in disciplines where equipment is cost-shared or where the
subject matter is inherently global such as climate change and COVID-19. Research goes
beyond national borders, and “Research-intensive universities that downplay global
connectivity pay the price in diminished effectiveness” (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007,
p. 5). By implication, globalisation of higher education and research may lead to inequality in
the higher education system. “Indeed, both within national academic systems and globally,
inequalities are greater than ever” (Altbach, 2008, p. 4).
The conceptual framework shows that the need for resources and the increasing
uncertainties that come with it cause universities to be strategic in order to increase their
autonomy. The strategic posture of accessing resources while pursuing universities’ core
mission requires universities to be entrepreneurial in Clark’s (1998) sense. Though
universities operate predominantly in their national contexts, global agencies like the World
University Rankings form an invisible network between world universities. This connectivity
tends to remove national boundaries and make universities more similar than before. Thus,
resource dependence theory, entrepreneurial university, state steering models and glonacal
agency heuristic will combine effectively to make meaning of the data collected.
In conclusion, the literature looked at autonomy and research funding, the relationship
between basic and applied research, and the various debates surrounding the relationship
between university, industry and government. The goal of this study is not to explore whether
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the NZ higher education system is moving in the direction of the market. At least, Section II
of the Introduction showed how the various educational reforms in NZ tended to make NZ
universities both locally and globally competitive, which has now caused the higher
education system to draw on the techniques of new public management. While the business
techniques can enrich universities with the resources needed to pursue their core mission, it
also poses a threat to their research autonomy. How the universities deal with these resourceautonomy tensions is what I seek to find in this study. In all, certain factors such as country,
change of government and the nature of discipline could influence where scholars position
themselves in the debate. So far, I have explained what this study is about, as well as its
conceptual framework. In the next chapter, I describe how I collected data and arrived at the
findings of the study.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
In this chapter, I present the methodology and research design. I also explain the sampling,
data collection and analysis methods, and justify the choices involved in this study. I also
discuss the ethical issues that I followed in the data collection process. In short, the study
used a qualitative methodology, a case study design, purposive sampling, and interviews and
documents as sources of evidence to explore how the increasing role of marketisation in
higher education has affected the research autonomy of New Zealand universities. I approach
this problem by looking at how a sample of university administrators and academics in two
New Zealand universities perceive their ability to maintain research autonomy in an era of
marketisation in higher education. To begin with, I explain the “what” and “why” of the
methodology chosen for this study.

3.1 Methodology
This study employed a qualitative methodology, which is often compared with quantitative
methodology (Creswell, 1994). According to Ragin (2014), while quantitative researchers
work with a few variables and many cases, qualitative researchers require a few cases and
many variables. Qualitative methodology is characterised by depth, openness and detail, and
it usually employs an inductive method aimed at understanding the meanings that people
attach to phenomena in a natural social setting (Bryman, 2012; 2015). It assumes close
contact between the qualitative researcher and the research participants that will result in a
large volume of rich data, an orientation to the uniqueness and a holistic perspective of the
phenomenon under study (Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2013; Yin, 2009, 2013).
A qualitative approach was suitable for this study because the study aimed at looking
into the problem of research autonomy to discover varied views and individuals’ lived
experiences in two New Zealand universities. In other words, I wanted to explore the
meaning-making of researchers and research administrators in a context, not to test a
construct/hypothesis. The research questions raised in the introduction were exploratory in
nature and sought to understand the present-day issue of research autonomy and
marketisation in higher education. According to Creswell (2009, p. 9), a case study is when
“a ‘how’ and ‘why’ question is being asked about a contemporary set of events over which
the investigator has little or no control.”
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3.2 Design
The research methodology is a case study. Bryman (2012, p. 66) argues that “the basic case
study entails the detailed and intensive analysis of a single case.” According to Bryman
(2012) and Patton (1990), it is the case itself that is of interest in the researcher’s endeavour
to generate an intensive, detailed examination of the setting and to provide a proper context
for the study’s research questions and purpose. The literature showed that the third mission
could limit universities’ research autonomy because external funding opportunities usually
come with strings attached, such as influencing research agenda and outcomes. Besides,
although increasingly the research agenda of academics are set at the global level rather than
the national level (Marginson, 2020), since countries differ, it is also likely that the degree of
research autonomy will differ between universities. This study focused on NZ to ascertain the
applicability of this contemporary phenomenon of managing marketisation-autonomy
tensions to two of its universities.
Also, Lewis (2003, p. 52) sees the primary defining characteristics of a case study as
being a “multiplicity of perspectives which are rooted in specific context…. Those multiple
perspectives may come from multiple data collection methods, but they may also derive from
multiple accounts – collected using a single method from people with different perspectives
on what is being observed.” Accordingly, the study relied on two sources of evidence
(interviews and documents) and comparative design (Senior Academic Research
Administrators, Junior Academic Research Administrators and Academics; AUT and UoA).
Finally, the study reflects George and Bennett’s (2005, p. 18) definition of case study
methods:
We define case study methods to include both within-case analysis of single cases
and comparisons of a small number of cases, since there is a growing consensus that
the strongest means of drawing inferences from case studies is the use of a
combination of within-case analysis and cross-case comparisons within a single study
or research program.
Thus, the “within-case analysis” could be AUT and UoA as universities within NZ or the four
faculties within both universities (I explain this further in Section 3.4). In brief, the study’s
research questions, issues discussed, the use of multiple data collection methods, and the
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context are all an attestation of it being a case study. To show that the chosen methodology
and design are fit for this study, I discuss the research philosophy, which is the base of the
study comprising critical assumptions that explain my view of the world and determine the
research strategy.

3.3 Philosophy
A research philosophy describes the researcher’s rationale for how data about a phenomenon
should be gathered, analysed and used (Lehaney & Vinten, 1994). The literature shows that
the main types of research philosophy are positivist, interpretivist, pragmatist and realistic
research philosophy (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003; Ritchie et al., 2013; Creswell, 2003). Research
philosophy is usually taken to consist of ontology and epistemology (Bryman, 2012). In what
follows, I explain my philosophical stance in this study.
Ontology and Epistemology
The ontological position, defined as the nature of the world and what we can know about it,
this research was premised on, is a critical realist approach (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). Critical
realism holds that reality exists independent of our beliefs and understanding but is only
knowable through socially constructed meanings. This position combines two perspectives
that are often regarded as logically contradictory. The first is ontological realism, which is
“the belief that there is a real world that exists independently of our perceptions and theories”
(Maxwell, 2005, p. 43). The second perspective is epistemological constructivism, which
implies that “our understanding of this world is inevitably our construction, rather than a
purely objective perception of reality, and no such construction can claim absolute reality” (p.
43). Scientists everywhere know that carbon dioxide is prepared in the laboratory by pouring
some dilute hydrochloric acid on calcium carbonate. In the Social Sciences, however, rarely
do scholars have a universally accepted definition and understanding of concepts such as
democracy and freedom. Factors such as the national context and disciplinary background
usually influence scholars’ definitions and interpretation of concepts.
According to Maxwell (2005), a critical realist position justifies bricolage, – a
pragmatist approach to research, according to which the researcher uses whatever tools and
materials are appropriate to complete a project. For instance, while some scholars study
research autonomy using surveys, I approached this study using documents and interviews
because I felt that it would give a deeper understanding of academics’ research autonomy.
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Although the different approaches to discovering research autonomy may be different, which
could result in different interpretations, the reality of research autonomy is independent of the
different perceptions.
A critical realist perspective allowed this study to treat universities as agentic actors
that can influence their environment to increase their autonomy (Leca & Naccache, 2006).
My understanding of universities was more of a “voluntaristic” rather than a “deterministic”
assumption of institutional nature. Again, the critical realist position enabled me to play an
active role in the research process, especially at the data analysis stage. I constructed themes
from the collected data because I did not assume that themes were hidden in the data waiting
to be discovered (Braun & Clarke, 2006; 2013). Also, the debates about whether the third
mission is causing universities to lose focus on their core mission required a pragmatic
approach to arrive at the best solution because prioritising one viewpoint over the other
would rarely solve the problem for long. Thus, I assumed that through the critical realist lens,
this changing phenomenon in higher education would be understood by all (pro-marketeers
and anti-marketeers inclusive) since it could offer an objective interpretation of data and
perspectives.
Aside from research philosophy, I had to consider the right people to participate in
this study. To help me draw a firm conclusion from this study, I carefully selected
participants who would represent a group as a whole.

3.4 Sampling procedure
This study employed purposive sampling (Bryman, 2012). As suggested by Ritchie and
Lewis (2003) and George and Bennett (2005), such sampling will identify only those
participants who are best able to provide relevant, comprehensive and vibrant information to
help answer the research questions. In other words, purposive sampling helps identify the
experts, insiders or practitioners in the area of the study. Also, Patton (1990) asserts that the
selection of a population is crucial for conducting a qualitative study and that a good
sampling (which is representative in character) plays a critical role when the conclusions are
transferred beyond the studied samples, and as well becomes vital in ensuring
trustworthiness.
By using purposive sampling, I was able to focus on selected participants in a
particular country, universities and faculties, whose responses could help answer the research
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questions. With that, though the sample size may be small, compared to quantitative samples
or even other big qualitative projects, the outcome may prove to be trustworthy (Bryman,
2015). While other qualitative studies may require a large sample size, this study aimed at
understanding the common perceptions and experiences among a group of relatively
homogeneous individuals, that argues that twenty-six interviews should be enough. To quote
O’Reilly and Parker (2012, p. 195), “[t]he adequacy of the sample is, therefore, not
determined solely on the basis of the number of participants but the appropriateness of the
data.” Thus, as the name implies, qualitative research should be more concerned about
“quality” and not “quantity.” Below are the samples in the study and the rationale for their
choices.
Country
The choice of NZ universities for the case study was a form of convenience sampling. I
focused on local universities due to the high cost of travelling to Ghana (my home country,
where I initially proposed to conduct the study) for data collection and other related
challenges anticipated. There are eight public universities in NZ, and since qualitative studies
usually require a few cases (Ragin, 2014), there was a need for choice making.
Universities
I chose the UoA and AUT among NZ universities to explore research autonomy in a wellestablished research university (UoA) and a developing research university (AUT) to
understand how they manage their relationships with external actors. This is like Narayan and
colleagues’ (2017) comparison of “premier” and “universal” universities in NZ to understand
how universities’ different backgrounds shape their strategies to respond to their external
environment. As Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 29) argue, “by looking at…similar and
contrasting cases, we can understand a single-case finding, grounding it by
specifying how and where and, if possible, why it carries on as it does. We can strengthen the
precision, the validity and the stability of the findings.” This, for instance, can be achieved by
triangulating findings from both universities. Thus, the findings chapter will demonstrate
whether the research autonomy enjoyed by both universities is similar or differs. I will also
consider the similarities and differences in research autonomy among the faculties within the
universities.
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Faculties
Since both AUT and UoA have many faculties, I selected the faculties in this study based on
Biglan’s (1973) classification of academic disciplines into “hard pure,” “soft pure,” “hard
applied,” and “soft applied.” Becher (1994; see also Becher & Trowler, 2001) argues that
awareness of disciplinary differences is helpful to the conduct of research in higher education
because there are specific characteristics of these disciplines, which may affect the nature of
research and funding support. According to Becher (1994), research in hard pure fields
(Faculty of Science) is liable to be expensive, giving rise to the need to look for external
funding. When it comes to soft pure research (Faculty of Arts), the outside world tends to
view much scholarly work as lacking any social relevance and as not deserving any
significant financial support. Hard applied fields (Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences)
mainly use pragmatic research criteria. However, there is also a tendency to aim for high
status by favouring the more theoretical and less instrumental aspects of the domain (Becher,
1994).
Finally, in soft applied disciplines (Business School), perceived relevance is a reliable
indicator for determining funding support, which also makes them vulnerable to external
pressure (Becher, 1994). In short, not all faculties have the same ability to raise funds for
their research because while some are attractive to funding bodies (especially industry),
others are not. For this reason, I assumed that awareness of disciplinary differences would
provide the grounds to understand how different faculties are placed. Not only did I consider
the kind of universities and faculties for this study, but there was a need to target certain
participants.
Participants
I interviewed three categories of people in both the AUT and UoA: Senior Academic
Research Administrators (SARA), Junior Academic Research Administrators (JARA) and
Academics. The JARAs and academics came from the four faculties. For consistency’s sake,
I refer to the SARAs and JARAs as the management or administrators and address the
academics by their career positions, such as Professors, Senior Lecturers, Lecturers and
Postdoctoral Fellows.
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Senior Academic Research Administrators
The SARAs at both AUT and UoA are the research leaders who coordinate the various
research activities of the universities. Their activities are supported by Research Strategy and
Integrity Office (ORSI) – in the case of UoA, and Research and Innovation Office in AUT. I
wanted to understand the measures both universities are putting in place to ensure that,
despite the increasing role of marketisation in higher education, academics could still enjoy
significant autonomy in the execution of their research. If the SARAs are research managers
across the universities, the JARAs are the custodians of research in their various faculties.
Junior Academic Research Administrators
The JARAs liaise between academics in the faculties and the central research office. They
chair Faculty Research Committees, which help to provide strategic direction for the
development, coordination and promotion, and implementation of the faculties’ research
strategies. Interviewing them helped to identify the approach that they are implementing to
ensure research autonomy in the faculties.
Academics
The academics from the four faculties had research as part of their academic duties. I aimed
to examine what research autonomy meant to them and how it could be protected in an era of
marketisation in higher education. I did not specifically target academics who had the
experience of acquiring funding or who were principal/associate investigators on funded
projects because I assumed that almost all the participants would have, in one way or another,
had an experience of acquiring funding, at least through the PBRF. I specifically targeted
academics from certain faculties because I was more interested in how the disciplinary
backgrounds of the participants influenced their funding-seeking behaviour. As Becher and
Trowler (2001) argue, awareness of disciplinary differences is useful because their varied
characteristics may affect the nature of research and funding support. Therefore, I assumed
that participants from the hard disciplines would have more experience acquiring funding
than those in the soft disciplines.
In general, this purposive sampling strategy allowed me to look for similarities and
differences among respondents in each university and between universities, which aided
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triangulation. Having settled on the sites and targeted population, it was time for data
collection, which would later be processed into information to answer the study’s research
questions.

3.5 Data Collection
A qualitative approach is associated with methods of data collection such as observational
methods, in-depth interviewing, group discussions, document and text analysis, and
biographical methods such as life histories and narratives (Bryman, 2012; Yin, 2009). These
methods allow the researcher to dig deeper and gain insights and understanding of the
underlying reasons for a phenomenon. According to Bryman (2012), often social researchers
rely on a combination of two to three of these methods to conduct their empirical work. I
used a combination of interviews and document analysis in this study to gain a deeper
understanding of researcher autonomy, aid triangulation and enhance the quality of the
study’s outcome.

3.5.1 Interviews
Brinkmann and Kvale (2015, p. 1) ask, “If you want to know how people understand their
world and their life, why not talk with them?” Among the various instruments, such as
surveys, questionnaires, focus groups and interviews, I chose interviews as the best approach
to get to know the lived experiences of the participants, because I could talk with them oneon-one. This approach is effective because since each participant is interviewed separately,
compared to focus groups, a response by one participant will not affect another participant’s
response. I conducted interviews with the management and individual academics to
understand the measures both universities are putting in place to ensure research autonomy,
and participants’ perspectives and experiences of research autonomy.
The interviews were semi-structured and used open-ended questions to seek responses
from the participants because, as Bryman (2012, p. 247) argues, open-ended questions give
respondents the freedom to “answer the questions in their own terms” and allow researchers
to “explore new areas or ones which the researcher has limited knowledge.” Also, the
interviews enabled me to ask questions and respond to what the participants said and sought
clarifications. The interviews were comprehensive, which allowed for a detailed investigation
of each participant’s perspective (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). Unlike what tends to happen with
surveys, there was no specific set of questions, just a schedule of potential questions. The
75

participants answered my questions in as much detail as they wanted, while I listened and
guided the conversation, as necessary, toward my research questions.
Personal assessment before the interviews
Before contacting participants, I made a personal assessment of my positionality (Bryman,
2012) to ensure that I could interview them effectively and to determine the measures that I
could put in place to ensure a successful data collection. I needed to deal with the fact that I
am an African, and my participants are mostly of European descent. Brinkmann and Kvale
(2015, p. 168) argue that “[i]n a foreign culture, an interviewer needs time to establish
familiarity with the new culture and learn some of the many verbal and nonverbal factors that
may cause interviewers to go amiss.” Having lived in NZ for nearly two years (at the time of
data collection) and in Norway for more than three years, and travelled to some European
countries, including the United Kingdom, Germany, Belgium and Denmark, I have become
familiar with different cultures.
My academic status as a PhD candidate who would be interviewing academics and
university administrators was another concern. To deal with this power asymmetry,
Brinkmann and Kvale (2015) suggest that having adequate knowledge of the interview topic
and being familiar with the social situation of the participants can convince participants of the
symmetry of the interview relationship. Knowing a mismatch could make an interview less
successful, I felt the need to be well prepared. In this case, earlier chapters of the thesis, such
as the introduction, literature review and initial document analysis, were helpful. If they say,
“we stand on the shoulders of giants,” then my knowledge of the literature, in a way, helped
me to stand “shoulder to shoulder” with my participants.
Finally, it is worth noting that my attendance of a 3-week seminar series by Peter Lee,
former CEO of UniServices, was beneficial. It was on partnering with external stakeholders,
principles of entrepreneurism and building a business model. Peter discussed
commercialisation techniques and explained how to integrate academic and commercial
interests in academia. The knowledge acquired prepared me to appreciate the participants’
views, especially those who would find it challenging and rewarding to combine the core and
economic missions. Having worked on the possible barriers to successful interviewing, I was
more confident to approach my participants because I was sure to guide the direction of the
interviews.
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Contacting Participants
The process of data collection began after getting ethics approval on 14th February 2019 from
the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC). From April
2019, and through third parties, I sent emails (see Appendix C) to the targeted faculties and
offices in both institutions. Some JARAs indicated that due to a section of the participant
information sheet that stated that “your identity may be evident because of the small sample
size involved in the study,” they were not comfortable participating in the research. However,
I undertook all possible measures to maintain participants’ confidentiality.
The faculties sent a general email to the participants using the UoA and AUT faculty
staff emailing system. One of the faculties would not send the general email. Instead, they
offered a suggestion: “We try to restrict all-staff emails to matters of faculty business, so the
best approach would be for you to identify individuals you would like to talk to and approach
them directly.” Thus, I sent a direct email to academics in the faculty.
Also, I adopted snowball sampling (though it was not my initial plan) in the Business
School in both universities. After the first interviews, participants were intrigued and wanted
to know if I got enough participants. I responded No because it was hard reaching the
targeted population. Many academics I had contacted were either busy with teaching,
research, service or a combination of these duties. Thus, as proposed by Atkinson and Flint
(2001), a snowball sampling technique should be used for identifying and contacting a
population that is hard to locate. Through my earlier participants’ help, getting the other
participants became easier. The other participants who expressed interest had heard about the
study from their colleagues.
Guest et al. (2006) argue that at the research design stage, researchers need to plan
how many interviews they wish to have before entering the field. My initial plan was to
interview 34 staff: 24 academics – 3 from each faculty (for data saturation reasons, because
participants’ similarities both within and between the universities may ensure sooner
saturation), and 10 from the management – 8 JARAs and 2 SARAs, as shown in Table 3.1. I
purposely chose this number because, while other qualitative studies may require a large
sample size, this study aimed at understanding the common perceptions and experiences
among a group of relatively homogeneous individuals. The adequacy of the sample is not
based solely on the number of participants, but the relevance of the data (O’Reilly & Parker,
2012); because a qualitative study should focus on quality and not quantity.
77

Table 3.1: Proposed interview participants
University/Faculty

Business
School

Arts

Sciences

JARA SARA

Total

3

Medical
and
Health
Sciences
3

UoA

3

3

4

1

17

AUT

3

3

3

3

4

1

17

Total

6

6

6

6

8

2

34

The participation rate was highest in the Business School and faculty of science and lowest
among the Junior Academic Research Administrators, as demonstrated in Table 3.2 below.
According to Guest et al. (2006), due to factors including “hard-to-reach” participants,
“[a]pplied researchers are often stuck with carrying out the number of interviews they
prescribe in a proposal, for better or worse” (p. 61). Conducting 26 interviews instead of the
initial plan of 34 did not affect the study’s purpose. Generally, participants from each faculty
shared similar views and this rendered additional interviews less relevant.
Table 3.2: Actual interview participants
University/Faculty Business
School

Arts

Sciences Medical JARA
and
Health
Sciences

SARA Total

UoA

3

3

4

2

2

1

15

AUT

3

2

3

1

1

1

11

Total

6

5

7

3

3

2

26

Table 3.2 shows that, while it was a struggle getting participants in the Faculty of Medical
and Health Sciences (3), there was far more interest coming from the Faculty of Science (7).
Again, comparing AUT and UoA, there were more participants from the latter (15) than the
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former (11). That may not be a surprise since UoA has a larger academic staff (as shown in
chapter four of this thesis). This increases the probability of higher participation than AUT.
Aside from classifying the participants under universities and faculties, the interviews
brought up an important issue that could determine research autonomy of academics:
seniority of the academics, which Table 3.3 outlines:
Table 3.3: Category of participants in AUT & UoA
Career Position

Number (AUT)

Number (UoA)

Total

Professor

1

4

5

Associate Professor

2

2

4

Senior Lecturer

6

8

14

Lecturer

0

1

1

Post-doctoral fellow

2

0

2

It can be observed from Table 3.3 that more than half of the participants were Senior
Lecturers, with a few numbers from the other positions. The table reflects the staff ratio in
both AUT and UoA, as there are far more senior lecturers than the other academic career
positions. For instance, Table 3.4 shows the academic staff by position in UoA in 2018.
Table 3.4: Academic staff by position (FTE) in UoA
Position

Percentage

Professor

14%

Associate Professor

14%

Research Fellow and Senior Research Fellow

14%

Senior Lecturer

24%

Lecturer

8%

Professional Teaching Fellow

13%

Other teaching and research roles

13%
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Note. University of Auckland. (2018). Key statistics. Retrieved September 11, 2020, from
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/auckland/about-us/our-ranking-andreputation/Key%20Statistics%202018.pdf

Interview preparation
In preparing the interview schedule (see Appendix D),
•

I organised the questions on the topic areas to make it easy to guide the interview
directions, although I was prepared to alter the order of the questions during the actual
interview.

•

I used language that would be comprehensible and relevant to the people I
interviewed.

•

I made sure not to ask leading questions.

To ensure that I had prepared well for the interviews and that the questions were suitable for
the study, I did a pilot interview with two academics (one was my supervisor) from the UoA.
As argued by Bryman (2012, p. 263), “Piloting an interview schedule can provide
interviewers with some experience of using it and can infuse them with a greater sense of
confidence.” The feedback I received from the pilot interviews was useful in ensuring that the
research instruments would function well in achieving the purpose of the interviews. For
instance, the feedback pointed out areas I should have probed further and asked leading
questions. I found learning to draw a boundary between asking “leading” and “probing”
questions useful for the interviews.
Conducting the interviews
I conducted the interviews over two periods: I interviewed the first 19 participants between
April and July 2019. Before the 19th participant, I decided to end the interviews since
additional participants were not adding any new information to what had been collected;
often referred to as data saturation (Fusch & Ness, 2015; Guests et al., 2006; Morse, 1995).
However, in order to be certain, I interviewed a few more participants. Another set of data
collection began in September and ended in October with 7 new participants. Interviewing
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them became “boring” since their responses were almost the same as the first 19 participants.
All interviews took place in the participants’ offices, except for one participant who felt more
comfortable to come to me. As advised by Brinkmann & Kvale (2015), the first few minutes
of the interview are crucial for the participants to decide whether to expose their feelings to
the interviewer freely. Hence, I established a relaxed atmosphere in the room by initiating the
interviewing process with a general conversation about our countries of origin and
educational backgrounds.
However, before the interviews, I gave the participants a PIS (see Appendix A) that
explained the nature and purpose of the study. I verbally reiterated the purpose of the study as
part of the rapport and trust-building process. I allowed participants who were in doubt about
anything to ask questions for clarification before they signed the Consent Form (see
Appendix B). Also, to ensure the success of the interviews, I was guided by Brinkmann and
Kvale’s (2015, pp. 194-195) criteria for a successful interview, which include, but are not
limited to, the following factors:
•

Gentle: letting people finish talking;

•

Sensitive: listening attentively to what is said and how it is said and being empathetic
in dealing with the participants;

•

Open: responding to what is vital to the interviewee and being flexible;

•

Steering: knowing what I wanted to find out; and

•

Remembering: relating what is said to what has previously been said.

For instance, concerning steering, though every information the participants shared was
useful, some were not directly related to the study’s research questions. While I was focusing
on the research activities of the academics, some participants were tempted to talk more
about their teaching. Also, some participants tended to generalise their responses by using
“we,” while I was interested in their individual lived experiences. Some guidance was
therefore needed, and I had to be strategic in ensuring that the participants did not go offtopic.
The most extended interview lasted nearly 90 minutes, while the shortest was about
20 minutes, with the average being about 40 minutes. I must highlight here that the shorter
interviews do not necessarily mean the interviews were less important to the longer ones; I
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got useful information from both. The interview consisted of eight main questions and six
sub-questions (see Appendix D). I asked the sub-questions only when responses to the main
questions were inadequate. I recorded all interviews and transcribed them manually. Some
participants expressed an interest in receiving their interview transcripts for editing (which I
sent to them), and I reviewed all transcripts for accuracy and revised them when necessary.
The study could not rely on interviews as the only source of evidence; documents were an
additional source.

3.5.2 Documents
According to Bryman (2012), documents are common sources of evidence in case studies.
They can be reviewed continuously and serve as a valuable source of information before field
visits. They can help the researcher to discover insights relevant to the research problem
(Merriam, 1988). Having lived in NZ for less than two years, at the time of data collection,
they helped me to learn about the higher education system and being able to ask specific
questions called for me to review documents related to the study. As observed by Bowen
(2009, p. 30), document review “can suggest some questions that need to be asked and
situations that need to be observed as part of the research.” The knowledge gained from this
source contributed to a successful interview because I could ask specific and probing
questions.
The documents were also helpful at the data analysis stage. Since documents help
track changes and developments taking place in a context (Bowen, 2009), I was able to
determine whether research funding and autonomy in NZ are decreasing. In instances where
the evidence in the documents contradicted the interviews’ findings, I investigated further to
seek clarification. The combination of documents with interviews provided details and
clarifications that perhaps were lacking in the documents. For instance, I had the chance to
seek clarification from the SARAs regarding how they arrived at some of the formulated
universities’ strategic plans and the measures put in place to achieve them. The documents
used included, but are not limited to, the following:
•

The strategic plans of the universities;

•

Policies, guidelines and procedures;

•

Annual reports of the universities;
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•

National Statement of Science Investment 2015-2025;

•

New Zealand Health Research Strategy 2017-2027;

•

Briefing for the Incoming Minister of Research, Science and Innovation;

•

The 1989 Education Act;

•

Tertiary Education Union reports;

•

Media reports; and

•

University newsletters.

These documents meet all the four criteria for assessing the quality of documents as given by
Scott (1990, p. 6, cited in Bryman, 2012). These are:
•

Authenticity. Is the evidence genuine and of unquestionable origin? The documents
used in this study are the documents of the NZ government and the universities, made
accessible to the general public

•

Credibility. Is the evidence free from error and distortions? Since the documents are
for public consumption, errors and distortions are assumed to be low.

•

Representativeness. Is the evidence typical of its kind, and, if not, is the extent of its
typicality known? The documents are a public good and are assumed to have high
representativeness.

•

Meaning. Is the evidence clear and comprehensible? The language used in these
documents is clear, making it comprehensible by its users

Many participants made references to one or more of these documents, and that made me find
them. I aimed to have a balance of the documents from both AUT and UoA, but I found less
from AUT compared to the UoA. Instead of negatively affecting the outcome of the study,
the disparity rather justified how the differing backgrounds of universities could influence
their response to marketisation-research autonomy debate in their environment, as the
findings chapters will show. The next section discusses the various measures I employed to
make sure the study was trustworthy.
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3.6 Trustworthiness of the study
In this section, I discuss the steps that I took to make the study trustworthy. Many critics are
reluctant to accept the trustworthiness of qualitative research because they find it less
rigorous (Shenton, 2004). Bryman (2012), thus, suggests that the evaluation of qualitative
studies should be according to different criteria than those used by quantitative researchers.
According to Guba (1981), we need to find ways to assess the quality of qualitative research
that serve as an alternative to the validity and reliability criteria of quantitative research.
Guba advocates for “trustworthiness,” made up of four criteria that correspond to those
employed by quantitative researchers. These are:
1. credibility, comparable to internal validity;
2. transferability, comparable to external validity;
3. dependability, comparable to reliability; and
4. confirmability, comparable to objectivity.
In the following section, I explain each criterion and the method employed in this study to
achieve trustworthiness.
Credibility
Credibility is equivalent to internal validity in quantitative research. Internal validity is about
“whether there is a good match between researchers’ observations and the theoretical ideas
they develop” (Bryman, 2012, p. 390). I ensured such a match through the following
provisions:
I.

Triangulation is about using multiple methods or data sources in qualitative research
to develop a comprehensive understanding of a social phenomenon (Bryman, 2012;
Patton, 1999). Thus, it is a qualitative research strategy to test validity through the
convergence of information from different sources. Using interviews and documents
in this thesis promoted greater confidence in the findings. For instance, while the
1989 NZ Education Act tends to emphasise formal autonomy in universities,
interviews with staff provided information about how this plays out in everyday
academic life. Both the documents and interviews agreed that there is increasing
research funding in NZ. Also, the different categories of participants ensured the
triangulation of responses, because I could compare the strategic measures both the
universities’ management and academics employ to maintain research autonomy.
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II.

Respondent validation is a process whereby researchers provide the people on whom
they are researching with an account of their findings to verify the account of the
researcher (Bryman, 2012). The consent form asked if the participants would like to
receive a copy of their transcripts for verification. Those who agreed confirmed that
the transcript reflected everything they said during the interview, which ensured
accuracy.

III.

My peer and supervisors’ scrutiny challenged my assumptions, and their questions
enabled me to refine the methods or design and strengthened my arguments. For
instance, before submitting the first draft of the findings to my supervisors, a fellow
PhD student reviewed it and made useful comments for improvement. [My
supervisors did the same and provided useful materials – including Evans, Gruba, &
Zobel (2014); Hatch (2002); Holliday (2007) – on how to approach the findings
chapter.]

The credibility of the study was a good step to transferability.
Transferability
Transferability parallels external validity in quantitative research, which refers to “the degree
to which findings can be generalized across social settings” (Bryman, 2012, p. 390). Shenton
(2004) argues that since qualitative research typically entails a detailed study of a small group
of individuals, it is difficult to demonstrate that the findings apply to other situations and
populations. However, to aid transferability, Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that enough
information about the fieldwork site needs to be provided to readers, along with a detailed
description of the phenomenon under study, to make such a transfer possible. This will enable
readers to compare contextual factors and findings in this study with their situation. For this
reason, I dedicated part of the introduction to the context of the study, which discusses the
state of research activities in AUT and UoA.
Dependability
Dependability parallels reliability in quantitative research, which is defined as “the degree to
which a measure of a concept is stable” (Bryman, 2012, p. 715). Lincoln and Guba (1985)
argue that the demonstration of credibility to some extent ensures dependability. I believe that
the demonstration of credibility and transferability is a sign of how dependable this study
was. This paves the way for future researchers to repeat the study’s processes in their work.

85

Confirmability
To ensure confirmability, which parallels objectivity in quantitative research, Lincoln and
Guba (1985) posit that the findings of a study should reflect the results and experiences of
participants rather than the characteristics and personal values of the researcher. For this
reason, I chose the qualitative methodology of case study, using interviews to talk to
participants about their lived experiences. I sent copies of the transcripts to participants for
validation. It was to ensure that what I have reported is a true reflection of their views during
the interviews. Finally, I have provided details about the data collection process, data analysis
and interpretation of the data to enable future auditing.
Discussing the trustworthiness of the study may not be complete without analysing
the ethical issues that were involved. Dealing with these issues was the first step in getting
the participants involved in the study. The section below outlines the ethical elements
considered.

3.7 Ethical issues
I considered the following ethical issues: anonymity and confidentiality, informed consent,
right to withdraw from participation, and deception.
First, employing anonymity and confidentiality. The participants and their colleagues
have the right to privacy, so I assured them that I would respect the information that had been
provided in confidence and follow university guidelines on the protection of sensitive
information.
Second, relying on informed consent. According to Bryman (2012), this is the most
debated aspect of social science ethics: “prospective participants should be given as much
information as might be needed to make an informed decision about whether or not they wish
to participate in a study” (Bryman, 2012, p. 138). In addition to the PIS (that contained
detailed information about the study and what was required from participants), the email sent
to the participants gave a synopsis of what the research entails and how the findings would be
used. Yet, before every interview, I verbally reiterated the content of the PIS and asked if
participants had any concerns. This trust-building process allowed participants to willingly
sign the Consent Form for the interviews to begin.
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Third, the right to withdraw. Participants had the right to withdraw from the study at
any time without giving a reason within two weeks following the interview. Also, they had
the right to withdraw their information provided for two weeks after the interview. Though I
gave this explanation to the participants, none of them withdrew from the study, which can be
attributed to their confidence in the data collection process.
Finally, deceiving participants. It is when researchers represent their work as
something other than what it is (Bryman, 2012). Bryman gives two reasons why deception is
wrong: “it is not a nice thing to do” and “there is the question of professional self-interest”
(2012, p. 143). In order to avoid any deception, I presented the study to participants as it is,
and they had the opportunity to refuse to participate in the interviews to ensure that only
those who were willing to take part were included in the study.
I can say that because the participants were mostly researchers themselves, they
quickly understood all these issues. Some even signed the Consent Form without reading it in
detail. Observing these ethical issues, to some extent, made the data collection process a
success because there was a mutual trust.

3.8 Data analysis
In this section, I explain the selected data analysis method and the stages involved in its
application. Data analysis is where the data gathered is reduced to information to help the
researcher make sense of it (Bryman, 2012). To enable me to report the findings of the
interviews, I played each audio recording to ensure it was audible and complete, after which I
transcribed each manually into text. To avoid any errors, I read through each transcript twice.
After that, I thematically analysed the data from a critical realist perspective, where I allowed
the data to influence my interpretations (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Thus, the approach used was
inductive, which according to Braun and Clarke (2006), is the process of coding the data
without trying to fit it into a pre-existing coding frame or the researcher’s analytic
preconception. Inductive thematic analysis is data-driven, without an attempt to fit the data
into a theory or test a hypothesis (Moller, Timms, & Alilovic, 2009).
Thematic Analysis (TA)
Thematic analysis is “a method for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes)
within data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79). Many authors, including Alhojailan (2012),
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Braun and Clarke (2006; 2013), Javadi and Zarea (2016), Nowell, Norris, White and Moules
(2017), and Vaismoradi, Turunen and Bondas (2013), argue that the flexibility of this form of
analysis can provide a rich and detailed account of data. Here, the researcher plays an active
role in identifying patterns (themes) in the data, selecting which ones are of interest, and
reporting them to the readers (Taylor & Usher, 2001). Thus, I chose thematic analysis among
the many data analysis approaches because it gave me the freedom to explore the data
without being restricted by prior assumptions (Braun & Clark, 2019).
Among the various approaches to TA, I used Braun and Clarke’s (2006) approach. It
is a six-phase thematic analysis which, they argue, should not be regarded as a linear model.
Instead, it is a recursive process. TA can be approached from different ways, such as
inductive (from particular to general) and deductive (from general to particular) methods
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). This study employed an inductive approach in six phases.
Phase 1: Familiarisation with the data
Braun and Clarke (2006) describe familiarisation with the data as data transcription, reading
and re-reading the data, and noting down initial ideas. I familiarised myself with the data
through the following ways: first, tidying up. According to LeCompte (2000), this is a
necessary first step to coding and data analysis. After collecting the data, I arranged them in
files based on the category of participants. I named files according to universities (UoA and
AUT) and faculties, namely, FoA, BSch, FMHS and FoS, as exemplified in Figure 3.1.
Figure 3.1: Arranging data into folders
AUT

FMHS

FoA

SARA

BSch

FoS

JARA Academics JARA Academics JARA Academics JARA

Academics
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Second, finding items. Here, I sifted through the data by repeated readings through the
transcribed interviews to identify items relevant to the research questions (LeCompte, 2000).
This process was easier than it might have been due to the quality of time I invested in
transcribing the interviews manually, which brought me closer to data and helped me to
identify similarities and differences among participants’ accounts (Bryman, 2012). In
addition to taking notes, I highlighted in vivo quotes, as well as potential codes and
themes. For instance, I asked a participant how research autonomy is crucial to them, and,
from the long story narrated, I considered the portion below as a relevant area to revisit when
doing the coding:
So, for my PhD studies on emotions of organisational change according to
organisational justice and personality and emotional intelligence and trust and
leadership and organisational culture and a few other constructs that [f]? all within
organisational behaviour and things pop up that become relevant. But, again, coming
back to pressure, no pressure to go one direction or another. Sometimes requests
from colleagues, sometimes it’s the area of interest identified by a postgraduate
student. But never have I been kind of pushed nor ever heard that in any
meeting here in the faculty or in the University. Unless one of the really nice things
about being an academic is usually you get to teach what you like, not always. You
sometimes don’t get to teach what you want to teach, but you try to accommodate
that.
Phase 2: Generating codes
Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 87) describe the second phase as “coding interesting features of
the data in a systematic fashion across the entire data set, collating data relevant to each
code.” It can also be explained as the categorisation of data, which are mostly a word or a
short phrase that represents an idea (Bryman, 2012). I did the coding manually by labelling
selections of text within each data item, as shown in Figure 3.2:
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Figure 3.2: A snapshot of the coding process

I wrote initial codes at the margins of the transcripts and marked potential in vivo quotes.
Table 3.5 below demonstrates how I went about the coding.
Table 3.5: Generating codes
Data extract
I think we need to have research that is
relevant for society. I don’t think we can
just continue practising our hobbies and
expect the taxpayer to cough up money for
that.

Coded for
• Academic responsibility
• Societal responsibility
• Research impact

I followed the same format up to the nineteenth transcript. Almost no new codes were
emerging from the last seven interviews. I ended this phase by gathering all the codes and in
vivo extracts into a Microsoft Spreadsheet, as Figure 3.3 illustrates.
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Figure 3.3: Codes for Business School
P1, Business School, UoA
Time is key
Increased administration
Could rely on secondary data
Research collaboration
Increased bureaucracy
Buy out teaching
Reasonable teaching loads
Funding model relevant
impact
No problem with directed research
Accountability
Solving societal problems
Country differences
Hesitation for collabration
Building trust
More time into building networks
Permission to publish
Convince companies
Relevance for companies
Good relationships with industries
switch jobs
More applied research
Use-inspired basic research
Applied is relative
Lack options
Academic responsibility
Societal expectation
More of individual choices
Intrinsic motivation for research
Broader fields
Expert in small area
Academic stratification
No pressure from uni & companies
True expertise
Autonomy hugely important
Marketisation positive
Strengthens research
Fundamental research well protected
Academics are autonomous
Clash of ideas good

P2, Business School, UoA
Impact factor
Societal expectation
Change in expectation
Industry is broad
No pressure
individual academics
Achieving a balance
Societal driven
Use-inspired basic research
Autonomy attracts academics
Likened to self employed
Setting standards good
Accountability
Social impact
Audience
PBRF useful
Academics & Non-academic impacts
Journal requirements
Achieving a balance
Universities losing focus
Independent
Key metrics

P3, Business School, UoA
Reduced funding
More administration
Cut in supporting staff
Increased teaching loads
Bureaucracy
Pressure to publish
Service roles
KPIs
Misalighnments
Best interest to management
Career positions
Pure and applied researchers
Good relationship with industry
Not reliant on internal funding
Industrial expertise
Mutual benefit
Applied & use-inspired br
mix of researchers
Collaborate with theorists
Impact factor
More online research
Bad relationship with uni
Interest driven
Decreasing autonomy
Comprehensive university
PBRF causing desperation
Low quality research
Benefit to NZ
Poor implementation
Hard work
Limited research autonomy
Perceived, not real autonomy

P4, Business School, AUT P5, Business School, AUT
Funding not a problem
Passion for academia
Freedom to research
Suits interests
No pressure
Increased workload
Reduction in funding
University transition
Type of university
Evolution
Accountability
Academic qualification
Direct & indirect impacts Teaching vs Research universities
Cheap research
Teaching loads
Applied research
Reduced funding
journal expectation
Justification for funding
No restriction
Control of academics
Encouraged but not pressuredNo pressure to bring in money
Research teams
Funding for career progression
Autonomy is everything
Limited funding bodies
Collaborate with students Industrial collaborations
No protection needed
Mutual benefits
PBRF doesn’t affect autonomyExpectations to publish
Finacially viable universities Research impact
No distiction b/n basic & applied research
Being strategic
Journal expectation
Publishable
Limited autonomy for junior academics
Restructuring
Academics less valued
Decreased loyalty
Rigourous ethics
Less controversial projects
Casulaisation of academia
Individual interest
Achieve a balance
Autonomy changing
Autonomy hugley important
No trust
More stress
Pressure to publish
Nature of managers
Planning
Future uncertain
Universities in danger
Versatile academics
Change inevitable
Economic mission

P6, Business School, AUT
Funding
Cheap research
Time
Less funding for soft disciplines
Low success rate
Caution with industrial research
Competitive funding
Research interest
Impact factor
Strings attached
More money, freedom to research
Nature of research
Nature of funding
Trust
Not sure about research divisions
Autonomy is everything
Journal ranking
Journal requirements
Accountability
No direct pressure
Flexibility
Disciplined
Financial transaction model
Flexibility
Soft disciplines devalued
Non-academic managers
Government interest
Autonomous
Cheap research

Each spreadsheet contained the codes for different faculties and positions. Thus, there were
six spreadsheets: one for each faculty (4), one for the JARAs, and one for the SARAs. That
made comparisons among the groups easier. Next, I condensed the many codes (about a
thousand) into themes for ease of interpretation.
Phase 3: Searching for themes
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What counts as a theme? According to Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 82), “a theme captures
something important about the data in relation to the research question and represents some
level of patterned response or meaning within the data set.” Therefore, searching for themes
is an active process because themes are not hidden in the data waiting to be discovered;
instead, the researcher constructs themes from codes (Braun & Clarke, 2013). At this phase, I
started thinking about the relationship between the codes and sorting the different codes into
potential themes. I printed out the spreadsheets and played around with the codes by
organising them into several themes. In doing this, some initial codes went on to form the
main themes, while I discarded many. The phase ended with a collection of themes and in
vivo of data, as shown in Table 3.6.
Table 3.6: Searching for themes
Theme 1
•

•

Theme 2

Internal research
funding: within
faculty/university
and NZ
External research
funding: Outside
faculty/university
and outside NZ

•
•
•
•

Academic
career focus
Nature of
research
Scientific
importance
Researcher’s
personal
interest

Theme 3
•
•
•
•

Theme 4

Societal
impact
Country
impact
Commercial
impact
Academic
impact

•
•
•

Academic
freedom
Critic and
conscience of
society
Legal and
traditional
rights

After collating the codes into these themes, I examined the relationships between the themes.
I collapsed some themes into broader themes in Figure 3.4.
Figure 3.4: Themes
THEMES

Research Funding

Research Agenda Research Outcomes

Research Autonomy

92

After arriving at these four themes, I met with my supervisors to review the next phase.
Phase 4: Reviewing themes
Reviewing themes involves checking that the themes relate to both the coded extracts and the
full dataset. I reflected on whether the themes told convincing stories about the data and
began defining the nature of each theme and the relationship between them. My supervisors
cross-checked some of the transcripts to verify if the themes were a true reflection of the data
collected. We concluded that they were valid themes from the data, broad enough to capture
the participants’ views, and were related to each other. For instance, research funding is
essential in defining research agenda, and research agenda produce outcomes that might
influence researchers’ autonomy.
Phase 5: Defining and naming themes
Defining and naming themes requires the researcher to conduct a detailed analysis of each
theme, identifying its essence and constructing a concise and informative name for each
theme (Braun & Clarke, 2006). By the end of this phase, I could define what the themes were
and were not.
•

Research funding – with reference to (Altbach, 2013), I defined this as a critical
element in the research function of a university, not least because it is used to acquire
the appropriate laboratories, libraries and other infrastructure that supports research at
the highest possible level.

•

Research agenda is the kind of research academics decide to do or not to do and is
usually classified as the first stage in the research process (Bero, 2019).

•

Research outcome – this is defined as the result of the research carried out, which tend
to, directly and indirectly, impact groups of people.

•

Research autonomy – defined as the freedom to conduct research and publish the
outcome without fear nor favour.

The data helped me to clarify all the definitions in the writing stage. For instance, the data
revealed that research autonomy could be bestowed on academics through the following
means:
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•

Legal – this is a constitutional backing of academics to be honest and fearless in their
research duties. As the literature review indicated, the 1989 New Zealand Education
Act refers to academics as the “critic and conscience of society.”

•

Traditional – the freedom to conduct research is the “birthright” of academics as spelt
out in the Humboldtian model of higher education; that universities should enjoy
unconditional academic freedom in the intellectual investigation of the world.

•

Institutional – this is about universities creating a conducive environment for
academics to discharge their research duties.

With the borders of the themes clearly defined, all was set for the write-up.
Phase 6: Writing-up
The writing-up involves putting together the analytic narrative and data extracts to tell the
reader a coherent and persuasive story about the data and contextualising it with prior studies
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). I ensured that my analytic narrative went beyond the presentation
and description of the data and made arguments in relation to my research questions. I used
the documents gathered from the data collection at this stage to aid the analysis. Since I had
identified themes from the interviews, I selected documents that fit those themes to aid
triangulation. Also, sub-themes began to emerge at the writing stage, and that shaped the
writing process.
In summary, this study was qualitative in methodology, a case study in research
design, and employed a critical realist approach as its philosophical lens. It used interviews
and document analysis as sources of evidence to explore how a sample of academics in AUT
University and UoA perceive their ability to maintain research autonomy in the face of
marketisation in higher education. I employed various measures, including triangulation and
participants’ validation, to ensure the trustworthiness of the study so the outcome would be
acceptable to many. Also, I considered ethical issues such as anonymity and confidentiality to
protect the participants, myself, my supervisors and my university. After that, the next step
was to tell a convincing story from the data. Guided by Braun and Clarke (2006), I used
inductive thematic analysis to make sense of the data. Thus, in the next chapter, I will
elaborate on the information obtained from the data (findings).
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CHAPTER FOUR
THEME I – RESEARCH FUNDING
With findings from the data collection, I identified research funding as the key theme that
influences the other three themes: research agenda, research outcomes and research
autonomy, to be discussed in chapter five. The findings indicated that both AUT and UoA
enjoy research autonomy but within the confines of their characteristic funding. Though there
is increasing public research funding in NZ, there are far more competitors, and thus causing
the universities to diversify their funding sources. At the faculty level, each of the four
faculties indicated that funding is crucial for their research activities, but the degree of
importance varies. How I did the analysis has been documented in the methodology chapter.
Summarily, I triangulated data from the interviews with documents from both universities
(AUT and UoA) and other sources to analyse each theme; and triangulated responses from
the different categories of participants (SARAs, JARAs and Academics). I found that despite
their different backgrounds, both AUT and UoA had similar research goals, objectives and
strategies to maintain research autonomy in the face of marketisation.

4.1 Research funding
Analysing research funding has become relevant because according to the data, funding to a
greater extent, influences research. Though funding is regarded as a critical element to the
research function of universities, scholars (such as Clark, 1998; Salmi, 2007; Slaughter and
Rhoades, 2004) argue that many universities are facing a reduction in public research
funding. However, I found that there is increasing research funding in NZ universities.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) data shows that NZ’s
investment in research and development (R&D), though less than the OECD average, is
increasing at a higher rate compared to that of other OECD countries (OECD, n.d). This is
shown in Table 4.1:
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Table 4.1: NZ & OECD % GDP spending on R&D
Country/Year

2013 (%)

2017 (%)

% increase

NZ

1.154

1.366

18.37

OECD

2.322

2.367

1.94

Note: OECD. (n.d). Gross domestic spending on R&D. Retrieved June 13, 2020, from
https://data.oecd.org/rd/gross-domestic-spending-on-r-d.htm

Though NZ’s investment from 2013 to 2017 was lower than the average in the OECD, its
percentage increase in investment (18.37) was far higher than the average in the OECD
(1.94). Although the funding is distributed among various sectors of the economy, including
education and training, health, energy and environment, the percentage increase in the GDP
allocation directly led to increases in all sectors’ funding allocation. For instance, the
allocation for health increased from $357million in 2016 to $528million in 2018, while
education and training increased from $113million to $122million between the same periods
(Stats NZ, 2019).
The analysis here focuses on the following funding sources, in order of importance: firststream funding, second-stream funding and third-stream funding. The data revealed that apart
from the Performance-Based Research Fund (PBRF), which Clark (1998) considers as the
first-stream research funding, the NZ Government funds university research through
contestable sources such as the Health Research Council (HRC), the Marsden Fund and the
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE), generally referred by Clark as the
second-stream funding. The universities’ third-stream funding includes research
commercialisation and income from intellectual property. In general, there is increasing
research funding from all these sources. The subsequent sections analyse how the soft and
hard disciplines differ in their need for and capability to obtain the respective funding
sources. Obtaining domestic research funding may not be as challenging as securing
international research funding.

4.2 First-Stream research funding
First-stream research funding could be classified as the primary source of research funding
that a government allocates to its universities (Clark, 1998). The documents revealed that
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since the NZ Government recognises the value of university research to New Zealand society,
it supports research universities and the promotion of high-quality research through the
PBRF. According to data from the Universities New Zealand (n.d) website, on average, 42%
of universities’ income in 2019 came from the government through funding for teaching –
Student Achievement Component (SAC) funding (about 33%), and research (about 8%)
(PBRF). PBRF is significant because many participants considered it as a primary source of
research support.
Increasing government funding in NZ has directly led to increases in the PBRF
funding. According to a 2015 report by the Tertiary Education Commission, the PBRF
steadily increased from $262.5 million in 2013 to $275 million in 2014 to $287.5 million in
2015 (TEC, 2017b). Thus, the percentage increase between 2013 and 2014 was 4.76%, and
between 2014 and 2015 was 4.55%. This shows that though there was an increase in the
PBRF during the period under review, the funding was increasing at a decreasing rate. I
found a similar trend at the institutional level, as shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. According to
the TEC (2017b), these allocations were based on the 2012 PBRF round.
Table 4.2: UoA’s PBRF from 2014 to 2017 (excluding GST)
Institution/TOTAL
PBRF

2014

%
increase
20142015

2015

%
increase
20152016

2016

%
increase
20162017

2017

UoA

$82,982,995

2.74

$85,255,715

5.96

$90,333,120

-0.68

$89,715,384

TOTAL PBRF
(All TEOs)

$275,000,000

4.55

$287,500,000

4.35

$300,000,000

0

$300,000,000

UoA % of the
TOTAL PBRF

30.18

-0.53

29.65

0.46

30.11

-0.2

29.91

Note: Figures from Tertiary Education Commission (2015, 2016b, 2016c, 2017a, 2017b).

Table 4.2 shows that the UoA receives about a third (30%) of the total PBRF funding
allocated to all Tertiary Education Organisations (TEOs) in NZ. As the total PBRF funding to
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the TEOs increased between 2014 and 2016, the UoA’s share of the PBRF also increased at
an increasing rate (2.74% to 5.96%, respectively). However, the zero increase in the total
PBRF funding in 2017 resulted in a slight decrease in UoA’s share compared to the previous
year (-0.68%). Table 4.3 also shows AUT’s share of the PBRF between 2014 and 2017.
Table 4.3: AUT’s PBRF from 2014 to 2017 (excluding GST)
Institution/
TOTAL
PBRF

2014

%
increase
20142015

2015

%
increase
20152016

2016

%
increase
20162017

2017

AUT

$13,026,527

6.19

$13,833,489

2.32

$14,153,771

2.9

$14,564,087

TOTAL
PBRF
(All
TEOs)

$275,000,000

4.55

$287,500,000

4.35

$300,000,000

0

$300,000,000

AUT % of
the
TOTAL
PBRF

4.74

0.07

4.81

-0.09

4.72

0.13

4.85

Note: Figures from Tertiary Education Commission (2015, 2016b, 2016c, 2017a, 2017b)
Table 4.3 shows that AUT receives about 5% (approximately 25% lower than UoA’s) of the
total PBRF funding allocated to all TEOs in NZ. As the total PBRF funding to the institutions
increased between 2014 and 2016, AUT’s share of the PBRF also increased but at a
decreasing rate (6.19% to 2.32%, respectively). Contrary to UoA, the zero increase in the
total PBRF funding in 2017 instead resulted in about a 3% increase in AUT’s share of the
total PBRF funding.
In all, both tables have demonstrated that the PBRF funding is rising. The more PBRF
funding for UoA could be because of the larger size of its academic staff compared to the
other universities. For instance, while the total academic (FTE) staff in AUT in 2019 was
1,189 (AUT, 2019), the UoA was about a double of AUT’s, at 2,402 (UoA, 2019). Also,
more funding shows that UoA is the best “performing” institution in the country because the
funding is performance-based and competitive.
The PBRF was established in 2003 as a way of encouraging and rewarding “excellent
research” in NZ tertiary education (TEC, 2019b). It involves assessing the research
performance of the participating tertiary education organisations (TEO) and then fund them
based on their performance. Funding is allocated based on an established formula centred
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around three elements: quality evaluation, research degree completions and external research
income (TEC, 2019b). Government budget determines the size of the PBRF, and decisions on
funding are submitted to the Tertiary Education Commission Board for consideration and
approval. Quality evaluation accounts for 55% of the fund and is determined through a
periodic assessment of the research performance of staff at participating TEOs by expert peer
review panels. Research degree completion accounts for 25% of the fund and is a yearly
measurement of the number of PBRF eligible postgraduate research-based degrees completed
at the TEO. External research income also covers the final 20% of the fund and is a yearly
measurement of the amount of income received by the TEO from external sources for
research purposes (TEC, 2019b). Table 4.4 shows how much of both AUT and UoA’s PBRF
funding in 2017 constituted quality evaluation, research degree completion and external
research income components.
Table 4.4: AUT & UoA’s 2017 PBRF components (excluding GST)
Institution/PBRF Quality
Metric
Evaluation
UoA

$46,697,969
(52%)

External
Research
Income
$20,507,789
(23%)

Research
Degree
Completion
$22,509,626
(25%)

Total
$89,715,384

$8,029,212
$1,380,619
$5,154,256
$14,564,087
(55%)
(9.48%)
(35.39%)
Note. The Tertiary Education Commission. (2019b). Performance-based research fund.
AUT

Retrieved December 11, 2019, from https://www.tec.govt.nz/funding/funding-andperformance/funding/fund-finder/performance-based-research-fund/
From Table 4.4, the percentage of UoA’s quality evaluation out of its total PBRF was 3% less
of the 55%, while the institution’s external research income exceeded the 20% allocation by
3%. In contrast, AUT secured less external research funding (about half of the 20%) and
about 10% more of the research degree completion (35%). Thus, if AUT could up their game
and secure more external research funding, they may increase their total share of the PBRF
funding. It also shows that perhaps AUT is doing more teaching than research.
The analysis that follows turns attention from the documents to the interview
participants as there were divergent views about the PBRF. The views expressed are those of
the Senior Academic Research Administrators (SARAs), Junior Academic Research
Administrators (JARAs) and Academics from the four faculties in this study (FoA, BSch,
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FMHS, FoS). While some participants were against the PBRF as a means of supporting
research, others argue that there may be a no better option.
Though some universities worldwide are faced with a reduction in public research funding,
NZ universities continue to enjoy increasing public research funding. A SARA commented
that:
Research funding in New Zealand is increasing at the moment. The relative funding
of universities, and mainly through the Student Achievement Component (SAC), is
probably going down and certainly per head of population of students in the
universities. However, research funding has been increasing. (SARA, UoA)
The SARA talks about increasing research funding in NZ without mentioning the type of
funding. However, him introducing SAC points towards the total government grants given to
universities. His counterpart in AUT also shared a similar view without mentioning PBRF:
“The overall funding increases, but the universities are in competition with each other for that
pot of funding” (SARA, AUT). The “competition with each other” perhaps accounted for the
continuous rising and falling of both universities’ PBRF funding in Tables 4.2 and 4.3.
Due to the competition created by the PBRF, many have called for its abolishing
(TEU, 2019). According to data from the Tertiary Education Union (TEU), when the PBRF
results for 2018 were released in April 2019, the union called for the abolishing of this
funding system as they felt it could infringe upon the academic freedom of universities. In a
media statement released in 2019, the National President of the TEU, Michael Gilchrist,
noted that the PBRF had caused a significant distortion of tertiary institutions’ research
activity:
The imperative to publish in a selected few international journals has caused a marked
reduction in specialised and locally based research. We urgently need that research to
meet the unique challenges our country faces in the future and advance the wellbeing
of all. (TEU, 2019)
Research autonomy allows academics to perform their research function without external or
internal interference. But being restricted from publishing in local journals could be a way of
limiting research autonomy as a Senior Lecturer commented:
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PBRF does not really encourage you to work with people here in New Zealand. And it
does not encourage you to publish in New Zealand journals; it encourages you to
publish in highly ranked journals. And so, the best way to do that is to work with
international collaborators and to get big data. So, I am primarily a qualitative
researcher. But I am moving on to more quantitative research, not only for my career
but also in the way that it makes much more sense in these more prominent, more
highly ranked journals, to do that sort of research. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
Encouraging international collaborations, and the assumed focus on quantitative, as the quote
indicates, could be a way of making NZ universities’ research contribute significantly to the
international environment. However, the Senior Lecturer further argued that when
international collaboration is encouraged, many internal NZ problems could end up being
neglected:
I think it is sad because much proper research that focuses on a very niche area or
very New Zealand-centric problems that are important to New Zealand is not going to
be paid as much attention. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
That view was echoed by another academic who thought that this funding system could drive
NZ universities to mainly focus in research areas that can attract more funding: “It is not
because it is time-intensive; it is not because it is a hassle; I think it is driving us in the wrong
direction” (Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT). My review of the Guidelines for tertiary
education organisations participating in the 2018 Quality Evaluation shows that the claims
by the TEU and some academics might not be the case, as the PBRF seeks to encourage all
forms of research:
The PBRF encourages and rewards the breadth and diversity of research excellence
and its role in supporting and developing New Zealand and our tertiary education
sector. As a result, we’ve aimed to create guidelines that support the evaluation of
quality research in all its forms. We hope that researchers – regardless of the focus of
their research – can see their work reflected in the 2018 Quality Evaluation processes.
(TEC, 2018, p. 4)
If this is TEC’s stand, then the bias claim is likely to be in the assessment by local assessors
and researchers who think that overseas publication is more prestigious than local ones.
Therefore, the aim of the guidelines may not translate directly into practice. In addition, some
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participants find the PBRF an ineffective way of managing scarce resources, as one
commented:
It is a bit of a waste of time; we spend a considerable amount of time. I could
probably write an article with the time it takes me to do my PBRF portfolios. I think it
is a bit of waste there, and the universities are finding a way to game the system. So, I
think it is kind of a huge amount of work for the really weird, flawed product.
(Associate Professor, FoA-UoA)
Since more points for the PBRF means more funding, universities “game” the system. A
Post-doctoral fellow, who had only been through her first round of the PBRF, also thinks that
the system could be bias:
It is a pretty flawed system. It perpetuates the publish or perish culture and does not
account for authentic research output. Many research outputs and sometimes nontraditional research are not counted in the same way, and some are disadvantaged in
the university. It is terrible! (Postdoctoral Fellow, FoS-AUT)
The publish or perish culture emphasises quantity over quality (Friths, 2020). However, the
Ministry of Education (2019) Terms of Reference review of the 2018 PBRF indicates that the
system now focuses more on quality than quantity. The Post-doctoral fellow was also
concerned about how the grading could make one feel worthless, and that, “some of the
people who get high scores think that ‘it is not necessarily a piece of evidence that you are a
good researcher; it is evident that you know how to play the system.’” Overall, those
participants (and TEU) against the PBRF argue that the funding system may not be a true
reflection of institutional research performance and may perpetuate fierce competition instead
of cooperation among the institutions.
Though a SARA admits that there are some challenges with the PBRF funding, he
maintained that the benefits outweigh the limitations:
I do not believe for a minute that [the PBRF] has diluted the quality of other things we
do or indeed restricted the type of research that we undertake. The most challenging
area is probably areas that are highly locally relevant, for example, indigenous
research. And yes, there are potential challenges around quality assessment and how
that is carried out, and I think that is being progressively addressed with successive
PBRF rounds as to how indigenous research is treated. But, by and large, people
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understand those metrics very well, irrespective of the area of research that is
undertaken. (SARA, UoA)
Despite some challenges with the PBRF funding, it does not compromise teaching and other
educational services and continue to be a work in progress. According to the TEC (2018, p.
4), “One of the key changes for the 2018 Quality Evaluation is the addition of the Pacific
Research peer review panel to support and encourage the ongoing strengthening of Pacific
research excellence.” Perhaps subsequent evaluations might address many of the challenges
associated with the PBRF funding. The SARA’s quote also indicates that there are more
positive impacts of the funding system than the negatives. Some academics argued that this
funding system is relevant, as it was brought in because of public pressure to be able to
“measure the value of taxpayers’ funds that is going to the universities to fund those
research” (Senior Lecturer, FoA-AUT). Thus, the funding may ensure that NZ universities
are accountable to the public who fund them. Another academic said, “I probably think we
should have some types of system like PBRF that, at least, looks at where that funding is
being distributed and how we are making an impact” (Lecturer, BSch-UoA).
Now, there are strengths and weaknesses of the PBRF as the “primary” source of
research funding in NZ. A SARA was, however, of the view that the PBRF is not research
funding, although some believe it is:
PBRF is not a research fund. PBRF is a fund that supports a whole range of things;
some of which are research and some of which are more widely part of the
university’s infrastructure. The government likes to call it a research fund, but it is
not. It is more than a research fund of the university. (SARA, UoA)
My review of information about the PBRF (TEC, 2019) confirms that the funding only
supports research and does not fund it directly. The participants were aware of this, and
almost all agreed that the PBRF funding is only a small amount of money to support their
research activities. What, then, were the government research funds to NZ universities other
than the PBRF? The other competitive research funding, such as Marsden funding and Health
Research Council funding, generally classified by Clark (1998) as the second-stream research
funding.
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4.3 Second-stream research funding
This section outlines the key public research funding sources and analyses how disciplinary
differences determine funding allocation. The notable second-stream research funding
sources in NZ were the Marsden fund, Health Research Council (HRC) fund and Ministry of
Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) fund (NZ Government, 2015; Universities
NZ, n.d-b). While some are “investigator-led,” others are “mission-led” research funding.
The competitive nature of this funding discourages many of the participants from applying
for it, as I will elaborate in Section 4.8.
4.3.1 Investigator-led research funding
Marsden Fund
The Marsden Fund is a competitive fund administered by the Royal Society of New Zealand
on behalf of the Marsden Fund Council. The purpose of the fund is to benefit “society as a
whole by contributing to the development of researchers with knowledge, skills and ideas”
(Royal Society, n.d). The percentage of applications from all tertiary education organisations
that get funded is about 11% (Royal Society NZ, 2020). The success rate at the institutional
level varies. In 2020, UoA’s success rate was 13.6%, while AUT had 4.8%. Compared to
HRC and MBIE, this fund gives enough research autonomy to academics since the research
is not subject to the NZ Government’s socio-economic priorities. The fund supports “research
excellence” in science, engineering and maths, social sciences and the humanities
(Universities NZ, 2019). All the disciplines I have chosen for this study qualify to apply for
this fund.
Centres of Research Excellence (CoREs)
The Centres of Research Excellence is “a competitive mechanism to fund collaborative
research networks (hosted by tertiary education institutions) to support growth in research
excellence and the development of world-class research and researchers” in areas of
importance to New Zealand” (NZ Government, 2015, p. 27).
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4.3.2 Mission-led research funding
Health Research Council (HRC)
The Health Research Council supports research that can improve health outcomes and the
delivery of health care to all New Zealanders. HRC allocates most of the funds through an
annual funding round to independent research projects that are researcher initiated. Requests
for proposals are also issued to support research in a particular area of inquiry. There is also a
range of awards to support the career development of emerging health researchers
(Universities NZ, 2019). The success rate of the 344 funding applications the HRC received
in the 2018 funding round was about 14% (HRC NZ, 2017). The low success rate shows how
both the Marsden and HRC funds are intensely competitive. My review of MBIE documents
shows that their success rate is also below 20%.
Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment
The MBIE “uses competition to fund excellent research with the potential to deliver long
term, transformative impact for New Zealand” (NZ Government, 2015, p. 28). The Ministry
administers several research funds, including Endeavour fund, Catalyst fund, and Pre-seed
accelerator fund. Endeavour fund focuses on longer-term research that has high potential to
positively transform New Zealand’s future economic performance, sustainability and
integrity of the environment and help strengthen the NZ society (MBIE, 2017). Catalyst fund
also supports activities geared towards developing and fostering international collaborations
for NZ’s benefit. Pre-seed accelerator fund supports early-stage technology and
commercialisation activities for the benefit of NZ (MBIE, 2017).
National Science Challenges (NSCs)
The NSCs is “a collaborative mechanism to fund research that addresses complex, long term,
national-scale issues for New Zealand” (NZ Government, 2015, p. 28).
According to the NZ Government (2017), both the mission-led and investigator-led funding
keep rising over the years. For example, HRC funding was $93 million in 2017/18 and is
expected to rise to $129 million per year in 2020/21. The allocation for Marsden was $58
million in 2016/17 and is rising to $80 million in 2020/21. This shows that, as the first stream
research funding rises, the second stream also rises. According to the interview participants,
these increases were to take care of factors such as inflation. That said, the increasing
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research funding has led to increasing competition for the funding. For instance, a participant
commented: “So, if one university does really well, it will take more of the money, and some
of the other universities will get less (SARA, AUT). Another participant added:
There have been increases in government funding. However, the pool of people that
access the funding has increased. So, there are organisations like AUT and other sorts
of tertiary level organisations that are upping their game and doing more research and
tapping into some of those pots like the Marsden. Also, for example, the PBRF money
that comes from the government (through TEC) has not changed much since the last
pot of money. But more organisations now have access to it, so everyone’s cut is less.
(JARA, FoS-UoA)
The increase in research funding goes hand in hand with an increase in competitors. Thus,
increasing competition is likely to result in the rich universities or academics becoming
richer, leaving the poor poorer (Merton, 1968). The inability of an institution to secure more
of the contestable funding could impact its internal funding allocation. A participant gave a
practical example of how their faculty’s research funding kept decreasing as a result of this
increased competition: “The research funding that we used to have was 5,000, and it became
4,000 and became 3,000 and so on because the more staff all competing for the limited
amount of money” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT). This is an indication that, despite the
increase in research funding, the “least performing” institutions and academics are likely to
receive less funding. That may lead to financial insecurities, causing universities to seek other
funding sources, which is referred to as “third-stream” funding.

4.4 Third-stream funding sources
To guard against the fear of having less research funding (and for many reasons such as
reputation/prestige, target areas of research and contributing to a relevant body of
knowledge), the universities seek a third-stream of funding, which mostly came from
industry, philanthropic organisations and individuals. This is the only funding source that is
non-governmental, which Clark (1998) refers to the “true financial diversification” and what
may be classified in this study as “marketisation.” Unlike the first and second streams of
income, money from this source is usually free from governmental control. The University of
Auckland Strategic Plan 2015–2020 outlines the estimated amount of revenue (inclusive of
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inflation) from diverse sources the university expected to have by 2020, as shown in Table
4.5.
Table 4.5: UoA’s revenue targets from 2011 to 2020
2011 $m

2011 %

2020 $m

2020 %

Government grants
(teaching)

279

30

367

27

Performance Based
Research Fund

77

8

78

6

Domestic tuition fees

135

14

191

14

Domestic public good
research

162

17

284

21

International tuition fees

71

8

150

11

Domestic commercial
research

60

6

114

8

International research

18

2

35

3

Revenue from
philanthropy

11

1

15

1

Service income

92

10

100

8

Other revenue

28

3

13

1

Total Revenue

933

100

1,347

100

Revenue

Note. University of Auckland (2012, p. 15). Retrieved July 7, 2020, from
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/auckland/about-us/equity-at-the-university/aboutequity/safe-inclusive-equitable-university/strategic-plan-2013-2020-web-version.pdf

Though the focus of this section is not to evaluate the success or failure of the UoA’s
strategic plan, doing so for some revenue sources might be useful. The university’s estimated
PBRF figure for 2020 was $78 million (NZD). However, Table 4.2 showed that as of 2014,
the university had already met that goal (about $ 83million). While the PBRF constituted
about 8% of the university’s income in 2011, it estimated the value to drop to 6% in 2020.
Table 4.5 also shows that the university expected to have the percentage of its government
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teaching grants in 2011 reduced by 3% in 2020. Among the reasons for this action was that
the university preferred “revenue sources whose growth is not constrained by the public
policy environment in which [they] operate” (UoA. 2012, p. 15). The university expected
more of its total revenue to come from sources such as “international tuition fees” (8% in
2011 to 11% in 2020), “domestic commercial research” (6% in 2011 to 8% in 2020). The
University of Auckland 2019-2020 Profile shows that, in 2018, the university signed $
169million new research contracts (which could include second-stream sources like Marsden
and HRC) and raised $ 148 million (NZD) through its “spin-out companies in the past five
years.” Though these figures do not indicate how much per cent of the university’s total
revenue they represent, it is a sign of the university actively seeking diversified revenue
sources.
Similarly, AUT in its Directions to 2025 indicates that, currently, the university’s
“External research income increasing by 20% per annum and income from industry and
commercialisation by 20% per annum.” The AUT Annual Report 2019 (p. 39) highlights that
the university had signed $28.4 million (NZD) research contracts, including second-stream
sources; $13million MBIE Endeavour Fund, $1million (NZD) Marsden Fund, and $3million
(NZD) HRC fund. Though about 60% of the research contract signed still falls under the
second stream funding, it demonstrates how AUT is also actively seeking more revenue
sources.
The documents showed that both AUT and UoA mostly work through their research
commercialisation units – AUT Enterprise and UniServices, respectively – to access the
third-stream funding (they work through these centres for second-stream funding too).
Findings from the interviews showed that one advantage of securing the third-stream
funding is that it can help universities to acquire more of the first stream and even the second
stream funding, as it builds their research portfolios. For instance, as a prerequisite of the
PBRF, universities are expected to generate external research income. Thus, success in
external research income, which is classified here as the third-stream funding, could result in
success in the first stream funding.
Not only are there established units to help generate funding for the universities, but
there are also offices in each faculty that focuses on generating funding from all sources.
Interviews with the SARAs revealed that the universities’ research offices liaise with the
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research offices in the faculties to help achieve the universities’ research goals. Thus, a
SARA commented that,
One of the significant vehicles for doing that is we have a Research Committee, and
[JARAs] of all the faculties sit on that committee. So, that gives us a suitable
feedback mechanism to understand what is happening within faculties. (SARA, UoA)
That can ensure proper coordination between the top-level management and the faculties to
forge a common goal of attaining “research excellence.” Having analysed the funding sources
available to AUT and UoA, the next section examines the measures both universities put in
place to access the funding sources

4.5 Accessing the first, second and third-stream funding
According to the data, to succeed in getting the first, second and third-stream research
funding sources is critical to AUT and UoA. Thus, both institutions have established in each
faculty the office in charge of research, as the following faculty administrators commented:
“My whole job as a [JARA] is fighting to find funding and making sure that researchers are
aware of all the funding opportunities” (JARA, FMHS-UoA). “I help coordinate the research
strategy, funding applications within the university, helping people with external funding
applications” (JARA, FoS-AUT).
The interview data revealed that the JARAs interact with their universities’ research
commercialisation units to help promote the faculties’ research to external stakeholders. A
JARA acknowledged that,
We also have lots of interaction with UniServices, who in turn have lots of contacts
with stakeholders and funders and industry to try and promote our researchers to
industry with the main priority being getting funding. (JARA, FoS-UoA)
Their focus is not only to compete for contestable funding but also to commercialise research
to generate income. The analysis thus far shows that accessing research funding is vital to
both AUT and UoA. Regarding the faculties, they do not have the same ability to generate
external research funding because while some are close to the market, others are not (Becher,
1994). Thus, the analysis that follows focuses on how funding issues could impact faculties’
research activities, which is where disciplinary differences emerge.
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4.6 Impact of funding on research
All disciplines are not the same in the race to raise funding and their need for funding. Becher
(1994) argues that academics in the hard disciplines (FMHS and FoS) need, and can raise,
more research funding than their colleagues in the soft disciplines (FoA and BSch). From the
interviews, many of the participants agreed with the view that running a Medical School, for
instance, is to be more costly than, say, history. The universities and academics seem fully
aware of this variation in funding needs, as a SARA commented:
I think the university understands that reasonably well. It is also the case that the
faculties which are relatively well-positioned in terms of attracting research funds are
by and large the most expensive faculties in which to undertake research. So, if you
look at Medical and Health Sciences being the classic example of that is that, actually,
the cost of undertaking research in that area is vastly greater than the costs of research
in some other parts of the university. So, they attract far more research funding; yes, it
costs far more in terms of infrastructure and buildings and all other support
mechanisms that you put around research in those areas. (SARA, UoA)
Research funding may be directly related to the cost of undertaking research; more cost may
require more funding (greater prospect of commercialisation), and less cost may require less
funding. Academics from the various faculties shared a similar view. I begin with those
generally classified as soft disciplines: the Faculty of Arts and the Business School.
Soft disciplines
The soft discipline is less costly and may not require more funding like their counterparts in
the hard disciplines (Becher, 1994; Clark, 1998, 1983). For instance, while the Science
disciplines usually need laboratories with expensive equipment to carry out their research, the
Arts disciplines may only need things like an office, a computer with a table and chair to
execute their research. In the Faculty of Arts, an academic commented:
Being in the Arts, particularly in Classics and Ancient history, we are traditionally a
discipline that does most of our research independently in a library. We do not need
money for labs; we do not need money for anything like that. We are a very cheap
discipline when it comes to research. (Senior Lecturer, FoA-UoA)
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This view that the Arts is a “cheap discipline” was echoed by another academic, who argues
that they understand why the hard disciplines should and always get more research funding
than the soft disciplines:
For a lot of us, especially in Social Sciences, we do not need much travel; we do not
need machines; And that with just a little bit of money, you can do some pretty
interesting work. (Associate Professor, FoA-UoA)
To sum up, the interviews revealed that funding is not a significant problem affecting
academics in the soft disciplines’ ability to do research. Those in the Arts faculty explained
that they do not and have never asked for more since most of their research can be done
independently in the library. Or perhaps they have far fewer external funding sources because
governments tend to fund “useful” research like health, science or engineering research
(Jones, 2013).
As with the Faculty of Arts, funding had not really impacted the research role of
academics in the Business School because, to some extent, their data sources are secondary
data. They can access data from business organisations. Instead, the participants think that not
having enough time for research is a more significant challenge. They argue that, as a result
of neoliberal policies of the universities, there is a reduction in the professional staff (who
supported academics in diverse ways), which has shifted more administrative roles to the
academics:
[The universities] have restructured all of our professional staff and the library and IT
staff more recently, and one of the concepts – reduced funding but less admin staff
which equals we do more admin than we used to. Moreover, over and above that, we
are teaching more students because [the university] wants to have larger class sizes
and personalised teaching. If the centralised admin system just adds bureaucracy
levels into everything, then realistically, that is taking two or three hours out of every
day. Thus, that majority eats into our research. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
A colleague agreed:
To be honest, I find increased administration that is coming from the university to
some degree, also coming from the government, impacting more on my ability to do
research. Because, for me, time is most important (Professor, BSch-UoA)
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Time is, indeed, money. Not having more time for research could be compared to not having
more research funding. Many participants in the Business School held a similar view: “I
guess for me the sort of research that I most often do is actually quite cheap. So, all that I
really need is time and a computer” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT). Finally, a participant
thought, for them, time is in short supply: “There is a lot more increase in the number of
responsibilities of academics these days,” where he emphasised increased administrative
roles as a case in point (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT). The increasing bureaucracy could slow
down academics’ research activities.
Thus far, the issue of insufficient time could be a significant challenge in the soft
disciplines. In addition to academics’ increasing administrative roles, scholars argue that
marketisation in higher education has meant treating students as customers (Giroux, 2002).
Therefore, universities usually prefer larger class sizes. A Senior Academic Research
Administrator of AUT best explained this: “One of our best businesses is actually
international students because the marginal cost of international students is quite low.” In
addition to international students bringing in revenue, more domestic students also means
more funding to the universities through the student achievement component (SAC). A
participant (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT) commented that though AUT is moving towards a
model where it could be as flexible as it can to do more research, “[academics] are still
restricted by [their] teaching hours.” Thus, teaching large class sizes (with limited teaching
hours) may allow little time for research.
That said, the participants do not find the time constraint as an excuse for not doing
research because they are aware that workload and busyness are part of the academic life. A
participant argued it this way: “I do not think [having little time for research] is really an
issue of academic autonomy. It is just the daily grind of being an academic; sometimes, you
cannot do the work you want to do” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT). In addition to the
institutions’ neoliberal policies that could cause time constraints for academics, the
interviews showed that, the academics sometimes overburden themselves with the workload
by “saying yes to everything that looks nice” (Professor, BSch-UoA).
Overall, these results indicate that academics in the soft disciplines may have to deal
with the issue of time management to make way for their research duties. If time is the
primary factor affecting research in the soft disciplines, then what really affects research in
the hard disciplines is the next section’s focal point.
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Hard disciplines
The findings in the hard disciplines were different from the soft disciplines. In general,
almost all participants agreed with the view that most research in this area is expensive.
Therefore, the hard disciplines face the challenges of time and funding. I reviewed the April
2019 edition of Uni NEWS (UoA), which featured Dr Peng Du from the Auckland
Bioengineering Institute, who became the 2019 Prime Minister’s MacDiarmid Emerging
Scientist. According to Dr Peng Du, winning the prize worth $200,000 gives him the freedom
to push forward his research. He explained:
It means understanding the technique and science faster to get this monitoring device.
And importantly it allows flexibility, so I’m not strictly limited to one objective. This
gives me freedom to explore things that are unexpected. That is often where exciting
things happen. (UoA, 2019b)
Du suggests that the more funding academics have, the more likely it is that they can pursue
curiosity-driven research. Some interview participants thought similarly:
I think I have been quite lucky because I have got a reasonable amount of funding
from the government. So, in my research career, both here and before my Postdoc, I
was fortunate enough to be in a lab where there was always some degree of funding.
So, the pressure to look elsewhere for industry or strings attached money has not been
as high for me. (Senior Lecturer, FMHS-UoA)
Though the participant thinks getting research funding is due to luck, “performance” also
plays a key role since government funding is usually contestable. Again, it is unlikely to find
academics who would say they have too much money. Therefore, even though some believe
they are lucky to have funding, they might need more to facilitate their research duties. For
example, one commented:
I would say I have been lucky that things have been going right. But I have not taken
students that I would have taken because I do not have big grants. Even though I
apply, I do not get big grants. (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
If there are academics who are successful in getting research funding, then there are
unsuccessful ones. The findings indicate that, as in the soft disciplines, some academics in the
hard disciplines manage to do research with little or no funding:
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I do not really need money to do my research; I need time. I need a nice quiet office. I
need intelligent, hard-working students to bounce ideas off. I need a little bit of
money to go to conferences from time to time. Sometimes there might be a cover
charge for my journals. But by and large, for the kind of work I do, I do not need
money. (Senior Lecturer, FoS-AUT)
However, this is seldom the case, as one participant said: “No, not for science. It is
impossible. Any experimental science basically means you have to do experiments. So,
everything costs money” (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA). Thus, the research needs of the
different schools in a faculty are likely to differ from each other.
In summary, the results indicate that more research funding in the hard disciplines is a
necessary ingredient for enhancing the research duties of academics. The data showed that
some academics do not need much funding for their research. However, it might also be the
case that they genuinely need funding, but the difficulty in its acquisition causes them to
settle for less. That said, some go to the extent of finding “ways and means” to keep their
research duties on track. Participants shared some of these strategic measures they put in
place to get their research moving, either with little or no funding.

4.7 Strategic measures to overcome funding challenges
In the face of insufficient funding, many participants, especially in the hard disciplines,
argued that they find other means to do research. These include the following: Collaborating
with colleagues who have funding and their own students who are funded through university
scholarships, relying on secondary data, and working on weekends and holidays. According
to one of the participants,
Funding is tough to get. And at least you jumpstart something, and if you have got
students, you give them a project. A lot of the funding in my area will not be
equipment. It is not in the lab; it is about people. Thus, if you have got students
(people who are sort of free labour), they are the Research Assistants who go out and
do the interviews. (Professor, FMHS-UoA)
The participant thought of using her students as a “sort of free labour” – though a portion of
her PBRF funding was used to pay these Research Assistants. To the participant, that was a
strategic way to build research profile and explore future funding opportunities: “I am not
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suggesting you can do it all without money, but there are ways of at least starting stuff and
getting enough direction. Then, you can get a grant because getting a grant is not easy –
competitive” (Professor, FMHS-UoA). A colleague at AUT agreed: “I do much work without
funding, and I also get a lot of my students to help me. So, I do try and find creative ways of
making projects happen without money, and sometimes I spend my weekends doing it”
(Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT). Spending one’s weekend doing research may indicate
the sacrifices some academics go through to produce new knowledge for the good of society.
Thus, while there may be little support for their research, they are determined to do it:
“Sometimes I do think it is important just to do research without funding because it takes too
long to wait for some people who need some answers” (Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT).
Sometimes, projects need to happen, and grants take far too long (from preparing the
application to getting feedback). Yet, due to the competitive nature of most research funding,
one cannot be sure of the outcome.
Finally, another participant explained that though they may not be getting enough
external funding, they can collaborate with students to get research done through the funding
from their university.
I can still publish as much as I want because we still get good students, and if I have
projects that they can work on and do well, then we can publish them. If we get rid of
the university scholarships, then we are in trouble. So, I would definitely point out
that if the doctoral scholarships go away, it will be tough for academics to do research
because then, finding funding is hard, no scholarships. That will be very hard. (Senior
Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
The participant’s point is that awarding doctoral scholarships to students could enhance their
supervisors’ research activities through their research collaborations.
Though funding is vital in the hard disciplines, the participants mentioned that some
funding could constrain their research activities. Hence, they try to be selective with the
funding sources because some external research funding does not cover the full research cost,
which sometimes draws funding from the universities:
Some grants do not come with full salary recovery. They only fund the research. For
example, some grants do not fund your time; they will only fund research expenses.
To do any project well, you are looking at having spent two to three days a week on
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that project, so the university is left to pick up the bill. So, there has been some
feedback from the university that they would rather we did not apply for those grants
because they end up having to pick up the rest of the bill. (Associate Professor,
FMHS-AUT)
Therefore, it may not be prudent to apply for those funding that is not enough to cover the
research cost.
The analysis thus far demonstrates that research funding is a crucial element in the
research duties of academics. Another way of classifying the funding sources, apart from
them being first, second and third-stream funding, is whether they are domestic or
international funding. Many participants mentioned that it was easier to get domestic funding
than international funding, which was reflected in their attitude to seeking these funding
sources.

4.8 Academics’ attitude to seeking domestic funding
Academics’ attitudes to seeking domestic funding were influenced by the nature of the
discipline, career position, intrinsic motivation, expectation from their universities, and the
source and nature of the research funding. The findings showed that most research funding in
NZ universities is domestic. Thus, a SARA argued that it is rarely the case that there are no
available sources of funding for academics. Faculties have their own Faculty Research
Development Funding (FRDF), which is administered at the faculty level and serves as “a
means of providing particularly seed funding to develop people in terms of their research
careers” (SARA, UoA). However, this money is distributed on a competitive basis, as a
JARA clarified: “[FRDF] is reasonably competitive, but it is nowhere near as competitive as
the government level funding” (JARA, FoS-UoA).
A participant, therefore, described the FRDF as bridging the gap between researchers
who might get funded externally and those who cannot: “So, [the FRDF] is a kind of halfway,
I guess, between having no funding and having external funding” (Senior Lecturer, FoSUoA). Though the FDRF may be competitive, some participants have been successful in
getting the funding: “[The FRDF] is competitive, but usually not highly so. I have gotten
everything I apply for” (Senior Lecturer, FoA-UoA). In contrast, others find the process to be
too bureaucratic and thus prefer external domestic funding. For example, a participant said:
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I try not to rely on university funding. I try and seek my own funding because there
are too many hoops to jump through, and it is not worth my time if I can get the data
elsewhere or the funding elsewhere. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
Her statement reflects how bureaucratic and “formalised” the neoliberal academic system can
be (Maassen et al., 2017; Wright & Shore, 2017). This bureaucracy was the reason why a
participant earlier said that she prefers to do research without funding because of the many
delays associated with the funding application process. Similarly, some academics do not
apply for research funding because they do not find the application process worthwhile – it
can be time-consuming, and the success rate is minimal. Therefore, it is much better to invest
that time into publications, as one participant put it:
I could do 12 articles over 12 years, where I could apply 12 times and maybe get it
once, statistically speaking. I think it does not make sense, and it makes sense to
publish the articles. (Associate Professor, FoA-UoA)
Alternatively, he could get the funding and undertake one great research study in 12 years
rather than just produce 12 low “quality” research. Now, with all the difficulties in accessing
research funding, some academics are deterred from funding applications:
We do get a Weekly Newsletter from the Faculty Research Committee about all sorts
of funding opportunities, and they also tie into the university one. Then they talk
about the Marsden fund, and they talk about industry or sector fellowships; funds that
are available in a certain industry, most of which, to be honest, I do not even look at
those and then even I barely read them, because I think I do not need it. (Senior
Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
The participant’s comment points out that, while all academics may want research funding, it
is only a necessity to some. As a criterion of the PBRF, universities need to obtain external
research funding. Considering the less urgent need for some academics to apply for funding,
then prompted me to ask whether there was any pressure from the universities to secure
external funding. Though most academics admit that there is no pressure on them to bring in
external funding, in order to be “good citizens,” they feel pressured to do so:
There is a subtle pressure to apply for Marsden grants. Again, it is not heavy-handed
like you are sanctioned if you do not do it. But there is a sense of your obligation as a
good citizen or as someone who wants to be taken seriously as a researcher, is that
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you should be applying for these grants. But I have not felt like my career is stalled or
threatened if I do not do that. (Associate Professor, FoA-UoA)
In other words, the participant believes that, though obtaining research funding may be
challenging, it is rewarding at the same time because funding success can earn academics
recognition from their universities. Thus, the pressure to generate external funding can be
self-driven, as a participant puts it:
It is self-driven, and I do feel it is part of my role to bring in money; it is pressure
from my team. I am very fortunate that I have been lucky to have some incredible
researchers working for me. But unfortunately, they are on fixed-term contracts, and
you want to keep them on, and you want to give them job security, some continuity,
which means there is pressure to apply for money to keep them on. And the pressure
does come from the university; the university wants to bring in money, so they are
keen and supportive of you doing it. (Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT)
The difference between the above two quotes (from Associate Professor, FoA-UoA and
Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT) could be the nature of their disciplines. While the
academic in the FMHS felt the necessity to get funding to facilitate her research, the
participant in the FoA may only apply for funding in order to earn recognition from his
university.
In addition to disciplinary differences playing a pivotal role in determining the
pressure on academics to get funding, the findings indicate that a career position could be
another factor. Thus, professors feel less pressured in their research function and can win
more research funding while junior academics or casual academics feel pressured to seek for
funding:
There is quite a lot of pressure on the university for us to bring in money with PBRF
and also with certain grants and PhD students. That pressure is there, but if I do not
get a grant or get a PhD student, nothing bad will happen to me. (Professor, FMHSUoA)
That is a person who holds a permanent position and is already a professor. Though she
performs her academic responsibilities, the pressure to raise funding is minimal. The opposite
end of the spectrum was early career researchers who mostly are on fixed-term contracts and
may need a secured job (or promotion). Therefore, the desire to perform, regarding accessing
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funding, becomes high. For example, one participant said, “I feel that to progress in your
career, you probably have to show that ability to get funding” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT).
Some participants also argued that the universities might encourage academics to get external
funding for various reasons, including keeping their internal funding:
It is one thing to get research funding from within the university through competitive
grant accounts for a certain number of points, but it is worth more if you get external
research funding because that is good for the university. It shows that they do not
have to spend their money, and it also shows that you have met some sort of peerreview process to get funding from an external source. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
Thus, apart from strengthening the universities’ financial base, obtaining external funding
could bring a good reputation to them. However, since industry funding usually comes with
strings attached (Bero, 2019), some academics felt reluctant to pursue such funding sources.
A participant put it this way:
There is a stigma attached to receiving funding from any organisation; you need to
declare it. If I saw on somebody else’s research that they had received funding from a
large company or from a business organisation or, to be fair, also from a union group
or a philanthropic organisation, that would put a question mark in my mind. (Senior
Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
The source and nature of research funding can influence peoples’ perception of a research
outcome. The participant further argued that “No industry, organisation, that I can think of is
really going to pay me money to do the research that I want to do. Because, to a certain
extent, the research I do is critical of the status quo.” However, it may not always be the case
that research funders detest criticisms and only want outcomes that favour them, as a
participant argued:
I think it happens slightly in our project. It is a bit more complicated because people
like to paint this idea that if you are funded by industry, you become some industry
shell and find what they want you to find. That has not been the case with any of our
research because I would not have produced research that I did not stand by.
(Postdoctoral fellow, FoS-AUT)
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Therefore, the stigma attached to industry funding may be problematic, as some academics
would not allow their integrity to be compromised for any reason. Chapter five of this thesis
demonstrates how some academics were ready to reject certain funding if they anticipated
any conflict of interests.
Up to this point, I have analysed participants’ attitude to seeking domestic research
funding in NZ. While some academics see applying for research funding as a necessity,
others consider it desirable but not essential. Academics’ disciplinary differences, career
positions, personal motivation and institutional expectations were among the crucial
determinants of their viewpoints about research funding.
Participants find research funding within NZ to be competitive, which discourages some from
applying. International research funding is likely to be more competitive.

4.9 Academics’ attitude to seeking international funding
Academics’ attitude to seeking international funding was influenced by the size and location
of NZ as well as the relatively limited infrastructure of the universities, and university and
government expectations. It could be argued that international research funding is more
competitive than domestic research funding (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). Many
participants agreed with this statement and commented that the size and location of NZ, as
well as the relatively limited infrastructure of the universities, make them less competitive.
Commenting on this, a participant said:
It is difficult for us to find grants outside of New Zealand. So, you need partners in
Australia or North America or Europe, and I think they really want us to forge those
partnerships. Because if you do not have that, then you are left with sort of the pot of
money that is available domestically, and that is not that big. (Associate Professor,
FoA-UoA)
For many reasons, both the universities and the NZ government may want academics to be
competitive at the international stage. If securing research funding outside the universities is a
big advantage to the universities, then the research funding outside NZ may be advantageous
not only to the universities but also to the government. The findings show that adding to the
difficulty in obtaining international funding is the location and size of NZ, as a participant put
it: “We do not really do well in the international space because we are too small and too far
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away from anywhere else. It is something that we are really trying hard to do better in”
(JARA, FMHS-UoA). He further explained:
We do not have huge infrastructure. We do not often have big groups, and we do not
often have the ability to look offshore enough. They are all excuses. They are not
really good reasons. So, we do have a few of our researchers who are engaged with
international funding; very few. And through our research office here, we try to do a
lot better but, again, with very little support.
The admission that the reasons given may be excuses could indicate that “winning” is not
about size or location. Instead, it could be about aiming higher and working relentlessly
towards achieving goals and objectives. It could also be the case that not everyone knows
about opportunities for overseas funding. Given the limited infrastructure, the country size
and location mentioned, it could be argued that universities, faculties and academics are
compelled to compete for the limited domestic funding.
Universities and academics’ increasing attitude of pursuing funding has been
described as “academic capitalism,” “business model,” “third mission,” or simply
marketisation in higher education. With this idea of making the universities economically
sustainable, I inquired from the participants about their perceptions of marketisation in higher
education.

4.10 Participants’ perception of marketisation in higher education
Like the pro-marketeers and the anti-marketeers in this study, the participants were divided
on the relevance of marketisation. Generally, the university administrators were in favour of
marketisation while many academics were against it.
When I asked the participants to comment on the current marketisation in higher
education, some wondered what the concept even meant: “Marketisation? What does that
even mean?” (Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT). I gave a simple explanation of the concept
as when universities behave like businesses by pursuing market and market-like activities.
Though the focus of the interview was on research, most participants’ comments on this topic
were focused on teaching because they felt students are the primary customers of universities
and not business organisations:

121

I think we are making our undergraduate way too easy. Basically, we want to pass
everyone who enrols into an undergraduate degree; if you bothered to turn up to the
exam, you will go through the Auckland system and get your degree. So basically, it
is being run as a business. (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
The comment portrays the university more as a business entity than as a teaching and
learning institution. A colleague refers to the treatment of students as consumers as a
“dangerous game”:
It is a dangerous game because then they are admitting students that are not qualified.
I have had a student from [country A] who had not passed her English tests. I had
pressure from the university to accept her because they have MoU with that
University, and there was so much pressure. First, it is unfair to [the student] because
she has no clue. She is accepted; she comes, and then it is extremely hard. I am sure
this is not the one case. I am sure there are lots of that, and that is all this person
comes and pays $40,000. Great! They accept them. So, a big problem at the
university. (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
Not only has marketisation led to academic consumerism (Giroux, 2002), some participants
argued that it has led to treating the sciences as better than the humanities (academic
stratification): “I think [marketisation] is a huge shame. The Arts and Humanities have been
so devalued and degraded” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT). Another participant thinks that:
In the university, being able to bring in money seemed to be a crucial thing. In fact,
that is probably one of the most important criteria. So, when you are doing your PhD,
you think publications are probably the most important thing. But I think at the
University of Auckland, we see money as the most important thing. In fact, if you can
bring in money, they do not really care whether you publish or not. If you can bring in
millions of industry funding, I do not think they care if you only publish one per year.
In contrast, I got colleagues who publish more than ten to fifteen papers a year in
good reputable journals, but they do not get recognition for it. So yeah, I think this
university, yes, the focus has maybe gone too much into rewarding money and not
other things that academics from other countries will treasure. (Senior Lecturer, FoSUoA)

122

If that is the case, then it is a sign of the economic mission taking over the university’s core
mission. However, some participants argued that NZ universities are public institutions and
thus should not be treated as private entities: “I think universities are public-funded
institutions, and they should be there for the good of society. I know that they are now very
business-oriented; I don’t agree with that fact” (Associate Professor, FoS-AUT). A Senior
Lecturer also said:
I generally disagree with the philosophy that marketisation of a public resource is
inherently good. I think there is obviously cost to that in terms of the autonomy of the
university, the way university should think and so on that unaccounted for when
people say let us just cut costs by running it like a business. (FoS-UoA)
Contrary to the view that marketisation is driving higher education in the wrong direction,
some participants think that it is not all negative and that finding the right balance between
the core mission and the economic mission is perhaps the best way forward:
I think marketisation is good. I think it makes us responsive to the external world. I
think we have to manage that to the extent that it makes us a comprehensive
university, as discussed earlier. The market in terms of research or programmes may
go in a particular direction. Everybody wanted to do business 20 years ago. Now
everybody wants to do engineering. But what about those other subjects? Do we just
stop doing them? In a purely market environment, we would just follow the market. I
think we still have a responsibility to maintain subjects whether or not they are
popular at this point in time. Nobody wants to study history. Well, we should still
have academics looking at history, and I suppose the same thing for research as well.
(SARA, AUT)
Thus, the university works hard to maintain a comprehensive university. This could be a sign
that the humanities are also valued like the sciences. A senior academic research
administrator supporting marketisation may not be unexpected (Kerr, 2001). That said, not all
academics are against marketisation, as one argued that market forces do more good than
harm:
How do we educate our students to become technologically literate and critically
aware citizens who can apply wise judgment to how these technologies are used in
different ways? And I think that middle ground for me is kind of where I stand now.
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We cannot escape the managerial and marketisation forces. However, we can work
collectively to regulate them to ensure that there is a value-based higher education and
make sure that students significantly gain a deeper critical appreciation of the bridge, I
guess, between technological society and civil society and make sure that there is a
balance. (Senior Lecturer, FoA-AUT)
The quote reflects Johnson’s (1998) polarity management model of dealing with two
contradictory functions. The two views echo the debate between the pro-marketeers and the
anti-marketeers discussed in the literature review. With these pieces of evidence, the
discussion will help to evaluate the argument critically.
In summary, this findings chapter showed that increasing government research
funding in NZ goes hand in hand with increasing competition. This competition creates
uncertainty and compels universities to seek other sources of funding. Also, while academics
in the hard disciplines may consider research funding a “necessity,” those in the soft
disciplines may consider it only a “want.” Moreover, the participants prefer domestic funding
as they find international research funding to be highly competitive. Finally, the general
views about research funding expressed by the management (SARAs and JARAs) were like
those of academics. However, while the management seems to favour marketisation in higher
education, most academics find it a dangerous game.
Taken together, increasing research funding in NZ may come with increasing
accountability (Berdahl, 1990). In return for specific research funding, the NZ government
may require certain research agendas to be pursued on behalf of the general public. Also, as
universities seek third stream funding, they may be required to be responsive to their
customers’ needs. Therefore, although more funding may give universities and academics
more room to manoeuvre, it can create tension between academics’ research interests and
what society expects from them. That said, many academics in the hard disciplines find
strategic means to keep their research activities going even in the face of limited funding. In
the next chapter, I analyse how the source and nature of research funding can affect research
agenda, research outcomes and research autonomy in the universities.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THEMES II-IV – RESEARCH AGENDA, RESEARCH OUTCOMES &
RESEARCH AUTONOMY
In this chapter, I focus on the remaining three of the four themes identified: research agenda,
research outcome and academic freedom. The findings showed that, for the participants, these
themes are inextricably linked with research funding. Funding sources are influencing the
research agenda pursued by the universities, as they are focusing more on applied research
with direct impact than on basic research (epistemic drift). Responding to the short-term
needs of external funding bodies had meant that research outcomes are becoming more
commercially driven. This, however, has not significantly affected the research autonomy of
the universities, as they adopt strategic measures in dealing with funding bodies.

5.1 Research agenda
Research agenda is defined here as the kind of research academics decide to do or not to do
(Bero, 2019). The findings indicate that while academics have the right to define their
research agenda, research partnerships with external funding bodies tend to influence the kind
of research they undertake. The analysis focuses on the nature of research and how
universities manage research relationships with funding bodies. The analysis shows that the
research relationship could lead to epistemic drift since most research funders usually want
specific problems to be solved by academics. However, the findings show that intrinsic
motivation (Bentley et al., 2015), rather than funding opportunities, is what sometimes cause
academics to build research relationships with external funding bodies.

5.1.1 Nature of research
According to Stokes (1997), the nature of research can be basic, applied, or a combination of
both. Other definitions include more types, but the simple version provides a useful starting
point. Analysing the nature of research will provide knowledge about the kind of research
funding bodies prefer investing in and why. The findings suggest that there is a gradual shift
from basic to applied research, especially within the hard disciplines. Data from Universities
New Zealand (UNZ) website showed that NZ universities spend over $870 million annually
on research, “accounting for 65% of New Zealand’s basic research and 25% of applied
research” (UNZ, 2019). This could be an indication that universities do more of NZ’s basic
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research than its applied research. The literature review mentioned that in-between basic and
applied research could be another type of research called “use-inspired basic research”
(Stokes, 1997). However, the findings indicate that there may be no strict separation among
these types of research.
Types of research
When asked the kind of research the participants do (given a prompt outlining the three types:
basic, use-inspired basic and applied research), a participant replied, “what is basic
research?” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA). She was not alone; another participant commented
that “I am never quite sure about some of these typologies” (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT).
When I showed them Stokes’ (1997) quadrant model of scientific research (see Fig. 1 in
Appendix D), most participants across all disciplines placed themselves under the useinspired basic research. To be specific, while many academics in the Business School said
they were doing purely applied research, those in the Faculty of Arts were doing more basic
research. Research in the Faculty of Medical and Health Science and Faculty of Science
ranged from purely basic to purely applied, with the FMHS more inclined towards applied
research than the FoS. This could be illustrated in Figure 5.1 below:
Figure 5.1: Nature of research in various faculties
Purely basic
FoA

Purely applied
FoS

FMHS

BSch

Figure 5.1 shows how disciplinary differences could determine the type of research
academics undertake (Becher, 1994; Stokes, 1997). While the overall view of the participants
agrees with Figure 5.1, there were contradictory views as well. For example, one participant
thought her research is an element of both basic and applied, and thus could be classified as
use-inspired basic research.
[My research] is not totally applied because I do not necessarily liaise with industry
and ask them what they are missing or what their questions are. But it is also not
purely theoretical. (Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
If it is neither purely applied nor purely basic, then it could be “something” between the two.
Many other participants from the Business School agreed that, although most of their
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research is applied, they sometimes engage in use-inspired basic research. Again, though
“Business” is classified as a soft applied discipline, one participant explained that some of her
colleagues are into basic research:
Many of my colleagues do not necessarily do applied research. Thus, if you talk to
one of our professors here, … , he is an amazing theorist. He is wonderful at that, but
he himself will tell you it is a much higher level rather than the applied stuff. (Senior
Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
The participant’s point is that not everyone in the Business School is an applied researcher,
which can contradict figure 5.1. A professor from the FMHS in UoA who believes her
research is applied and sometimes use-inspired argued that: “it is not a dichotomy because
you need to have some fundamental understanding to be able to say, ‘okay, these findings
lead to or confirm what we are doing is right.’” Therefore, there may be no strict separation
among these research fields and that they go hand in hand. Another participant shared a
similar view:
I actually work quite a lot with theorists, and we say, “okay, you have got the macro
theory, and then we bring it down to the meso and then micro so that we can test
whether it applies or not.” So, we work together, but mine is a very more applied
level. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
Thus, basic and applied research may complement each other.
Turning now to the Faculty of Science, both universities have a mixture of the three
categories of research. For example, a participant commented:
It is very mixed. In the school of science, we have people who do basic research; we
have people who are into applied research and end in use-inspired basic research.
Different people sit in each of those, and then some people go across multiple ones of
those as well. (JARA, FoS-AUT)
The participant’s view confirms why the position of FoS in figure 5.1 cannot be generalised
because there may be a variation of academic disciplines within the same faculty. A JARA
agreed that it is difficult to brand their faculty as either doing basic or applied research:
That is really difficult because it is a science faculty. So, we have everything from the
absolute pure mathematics that are sitting in their offices with professors from Oxford
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coming up with theorem about.… I am not quite sure what they do, but really, very
basic pure research, through to human geographers who are studying the Welfare
State or the problem of homelessness in New Zealand or Auckland. So, it spreads
across. (JARA, FoS-UoA)
A faculty usually has several disciplines within it. Thus, the choice of faculties in this study
to understand how disciplinary differences impact research autonomy may only generate a
general overview and not give much detail about the specifics.
In the Faculty of Arts, most participants said that they focus mainly on basic research,
as one commented: “Yes, basically that. We are in many ways, kind of blue-sky research”
(Senior Lecturer, FoA-UoA). Another response from his colleague demonstrates how diverse
a faculty can be: “I think most of my work, I would say, is probably 60% basic research.”
(Associate Professor, FoA-UoA). Thus, the nature of research within the same
faculty/discipline may vary. The findings indicate that other motivational factors drive
research, aside from the nature of disciplines influencing the nature of research pursued.
Influences on research choices
The other motivational factors that drive research include personal interests and influence
from funding bodies. While the former may often lead to curiosity-driven research, the latter
generally results in directed research. Also, the findings showed that the Faculty of Arts and
the Business School were mostly at the extreme ends of curiosity and directed research,
respectively. Meanwhile, the Faculty of Science and Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences
were more of a balance between the two, as shown in Figure 5.2:
Figure 5.2: Research drivers in various faculties
Curiosity-driven
FoA

FoS

Directed
FMHS

BSch

Figure 5.2 shows the general view about the nature of research in each faculty. However, and
like Figure 5.1, there were exceptions to how some participants in the same faculty positioned
themselves. As noted in chapter four, academics in the FMHS and BSch that rely less on
external funding by engaging in what they call “cheap research” tend to be less directed. In
this case, being less directed may not mean that one is engaging in curiosity-driven research.
Also, the findings indicate that some academics in the BSch sometimes approach industry
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with a problem the former think they can help the latter to solve. Accordingly, the research is
more of curiosity-driven than directed research. Hence, Figure 5.2 may not always be as
linear as it is now.
At the Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences, a JARA explained how the nature of
their research is mainly influenced by funding bodies. He first spoke about the nature of
research:
So, we talk about our faculty being translational, which means that we are trying to
undertake use-inspired basic research. But of course, some of our researchers are
basic, and a few are very applied. But we are trying hard to be in that category – useinspired basic research. (JARA, FMHS-UoA)
According to the JARA, the reason to focus on use-inspired basic research is driven by their
biggest funder, Health Research Council:
They demand translational research where you work with a medical doctor on a health
problem; you work in a basic laboratory, and then you take the answer back to the
laboratory; very much what you call use-inspired basic research. (JARA, FMHS,
UoA)
I reviewed a document by the Health Research Council – New Zealand Health Research
Strategy 2017-2027: Summary of Submissions and Consultation – which confirmed the above
quote. This ten-year strategic direction for the NZ health system aims to “ensure that
investments in health research make the greatest contribution to the lives of New Zealanders
– to their health and their economic and social wellbeing” (MBIE & Ministry of Health,
2017, p. iii). For this reason, aligning one’s research to suit the government strategic direction
is a prerequisite for academics in the FMHS to access HRC funding and other related
funding. However, some academics choose to do research without funding. Hence,
irrespective of their discipline, they are more likely to define their own research agenda.
Findings from the Faculty of Arts indicate that due to their lesser dependence on
research funding, academics generally have the freedom to define their own research agenda.
When asked who defines their research agenda, a participant commented:
I do; very much individually. That is something in our area where everyone has got
their own research agenda. And in fact, sometimes we have very little idea what our
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colleagues are working on until things get published; very independent. (Senior
Lecturer, UoA)
Working as individual academics may be a characteristic of the Arts disciplines, while the
Science disciplines are generally collaborative (Becher, 1994).
The outcome was different in the Faculty of Science (which is similar to FMHS), as
the need for funding can sometimes compel academics to pursue the interest of funders:
There does seem to be less coming [from the government], and what is coming, a lot
of it is directed to specific themes or science challenges or areas of research, which
means we have to nimble and tweak our research to fit what the government wants.
We might have a research project that does not necessarily immediately align with
government priorities, but we have to look at ways to tweak it to fit government
priorities to get the money. (JARA, FoS, UoA)
“Tweaking” research to fit what the government wants may not be classified as curiositydriven. However, faced with the need for funding, academics are driven in that route. Since
the NZ Government represents all New Zealanders, it having research priorities could be a
way of ensuring that tax-payers’ money is spent on things with direct benefit to them, as a
SARA in the UoA commented:
So, you have this balance between interventionist government wanting on behalf of
the people who are funding the universities to address more specific questions, which
are perceived to be the national need. This has always existed.
The SARA’s point is that the government’s involvement in the research agenda of academics
may not be a new development. Also, governments in recent times are making increasing
demands on universities (Dill, 2001). Therefore, finding ways so that government research
priorities can coexist with academics’ curiosity-driven research may be the right solution.
The SARA further explained:
I would say it is not a huge constraint on the New Zealand system as it currently
stands. There is still quite a degree of academic freedom to pursue the research areas
that you want. And of course, we have internal funding instruments, at least some of
which can still support researchers for pure curiosity-driven good research proposals,
particularly in terms of the career development of younger researchers who can still
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find means of support within the institution. So, I think what we are looking at is,
what is right? What is the optimal balance for a university in terms of dependent on a
range of funding instruments – some of which are highly directed, and some of which
just support the wider work of a comprehensive university of which we are? (SARA,
UoA)
Finding the “optimal balance” may require strategic action from the universities. Apart from
government, industry seems the next alternative source of research funding to universities.
The findings showed that, unlike government which invests in all forms of research, industry
usually invest in applied research. Industry mainly turns to academics with specific problems,
which implies setting out the research agenda. A JARA explained how this is shaping the
research agenda in their faculty:
We now tend to see almost two types of science getting done. We say scientists who
are doing fundamental research primarily and scientists who are doing industryfocused research, and then there are some people who kind of do both. So, for the
people who do fundamental research, the funding options are very limited. So, it is ok
if you do cheap research. If you do more expensive research, you tend to engage more
with industry sources of funding. (JARA, FoS- AUT)
She further explained:
So, it is not like you can really research whatever you like; say, you are interested in
plant viruses, you cannot just go pick a virus you think is cool. You have got to
choose something that the leaders in the industry care about. (JARA, FoS-AUT)
The JARA is saying that collaborating with industry may affect academics’ curiosity-driven
research because of, sometimes, their conflicting research interests. With this high probability
of funding bodies (especially government and industry) influencing the research agenda of
university academics, the findings demonstrate that both universities find ways to deal with
the situation. The following section focuses on how the universities manage their
relationships with funding bodies.
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5.1.2 Managing research partnerships
Academics’ research partnership with funding bodies can be both challenging and rewarding.
While the study found that most of the research relationships were based on funding
opportunities, the intrinsic motivation of academics was also a key factor. The findings
showed that, though there is a push by government and industry for academics to pursue
applied research, universities and faculties still encourage academics to develop researchoriented relationships with these funding bodies. A participant commented:
There is a bit of encouragement from the central university for people to do that, and
they are often emailing around opportunities for people to get engaged in different
ways, especially when there is funding involved. (JARA, FoS-AUT)
The universities do not only encourage academics to look for funding; they are supportive in
that regard. Again, coming from AUT, this may not be unexpected because theme 4 of the
university’s direction to 2025 states that “[AUT] will aim to be the leading New Zealand
university in the extent and impact of [its] interactions with industry, profession, and the
employment and enterprise sectors” (p. 2). A SARA reiterated that:
We are supportive of research with industry, and I suppose that, in many ways, AUT
has always claimed to be a university that is close to the external world, close to
industry. Whether that is the reality or not, I am not sure. There is certainly more that
we could do. And I think as a university, we could make greater efforts to encourage
staff to work with industry. (SARA, AUT)
Therefore, before anyone joins AUT, perhaps, they are aware of the university’s position as
being close to the external world. Similarly, as part of the UoA’s Strategic Plan 2013 – 2020,
the university is committed to “the development and commercialisation of enterprise based
on the University’s research and creative works” (p. 3). For this reason, the interviewed
university management admitted that there is encouragement from the university and
faculties to build research relationships with funding bodies:
The university encourages that. It puts a lot of effort into commercially-driven
research, and it does really well at it. So, it is a very important thing. We would
actually make contacts or encourage that sort of research. (JARA, FMHS-UoA)
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Encouraging “commercially driven research” may lead to less focus on research areas with
less commercial value (Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000). That said, universities can be strategic
and achieve both concurrently. A colleague administrator from the FoS shared a similar view
and showed steps they are taking to manage the relationship:
We have just launched a series of research themes in an attempt to try and facilitate
that. So, the university put out a series of big challenges; I cannot remember what
they are. But making New Zealand a better place to live and being sustainable and
transitioning us to a technology-based economy rather than a plant and dairy-based
economy, something like that. There are big challenges at the university level, and,
then, in response to that, we develop these research themes which the intent is to cross
departmental silos and try to build the collaborations that are needed to address some
of these big challenges. Also, to provide an interface between the faculty and
stakeholders so that they can access the researchers via these research themes and vice
versa. (JARA, FoS-UoA)
The JARA expresses how funders’ research agenda could shape universities’ research agenda
and, ultimately, that of the faculties. Since one faculty may not meet the needs of these
external stakeholders, the formation of interdisciplinary units is increasingly becoming
common (Bothwell, 2020). The JARA further commented:
But we also have lots of interaction with UniServices, which have lots of contacts
with stakeholders and funders. They try and promote our researchers to industry, with
the main priority being getting funding. So, it is all a game.
The JARA’s comment demonstrates a faculty that is utilising all means possible to reach out
to external funding bodies. The findings, however, indicate that while this strategy may be
the right thing to do, it poses a threat to research autonomy since external funders, especially
industry, are more likely to influence academics’ research agendas. Some participants
admitted that funders sometimes influence what they do, but most of their agendas are
defined by themselves. When asked who defines their research agenda, a participant said:
Mostly me unless I want funding. So, I found that my research area is over the years
focused and refocused and changed depending on funding. One good example is if the
industry partners you come across have got a problem, you might start working in that
direction. Another is that if you put three funding applications in and one gets picked,
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it is like you are all suddenly working in that area and not the other two. So, a few
kinds of external factors come into play, but essentially, it is up to me to choose.
(Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
Funding may have a considerable influence on what research must be done. Thus, external
stakeholders play a role in defining academics’ research agenda.
Academics in the FoA, however, admitted that the nature of their discipline gives little
room for research relationships with external stakeholders. So, when asked whether in their
discipline it is encouraged to develop research-oriented relationships with industry and other
external stakeholders, a participant said: “You see more of that in Health or Engineering or
Physics and the likes. But it is not impossible to think about within the Social Sciences”
(Associate Professor, UoA). His colleague agreed:
The university is always very keen if there is any sort of connection for us to do that.
But I think we are often left to our own devices because it is not expected. I think
even people in the university are not quite sure how we would make ourselves
relevant in that way. (Senior Lecturer, FoA-UoA)
That confirms how the nature of discipline could act as a barrier to hinder universityindustry-government (UIG) interaction. It is worth noting that not all these interactions
resulted from funding opportunities; personal motivation was also a key factor.

5.1.3 Intrinsic motivation
While funding opportunities may fuel some faculties or academics’ research relationships,
others are driven by intrinsic motivation, like Bentley and colleagues’ (2015) “individual
choices” discussed in Section 2.2 of this thesis. Thus, such academics who engage in applied
research may hold a different view about what applied research is, as some participants
mention here. Many participants, including those who are not into research relationships with
industry understand why their colleagues get involved. For example, one said:
I work in the department of management, and I have colleagues who are very
involved and doing research projects with industry. I do not think they are doing those
projects because it is easy to get industry funding for certain things, and therefore they
do them. These are academics who are interested in workplace relations or just how
things are organised within workplaces. Thus, it makes sense to get access to a
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workplace to do the research they honestly want to do. They need to have some
arrangement where it is necessary to do research ethics, as with all research. You want
to create a research project with this benefit to your participants. So, I do not, in any
way, think that they are tailoring or changing their research interests to go where the
money is; it is just a different way of doing research. (Senior Lecturer, BSch- AUT)
In this case, the quest for research funding becomes secondary to academics’ intrinsic
motivation. A participant, for example, argued that what is exciting to him is engaging in
research with direct application, which may imply working with external stakeholders:
I am an applied researcher, and I find it very hard to see the point of something that
does not have a direct outcome. I can see the point in other people doing it, but I
cannot see the point of me doing it. It just does not align with my skill set or my
experience, or anything like that. It just does not align with my interest, more
importantly. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
With such an academic, it may take less effort to encourage them to build industry
relationships. Thus, some participants even sometimes approach industry with a solution to a
problem that might be of industry’s interest. In this case, academics play a vital role in the
research process by defining the research agenda. This participant approaches industry this
way:
I will do the research for you (industry) for free; you just pay for the data collection. I
design it and will not let them influence the design. I will listen to them; I will
certainly listen to their expertise because they might have the experience that may or
may not be in the literature. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
The participant argues that working with industry may not mean sacrificing research
autonomy. Instead, there could be a mutual benefit where academics and practitioners’
collaboration can enhance each other’s activities (Bentley et al., 2015; Ross, 2019). Thus,
some participants said that their passion lies in working with industry:
The majority of my research is industry-based. We have two schools of thought in our
department. So, there are the theorists that are much more purely academic and are
more likely to rely on funding from the government or the university or all those
similar type grants, and then there are more practically focused researchers. Neither is
better than the other. They are just different. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
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Intrinsic motivation, thus, encourages some academics to be industry-focused. Finally,
commenting on this issue, a SARA in UoA said:
I have been a heavily applied researcher for most of my own, not because I am forced
in that direction. It is because that is what I enjoy doing – a very close relationship
with industry. As we speak, I find them very challenging and rewarding to deal with.
So, it is not a matter of having my own curiosity-driven work that I do on the side.
But I very much enjoy the industry challenge.
If pursuing a task is self-driven, external influences are likely to be minimal. Hence, many
participants agreed that they are only encouraged, and not expected, to build research
relationships or focus their research in a particular direction: “I think it is encouraged, but it is
not expected” (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA). A professor in the Business School agreed: “We
are not forced to work with anyone. We just have, sometimes, lack of options still be the
main problem” (UoA). The benefit of having access to industry data, funding and other
resources that the universities might not have are some of the reasons why academics must
collaborate with industry (Savage, 2000).
The findings indicate that the NZ Government also encourages universities to partner
with Non-Governmental Organisations, businesses and industry. The 2017 Briefing for the
incoming Minister of Research, Science and Innovation mentions that, “[a]s part of its role in
managing the Government’s investment in science, the Ministry of Business, Science and
Innovation has been building this support and developing these partnerships” (p. 8). While
UIG interaction is increasingly encouraged, one of the critical consequences could be a more
focus on applied research to the disadvantage of basic research. Elzinga (1997) refers to this
as an “epistemic drift”: a shift from an emphasis on internal quality control to external
relevance assessments of research in contexts of intense political and commercial pressures
within universities.

5.1.4 Epistemic shift
Are NZ universities witnessing the action of “Gresham’s law” in research? In economics,
Gresham’s law is a monetary policy that states that “bad money drives out good.” In the
context of research, it is suggested that due to the financial incentives that come with
pursuing certain research agenda, applied research may be driving out basic research (see
section 2.4). However, a SARA argued that this issue might not apply to UoA, as the
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university is sensitive to the need to maintain a comprehensive university and to support
“research excellence” and “research quality” across the full spectrum of their activities. He
explained:
So, if you go back to previous years, one of our top research excellence awards was a
philosopher in an area that, again, is not a Natural Science. And we have, for example,
quite major international funding out of the US supporting a team which includes our
Professor of Theology, for example. So, there are a diversity of funding sources that
we can tap into. And many of those are not highly prescriptive in terms of what they
want people to work on. (SARA, UoA)
Therefore, there may be no primus inter pares among the disciplines, and that there are
funding opportunities for all or opportunities that need either little or no funding. Besides, a
participant argued that, although in some countries, applied research may be driving our basic
research, NZ seems to differ:
This is where New Zealand stands out as being quite different here, with the bigger
Marsden fund funding for purely basic research. You are having no relevance
whatsoever, at least not directly, but it is vital (Senior Lecturer, FoA-UoA).
Thus, the participant suggests that regardless of the nature of one’s research, there may be
funding available to support it. Some participants also argued that there might be a blurred
line between basic and applied research as expressed here:
Applied is all quite a relative. If I speak with someone from the statistics department,
they see my research as highly applied. If I speak with a practitioner – someone in a
company, they find me highly theoretical. (Professor, BSch-UoA)
What some people may consider as applied research may be regarded as basic research by
others. However, data from Universities NZ (n.d-c) website shows that applied research may
be gaining attention at the expense of basic research. Initially, out of the total research
funding of $870 million (NZD) to NZ universities, 65% and 25% were for basic and applied
research, respectively. However, when the funding increased to $960 million (NZD), the
percentage for applied research also increased to 37%, while basic research dropped to 54%.
If national funding policies encourage more applied research than basic research, it is likely
to influence the choices universities can make (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). A JARA
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commented that the universities are also encouraging academics to pursue applied research at
the expense of basic research:
People are trying to encourage the external research income, which, in a way, is
pushing people away from where they might have fundamental questions and more
towards where the opportunities are out there. But I think, on principle, most people
would say that they probably are not discouraging fundamental research. But in
practice, I think we do. (FoS, AUT)
Basic research suffers because external research funders, especially industry, usually invest in
research that has a direct impact. Another JARA shared some of the experiences of
academics in her faculty:
I do have colleagues that say to me, “all I want to do is research this; this is what I am
passionate about, but there is no way I am going to get funding for that. So, I am
going to modify it slightly and then do this because this has implications for society,
and I am going to try and get money to do that.” (FoS, UoA)
More research funding may mean more accountability. Though the documents show that,
Marsden fund, for example, is a crucial source of funding for researcher-initiated research,
some academics are discouraged from applying because of the low success rate. They tend to
seek funding from other less competitive sources, which are easier to get, but usually to solve
specific research problems. In AUT, a SARA admitted that though they try to pursue both
basic and applied research, applied ones are more:
We encourage all forms of research. I think the reality is AUT probably does less
basic fundamental research and more applied research. But we don’t particularly
direct people in either way. At the moment, we are developing our research strategy.
But I think we do tend to take an inclusive approach. We want colleagues to engage in
research. We want colleagues to engage in meaningful research and research that has
an impact. Sometimes that might be seen as industry facing or socially responsive
research and less fundamental research. But AUT is, I think, more of an applied
research university anyway. (SARA, AUT)
Compared to technical universities such as Imperial College and Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (Martin, 2012), AUT is more into applied research because, being a former
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polytechnic and now a technology university, most of their research is likely to be applied in
nature.
In summary, the analysis so far shows that although there may be no strict separation
between basic research and applied research, the interest of research funders to invest more in
applied research may be causing an epistemic drift. Nonetheless, academics are encouraged
by their universities (and public funding policies) to develop research-oriented relationships
with external funding bodies, especially industry. That said, developing such relationships
with industry is not only driven by funding opportunities but also intrinsic motivation.
The type of research academics decides to do or not do have an outcome. As research funding
does impact research agenda, the same way research agenda may go hand-in-hand with
research outcomes.

5.2 Research outcomes
I define research outcomes as the results of the research carried out, which may directly or
indirectly impact individuals or groups of people (academic consumers). Analysing this
theme will bring out the rationale for specific research funding and the research agenda
academics pursue. The findings indicate that these academic consumers are those in academia
(internal stakeholders), government and industry (external stakeholders). Altogether, these
groups are part of society. Due to the higher concentration of research funding by the external
stakeholders, they appear to be receiving more attention than the internal stakeholders.
Consequently, there is an emergence of “strategic research” within the universities. Under
this theme, I introduce three markets: the academic market, the state market, and the industry
market to show that perhaps marketisation is ubiquitous, and all academics may be directly or
indirectly engaging in it. These markets are likely to emerge from research production, and,
depending on the academic discipline, academics may find themselves operating in one or
more of the markets. The final part argues how these markets are creating a new form of
research called strategic research.

5.2.1 Research markets
Research outcomes may have a direct or indirect impact on a group of people called
consumers. These groups may differ depending on the discipline and need, as demonstrated
in the demand and supply curves below:
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Figure 5.3: Research market
Research supply

Research market
Society
Research demand

Academia

Figure 5.4: No research market

Society

Research demand
Research supply

Academia

In economics, a market is usually defined as when the forces of demand and supply meet to
determine the price of goods and services, as shown in Figure 5.3. In the figure, the research
supply curve intersects the research demand curve at an equilibrium point called research
market. In Figure 5.4, however, research demand and research supply do not meet, and hence,
the absence of the equilibrium point – research market. Concerning the focus of this section,
research supply represents the research output of academics, while research demand is the
(direct) users of this research. When research is useful to a group, they express interest
(demand) and are willing to fund it. Sometimes, also, the research demand causes specific
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research to be produced (research supply). This creates a research market. The absence of a
research market in Figure 5.4 does not imply that certain research is irrelevant to consumers.
It could mean a lack of direct impact on a group, at least, in the short term. For instance,
research into peace and conflict resolution between/within states may be less relevant to the
automobile company and might not show interest in funding it. However, in the long run,
such research may be relevant to the company because studies have shown that conflicts and
civil unrest have an impact on macroeconomic indicators such as GDP and trade (Aljazeera,
2019; Amodio & Di Maio, 2018; Mueller & Tobias, 2016; University of East Anglia, 2016).
With these illustrations (Fig. 5.3 and 5.4) as a backdrop and the argument that there
are many markets in higher education (Jongbloed, 2003), I identified three main markets
from the findings. These are the Academic market, the Industry market and the State market.
In this case, the academic market is about research publications and mentoring graduate
students, where other academics and students in the same or similar fields and universities are
usually the end-users. The industry market focuses on economic research intended to solve
industry problems. Businesses, non-governmental organisations and industry are the regular
customers in this market. Finally, the state market is about the research designed to serve the
interest of government on behalf of its people. By implication, governments are the main
customers in the market. Also, it is good to note that one publication can serve all three
markets. For example, publications on COVID-19 research may be used by governments,
pharmaceutical companies and academics.
Though all three markets are essential to the success of universities, the findings
indicate that some faculties function more in all markets than others. The FMHS functioned
more in the state market than the other faculties, while the BSch dominated the industry
market. The FoS functions in all, but mostly in the academic market than the other two. The
FoA operated more in the academic market and less in both the industry and state markets.
Now, I present the evidence to support these points.
A professor gave a typical example of how academics in all faculties operate in the
three markets:
I am mostly not being dictated to by my university what I must research; I have much
freedom. I am doing all sorts of things, and it is dictated to me by what the
community wants, and it is also dictated by where I can get the money from, and the
university expects me to have outputs. (FMHS-UoA)
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The professor tries to become all things to all people. The funding bodies she mentioned
could be government, industry or other external stakeholders, and, as a norm, universities
expect academics to have publications. The state and industry markets were considered in this
study as universities’ research with external stakeholders, while the academic market were
mostly universities’ internal stakeholders (and sometimes external stakeholders).
State and Industrial Markets (external stakeholders)
With the state market as a starting point, the findings show that the NZ government may
demand certain research from universities on behalf of New Zealanders. In 2015, the Minister
of Science and Innovation indicated that the livelihood of NZ, which were mainly tourism
and dairy production, might be vulnerable to environmental and economic shocks in the
future. To remedy this and create opportunities is one of the crucial roles of research, and
hence the establishment of the National Statement of Science Investment (NSSI)
– government’s ten-year (2015-2025) strategic direction for research (MBIE, 2015). The
research direction focuses on two key pillars (MBIE, 2017, pp. 7-8):
Excellence: we want our science to be some of the best. Only excellent science will
lead to the kinds of transformative changes to New Zealand’s economy, environment
and society that we need to see.
Impact: all of our science should have a strong line of sight to the eventual ‘real
world’ effect it could have, even if that impact is not clear at the outset and many
years in the future.
The findings indicate that these two pillars are usually the criteria for the government’s
investment in research, as it plays the role of a co-investigator or principal investigator.
Therefore, it appears that academics operating in this market mainly serve the research
interest of the state and not themselves (though not if they are strategic). This has become
much more important, partly because areas like Medical and Health Sciences are expensive
for a country to invest in them. Therefore, government may expect a connection between that
research and the health and wellbeing of the people. So, it is not surprising that the current
Labour Government, in the 2019 budget, was firmly focused on wellbeing and delivery for
peoples’ lives (NZ Government, 2019). I found that the views of both AUT and UoA are
driven by very much the same imperatives.
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Again, the documents demonstrate that one of the significant initiatives that the NZ
government undertook was the National Science Challenges. These are: A better Start;
Ageing Well; Building Better Homes, Towns and Cities; Healthier Lives; High-Value
Nutrition; New Zealand’s Biological Heritage; Our Land and Water; Resilience to Nature’s
Challenges; Science for Technological Innovation; Sustainable Seas; and The Deep South
(NZ Government, 2019). This was a public process of asking what big challenges the public
wants science and research to address more generally. That resulted in the eleven national
science challenges that the country has underway now.
A SARA seems to find no problem with this mission-led research and indicates that
NZ universities must respond to the needs of the people: “We reflect what people want from
the universities, and as reflected in what the governments want from universities” (SARA,
UoA). Thus, the SARA believes that research support from the university should be of
benefit to the country: “We are happy to support research, but we want to see how that
connects with the needs of the country.” AUT is also committed to supporting research that
has an impact on the NZ economy: “We have also been clear that we are very supportive of
research that relates to New Zealand” (SARA, AUT).
Many academics also agreed that it is their responsibility to make society a better
place through their research activities: “I think we need to have research that is relevant for
society. I do not think we can just continue practising our hobbies and expect the taxpayer to
cough up money for that” (Professor, BSch-UoA). The FoA also operate in the state market,
though they may not be as visible as the other faculties:
We engage with the knowledge economy much more in terms of critical thought and
critical thinking and teaching our students and teaching the wider New Zealand
society how to think about things and how to think about concepts like democracy.
(Senior Lecturer, UoA)
Understanding concepts like democracy are necessary ingredients for the development of a
country, though the impact may be in the long term.
In addition to the views of the interviewed participants, I reviewed some documents
that contained the views of other academics in UoA. From the May edition of Uni
NEWS (UoA, 2019c, p. 5), Professor Olaf Diegel, the third appointee under the NZ
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Government Entrepreneurial Universities programme, commented on how universityindustrial collaboration may advance New Zealand:
My goal is also to form a better relationship between the pure academics and industry
people to get both working together in much better ways and to help students with
start-up ideas or spinoff companies. These relationships modernise a university – we
can no longer just stand at the front of the classroom. We have to advance New
Zealand in some way. Working with industry is a good way to do that. (Professor
Diegel, UoA)
Building research relationships with external stakeholders may be advantageous because both
parties can enjoy the synergies of research collaboration. To ensure both the UoA and AUT
function effectively, especially within the state and industry markets, the universities have
created units that work closely with academics to reach out to external stakeholders. These
are UniServices and AUT Ventures. The AUT Ventures works closely with industry and
business to take ideas beyond the university, while UniServices “work with the University of
Auckland to add value to support researchers and help them grow their research portfolios,
increasing the impact of research on society and expanding the value of research outputs”
(UoA, 2019a). These roles benefit both academia and society in general.
The reviewed documents show that both AUT ventures and UniServices can help
make a significant impact in advancing NZ society. For example, the October 2018 edition of
Uni NEWS featured the Chief Executive Officer of UniServices, Dr Andy Shenk, who shared
this to mark the 30th anniversary of the organisation:
Viewing the University as a pool of practical knowledge, and academics as having
something valuable and specific to offer the world beyond their so-called ivory tower,
has become known as “the third way.” Many universities around the world have
accepted they have a broader contribution to make beyond training the next
generation of citizens and adding to the global store of knowledge; in terms of their
impact on local communities, on the societies they’re part of, including economic
impacts. (UoA, 2018c, p. 6)
Can “the third way” (economic mission) affect “the first and second ways” (teaching and
research missions) of the universities? Dr Shenk argued that the success of UoA as an
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academic institution and the activities of UniServices has proven that the economic mission
can co-exist with the core mission of the university. He explained that:
I think our first 30 years have shown that the “third way’ for a university involves a
significant commitment from all of us to our city, our nation, and the world around us.
It’s been a very rewarding experience for those of us at UniServices who’ve had the
privilege of working alongside some of the most creative, inspiring academics you’ll
find anywhere. Our track record proves that a great university like the University of
Auckland, has so much to offer to make society a better, healthier, more sustainable
and more equitable home for all of us, and we look forward to our next 30 years with
real optimism and excitement. (UoA, 2018c, p. 7)
These efforts may be geared towards benefiting NZ through job creation and improving the
lives of the citizenry, as Dr Shenk said: “We’re creating ten new companies every year, and
they go on to employ people and to have their own lives beyond us” (UoA, 2018c, p. 7). In a
world where unemployment seems a burden to many countries (OECD, 2020b), such an
effort could greatly benefit NZ. A SARA agrees:
One of the things that the government charges us with doing is having a benefit for
New Zealand: having a return on investment to New Zealand. So, one of the smartest
ways you can do that is by developing companies out of the intellectual property and
developing those companies in New Zealand so that you provide jobs. Some of those
you might sell offshore, and there is a return to New Zealand in terms of that. (SARA,
UoA)
Thus, the third way could be described as mainly economic ways of generating income. The
question is, are the state and industry markets driving out the academic market? Perhaps Not,
as the next section analyses the value of the market to the participants.
Academic Market (internal stakeholders)
The academic market is mainly about research that makes significant contributions to
knowledge in a field of study. Thus, the products may include publications, conference
presentations, and research-based teaching, part of a body of knowledge that describes and
informs actions. A participant’s comment reflects the operation of this market:
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There is a lot more pressure now for publications; there is much pressure in our
performance reviews every year. Where did you publish? How much did you publish?
You are only as good as what you last published. And I guess there has always been
that pressure, but it has never been so over it before. In your performance reviews
every year, you are constantly reminded that you will lose your job if you do not
publish. Thus, publish or perish. It has always been there philosophically, but now it
is part of policies. So, it is very overt now, and there is still much pressure in terms of
as your workload increases, you are still expected to perform. (Senior Lecturer, BSchAUT)
The participant’s comment appears that the university still expects academics to increase their
publications despite the increasing teaching and service roles. Perhaps not at the expense of
quality because they can have both. The universities may want many publications to increase
their positions in the various world university rankings, which may have long-term economic
benefits (Robinson-Garcia et al., 2019).
Despite an increasing focus on the economic mission, academics are still conscious of their
core mission, as a participant said:
We are not here to serve the market; I do not think. I think we are a public good and
especially a public university funded by tax revenue. My job is to act as a critic and a
conscience of society. So, it is to construct arguments and to use as much evidence as
I can. And if you tell me that someone in the Beehive is reading my research and
using it to advise policies in the prisons or with police, that thrills me. (Associate
Professor, FoA-UoA)
The “market” used in the quote may refer to the industry market. Yes, universities were not
created to serve industry. However, the two could work together to enjoy the synergies of
research collaboration. The participant clarified his statement by arguing that there must be
priorities; pursuing universities’ core mission of teaching and research must be done first
before anything else:
I do not see us as working for corporations. I think I work for the New Zealand
Public, and if that arrangement between a government agency or a commercial
endeavour and the university is a net advantage for the university, especially for the
academics, then I think that is possible. It is ethical. (Associate Professor, FoA-UoA)
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The point is that the economic mission may not be bad unless it is prioritised over the core
mission of universities. Thus, the findings suggest that the core academic mission (academic
market) sometimes goes together with the economic mission (state and industry markets).
The economic mission can strengthen the core academic mission:
Money talks. People who have money feel good, and people that do not, not so good.
However, academic freedom is something that many people care about as well. I
guess if the money coincides with your academic interest, then it does not matter,
right? (JARA, FoS-AUT)
The economic mission and the core missions may not be mutually exclusive, as the promarketeers argued. While both universities are committed to producing research to serve all
three markets, AUT seems to focus more on research with direct application, as a SARA
commented:
We are particularly interested in supporting research related to industry. We are
committed to research that has an impact – which means that research has a more
direct relationship to the outside world as opposed to fundamental research route;
maybe it takes a little bit longer to have an impact. (SARA, AUT)
Supporting mostly research that has direct application may be detrimental to fields like the
Arts and Pure Sciences, whose research outcomes are usually less applicable. In order not to
miss out on making a relevant contribution to society, the findings indicate that academics in
the Arts and Pure Science disciplines, especially, also find strategic means to be relevant to
both the state and industry markets.

5.2.2 Strategic research
The concentration of research funding in the state and industry markets has resulted in what
most participants refer to as “strategic research.” According to Irvine and Martin (1984 cited
in Rip, 2004, p. 156), “Strategic research [is] basic research carried out with the expectation
that it will produce a broad base of knowledge likely to form the background to the solution
of recognized current or future practical problems.” Thus, strategic research is describing the
rationale for one’s research and how it may produce specific applied outcomes. In response to
meeting the research needs of government, such as the national science challenges, the
faculties through their universities act to address the challenges, as a JARA said:
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There are big challenges at the university level, and then, in response to that, we
develop these research themes which the intent is to cross-departmental silos and try
and build the collaborations that are needed to address some of these big challenges.
(JARA, FoS-UoA)
The universities build bridges (interdisciplinary programmes) to enable connection with their
external stakeholders. Many participants argued that the universities engage in strategic
research investment, which they say:
We are going to give you money so you can go and get more money from someone
else over there. So, they do not want to hear about stuff that would not result in their
path. So, the strategy is only to get more which constraints you; it is not strategic in
the sense that how do we fill existing research gaps. (JARA, FoS-AUT)
The point is that some of the universities’ research funding is only seed money that must
produce returns (returns on investment). For universities and academics to have increased
funding may require them to diversify their funding sources. Hence, many participants
believe that the NZ system encourages research diversification, as opposed to specialisation:
We diversify a lot since we arrived in New Zealand. So, now, about 30% of our
research is agricultural focus, and I had never worked on something like that before I
came to New Zealand. And those projects are purely designed for trying to get
industry money and trying to get industry interest. (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
Thus, the need for research funding could cause some academics to become many things to
all people. A colleague in AUT also said that the system is causing him to be more strategic
in his academic career: “It has motivated me to become a little more pragmatic and more
strategic about the research here in New Zealand” (Senior Lecturer, BSch). However, the
findings indicate that engaging in strategic research and research diversification is more
prevalent among early-career researchers than senior researchers. For example, a postdoctoral fellow in AUT believes that to remain active after her contract expires is to act
strategically: “I just feel like it is about being really strategic, which is frustrating because I
feel like, in some careers, you do not have to be strategic all the time” (Post-doc, FoS). Thus,
being strategic may be a means of survival and not because academics willingly want to.
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Despite the increasing pressure by the junior academics to pursue strategic research,
the senior academics advised them to remain focused in their field and not be lured by
funding opportunities. According to an Associate Professor,
It does not necessarily help your academic career, because to get into the professorial
level, you must have your particular area of expertise and have to be quite specific to
become the expert in X. Whereas I found when I was a young academic, I was
chasing money and then who was I? I am doing a bit in this and a bit in that. It was
fascinating when I started looking at promotion, and someone asked, what are you an
expert in? So that was a turning point that I thought, “okay, I have got to stop and just
focus on these things. (FMHS- AUT)
The comment shows that perhaps many senior academics were once junior academics with
the temptation to “chase” money. Similarly, a professor in the Business School said that early
careers need to specialise and become experts in their fields of study:
About the junior researchers, what I do see in New Zealand, more so than in the
Netherlands, is that junior researchers cover a domain of research that is much too
broad. They are all over the place. (Professor, UoA)
Accordingly, it may be challenging to become an expert at many things in a short period.
Although specialisation is the right thing to do, participants in this study understand that it
might mean limited chances of accessing research funding.
In summary, participants in this study think that the outcome of their research should
have an impact in academia and, more than ever, on the NZ society. The third way can
advance New Zealand’s economy, and working with external stakeholders, especially
industry, is a good way to do it. Also, I found there is an emergence of strategic research that
is purposely to access research funding. Both government and industry also try to act
strategically to achieve their own research interests. How much, then, of research autonomy
is surrendered when academics go into contractual relationships with these funding bodies?
That takes the analysis to the final theme in this chapter – research autonomy.

5.3 Research autonomy
Research autonomy may be broadly defined as the freedom to research without fear or
concern of retribution (Tierney & Lanford, 2014). Research autonomy ensures that academics
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conduct their research diligently without fear nor favour. The data revealed that research
autonomy could be bestowed on academics from three sources:
•

Traditional: The freedom to conduct research is a crucial responsibility of academics
as made explicit in the Humboldtian model of higher education. The Humboldtian
model indicates that universities should enjoy unconditional academic freedom in the
intellectual investigation of the world (Anderson, 2004; Kerr, 2001).

•

Legal: This is a constitutional backing of academics to be honest and fearless in their
research duties. In NZ, the 1989 New Zealand Education Act refers to academics as
the “critic and conscience of society.”

•

Institutional: This is about universities creating a conducive environment for
academics to discharge their research duties.

The findings indicate that, generally, participants in both AUT and UoA enjoy research
autonomy, but subject to their dependence on research funding. Thus, the participants that
depend more on research funding tend to have less research autonomy than those with less
dependence on research funding. That said, the emergence of strategic research ensures that it
is not always the case, as academics find ways to manoeuvre in this funding-autonomy
tensions. The key aspects of this theme can be listed as follows: the notion of research
autonomy in the universities, how autonomy is protected, and the impact of the changing
higher education system on autonomy.

5.3.1 The notion of research autonomy
I present, in this section, participants’ perceptions of research autonomy, as well as
documents emphasising research autonomy in NZ universities. According to section 162 (4)
of the NZ 1989 Education Act, “a university is characterised by a wide diversity of teaching
and research, especially at a higher level, that maintains, advances, disseminates and assists
the application of knowledge, develops intellectual independence, and promotes community
learning.” Under this Act, NZ universities are characterised by accepting “a role as a critic
and conscience of society.” The section places emphasis on the creation and dissemination of
new knowledge by universities. To be able to do this diligently requires autonomy, and thus,
section 161 of the New Zealand 1989 Education Act calls for the preservation and
enhancement of academic freedom and institutional autonomy. Section 161 of the Education
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Act defines academic freedom, among other things, as “the freedom of academic staff and
students to engage in research.” However, clause (3) adds that:
In exercising their academic freedom and autonomy, institutions shall act in a manner
that is consistent with—(a) the need for the maintenance by institutions of the highest
ethical standards and the need to permit public scrutiny to ensure the maintenance of
those standards; and (b) the need for accountability by institutions and the proper use
by institutions of resources allocated to them.
Thus, research autonomy goes hand in hand with accountability. Some participants argued
that research autonomy is not for universities to operate without limits. They should account
to the public in diverse ways, including through the creation of new knowledge to help solve
societal problems:
I do not think there is anything wrong with holding universities accountable for the
research that they do because although they get minimal funding and it is reducing,
we are still spending taxpayers’ money to, at the very least, investigate the stuff we
are passionate about. (Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
Although academics see autonomy as necessary, the Lecturer understands that there cannot
be absolute autonomy. When I asked another participant how important research autonomy is
to him, he said:
Well, I do not think there is any such thing. I think that is a myth. I think the kind of
day of the university as being an ivory tower, isolated from society and people, just
doing what they like is no more. There is a whole paradox between freedom and
responsibility – the more freedom you have, the more responsibility you have. So, you
cannot be totally autonomous in that sense. (Senior Lecturer, FoA-AUT)
The participant understands that rights and responsibilities go together. Thus, increasing
autonomy may be directly linked with increased responsibility. Becher (1994) argues that
some faculties and academics are likely to be more autonomous than others. According to the
findings, those faculties which are oriented towards external research funding tend to
perceive that they have less autonomy than those that rely on internal university funding.
Hence, academics in the soft disciplines can enjoy more autonomy compared to those in the
hard disciplines. Again, this was not always the case, as those that depend on external
research funding sometimes act strategically to maintain research autonomy. A SARA in
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AUT argues that there is a significant degree of autonomy in NZ, but within the confines of
the funding they receive (also within the ethical and quality standards for academic
research):
There is autonomy for the university to direct its research. That said, there are
limitations in terms of where the money would come from. You could choose to do
some bizarre and wacky research that nobody funds, but that might not be very wise.
(SARA, AUT)
Accordingly, funding is a critical indicator in determining the research autonomy of
academics. Academics that rely more on funding are likely to have less ability to define their
research agenda, as a JARA commented:
We are hunting around for money, and part of my job is to make everybody aware of
all the opportunities and put themselves forward in the best way they can. Nobody
wants to do it, but the government is underinvesting in research. So, we have got to
find the money somewhere. So, while we do not like it, we have to do it. (JARA,
FMHS-UoA)
The FMHS is a faculty that rarely undertakes research without funding. Therefore, the need
for funding sometimes causes them to sacrifice their autonomy. Some scholars argue that, in
a society where a university-industry partnership has become a norm, and industry funding
continues to grow, research autonomy seems threatened because most industrial funding
comes with strings attached (Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000; Bero, 2019). Thus, I asked the
participants if they exercise autonomy in their research function, as spelt out in the 1989
Education Act. They gave varied responses.
In the Faculty of Science, participants commented that a lot of research funding goes
into industry-aligned research. Since industry usually pursues their profit-making interests,
they sometimes suppress publication of research findings that are not favourable to them. A
participant shared an experience:
I have come across difficulties with some industrial relations where essentially a
publication that looks bad for the industry partner cannot be published. But you can
do the publication that was good for the industry partner. So, although you are honest
with the data, it is like one gets published and the other does not. (Senior Lecturer,
FoS-UoA)
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That is a case of receiving funding from industry and publishing only the good information
about them. Similarly, another colleague from the FMHS narrated her experience with
industry:
I have done some work that has been funded privately, and there has been significant
pressure to report the results in a certain way or not report results. That was an
extremely stressful time for me. It raised lots of ethical dilemmas, and I had to utilise
every resource I could find in the university system to support me. And there was
much support from the university, both then and now. But I think it will always be
challenging; it is not going to be a challenge that goes away if we do privately funded
work. It will always be a risk just because what is written on paper is not necessarily
what happens in practice. So, yes, I can see the benefits of working with industry, but
there are also many risks for researchers putting yourself in that position. (Associate
Professor, FMHS-AUT)
The participant demonstrates the possible challenges academics could encounter when
dealing with industry. The quote also indicates the readiness of universities to support
academics. Despite these challenges, academics usually interact with industry because the
academic system encourages that. A JARA expressed her concern:
It does feel a little uncomfortable as a researcher that things are moving in this way,
but you sort of hit the nail on the head that if the universities/government cannot
provide a decent core funding for research, then the money must be received from
elsewhere. So, people have to look for money to support the research. (JARA, FoSUoA)
Thus, where public funding for university research is insufficient, relying on industry funding
as a supplement may be the right thing to do. Besides, doing industrial research does not
make one less autonomous, as the JARA further commented:
But even those that are shifting to change their focus, it is not like they are not
autonomous. It is just that they are doing research to fulfil a need – a societal need.
But they want to do it, so they are still autonomous. (JARA, FoS-UoA)
Intrinsic motivation could be the primary driver for some academics to work with industry
and not funding. Although they sometimes act strategically to get funding, such academics
still feel autonomous:
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I think I am lucky I can choose what I want to do. I do sometimes bend to things that
are not my favourite just to get grants. But, again, I do not feel we do not have the
autonomy, in a way, in our research. (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
The participant’s point is that seeking research funding from industry does not cause him to
feel less autonomous. Hence, a professor in the Business School, whose research is purely
applied and industry-focused, believes that he has all the autonomy needed and explained
how essential autonomy is for an academic career: “On a scale from one to ten, I would say
‘eleven.’ I mean, it is part of academic freedom. It is why you do this work. Otherwise, you
would be in a company. [Research autonomy] should not disappear” (UoA). A colleague
agreed:
To me, [research autonomy] is everything. And so certainly, funding sources is one
potential way in which you might be directed towards looking at one area of interest
rather than another. I would rather do research that I want to do, even if it has to be
somewhat limited by lack of funding. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
Though funding is essential, the participant considers research autonomy as more essential.
Similarly, a participant stated that what attracted her to academia, in the first, was the
independence to choose the research agenda:
It is a job which you could be considered self-employed because the metrics are
looked at once a year. Of course, you are measured on your teaching; you are
measured on your publications, but there is no one looking over your shoulder at what
you are researching and what you are studying. It is the outcomes that matter, at least
if you have got something to show for it occasionally. So, I think one of the key
things that academics have is autonomy. (Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
Although the university may be mainly interested in the outcome of what academics do,
quality and ethics are also crucial to the university.
Participants in the Faculty of Arts mentioned that they are autonomous in their research:
If I came here and I was told this is what my research is going to be or that I had to
generate a certain amount of money, I would not stay. So, it is very much about the
freedom to investigate and publish with the hope that it gets used somewhere.
(Associate Professor, UoA)
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The participant values having research autonomy than just having a job as an academic. His
colleague agreed: “If someone actually started coming in and telling me what I was going to
research, I would probably quit. I got into this job because I like doing what I do” (Senior
Lecturer, FoA-UoA).
Both the academics and the university administrators believe that autonomy to any university
is hugely important. They argue that autonomy must be regarded as a non-negotiable part of
the universities’ purpose. To them, it is a reason for their existence and certainty that is not
being challenged by NZ Society:
I think [research autonomy] is extremely important, and it is reflected in the fact that
by and large universities are trusted institutions. They rank very highly in terms of
people’s confidence in universities and what they do. Now you could argue that that
has declined, and it has a little bit. But we are still in a very privileged position that
we need to be careful that we respect and protect in terms of that autonomy and that
respect that we are held by society in general. (SARA, UoA)
New Zealand society values the autonomy of universities. The SARA also admits that
people’s confidence in universities has slightly declined. There should be a reason for the
decline. Again, according to the SARA, the university has been a staunch defender of
people’s work even in subject areas that might be unpopular or unfashionable, where there is
genuine intellectual quality and curiosity:
The university will defend its researchers and has done it in terms of their academic
freedom and autonomy as an institution. So, I think across the board, we have been
very principled in terms of defence of that autonomy. (SARA, UoA)
Some academics have confirmed how their universities defended them during an encounter
with funders over the publication of results. How the universities and academics protect their
autonomy is the focus of the section that follows.

5.3.2 Protecting autonomy
I investigated whether the universities and academics were taking any action to protect
research autonomy. The general response was that they do not need to protect their autonomy
because it is not threatened. For example, one stated: “I do not feel attacked in that regard. I
do not feel a need to protect it” (Professor, BSch-UoA). Another said: “I am not being
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dictated to by the university or by the industry. I do not have to do anything to protect my
research autonomy. I just get on with it” (Professor, FMHS-UoA). To clarify why there may
be no need to protect autonomy, she explained:
If you have it in your contract at the beginning that the funder cannot dictate what you
can report and the funder cannot veto you disseminating this information, then they
cannot. You just have to make sure that you have all those things in place when you
start and then you are okay. Because in research, you do not know what you are going
to find. (Professor, FMHS-UoA)
The participant advocates for getting the contract work done before the research. While this
could be a good step, not all that is written on paper is always put into practice, as a
participant commented:
So often [the funders] can say, “we are giving you money; you are an independent
team. But, once the study is done and you write it up, the pressure comes on, which is
a tough challenge for academics in managing that. Although we have contracts in
place, the reality is that they do not necessarily protect you from those pressures.
(Associate Professor, FMHS-AUT)
The findings indicate that being ethical might be more helpful than just signing contracts.
When I asked the participant about what describes her best in terms of her research
autonomy, she said:
Ethically driven. I have learnt that to cope with the pressures and stay passionate
about my job, I have to follow my personal ethics and do what I think is right. I think
when I follow that path, I am in a good place. I know I am doing the right thing, and I
am passionate about it. (Associate Professor, FMHS, AUT)
When guided by ethics, no financial pressure is likely to cause academics to lose their
integrity. In protecting their integrity, some participants argued that they are selective in
terms of the sources of research funding. A JARA shared a comment from one of his faculty
members who was concerned about funders that might not be desirable: “should we as a
university be allowing Facebook to fund research?” According to the JARA, this comment
came after a colleague sent an email about Facebook company giving research funding. He
went on to share personal experience regarding this issue:
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I got one lottery grant years ago, and I decided never to apply for another one.
Personally and morally, I do not want to be taking money off people with addiction.
Their families might be poor because somebody is buying lottery tickets all the time.
So sometimes, I do make decisions like that. (JARA, FMHS-UoA)
The JARA is aware of academics’ role as a critic and conscience of society. To the
participant, taking lottery funding feels like promoting social vices. Thus, being ethically
driven and selective with funding sources were some means through which participants
protect their autonomy. Another Junior Academic Research Administrator explained that her
faculty ensures research by funding academics to pursue their curiosity-driven research:
Well, in the sense that we are trying to support our researchers who are doing research
that is not applied by funding them, by encouraging them to work with their
colleagues and funding them to do that, even though they are not bringing in any
money. And even though they might be researching something that is completely
“crazy.” (JARA, FoS-UoA)
That is, funding should not hinder academics from doing the research they are passionate
about. When asked what they do to protect their research autonomy, the JARA further
commented that their faculty is always willing to defend its academics in situations that
infringe upon their research autonomy:
I would suspect that we would only really know what we are doing to protect it if
something happened, and we had to step in to stand up for one of our researchers.
That has not happened under my tenure. However, I suspect we would absolutely step
in and support that researcher. (JARA, FoS-UoA)
As in the case of the gagging of scientists reported by the NZ Association of Scientists
(Fowler, 2015), it could also be the case that some academics in the faculty feel gagged but
fail to report it.
Finally, the findings show that attributing limited autonomy in universities to external
stakeholders may be wrong. The participants admitted that the problem could be associated
with the changing academic system, which is the focus of the next section.
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5.3.3 The changing academic system
Scholars argue that the university is moving in another direction (Gumport, 2000; Kerr,
2001). Hence, many participants agreed that no individual forces them to engage in any kind
of research, but the changing academic system does. With this, academics try to adapt to the
new system in order to thrive and not just survive. The findings revealed that the NZ higher
education system now puts more emphasis on value for money, which has brought elements
of the business world into academia, key amongst them being managerialism and
marketisation. To the participants, this is challenging but learning to adapt is the best way to
succeed. For instance, one commented that the system makes life difficult if one does not
play the “game”:
You still have your choice. But if you do not play the game or if you do not try to fit
into the system, then it is hard. So, it is more about what the system is creating rather
than the system is trying to stop you from doing something. Obviously, there are
things that we cannot do that we want to do just because we do not have enough
money, but no one stops us from collaborating with colleagues in the US or wherever.
(Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA)
Though academics are free to conduct research, they may have to be responsive to the
academic system. Those in charge of this system are the leadership, including the SARAs and
JARAs. However, many participants argued that both universities have started adopting a
managerial approach because of the neoliberal view that academics could be more productive
if they are closely managed. A SARA agreed and commented that universities would
probably get more out of academics by not monitoring them than they would if they do:
I think there is an increasing move towards managerialism in universities, but we just
have to guard against that a little bit because, at the end of the day, universities are
made up of people; they are made up of academics. The quality of a university is a
function of its academics. And academics perform at an exceptional level because
they want to, not because they are being made to. And it is a function of leadership,
therefore, not management. Academics need to feel inspired not only by their subject
but by the environment they are working in, and inspiring academics are the ones that
will perform to the highest standard, and you cannot force inspiration. I think it is a
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function of leadership. So, we just have to be careful of managerialism and retain a
sense of academic leadership in universities. (SARA, AUT)
The SARA advocates for an academic environment where academics are led and not
managed. What the academics find worrying is that they are sometimes managed by people
who are non-academics:
What I have a lot of resistance to is that a lot of the senior levels are non-academics
who are making decisions about academics, and to me, it is like they have never
published anything before in their entire lives, and they are making policy around this.
(Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
Another participant is worried that:
Increasingly, the decision seems to be made by managers who are far removed from
the reality of what it means and what life is like as an academic. And I just think when
you are talking about managerialism within the University or any large institution, I
just think it is strategically a mistake. If you run a hospital along lines established by
middle managers, functionaries and accountants, and do not consider the experience
and expertise of your medical staff, then you are going to run into problems. It is
frustrating when decisions are made that no academic would have agreed to. So, I do
not like [managerialism]. (Senior Lecturer, BSch-AUT)
The changing academic culture appears to be having an impact on the identity of universities.
For this reason, some academics argued that UoA seems to be having an identity crisis in the
sense that: “On one hand, they say they want to be a research-led university; that they want to
go as high in the ranking as possible. On the other hand, it is all about making money”
(Senior Lecturer, FoS, UoA). Similarly, another participant commented:
On the one hand, the university wants to stay in the top rankings, which require good
publications in good journals, while being relevant for local, national, government and
priorities, which may mean less about an emphasis on the high quality of publications.
So, it is hard to get it right. (JARA, FoS-UoA)
Those comments explain how universities try to combine the economic mission with their
core academic mission. In contrast to UoA, some participants argued that AUT seems to be
consistent with who they are: being an applied university. This clear message makes “life”
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more relaxed, as one participant commented: “And so, you know that when you join [AUT]
as staff or students, this is what you get. I think that is better than you not knowing your
identity” (Senior Lecturer, FoS-UoA). For most institutions, the economic and core missions
are connected and may not be a sign of identity crisis (Martin, 2012).
Many participants argued that the changing identity of the universities might have an impact
on their autonomy:
I think there is a decreasing amount of autonomy these days in research. I think with
funding opportunities and with pressures from the university. I think even they are
backing away from subjects that are not politically correct. And as a university, that is
not something we can do; we need to open all avenues of its academic inquiry,
because how will we find out otherwise? (Senior Lecturer, BSch-UoA)
Many participants, including some administrators, shared similar concerns about the
changing phase of the higher education system. However, both universities’ goals are to build
a comprehensive university where every subject area is valued and supported. Regarding
whether the goals are enacted in practice is an issue to be discussed.
In bringing the analysis on research autonomy to an end, I reviewed a letter (see
Appendix E) that demonstrated how academic freedom in NZ was practically put to the test.
In the document, the University of Canterbury professor, Anne-Marie Brady, was reportedly
threatened for her research on China’s foreign policy and how this might influence NZ –
“Magic Weapons: China’s political influence activities under Xi Jinping.” Academics across
NZ universities and civil society organisations signed the letter to indicate how they cherish
and value academic freedom.
In all, I analysed participants’ perception of research autonomy and how it applies to
them. I found that although all stakeholders cherish and uphold research autonomy, the
changing higher education system towards the business model poses a threat to research
autonomy. Funders, especially industry, sometimes suppress research publications that are
not in their favour. However, academics act strategically and are often driven by ethics to
preserve their integrity and research autonomy.
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5.3.4 Summary of findings
With the various findings from the interviews and the documents, this section presents a
summary of the analysis, which was based on four main themes: research funding, research
agenda, research outcome and research autonomy.
The analysis revealed that there are three main streams of funding in NZ: the first is
PBRF; the second is mostly contestable research funding from the government such as
MBIE, HRC and Marsden; and the third is mostly from industry and non-governmental
organisations. Since international research funding may be fiercely competitive, the
universities usually relied on domestic research funding. Funding was increasing in NZ,
especially from the first and second streams, but there was more competition for the funding.
To maximise their research funding, both AUT and UoA had put in place strategic measures
to diversify their funding sources. The importance that individual faculties in both
universities place on funding differed. The Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences and
Faculty of Science depended on and could raise more research funding than the Faculty of
Arts and Business School.
Most research in the Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences and Faculty of Science
was directed by the interests of funders and the researchers. Generally, participants in the
Faculty of Arts had more ability to define their research agenda than those in the applied
disciplines. The Business School was like the Faculty of Arts in terms of its funding needs,
but due to their research being more applied, they tend to be directed more by the interests of
funders. The faculties carried out three main types of research: basic research, use-inspired
basic research and applied research. While some participants found it difficult to draw a line
between these types, many were of the view that there seems to have been a general shift
from basic research to use-inspired basic research and applied research.
Broadly speaking, research agenda determines the kind of research produced (supply);
research outcomes are its product and imply certain consumers (demand). That creates three
markets: the academic market, where the main product is publications, with other academics,
students and universities as the primary consumers; the state market, with government as the
key consumer who demands research for its people; and the industry market, comprised of
industry, non-governmental organisations, and individuals seeking solutions to their
problems. All faculties operated within these markets, and their disciplinary nature
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determines in which market they succeed best. For instance, the FMHS was more successful
in the state market than the FoA, while the BSch was predominant in the industry market. To
meet the demands of academic consumers have resulted in research being undertaken more
strategically in both universities, with “what” questions (mission-led research) replacing the
“why” (investigator-led research).
Also, research funding, research agenda and research outcome combine to determine
whether academics are autonomous in their research. Generally, the findings revealed that
academics enjoy research autonomy, but within the confines of their characteristic funding.
Hence, the FMHS and FoS may have less research autonomy than their colleagues in the FoA
and BSch because the former relies more on external research funding, which sometimes
comes with strings attached. Some academics commented about how the industry market,
especially, which is usually profit-seeking, can suppress research publication. However, they
were being encouraged by their universities (and government funding policies) to develop
research-oriented relationships with industry. Ethics procedures and institutional support
nonetheless protected their autonomy (if their research autonomy was threatened) and by
researchers staying away from funding from industry by engaging in “cheap research,” which
can be supported with faculty funding.
I must indicate that the faculties varied internally according to their departments. For
example, both the FMHS and FoS had a mix of academics whose research ranges from purely
basic to purely applied and thus differs in their degree of research autonomy. Also, senior
academics had more research autonomy than early career academics. The central
administrations of both universities were working to ensure that, despite the increasing need
to respond to funders’ demands, the universities not only take account of the differing nature
of research and research funding in the different faculties but also develop strategies to
increase the research funding and maintain the autonomy of the faculties. Besides, academics
were becoming more strategic in their research to adjust to the evolution of the local research
ecosystem.
Together, these results provide important insight into the research autonomy of AUT
and UoA, with funding as the key metric. Figure 5.5 below summarises how the themes are
related.
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Figure 5.5: Summary of findings
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•

Research agenda and research outcomes are two sides of the same coin: the product of
a research agenda is research outcomes; the research outcomes may feed into the kind
of research agenda pursued. For instance, faced with suppression of publication,
academics may reconsider what to research in the future. Also, the limitations of a
study’s outcome may help define a new research agenda.

•

Both the research agenda and research outcomes are influenced by the forces of
research funding and research autonomy. For instance, while the competitive Marsden
funding is usually investigator-led research (more autonomy), MBIE funding is
mission-led research (less autonomy). Also, the more funding available to academics,
the more research autonomy they may enjoy, while less research funding may likely
translate into less ability to do the kind of research they would want to do. On the
contrary, more research funding usually comes with more accountability, which might
mean less autonomy.
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•

Research agenda influences what funding is available. For instance, a research agenda
that focuses on one of the National Science Challenges is likely to win an MBIE fund
than research that is investigator-led.

•

Research outcomes influence whether funding will be available. An example is
research that is likely to discover a vaccine for COVID-19 may have many funding
opportunities because the outcome would make a meaningful contribution to society.

•

Finally, the “broken lines” are indications that the above descriptions are not always
the case. While funding was the key driver for participants to pursue a specific
research agenda, intrinsic motivation was also another factor. In this instance,
research funding may have a little influence on research agenda. Again, by the nature
of their disciplines, some participants could afford to do research without funding.
Also, the findings showed that strategic research gives the participants in this study
room to manoeuvre in their research activities. With that, the connection between
research funding, agenda, outcomes and autonomy are less obvious.

With evidence from the literature review and the research questions posed in the introduction,
I will discuss the implications of the findings in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION: RESEARCH AUTONOMY AND RESOURCE TENSIONS
This exploratory study confirms and challenges existing beliefs about the impact of
incorporating an economic mission into universities’ core mission of research. In this chapter,
I critically analyse the research findings in the light of the research questions posed in the
introduction and the literature on research autonomy. The main idea is that universityindustry-government (UIG) partnership can enrich universities with the resources required to
strengthen their research mission. However, if such relationships are not managed well, they
can deprive universities their right to pursue knowledge for its own sake and curtail their role
as the critic and conscience of society. The chapter is organised around three main themes:
the relationship between research funding and research autonomy, knowledge shift, and
measures to manage both the core and economic missions of universities. I end each theme
with a brief conclusion, while I reserve my overall conclusions for the next chapter.

6.1 Research autonomy and funding
I designed the study to investigate the importance of research autonomy in the lives of
academics in New Zealand. I found that research autonomy is the “lifeblood” of academics in
the universities I studied. However, that autonomy is influenced by the nature of its
relationship with research funding, as academics that need more research funding are more
likely to forgo some research autonomy than those who do not. Thus, I discuss academics’, as
well as university administrators’, perceptions of the research autonomy of academics and
how the source and nature of research funding impact that autonomy; in particular, I discuss
the strengths and weaknesses of performance-based research funding on research in NZ.
Since pursuing an economic mission requires universities to, more than ever, build
relationships with government and industry, I discuss the mutual benefits as well as the
anticipated challenges of UIG interaction.

6.1.1 The notion of research autonomy
Research autonomy is essential for academics to produce and transfer the knowledge required
for societal development. Universities are often thought to function as truth-seeking
institutions (Castells, 2001). However, to perform this function properly requires a certain
degree of autonomy because as Edgar and Geare (2013) argue, a greater degree of autonomy
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usually leads to high performance among academics. Though this study did not measure
academics’ research performance, the participants attested that research autonomy was a
prerequisite for them to effectively discharge their research duties. Edgar and Geare’s (2013)
argument is in line with Altbach’s (2001), who argues that, without research autonomy,
academics cannot achieve their full potential and contribute to the knowledge economy. A
glonacal agency heuristic would suggest that research autonomy is a right that should not
only be enjoyed by academics in certain national higher education systems and not the others,
especially with the increasingly international research collaborations. For instance, the
Ministerial Conference on the European Research Area on 20th October 2020 in Bonn,
Germany, adopted the Bonn Declaration on Freedom of Scientific Research. That was to
affirm the central role of research autonomy within the European Research Area and with
international partners (ERA, 2020). Thus, research autonomy is a necessary condition for
academics to be successful in their research duties, and participants in this study agreed with
that.
Not only do the participants enjoy formal (de jure) autonomy, but they enjoy living
(de facto) autonomy as well. In the literature review, I queried previous scholars’ views on
issues of university autonomy. For example, Estermann and colleagues (2011) focused on
exploring academic autonomy in some selected European Universities on teaching and not
research. They argued that, by and large, academics are autonomous in their research duties.
The exclusion of research activities was a fundamental basis for why this study focused on
the research aspect of autonomy. However, I can now confirm that, by and large, participants
in this study are autonomous in their research duties. Section 161 of the NZ 1989 Education
Act enshrines the preservation and enhancement of academic freedom and institutional
autonomy as a function of universities. But not only do the academics enjoy “formal
autonomy,” they exercise “living autonomy” as well since neither the external (government
and industry) nor the internal stakeholders (university leadership) dictate what research they
should engage in. That contrasts with a study by Anderson and Johnson (1998) that finds that,
although academics in some countries, including NZ, enjoy formal autonomy, in reality, such
autonomy does not exist because of government regulations. It is over two decades now since
the study by Anderson and Johnson (1998), and a lot may have changed since the global
higher education system is dynamic. Today, participants in this study enjoy both formal and
living autonomy. Some interview participants reported how their universities jumped in to
defend their research autonomy when it was under threat. Therefore, it can be assumed that
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NZ is committed to protecting academic freedom, and, for that matter, the research autonomy
of academics.
However, there are limitations to how much research autonomy academics in NZ can
enjoy. According to the findings, there are constraints on the autonomy granted to
universities and academics by the NZ 1989 Education Act. Thus, they agree with Anderson
(2004) and Altbach (2001) that, although autonomy is essential, it cannot be absolute. Some
participants in this study also argued that autonomy might be a relative term because
increased autonomy is directly related to increased responsibilities, which then can constrain
autonomy. Increasingly, governments and society at large are asking universities to account
for their use of public funding through their performance (Salmi, 2007). A typical example is
the PBRF in NZ that mainly funds universities based on their past research performance.
Thus, although the universities and their academics are autonomous, the rules and regulations
that come with research funding and support might constrain their research autonomy.
Although public and other external research funding are increasingly tied to certain
restrictive conditions, more than ever, universities would need to collaborate with their
external environment. Resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003) suggests that
no organisation is completely independent. Thus, the ability of AUT and UoA to survive will
depend on their ability to manage relations with government and industry. This relationship is
comparable to a trade where universities rely on the external environment for research
funding (and other resources). In return, universities are required to be accountable to the
external environment. Thus, the source and nature of research funding are critical in defining
the research autonomy of academics. For instance, while Marsden grants enable academics to
pursue their curiosity-driven research, HRC and MBIE are often for government-defined
research agendas. The findings also showed that there are more mission-led funding sources
available in NZ than the researcher-initiated funding. Therefore, this study is consistent with
the findings of Jones and colleagues (2000) and Bridgman (2007) that research autonomy is
decreasing because most funding comes with strings attached.
In what follows, I discuss the impact of research funding on research autonomy by
delving into the different funding sources available to AUT and UoA.
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6.1.2 The impact of funding on research autonomy
A high degree of financial dependence on a few funding sources can negatively affect
universities’ research autonomy. The findings showed that the NZ government recognises the
value of university research to the New Zealand society. Since adequate support is needed for
the universities to achieve this mission, in addition to external grant income, the government
supports research universities and the promotion of high-quality research through the
Performance-Based Research Fund (PBRF). Again, the findings showed that, although the
PBRF and other public funding for university research are going up, in absolute terms, the
rise comes with increases in competition between the universities. With the growing
pressures on state budgets from all sectors of the economy like healthcare and agriculture,
university research cannot have enough government allocation. It might also happen that the
public funding for universities can slide down government priorities (Clark, 2001). This
challenge forces the universities to diversify their funding, as Clark’s entrepreneurial
university model shows. Thus, according to the findings, and, in line with Clark (1998), both
AUT and UoA have three main streams of funding: the first stream is support from NZ
Government through the PBRF; the second stream is by competing for grants and contracts
from research councils, such as the HRC and MBIE; and the third stream includes money
from industry, local governments and philanthropic foundations.
Resource dependence theory would suggest that universities that can avoid the risks
of dependence – or rather, that avoid over-dependence on too few sources of funding –
should be more successful than those that do not. For instance, as Clark (1998) argues,
though most top universities in the world are publicly funded, a high percentage of their
research funding comes from other sources. This is what world-class universities do, as
Stølen and Gornitzka (2019) argue: “[t]he possible restrictive impact of single-source
financing of major initiatives is obvious, and diversification of universities’ sources of
revenue should be sought” (para. 12). In order to gain more autonomy, the findings showed
that both AUT and UoA diversify their funding sources. Thus, money from many sources
gives universities more room to manoeuvre without waiting for public funding that
sometimes can be uncertain.
The anti-marketeers (e.g., Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000; Dill, 2003; Lewis & Shore,
2017; Olssen, 2016) would ask why publicly funded universities like AUT and UoA be
concerned about funding diversification. According to the findings, though both AUT and
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UoA are publicly funded, governmental and institutional policies are instead pushing them to
continue to expand their research and industry connections, increase the diversification of
their income sources, and increase research commercialisation income. In addition to the
local effort and national policies, a glonacal agency would show that there may be global
influences as well. For instance, the PBRF expects universities to generate external research
funding while the controversial league tables like the world rankings of universities have it as
a criterion for universities to secure industry income. This push towards free-market
capitalism is often described as a “neoliberal” agenda (Dougherty & Natow, 2019; Harvey,
2007; Olssen & Peters, 2005). However, perhaps there may be no free-market for higher
education because government regulations ensure that such a market does not exist
(Jongbloed, 2003). Thus, so long as NZ universities remain publicly funded, they cannot
operate under Olsen’s (1988) supermarket steering model, where the market plays a central
role in universities’ activities. Instead, the universities best fit with his corporate-pluralist
steering model, in which autonomy is negotiated and as a result of the distribution of interests
and power. Hence, to the pro-marketeers (e.g., Clark, 2001; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Kerr,
2001; Martin, 2003; Metcalfe, 2010), one defining characteristic of neoliberalism is that it
grants more autonomy to universities to discharge their duties.
However, this “new autonomy” may be different from the “old autonomy.” According
to the Humboldtian model of higher education, the old autonomy was granted to universities
for them to function effectively (Anderson, 2004). It strived for unconditional autonomy in
the intellectual investigation of the world, a perfect fit for Olsen’s institutional steering
model. Thus, Humboldt encouraged universities to operate according to scientific principles
such as curiosity and freedom of research instead of market-driven objectives (Kerr, 2001).
Also, Humboldt argues for enough government investment in research to enable the practice
of academic freedom (Anderson, 2004). However, with the recent decline in public funding
in many countries and the increasing demands on universities, universities are compelled to
pursue market-driven objectives. Thus, the new autonomy is dependent on a university’s
ability to compete for limited resources, which is consistent with both resource dependence
theorists and the corporate-pluralists’ perspectives of autonomy and power acquisition
(Olsen, 1988; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).
While increased funding could promote increased research autonomy, increased
competition does not. The findings indicated that NZ universities continue to compete with
one another for government research funding; the key is performance-based research funding,
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which I will discuss in the next section. Thus, the competitive nature of NZ higher education
system created by the reforms discussed in section III of the introduction may be a misstep.

6.1.3 Performance-based research funding versus research autonomy
The PBRF funding has both positive and negative impacts on research activities. Findings of
this study showed that the PBRF is the basic funding that supports the research activities of
academics in NZ (though research is also substantially cross-subsidised from teaching and the
research funding of rich faculties and units). As a result, those who cannot compete for other
external grants can still rely, though small, on the PBRF. Nearly all participants mentioned
the PBRF in their responses, and while some had no issues with the funding conditionalities,
most of the participants were against them (due to a potential restriction on their research
autonomy).
The PBRF funding can be argued to encourage entrepreneurial universities, which
emphasises research as a form of revenue generation. As a way of getting much PBRF
funding, the findings indicated that both AUT and UoA put strategic measures in place to
outperform their competitors. In the realm of quality scores, the key ratio is staff rating in
terms of A, B, C and R, where being a PBRF “A” is a shorthand for being a respected
academic (Harré, Grant, Locke, & Sturm, 2017). In other words, an “A” academic could be
compared to a First-Class student, “B” to a Second-Class Upper student, “C” as a Second
Class lower and “R” as a third class. Hence, the universities’ goals are how best they can
maximise first-class academics and second-class academics and minimise third-class
academics (I must indicate that early career researchers get special ratings). According to
glonacal agency heuristic, competition may cause universities to hire “top-ranked” academics
from other institutions, both locally and internationally, to boost their chances of securing,
among other things, more PBRF points.
The competition may create academic stratification, where some academics are likely
to lose their jobs when university leaders are being forced by funding pressures to make
difficult decisions. For instance, in 2018, the University of Auckland had to restructure
academic staff in both the Faculty of Arts and Faculty of Education and Social Work due to
the declined student numbers in those faculties, which directly impacted the university’s
finances (UoA, 2018d). In this circumstance, the university is least likely to lay off the “firstclass” academics who help them to win more than their fair share of the research income
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(Guarino, 2007). However, I argue that the universities may need a balanced team because
the “third-class” academics’ achievements may stem from other capabilities that are not
scored from PBRF points. Universities need to give equal value to excellence in teaching and
research, and much higher differentiation of function between different academics. Some will
excel at teaching and some at research (Elton, 1986). Prestige in academia is usually
associated with success in research and not teaching, so though participants in this study
value the teaching role, they prefer more time for research. That may require them to resolve
conflicts between the demand of different activities. Thus, placing too much emphasis on
research could affect teaching activities.
That said, the PBRF funding metrics could enhance the research performance of NZ
universities. According to the findings, some academics find no fault in the funding metrics,
as they believe the funding is to make them accountable to the taxpayer. If academics award
grades to students, then there may be nothing wrong with the funding scheme awarding
grades to academics. In all these, the main goal is to incentivise change and promote
development. Change and development in the sense that the scores can cause academics to up
their game. As Dougherty and Natow (2019) argued, the PBRF can bring about a significant
increase in research productivity at most universities and improve the reputation of the topranked universities, like UoA. Thus, the PBRF funding metric not only boost the research
performance of NZ universities, but it also makes them global universities
The PBRF funding metrics can help boost NZ universities’ global university rankings.
The funding can foster quality research and support the collaboration between universities,
industry, government and other global institutions. These also are metrics used by most
ranking institutions such as the Times Higher Education (THE) and QS World University
Rankings. Studies have shown that ranking systems affect students’ decision-making process
in selecting a higher education (Thakur, 2007; Roberts & Thompson, 2007). Also, rankings
could impact staff’s decision-making process in choosing a higher education institution as an
employer of choice (Grayling, 2004; Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). Again, it may affect the
perception of the university’s contribution to its local community, country and increasingly
the world in general. For instance, for the second year in a row (i.e., 2019 and 2020), THE
has ranked the University of Auckland as first in the world in the University Impact
Rankings, which measure universities’ performance against the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals (UoA, 2020a). A glonacal agency heuristic would propose that the PBRF
– which uses similar metrics as the ranking institutions, such as industry income, research
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citations, and research volume and reputation – could boost NZ universities position in global
rankings of universities. To quote Universities New Zealand (2019, p. 2):
The focus on overall quality has directly and significantly contributed to supporting
the reputation and international rankings of New Zealand universities internationally.
In turn, this has (a) helped recruit world-class teachers and researchers, (b) created
opportunities for research collaborations with the best researchers and universities
internationally, while (c) attracting excellent international students to this country
That represents the views of Vice-Chancellors and Deputy Vice-Chancellors of the eight NZ
universities, not the views of academics. It confirms the findings that showed that, while
university administrators favoured the PBRF, many academics were against it. In all, the
PBRF funding system may lead to productive changes and innovative actions on an
institutional level.
However, I argue that the negative impacts of the PBRF may outweigh the positives.
The funding system is likely to cause increased academic managerialism, uneven
development and unhealthy competition.
Increased academic managerialism
The PBRF funding system influences the internal structures and practices of NZ universities
towards academic managerialism. Universities are recognised as a place for teaching and
research (Castells, 2001). However, the findings showed that AUT and UoA are adopting
managerial practices like those of corporations – increased bureaucracy and casualisation of
the academic job. That confirms Hazledine’s (2016; 2021) argument about increasing
managerialism at the UoA. These managers are supposedly capable of helping the
universities win more of any competitive funds like the PBRF. However, most participants
find this managerialism a challenge because they believe it erodes universities’ academic
freedom. The managed university and the PBRF initiative undermine forms of professional
control. I agree with Curtis and Matthewman (2005, p. 13) that, unfortunately, the “extent to
which academics are willing and able to resist managerialist erosion of their professional
control over research and other conditions of work seems more problematic.” Thus, the
participants in this study become strategic in such an academic environment in order to
thrive. For instance, while their workload increases due to increasing student numbers and
administrative work, the universities still expect academics to increase their research
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publications. Though some learn to cope with the pressure by spending their weekends and
holidays doing research, this trend can make the academic profession more stressful and less
enjoyable.
Uneven development
PBRF funding may deepen inequality of institutional performance by denying “poor
performers” the resources that they need to improve. According to Curtis and Matthewman
(2005), and confirmed by this study, the PBRF funding metrics make it difficult for some
universities to meet the performance demands if they lack the financial and human resources
to respond effectively. In terms of the universities and disciplines, the newly established ones
are more likely to have lower grades than the well-established. For example, in the 2003
round, all the seven well-established universities were ranked higher than the newly
established AUT (Curtis & Matthewman, 2005). The outcome of the 2018 PBRF scores still
ranked AUT lower than the other seven universities (Gerritsen, 2019). While the University
of Auckland had 22% of its academics scoring “A,” AUT only had 7%. In terms of
discipline, the 2018 results showed that the most significant increase in funded quality
categories was in biomedical (65%) and nursing (40%), and the subject areas with the most
“A” researchers were engineering and technology (103), psychology (70), and biomedical
department (64) (Gerritsen, 2019). This may disadvantage disciplines like the social sciences
and the humanities. The inequality could lead to stratification of the academic profession in
New Zealand, as the glonacal agency heuristic would emphasise. Thus, the PBRF could make
the rich universities richer and the poor ones poorer. For instance, it could lead to more
concentration of resources in UoA and makes it hard for AUT with fewer resources to
compete.
Unhealthy Competition
The competitive nature of the PBRF funding could yield low-quality research outcomes. By
nature, people wish to be among the best. Similarly, academics may want to be recognised as
“As” and not “Cs”. The findings showed that one way to achieve PBRF success is to become
strategic. The strategic actions could lead to “gaming” in the system, and those who know the
rules of the game are more likely to win. Similarly, Dougherty and Natow (2019, p. 22) argue
that performance funding is most often associated with universities and their academics
trying to “improve their publication statistics by slicing up their publications into more
articles, many of which are little different from each other, and pursuing less difficult
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research questions.” The funding could cause researchers to pursue specific research topics
and giving up on the ones that might prove less useful in the PBRF assessment. For instance,
as a metric of the PBRF, universities are required to secure external research funding,
including industry funding. That could push academics to focus on industry research, which
is mostly applied in nature. Thus, this gaming is unhealthy and tends to kill academics’
curiosity-driven research. I think it is all the more critical to consider Wright and Shore’s
(2017, p. 5) view seriously, that:
When a measurement becomes a target, institutional environments are restructured so
that they focus their resources and activities primarily on what “counts’ to funders and
governors rather than on their wider professional ethics and societal goals.
Universities are supposed to conduct research that widens society understanding of the world
and all that is in it. Focusing more on practical research impacts may distort universities’ true
existence. Given such weaknesses associated with the PBRF, the Tertiary Education Union
(TEU) of NZ called for the abolishing of this funding system because it infringes upon
academic freedom. Research autonomy allows academics to perform their research function
without external or internal interference. However, being restricted from publishing in local
journals (not highly recognised for PBRF), for instance, could be a way of limiting
academics’ research autonomy (TEU, 2019).
That said, a glonacal agency justifies that performance funding is increasingly
becoming a global phenomenon. Examples are the Research Excellence Framework (REF) in
the United Kingdom and Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) in the Australian higher
education institutions. Since these research quality assessment systems are generally
competitive, the findings revealed that both AUT and UoA invest resources – both time and
money to prepare the PBRF portfolio – to get a high score, translating into more funding.
Though some academics find it an ineffective way of managing scarce resources, they could
not recommend a better alternative. Thus, until NZ finds an alternative means of allocating
research funding to tertiary education organisations, the universities should perhaps continue
to accept the current PBRF system. Moreover, the fact that the tertiary education commission
(TEC) continues to review the funding metrics is a step in the right direction. For instance,
the 2019 review considered how the PBRF can better support all research types, including
basic, applied, creative and other cultural research perspectives (NZ Government, 2019).
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Thus, finding ways to address challenges with the PBRF, as the TEC has been doing, is
worthwhile.
If the main funder of universities’ research decides that their funding will be based on
performance, then the universities may be forced to seek other funding sources. Also, there is
an increasing demand for government funding from all sectors of the economy, and, while the
ends are unlimited, the resources to satisfy them are limited. Thus, universities’ support could
go down on government list of priorities. To avoid uncertainties, as resource dependence
theory and Clark’s entrepreneurial university suggest, universities add the economic mission
to remain financially sustainable.

6.1.4 The economic mission as a global phenomenon
The addition of the economic mission to universities’ core mission is a global trend. Thus,
many higher education systems, including those who receive significant public funding, have
started to succumb to the global pressure to diversify funding sources (Marginson &
Rhoades, 2002). Generally, how close a higher education system is to the market may be
directly linked with how much public funding it receives. Table 6.1 below shows the
percentage of public spending on tertiary education in some selected OECD countries.
Table 6.1: Country public spending on tertiary education in 2016
Country

% of education spending

Australia

37.8

Finland

93.1

Germany

82.7

Iceland

89.3

New Zealand

51.6

Norway

96.0

Sweden

84.7

United Kingdom

25.0

United States

35.2

175

Note. OECD. (2020a). Spending on tertiary education (indicator). Retrieved November 22,
2020, from https://data.oecd.org/eduresource/spending-on-tertiary-education.htm
From the table, public spending in tertiary education is higher in the Nordic countries
(Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden) than the Anglophone nations of Australia, New
Zealand, United Kingdom and the United States. Understandably, Norway, which invests
96% in tertiary education (including research and development) can make education free for
everyone, including international students. It should also be understood that universities in
the Anglophone countries cannot rely on the relatively low public funding. Thus, the state
steering approach in the Anglophone countries is generally towards the supermarket steering
model of generating additional income sources. On the other hand, the Nordic countries are
closer to the state (sovereign rationality-bound steering and institutional steering) than the
market.
Notwithstanding the high public investment in the Nordic countries, pressures of
globalisation are compelling the universities also to diversify funding sources. This study’s
findings showed that international students’ fees are a key way for both AUT and UoA to
generate additional income. In 2006, Denmark introduced tuition fees to international
students outside the European Union and European Economic Area (EEA), followed by
Sweden in 2011 (Välimaa, 2015) and Finland in 2017 (ICEF, 2016). According to the Finnish
Ministry of Education and Culture, “The goal of the government proposal is to both advance
these institutions’ opportunities for education export and also expand their funding base” (in
ICEF, 2016). This global pressure has led to the Norwegian Ministry of Education and
Research’s attempts to introduce tuition fees for students from outside the EEA (Myklebust,
2017). These developments in the Nordic region are consistent with the glonacal agency
assumption that though higher education institutions operate in their national settings, there is
an increasingly global dimension that connects the national systems.
Thus, it is reasonable for higher education systems that receive less public finding to
seek additional income sources. The findings showed that both AUT and UoA had witnessed
a tremendous shift in their research activities. They are both acting as enterprises that produce
and commercialise knowledge. Two key reasons for this shift are the rise of knowledge
economies (Marginson, 2010) and the increasingly competitive government funding for NZ
universities. In response to these pressures, the universities are left with no option but to
compete for external research grants. Thus, it may be appropriate to say that the universities
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did not choose to be profit-driven commercial enterprises. Instead, the current global
conditions and financial pressures compel them to act in this capacity to ensure their financial
stability (Martin, 2012; Martin & Etzkowitz, 2000).
Apart from being underfunded, some higher education systems are facing public
funding cuts. However, public research funding in New Zealand keeps rising. Many
universities in the world are faced with a reduction in government research funding (Salmi,
2007). In Germany, for instance, the government announced in 2019 that for the first time in
sixteen years, the universities would suffer a reduction in their research funding until 2022
(Matthews, 2019). This seems to imply one message to universities: obtain funding from
other sources. Unlike many OECD countries, the findings showed that the NZ government
continuously increases both first-stream and second-stream funding. That confirms the
glonacal agency assumption that, although a phenomenon may increasingly be global, the
actual level of operation varies between countries. However, the funding allocation system in
NZ, where university research funding depends on its academics’ research performance,
could lead to financial insecurity. Also, the about 50% public investment in the universities is
not enough to enhance their teaching and research activities. Thus, the need to seek other
funding sources (which also depend on performance to some extent, i.e., reputation and track
record of researchers).
In pursuing additional funding sources, now universities build relationships with both
government and industry (UIG). Etzkowitz and colleagues (2000) refer to this as the “triple
helix” of university-industry-government relations. This is comparable to the three arms of
government: the executive, the legislature and the judiciary. Though they are separate bodies,
they work together to make, enforce and interpret laws that ensure a smooth running of a
state. In the UIG relationship, universities are expected to make direct contributions to
industry and other stakeholders to ensure innovation. Though it may be argued that the
university is not the sole preserve of knowledge, it has a core role as the primary knowledgeproducing institution (Gornitzka, 2008). As Scott (1998, p. 110) puts it, “the instruments of
international rivalry are no longer fleets and missiles but intellectual property.” As a result,
countries now pursue a knowledge economy. However, this study found that one of the
challenges of universities’ collaboration with government and industry is a restriction of their
research autonomy. Because universities do not have all the resources they need, as resource
dependence theory assumes, they are often compelled to sacrifice some degree of research
autonomy through their interactions with external bodies. Sacrificing some autonomy through
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research collaborations is believed to yield more autonomy (Martin, 2003). According to
Shore and Taitz (2012), NZ university vice-chancellors complain that sometimes the
government acts as if it owned the university. I assert that the market also controls
universities.
Who controls the university?
While there could be excessive government interference in universities in other parts of the
world, there is limited government control of NZ universities. The literature revealed that
some national higher education systems enjoy limited autonomy due to frequent government
interferences (Estermann et al., 2011; Ordorika, 2003). The absence of excessive government
control is assumed to make the university perform its functions more effectively. Thus, “in
the face of expanding global competition in higher education, established university leaders
throughout the world are calling for freedom from the shackles of excessive government
regulation” (Dill, 2003, p. 2). However, the findings indicated that there is limited
government control of universities in NZ, and thus operate outside Olsen’s (1988)
“sovereign, rationality-bound steering model,” where the state controls how universities are
administered and for what purpose. Therefore, it can be suggested that context matters when
discussing academic freedom in universities despite the possibility of global influences.
Industry is also capable of infringing on the research autonomy of universities.
Anderson and Johnson (1998) reported that there are reforms in higher educations that were
excessively controlled by government. These reforms are argued to pave the way for
universities to work more closely with industry because government regulations could
sometimes restrict universities from pursuing marketisation. For instance, in 2018, the
Norwegian government decided to conduct a feasibility study about decoupling Norwegian
universities from the state. While the “younger university leaders” favoured the proposal, the
“older university leaders” protested. To the former, a shift to a market model will give
universities greater protection against governmental influence. However, the latter argued
that marketisation will decrease universities’ autonomy and that maintaining universities as
state institutions is the best way of exercising more autonomy (Myklebust, 2018). The views
of the younger university leaders and the older university leaders are comparable to the
arguments between the pro-marketeers and the anti-marketeers in this thesis.
However, I argue that both government and industry (market) can infringe on
universities’ autonomy since universities depend on them for resources. The findings showed
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that both AUT and UoA engage in corporate activities in order to access the available scarce
resources. The impression is that both universities will continue to act strategically under the
intense pressure to compete for limited resources (Collins & Lewis, 2016). Also, the fact NZ
universities are positioned in a globalising world, they are imitating global giants in academic
capitalism like the United States, as a glonacal agency heuristic implies. However, imitating
other national higher education systems without being critical about them may threaten the
universities’ autonomy. Many higher education systems charge tuitions fees to both domestic
and international students. However, the Norwegian higher education has been firm on
making higher education free for everyone, including international students. Despite the
many attempts by political leaders to introduce tuition fees in Norway, university leaders,
students and many stakeholders kicked against the move (Myklebust, 2017). Thus,
irrespective of the glonacal agency assumption, countries differ and perhaps doing as well as
possible what fits the national higher education may lead to success.
Considering the move towards the market, are NZ universities set for a gloomy future,
or are they are yet to take an even more pivotal role in developing NZ society? There are two
schools of thought: anti-marketeers and pro-marketeers.
Anti-marketeers
The changing academic system in which universities interact more with their external
environment poses a threat to academics’ research autonomy. As the rate of change in our
societies increases and technology is increasingly adopted, universities face challenges like
never before (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). Their success requires closer collaboration
and strengthened partnerships between them and industry (Martin, 2003). The antimarketeers argue that, if universities want independent and free research, then governance by
the market is a misstep. To them, universities’ dependence on short-term market forces and
business interests will negatively affect their research autonomy. The findings of this study
showed that the Faculty of Arts, which tend to depend less on external research funding, had
more ability to define research agenda than, say, the Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences
that depend more on external research funding.
Thus, funding influences academics’ research agenda. Research funders usually
determine what research needs to be done, how it should be done and sometimes its outcome
(Hong & Bero, 2002). For instance, governments are increasingly scrutinising what research
is being funded and how it is being funded – state market (Rostan, 2010). Therefore, one can
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assume that in the case of Professor Brady (also see Savage – 2000 – in the case of Dr Nancy
Olivieri), had the Chinese government funded her research, China could have suppressed the
publication of the research findings. Hence, many critics argue that China’s multi-milliondollar funding (to establish Chinese Language and Culture Schools – Confucius Institute) for
NZ universities compromises academic freedom (Sharma, 2018; Nippert, 2018a; Stuff, 2018;
The Guardian, 2018). The then tertiary education union national president, Sandra Grey (now
secretary), therefore, asserts that universities need to examine whether funding from the
China Communist Party was/is preventing academics from engaging in a free inquiry on
China. Grey argues that a range of factors may be causing universities to give away their
freedom, including underfunding of tertiary institutions by the NZ government. In her words,
as reported by Christian (2018): “It’s not a bad thing for China to be investing in tertiary
education, but we do need to look at whether that is going to prohibit us from critiquing the
policies and actions of the Chinese Government.” In this case, through its funding, China
government could influence what research is being done in NZ, as a participant in this study
said: “Money talks.” Thus, the sources of research funding have a crucial influence on
research autonomy.
Pro-marketeers
In reference to the anti-marketeers’ argument, the future of universities looks gloomy because
of the increasing market control. However, by acting strategically, NZ universities can
continue to produce and transfer knowledge for society’s progress. The pro-marketeers argue
that universities are not islands, so the UIG collaboration can enhance their research
autonomy. Hence, the more research funding they receive through their collaborations, the
more universities can define their research agenda since there would be no dependency on a
few funding sources. The findings showed that limited funding causes some academics in the
Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences and Faculty of Science to do “cheap research” –
something they would otherwise not do (a limitation to research autonomy). This can create
academic stratification, where those with more funding are better able to engage in curiositydriven research than those with less funding. By getting funded and doing more research,
academics can use the fact of publication to win more funding, get a promotion that usually
comes with increased salary and gain prestige. Similar to Savage (2000), the findings of this
study also showed that “funding” from external bodies could be access to laboratories and
other facilities that the universities cannot acquire on their own. Thus, universities stand to
benefit significantly from research collaboration with external funders.
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As part of their academic responsibilities, participants in this study were required by
their universities to have research publications. Participants argued that, expectedly, research
constitutes 40% of their workload while teaching and services account for 40% and 20%,
respectively. Realistically, the participants argued that 40% of the research requirement might
be hard to achieve due to their increasing teaching and administrative roles. The time factor
and funding are vital elements that influence academics’ research activities. Those with
funding can buy out their teaching time (and hire supporting staff) to pursue their research
duties. Thus, more funding is likely to influence the research performance of academics.
However, when the economic mission is brought to bear on the academic mission, the
former may dilute the latter. One of the critical areas where this usually takes place is
research publications, where for purposes such as rankings, promotions and grants,
universities and academics seem pressured by the “publish or perish” culture.

6.1.5 Impact of the economic mission on publication
It is a misstep if the economic mission does not promote quality research. According to the
findings, without funding and faced with teaching loads, academics do what they call “cheap
research.” Though funding does not guarantee the quality of research, it may ensure that
researchers have a conducive environment to embark on their research. It could be argued
that if research must be done, then it must be done well. At any given time, some academics
will excel at teaching and some at research. However, as some participants argued, teachingonly contracts may not be appealing to some academics because they are less respected
compared to their peers engaged in research (some academics choose teaching-only contracts,
and this is a shifting perception). Also, to fulfil the requirements of their contracts and for
recognition and promotion purposes, some academics feel the need to produce “something”
to meet the institutional expectation of having a certain number of publications to show one is
being productive. This is in line with Bentley and colleagues (2015) study that showed that
“institutional expectations” are among the factors that influence the research activities of
academics. Of course, it is the academics’ responsibility to publish. However, productivity is
not about getting more research done; it is about what research gets done (Boyes, 2020).
The concern is that academia seems to emphasise quantity over quality in research
production. As Frith (2020), as well as Dougherty and Natow (2019), argue, “fast” research
may not be helpful for both academics and the research system. It is an issue that perpetuates
181

the publish or perish culture, which some academics in this study believe has led to the
“salami-slicing” of research into the smallest possible publishable units as a way of
enhancing the appearance of being productive. Furthermore, though the PBRF, for instance,
now puts more emphasis on quality, it still expects academics to produce a high volume of
research within the assessment period. Pursuing this is an example of what I refer to in this
study as the “academic market.” It is a market in the sense that more publications could lead
to promotions and greater chances of getting competitive research funding.
However, producing more publications is not even an indication that they can make
an impact. Studies have shown that about 90% of papers published in academic journals are
never cited, many years after their publications (Remler, 2014). About 50% of those papers
are never read by anyone other than their authors, referees and journal editors (Baker, 2018;
Meho, 2007). Although citation is not a panacea for academic impact, it is often used as an
indicator to judge the relevance of scientific research within the academic community – and
so do governments and funding bodies rely on citations to quantify the importance of
scientists – (Meho, 2007). By implication, most publications do not even make an impact
within the academic community. That said, I believe that the citation analysis can be plagued
with errors and gaming. For instance, some academics may be “heavy self-promoters” as
many of the citations to their work, though not all bad, could come from their own papers or
those of their co-authors (Van Noorden & Chawla, 2019).
It is also important to note that research quantity can take precedent over research
quality. The findings showed another reason for embarking on cheap research: a way of
building a research profile to help in future funding applications. It may be argued that
academics’ research should be driven by curiosity and not funding opportunities. From a
critical realist point of view, the two should not be treated as an either/or because, without
funding, the “love” of research can vanish, and so is with the pursuit of funding. Thus, the
love of science and funding should be considered polarities to be managed rather than settled
(Johnson, 1998). More publications can win more research grants, which can pave the way
for more curiosity-driven research.
Universities are funded by a society that usually wants to reap the benefit of their
investments. Thus, society expects universities to contribute to their countries’ economic
development and for which universities now extend their relationship with government to
include industry (Etzkowitz et al., 2000).
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6.1.6 Academia and societal responsibilities
Though universities need to serve their societies, universities becoming “all things to all
people” may be detrimental to their core mission, and for that matter, their research
autonomy. With the emergence of the knowledge economy, society sees universities as key
actors in national innovation systems (Gornitzka, 2008; Metcalfe, 2010). This suggests that
the contribution of academic research to a country is essential, as the new knowledge
produced can help enhance countries’ competitive advantage. Thus, many universities have
accepted that they have an economic contribution to make to society, educate the next
generation of citizens and add to the global store of knowledge (Belgrave, 2013). Enacting
this role requires links between academic research and external stakeholders, especially in
industry. However, such engagement may result in universities becoming beholden to
industry and the consequent erosion of their research autonomy. Authors (such as Belgrave,
2013; Giroux, 2002; Marks, 2019; Reichert, 2019) argue that research autonomy allows
universities to generate the knowledge and skills that are essential for the future wealth and
culture of a civilised society by pursuing knowledge wherever it leads, and not just
responding to the short-term commercial needs of industry. However, other scholars (such as
Kerr, 2001; Martin, 2012) argue that, in an era of decreasing public research funding,
industrial collaboration can strengthen universities’ autonomy by enriching them with the
resources required to strengthen their research mission.
Does universities’ interaction with industry and government compromise or
strengthen their research autonomy? I believe the answer can be found in the middle. As
Martin (2012) argues, universities have never been free from societal pressures (though
today’s influence may be more intense). Throughout history, universities have been subject to
the demands and pressures of external bodies, as I will explain in Section 6.3.1.

6.1.6.1 University-government research collaboration
Universities function best when they become relevant to the public that funds them. In
addition to Bentley and colleagues’ (2015) three factors that drive academic research –
institutional expectations, access to external commercial research funding and individual
choices – some participants in this study commented that society also directs their research.
Commonly, most funders want something in return for their support, such as the answers to
specific research questions, consistent with Olsen’s corporate pluralist model. The findings
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showed that most government research funding is tied to particular research aims and
objectives, such as supporting innovation, driving economic growth, tackling diseases and
addiction, as well as dealing with income inequalities. As Mazzucato (2011) argues, these
initiatives are ways of ensuring that the public benefits from their investments made in
research. Also, some participants of this study commented that since governments represent
the people, helping them deliver to the people is an exciting thing to do. For instance, with
the global pandemic outbreak (COVID-19), many academics in the relevant fields have
changed their research direction to focus on finding a solution to the deadly virus (UoA,
2020b).
Similarly, as exemplified by the National Investment Plan 2015-2025, the NZ
Government sometimes wants certain research to be done on behalf of the people. The
research covers areas such as ageing well, healthier lives, high-value nutrition, science for
technological innovation, building better homes, towns and cities (NZ Government, 2019).
Discharging these societal roles underscore the fundamental existence of universities.
However, close relationships with governments can compromise academic integrity and
undermine trust in science (Paterson, 2021). The challenge is that, if universities do not get
involved in “political questions” that need answers, they might be denied certain research
funding, which can affect their research duties. To overcome such situations, universities
avoid relying on government funding to seek industry and other funding sources.

6.1.6.2 University-industry research collaboration
Universities and industry can sharpen each other. The history of universities shows that
university researchers have always collaborated with industrial scientists on commercial
projects (Jones, n.d). Participants in this study mostly interact with industry through research
contracts, consultancy services and joint research, compared to spin-out activities. Industry
gains greater access to cutting-edge research and scientific talents at a time when corporate
research and development budgets are increasingly under pressure (Lutchen, 2018). Also, as
industry competitiveness depends on their ability to renew themselves, they are motivated to
establish direct links with leading universities in their fields of interest (Neuvo, 2008).
Universities also gain access to financial support and partners in research at a time when
government funding is shrinking (Gulbrandsen & Smeby, 2005; Lutchen, 2018). Thus, while
industry needs innovative ideas to ensure profits, universities need additional research
funding to sustain their research activities.
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Although working with industry may occasionally result in detrimental effects on
research autonomy, such as focusing on applied research over basic research, both AUT and
UoA found the process generally rewarding. Like Bentley and colleagues (2015), the findings
showed that the universities benefit significantly by collaborating with industry. One is that
the practical knowledge acquired through industrial collaboration feeds back into academics’
future research. This process fits well with Stokes (1997) Pasteur’s quadrant, where both
fundamental and applied research go hand in hand. Besides industry funding, participants
mentioned that the collaborations give them access to industry empirical data and other
resources that their universities may not have. The findings indicated that some academics
enjoy research collaboration with industry, which is consistent with Bentley and colleagues’
(2015) finding that, individual choice is among the key factors why academics embark on
applied research. Thus, such academics do not consider sacrificing their research autonomy to
collaborate with industry. As the findings showed, participants find working with industry
mutually beneficial, which is in line with McCabe and colleagues (2016), as well as Ross
(2019a) that, university-industry collaboration is valuable and not detrimental.
The document analysis showed that contributing to the transition of New Zealand’s
economy from agriculture-dependent to a more sustainable technology-based economy may
require universities to balance research autonomy with commercially focused collaboration
with industry. A technology-based economy allows the creation of new industries and the
application of technology in traditional industries (Etzkowitz et al., 2000). UniServices and
AUT Enterprise, as the commercial units of the two universities, focus on research
collaboration with industry to create new knowledge that is of commercial value and promote
entrepreneurial culture. Thus, according to the findings, the research system could produce a
technically skilled workforce, which helps to reduce the unemployment rate in NZ. Taxes
from this workforce may enable the government to raise universities and other sectors’
funding. By implication, the more research commercialisation units in NZ universities
succeed, the better for NZ’s economy.
Though the “industry market” is rewarding, it may be challenging at the same time.
By their nature, profit-making is the main motive of industry. Thus, they are mainly willing
to invest in research that solves their problems and have less concern for the bigger societal
issues (Bakan, 2012). Operating in the industry market, therefore, can impact the research
autonomy of universities. The findings showed that industry tends to suppress research
outcomes that are not in their favour. That can constrain research autonomy, as Hendy
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(2016), Fowler (2015) and Collins (2015) report about the “gagging” of scientists in NZ. This
study’s findings also showed that the industry relationship could lead to biases, as the antimarketeers have argued. For instance, studies show that tobacco kills people more than
anything else (Reisz, 2019). However, these are the products of major corporations that
support universities’ research; even research to investigate tobacco use’s health implications
(Hong & Bero, 2002). These companies can misconduct themselves in diverse ways, such as
influencing policy and manipulating research outcomes (Bero, 2019). However, these may be
extreme cases, and participants in this study adopt various measures (to be discussed in
Section 6.3.4) to maintain their research autonomy and preserve their academic integrity.
Critics of universities-industry research collaboration believe that the relationship
could compromise the integrity of universities’ core mission. However, the findings revealed
that NZ universities are trusted and funded to research because they have, and continue to
maintain, high standards of academic integrity and independence. Therefore, no funding
source must undermine that established integrity. Else their work will no longer be valued
and trusted (Deiaco et al., 2012; Johnson, 2018). The findings showed that the two
universities work to ensure that their research funding from industry does not have strings
attached. But I doubt if that is always the case. If the universities could compromise their
admission and course requirements because they are interested in students’ tuition fees, they
could do anything to win industry funding.
Universities can have a successful relationship with industry by dealing with value
and goal conflicts. Scholars may consider some pharmaceutical companies “unethical” and
thus argue that universities should not accept their funding to conduct new research on drugs.
Instead, it would be better that universities undertake that research in a way that ensures
independent and impartial outcomes. It is perhaps why the pharmaceutical companies
themselves fund research in universities so that the outcomes are independent of the
companies and can thus be trusted (Gilmore, in Reisz, 2019; Matthew, 2015). Therefore, it
can be argued that there is nothing wrong with universities or academics accepting research
funding from industrial sources. What matters is the level of assurance with which research
autonomy and integrity can be established when accepting industry funding. “How, then, can
researchers maintain their academic rigour when tasked with exposing [industry]
wrongdoing?” (Gilmore, in Reisz, 2019, para. 2). To the anti-marketeers, that is precisely the
problem. For example, the findings showed that fears about financial conflicts of interest give
the impression that research findings are for commercial purposes. Though the findings
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revealed public trust in NZ universities, any research misconduct can collapse that trust if the
universities fail to confront issues of financial conflict of interests.
The study by Hong and Bero (2002), about how the tobacco industry responded to a
study of the health effects of second-hand smoke, is a case in point where industry could
manipulate research outcomes. Scientists have undoubtedly established that smoking can do
severe damage to human health. However, Hong and Bero’s study showed that some leading
tobacco companies’ activities have proven to be unethical. Thus, it is also necessary to ensure
that perceptions do not undermine that integrity. For example, universities are very unlikely
to accept funding from the tobacco industry to support research into lung diseases such as
asthma and lung cancer. Even if the research were to be carried out fairly, society would not
believe it, and so the purpose of the research would be nullified (Matthews, 2015). As in the
issue of research credibility, some participants reject industry funding on moral grounds. For
instance, one said he was not interested in funding from gambling companies and Lottery
health. The reason was that he considered funding from lottery health, for example, as taking
money from people with addiction whose families might be poor because somebody is
buying lottery tickets all the time. I believe that this is an exhibition of academics’ role as
critic and conscience of society. Thus, academics need to consider whether the funder can be
separated from the funded research in a way that ensures that its outcomes are fully
independent and align with personal/professional values.
Industry funding in NZ universities is minimal compared to public funding.
According to the NZ Government (2019), industry research funding in NZ is only about 5%
of universities’ funding compared to the mainstream public funding. This perhaps shows the
less reliance of NZ universities on industry for research funding. However, industry can still
damage the universities’ reputation if society regards their research as having biases. Due to
the challenges associated with industry collaboration, some scholars think that the university
may be dying (Wright & Shore, 2017), while many have argued that the university is losing
its soul. Perhaps the university is somewhat becoming a better place. As Martin (2012)
argues, the world is improving because we have got better technologies for doing research.
No one can deny the fact that academic research has its frustrations, and researchers can and
do go wrong (Finkel, 2018). However, the only place to get it all right is in the future, and the
onus lies on society to make it happen (Finkel, 2018; Kerr, 2001). Thus, instead of focusing
on the weaknesses of academic research to conclude that research autonomy is broken,
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society can agree that it is everyone’s responsibility to improve it, by continuing to seek
knowledge wherever it leads (Finkel, 2018).
In all, the discussion under this theme – research autonomy and funding – showed that
for universities to be able to perform their critic and conscience role in all circumstances
require a significant autonomy. Thus, academics must keep their integrity and should be
allowed to seek knowledge wherever it leads. Research autonomy is essential in the lives of
academics in NZ; and by and large, academics in this study exercise formal and living
autonomy. Formally, the NZ 1989 Education Act protects academic freedom and institutional
autonomy. In reality, the state, universities and individual academics understand the
relevance of research autonomy and take measures to protect it, especially when it is under
threat. However, pursuing funding opportunities sometimes compromise research autonomy
because most external funds come with strings attached such as influencing what
programmes to run, what research is done – basic research or applied research or their
combination (though the distinction may be non-existent in reality, as the next theme
discusses).

6.2 Knowledge production in universities
Resource dependence theory suggests that external pressures could cause changes in an
organisation’s internal structures and practices (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Thus, a key
impact of external research funding is that it can influence university research to focus on
applied research at the expense of basic research, because when industry fund university
research, they usually want specific problems to be solved. Furthermore, the findings showed
that external funders usually revere the hard disciplines like Engineering and Medicine more
than the soft disciplines like the Arts and Humanities. However, my argument is that both
basic and applied research enhance each other; likewise, the Arts and Science disciplines are
equally relevant in solving societal problems. Thus, investment in one should not lead to a
deprivation of the other. The sections under this theme are organised as follows: the first
section clarifies whether there is indeed a shift from basic to applied or more focus on the
Science disciplines at the expense of the Arts and Humanities; the second section mainly
focuses on how disciplinary differences influences funding allocations; the third section looks
at the relationship between basic and applied research and continue to prove how the two are
inseparable; historical evidence backs the arguments made; and the final section talks about
the knowledge economy, which needs elements of all research and disciplines.
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6.2.1 Epistemic drift
An epistemic drift or knowledge shift in universities can do more harm than good because
basic and applied research, as well as the Arts and Science, need each other. According to the
literature (e.g., Brown, 2011; Rostan, 2010), and confirmed by this study, most research
conducted in universities today is sponsored by a range of bodies, including government and
industry. Thus, this study sought to analyse whether and how external funding affects UoA
and AUT’s ability to pursue basic research and ultimately safeguard academic disciplines and
ensure they maintain or become comprehensive universities. The findings revealed that
considering research funding conditions and allocations, it is true that government and
industry are investing more in research with direct application than basic research, which
tends to take longer to prove its relevance. That confirms the argument by Gibbons and
colleagues (1994) that there is a shift from “mode 1” knowledge to “mode 2,” a shift from
basic research to more applied research. However, the findings revealed that, unlike many
countries such as the United States, the “shift” in NZ is a gradual one, as currently, public
funding in basic research is still more than its applied research. Increasing public funding for
the universities, like the Norwegian case, generally increases their ability to pursue basic
research. At a point where public funding starts to decline or stagnates, the NZ research
system is likely to produce more applied research. Therefore, context and time matter when
discussing this knowledge shift, as Kyvik (2007), Gulbrandsen and Kyvik (2010), and Shinn
(2002) found in their studies.
The findings showed that this gradual shift in NZ resulted from the increased steering
of research priorities by funders and increased commercialisation of research, as Nowotny
and colleagues argue (2003). For this reason, disciplines like the Arts, with little chance of
being applied, tend to suffer (Adelekan, 2020). That poses a challenge to comprehensive
universities because some participants believe that the Arts are now devalued and degraded.
Fewer students – some of whom are the future academics – are taking Arts and Humanities
subjects because they are encouraged by their families (and sometimes through the allocation
of government funding) to go into fields that are both traditionally better-earning and of
higher status (Sturm, cited in Newton, 2018). The decline has also been matched by a fall in
the number of teachers in Arts subjects (like cases of the Arts and Education faculties in
UoA). That prompts fears that those subjects are increasingly being regarded as an
extravagance at a time of increasing pressures on universities’ funding (Giroux, 2002). This
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academic stratification may adversely affect a civilised and reflexive society, as the next
section points out.

6.2.2 Disciplinary differences and funding allocation
Though both AUT and UoA seek to be comprehensive universities, expansion in the NZ
research funding system is uneven and does not equally affect all disciplines. As I discussed
under the PBRF funding, uneven expansion has led to academic stratification where specific
disciplines and academics are rated higher and given special treatment than others. According
to the findings, funding bodies’ ability and willingness to fund research is not equitably
distributed because the Science disciplines receive more support than the Arts disciplines.
Though the participants from the Arts Faculty were not perturbed about the funding inequity
because they consider the Sciences to be more expensive – Yes, they are –, I argue that this
“culture” of funding inequity needs revision. Owing to this, the impact on NZ society will be
huge if funding bodies do not give the Arts as much attention as they give the Sciences. In
2013, student numbers at the University of Auckland’s Arts Faculty went down below
enrolment targets after the university increased entry requirements, which was a response to
the government funding only an agreed number of students (Jones, 2013). However, more
funding was allocated to ensure significant growth in the STEM subjects (Science,
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics). According to the then Tertiary Education, Skills
and Employment Minister, Steven Joyce, the approach was sensible because the STEM
subjects produce commercially viable output (Jones, 2013). However, measuring success by
mainly economic contributions may be disastrous because there is much more to success than
just attaining economic targets. Moreover, society could witness many uncommitted and
passionless people in the science fields because that is where opportunities are.
According to the findings, the Arts also contribute to the knowledge economy through
teaching society about democracy, ethics and values that allows peaceful co-existence and
make a country prosperous. Thus, some research areas may be left unexplored due to the
shifts in the flow of government and industry resources towards the applied subjects. The
funding inequity will affect society’s ability to understand the world and the institutions that
hold it together, as well as our understanding of societal change (Stølen & Gornitzka, 2019).
Thus, by devaluing the Arts and Humanities, society misses the chance to educate people on
these critical issues. These knowledge fields can also help produce and transfer knowledge
that ensures a sustainable society.
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The anti-marketeers argue that university-industry-government collaboration is
causing trust in scientific research to depreciate. I argue that more investment in the Arts and
Humanities can help build trust in scientific research. As the findings of this study suggested,
the best way of dealing with these external bodies is not to avoid working with them. Instead,
academics should be or remain “ethically driven” in their working lives. With this, they can
resist the temptations of research funders influencing research outcomes. Without being
ethically driven, academics might fall for certain research funding that can compromise their
research integrity. Thus, to achieve the right outcome of scientific research fundamentally
requires the Arts that teach people about ethics and values. As Power (2019) argues, the
Humanities, Arts and Social Science courses provide the “essential skills of our society” such
as problem-solving, adaptability, critical thinking, ethical judgement and “the ability to
consider, appreciate and evaluate multiple points of view.” When those values are not
appreciated, it could be disastrous and lead to a loss of trust in scientific research (Power,
2019). Thus, just like the basic and applied research (Stokes, 1997), the Arts and Sciences are
inseparable, hence the need to invest sufficiently in all. An implication of this is that
academia needs to teach government, industry and funding bodies that they should not
perceive the Arts and Sciences as separate because it does society no favours.
I believe academics in the Arts and Humanities also need more funding to help them
in their research because more funding can buyout their growing administration and teaching
roles to enable them enough time for research. This is not to suggest a separation of teaching
and research duties because the two can be unified. Besides, studies have shown that there is
a mutual benefit between teaching and research. For instance, academics can draw on
personal research in designing and teaching courses; place the latest research in the field
within its historical context in classroom teaching; and design learning activities around
contemporary research issues (Baldwin, 2005; Geschwind & Broström, 2015; Neumann,
1992; Taylor, 2007). For instance, AUT aims to support its academic staff in “their work of
advancing knowledge and in growing the quality and value of this work, including its benefit
to their teaching and students” (AUT, n.d-a). More investment into research in the Arts and
Humanities could be translated into teaching society about the basic morals of life (Stølen &
Gornitzka, 2019). Thus, New Zealand, as a country, needs to be concerned about the different
levels of attention from society to various disciplines.
The universities must also be concerned because some funding opportunities may
draw on universities’ funding. The findings showed that some external funders do not cover
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the full cost of the research they finance. Thus, an externally funded activity sometimes
requires significant “in-kind” or even funding and infrastructure contributions from the
universities. The external funds for specific disciplines can draw on the basic funds for all
disciplines in the university (Stølen & Gornitzka, 2019). The findings revealed that there is a
shift in the kind of funding academics are encouraged to apply. For example, a participant in
the Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences shared that, some grants do not come with full
salary recovery; they only fund research expenses. Moreover, to do any project well, she
would be looking at having spent two to three days a week on it, and so the university is left
to pay the bill. For this reason, the universities advise their academics not to apply for those
funds that do not come with the full salary recovery. That poses a challenge in terms of
judging which funder academics can go to and what funding they can apply. Thus, it can be
suggested that there should be an awareness of the contextual pressures and managing them
where possible. In other words, academics need to engage in a cost-benefit analysis to
conclude whether to apply for certain external grants.
A right balance between the soft disciplines on one side and the hard disciplines on
the other is vital in building a comprehensive university. This is where Clark’s (1998, p. 138)
steering core needs to step in to confront any issues of imbalance:
The strengthened steering mechanism is necessary for the task of cross-subsidizing
among the university’s many fields and degree levels, taxing rich programs to aid-less
fortunate ones that otherwise would be relegated to the corner or even dropped from
the enterprise because they cannot pay their way.
While that mostly applies to teaching, the entrepreneurial university works to find resources
for the university as a whole. The universities need to secure ample resources for the soft
disciplines because research needs their contributions, as do society at large. Focusing on the
right balance is essential because the applied disciplines alone cannot solve the challenges
society face today (Stølen & Gornitzka, 2019). The onus lies with university administrators
and funding institutions to avoid the shift in access to resources which could deepen the
imbalance between the soft and hard disciplines. The findings showed that, in theory, both
AUT and UoA work to build comprehensive universities that value every discipline. For
instance, the University of Auckland remains committed to being a world-class university
and to the concept of a comprehensive university (UoA, 2018d). In practice, the universities
are increasingly encouraging more focus on applied research. Building a comprehensive
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university will ensure that both universities can have a formidable academic community that
empowers societal progress.

6.2.3 Research differentiation and funding allocation
The university, industry and government may view research differently, which determines
their attitude towards research funding. The document analysis revealed that the NZ
government has put in place political agendas that direct research towards areas of economic
opportunities and national needs. According to Aronowitz and Giroux (2000), basic research
may collapse if government funding allocations focus primarily on national research projects.
In NZ, the government provides other funding such as the PBRF and Marsden to support
basic research. The findings also revealed that the universities and faculties put strategic
measures in place (to be discussed in Section 6.3.2) to enable basic researchers to carry out
their curiosity-driven research. In line with Clark’s (1998) strengthened steering core, the
findings showed that the university and faculty leadership sometimes take money from the
“haves” and give it to the “have-nots” (by cross-subsidising research with teaching funding
and getting funding from “rich” faculties and units). A portion of the external funding won by
applied researchers sometimes supports basic researchers, because the universities are aware
that in a funding system over which researchers have autonomy, society can expect more
from them. Thus, from the university perspective, every research – whether basic or applied –
is essential.
Government perspective
Governments are usually the sole investors in basic research. The use of social media, mobile
phones and medicine to treat diseases is all possible today because someone was doing basic
research on it many years earlier, as there cannot be a sequential improvement or refinement
without being built on a proven base (Hoffmann, 2017). Thus, today’s discoveries result from
investments made in some years ago to fund basic research into the “unknown challenges of
the future” (Nissen, in Hoffmann, 2017). Governments usually argue that the National
Science Investments, for instance, and other similar policies only fund research that has a
direct effect on the NZ economy. Etzkowitz and colleagues (2000) may argue that unless
society can harness research to its economic planning, NZ will not get the expansion it needs.
However, if research always gets involved in political questions or government policy
aims, it risks destroying the value of research autonomy. In order to overcome state
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interference in the research autonomy of European academics was among the reasons why
the European Research Area signed the Bonn Declaration on Freedom of Scientific Research
(ERA, 2020). Thus, confirming the glonacal agency thesis that research goes beyond national
borders. It may be worthwhile for governments to allocate the most substantial possible
amount of funding and leave it to the reasonable judgement of the funding system. It is not
the role of governments to dictate what happens to that money. It is only then that real
innovation is likely to occur (Shattock, 2019). However, the findings showed that some of the
government policy aims are what society wants. Moreover, the negative impacts of
universities’ economic mission on research publications might have caused governments to
scrutinise academic research outputs to ensure the proper use of taxpayers’ money. Thus, one
can regard it as an acceptable way of finding solutions to problems that are of nationwide
concern.
Industry perspective
Industry investment in basic research, unlike government’s, can be minimal as the outcome
usually takes many years to prove its relevance. According to Mazzucato (2011), industry
collaborates with universities – who are funded with public funding – because, among other
things, the former may not want to take risks. Besides, industry mainly invests in research
which they stand a high chance of having benefits, and thus focuses on applied research at the
expense of basic research. However, as Neuvo (2008, p. 122) argues, “[I]t would be
extremely short-sighted for a university to sacrifice its basic research for short-term industryled projects. In doing so, the university would gradually deplete its knowledge base and so
lose the interest of industry to co-operate.” The more reason the momentary financial
pressure should not lure universities to focus more on applied research.
On the other hand, university and industry research collaborations could merge basic
and applied research. For instance, incremental research and product development often
occur in industrial laboratories (Jones, n.d). However, in the event of breakthrough
discoveries, industry scientists often need to maintain close collaboration with university
scientists so that the former can gain a better understanding of the science that underlies the
discovery (Jones, n.d). Furthermore, in doing so, sometimes technical problems experienced
at the cutting-edge of practice lead to new questions for research (Gann, Montresor, &
Eisenberg, 2018). Thus, university-industry collaboration can enhance both basic and applied
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research, and the two organisations working together should not render applied research some
superiority over basic research.
Basic and applied research equally important
Pursuing applied research at the expense of basic research may be at the university’s peril.
Thus, participants in this study think that there is a need for the right balance between basic
and applied research because, as it stands now, both AUT and UoA are increasingly focusing
more on applied research due to funding opportunities. In this case, funding bodies may be
pushing the universities in that direction. Therefore, finding the right balance may require the
efforts of universities, industry and government. That can be considered a short-term versus
the long-term view of research. It could be said that the flow of funding now focuses more on
the short-term because of the increasing applied focus. However, a participant argued that, in
the long term, the system might be driving away research talents who might want to stay in
NZ simply because they might not receive the support to pursue their curiosity-driven
research, which may have a long-term impact on NZ. Perhaps it all depends on how a
government sees itself and wants its country to be, because not every country would want to
do World-class leading research, Olsen’s (1988) state steering model shows. World-class
research-intensive universities value both research with short term and long-term impacts on
society. By focusing more on the short-term research needs of government and industry, NZ
universities are likely to slide down on the global rankings of universities and become less
attractive to top-ranked staff and students, as well as funding bodies.
According to Martin (2012), historical evidence of universities suggests that there has
been indeed a shift in the relationship between universities and society, but only concerning
the one operating after World War II (between 1945 and 1990). Hence, the so-called “ivory
tower,” where academics could pursue knowledge wherever it leads without any control, was
perhaps an era of a reward to researchers and universities for their crucial wartime
contributions (Martin, 2012). After World War II, Vannevar Bush’s recommendation to the
US government was to invest in basic research and expect nothing in return. Similarly, many
countries also invested heavily in basic research because they trusted academics to do their
jobs and know that real innovation does not hinge on strict impact agendas (Shattock, 2019).
Apart from that, the shift in research focus can be likened to the relationship between
universities and society incorporated in the nineteenth-century institutes of technology and
land-grant universities – which focused on teaching practical arts such as agriculture and
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engineering, and on enhancing industry (Labaree, 2006) – with university research becoming
closer once more to direct application.
Although there is an increasing shift towards applied research in NZ, applied and
basic research can co-exist. As some participants commented, their research has elements of
both applied and basic research. Thus, supporting Stokes (1997) and Kyvik’s (2007)
arguments that academic research can be both basic and applied simultaneously. Therefore,
one can assume that there is no ruinous separation between basic and applied research. A
typical example is the works of Louis Pasteur, whose scientific studies became progressively
more fundamental, the problems he chose and the lines of inquiry he pursued became
progressively more applied (Stokes, 1997).
To conclude, universities should not be run as businesses because if the economic
mission becomes the primary concern, there would be room for negative impacts on
academic integrity. One way the universities can best prevent distractions while raising
research funding is for the NZ government to invest more in research. There must be a
pragmatic approach to funding NZ universities in a way that ensures continued research
autonomy and academic integrity. Doing so will ensure that NZ universities continue to
prosper and provide world-class research outcomes that can ensure the continued success of
NZ. Research autonomy allows academics to generate new knowledge that is relevant to the
future wealth and culture of enlightened society by pursuing knowledge wherever it leads and
not just always responding to the momentary commercial needs of industry and political
needs of government. That said, sometimes, always responding to the short-term needs of
government and industry become essential. Thus, the need to find the right balance between
“academic excellence” and socio-economic relevance.

6.3 Managing the core and economic missions
If the economic mission is done well, it can enhance the research autonomy of universities
because, with increased funding, universities can pursue their curiosity-driven research. That
is comparable to the argument that there is a mutual benefit between teaching and research,
such as academics designing learning activities around contemporary research issues
(Geschwind & Broström, 2015; Neumann, 1992). However, some scholars have argued that
the unity of teaching and research could compromise the latter (Elton, 1986; Neuman, 1992).
In relation, participants in this study commented that, although they are evaluated based on
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the quality of their teaching and research and that they love both, their promotions and grants
opportunities are usually based on their research activities. Consequently, academics are
tempted to place more value on research at the expense of teaching. These challenges were
part of why Cardinal Henry Newman argued for the separation of teaching and research.
However, most universities today, including UoA and AUT, follow the path of Wilhelm Von
Humboldt, who advocated for the unity of teaching and research (Kerr, 2001). Thus, if AUT
and UoA were able to add the second mission (research) to the first mission (teaching) and
are excelling in them (at least, both ranked among the top five hundred universities
worldwide by THE), then despite the challenges imposed by the economic (third) mission,
the universities could navigate through successfully and remain relevant to society. Besides,
just as research can inform teaching activities, the economic mission could strengthen the
research mission. Even in retrospect, the economic mission may not be new but only taking a
new form.

6.3.1 The antiquity of the economic mission
A “market” is ubiquitous, and universities have always engaged in market and market-like
activities. The literature review showed that “marketisation” is a term often used by the antimarketeers to describe the economic mission of funding diversification. However, as I
defined it, a market is established whenever demand meets supply to determine the price of
goods and services. With that as a backdrop, one could argue that marketisation in higher
education has existed since the inception of the university because society has always had
demands on universities, as Martin (2012) describes it in the changing social contract
between universities and society. In the medieval period, universities were set up and funded
by Monarchs or town authorities and the Church, comparable to today’s government and
industry, respectively (Martin 2012; 2003). “The universities were founded for a variety of
reasons – a sovereign’s ambition, the growing usefulness of scholars in public business, a
prince’s desire for prestige, and even piety or to bring economic relief to depressed areas”
(Cobban, cited in Martin, 2012, p. 7). Universities were used as tools for general economic
activities. Therefore, while a concept like the triple helix (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1999)
only emerged after the second half of the twentieth century, the “trinity” (university-industrygovernment) is ancient.
For lack of information, it may be challenging to make informed decisions. Looking
at the current state of higher education through the lens of history – why society should not
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neglect investment in the Arts and Humanities disciplines – may be a useful tool to
comprehend the system. If universities could manage their relationships with society in the
past, why can they not do it now? Clark (1998) argues that when universities’ complexities
increase due to increased societal complexities, as it is now, then they are required to change
themselves to be able to manage the complexities. Kerr (2001) refers to this as the
“multiversity,” where universities become all things to all people. While the anti-marketeers
consider this unfavourable because it makes the university “as confused as possible,” I can
suggest that the change reflects the trust society has for universities. For instance, with the
outbreak of COVID-19, universities (and pharmaceutical companies) are called upon to help
find a solution to the virus because they are regarded as the primary knowledge institutions.
Hence the increasing demand for universities to help solve societal problems in critical areas
such as sustainable energy, health and climate change.
The challenge, then, might be how the universities can manage their core research
mission and respond to every societal need. What is needed is a quite radical change in
universities’ value system, where at least equal value is given to both the core mission and
the third mission. According to the findings, both AUT and UoA are putting in strategic
measures to respond to the changes in demand imposed on them by society, consistent with
resource dependence theory. Some of these measures are market-driven, causing the
universities to change their identity as a social institution to resemble corporations. However,
when pursuing research funding becomes the driving force of these institutions, the fear is
that they may lose their identity and their critic and conscience role described in both the
1989 Education Act and the 2020 Education and Training Act. To know how best the
universities and their academics could maintain research autonomy in the face of
marketisation in higher education was the heartbeat of the empirical study. The findings
revealed that both universities become voluntaristic by changing their internal structures and
practices to meet changing demands from the external environment (as the next section will
show), consistent with resource dependence theory, Clark’s entrepreneurial university and
glonacal agency heuristic assumptions.

6.3.2 Internal structure and practices of AUT and UoA
Under this section, I discuss eight likely impacts of resource dependence on the internal
structure and practices of both AUT and UoA: multiversity, interdisciplinarity, conflict of
interests, university identity, entrepreneurial mindset, coordination, resistance and trust
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issues. Under each impact, I provide possible solutions through the lenses of the data and the
literature.
Multiversity
Universities succeed by managing the core research function and the economic mission than
to choose one over the other. As Giroux (2002) argues, the growing influence of corporate
culture on university life undermines the distinction between universities and corporations.
However, just as it would be unwise for corporations to behave like universities, so it would
be unwise for universities to behave like corporations (Metcalfe, 2010). According to the
findings, the challenge with AUT and UoA adding the economic mission is that, in the course
of meeting the short-term needs of society, they may lose sight of their core mission. Because
“[a]s the boundaries between public values and commercial interests become blurred, many
academics appear less as disinterested truth seekers than operatives for business interests”
(Giroux, 2002, p. 433). Thus, as universities and academics increasingly become interested in
research funding, industry is more than willing to provide it, but usually at a cost – loss of
research autonomy.
In resolving this issue, Clark’s entrepreneurial university model suggests that
universities set up “developmental periphery” as the medium to reach out to the outside
world. Thus, while these peripheries can focus on society’s short-term needs, the “academic
heartlands” can also focus on the core academic mission of the university such teaching
people to be global citizens and searching and transferring new knowledge. Clark (1998)
argues that if a university’s interaction with government and industry is to continue to
develop, its infrastructure must keep pace. Thus, universities set up an entire new periphery
of non-traditional units. Both UniServices and AUT Enterprise, as well as the research units
within the faculties symbolise the developmental periphery suggested by Clark. Thus, having
these commercialisation units in place could ensure that the universities can live both inside
the ivory tower – where they focus on their core mission without disturbances – and outside
the ivory tower – where they become responsive to every societal need. Ideally, universities
need to identify which aspect of societal needs they can best contribute to finding solutions.
However, increasing academic stratification may cause universities specialising in the Arts,
for instance, to receive less external funding than if they add the Sciences or Business; the
need to be comprehensive. The increasingly complex nature of work in society and
universities has led to creating interdisciplinary programmes and units within universities.
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Interdisciplinarity
As part of building the developmental periphery, a Junior Academic Research Administrator
pointed out that their faculty is now focusing on building interdisciplinary units that will
make it easier to connect with the outside world. Interdisciplinary research is fast becoming a
common trend, with university leaders and funding bodies emphasising that the world’s most
pressing problems will best be solved through this (Clark, 1998). For instance, the School of
Nursing at the University of Auckland is to enable students to work with other health
professionals:
Interdisciplinary education had proven successful in many top universities across the
world. It seemed logical to educate medical, pharmacy and nursing students alongside
each other since they would be working together as health professionals in the future.
This interdisciplinary approach gave students the opportunity to gain new
perspectives and an understanding of how each professional contributes to patient
care. (UoA, n.d-a)
Similarly, due to the benefits that come with interdisciplinary units, many staff at the Faculty
of Creative Arts and Industries in UoA engage in it:
Many of our staff and postgraduate students work collaboratively on interdisciplinary
research projects. They also network with external experts and professionals in New
Zealand and abroad, and present their research in settings including art galleries,
professional conventions, dance stages and concert platforms. (UoA, n.d-b)
AUT cannot be left out, as the university looks forward to encouraging more interdisciplinary
research:
Our research will increasingly be project- and mission-led in interdisciplinary teams.
We will share our discoveries and developments in ways that allow them to be widely
used, and will be active in research supporting industry, business and governments.
(AUT, n.d-a)
Thus, establishing interdisciplinary research centres where disciplines are integrated is crucial
in solving complex societal problems. In all, interdisciplinarity could provide a broader view
and sharper insights from the intersection between many academics with disciplinary
differences (Irani, 2018).
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However, universities should not yield to the financial attraction of making significant
internal changes in order to pursue research funding. Given that universities have historically
been organised around disciplines (Clark, 1983; Weick, 1976), academics often cling to their
disciplines as a sense of identity (Irani, 2018). Thus, one can anticipate that interdisciplinarity
would not internally get funded as much as it should. So, it may be argued that every funding
that gets spent in a university supporting interdisciplinary is research funding that is not
available to support disciplines (Bothwell, 2020). Therefore, interdisciplinarity forms the
bridge to reach out to the external bodies, who then become the funders of these units.
While Shore and Wright (2017), as well as Giroux (2002), may perceive the
interdisciplinary units as a means of chasing government and industry funding, it should also
be considered a useful platform for academics to contribute to the big debates of our time.
The fact that both government and industry continue to turn to universities for solutions to
their problems is an indication of trust in the academic system. Academics who are affiliated
with the interdisciplinary centres also have a disciplinary home, and their work is accountable
to both the centre and their faculty. If academics are asked to leave either the discipline or the
centre, they will likely leave the centre. The reason being that, unlike businesses, universities
do not have strongly interdependent parts (Musseline, 2007; Weick, 1976). Thus, there could
be possible resistance to this interdisciplinarity that comes with the entrepreneurial university.
Conflict of interests
The academic setting is different from that of corporations. The academic system works with
“materials” (knowledge) that are increasingly specialised, broad and highly autonomous.
Faculty autonomy tends to be high, and academics are essentially in direct control of their
own work environment. While the knowledge base is loosely coupled, disciplines are
financially interconnected and entangled through university policies and practices. This could
create tensions between the central management and the faculties. Also, while the
commercial units of the universities usually have traits like corporations, the collegial culture
is different and sometimes opposing. According to the findings, some participants sometimes
find it a frustrating process dealing with UniServices and AUT Enterprise. To them,
sometimes, these commercial units are “slow-moving” due to their different agendas. For
instance, academics may want to publish, but the commercialisation units might want a patent
first. That ultimately leads to delays in publications, which can result in opposing interests.
Moreover, suppose these commercial units are not controlled. In that case, it could turn the
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universities and faculties into more business-like, because where commercial interests
become the primary concern, there is clear scope for adverse effects on academic activities
(Gillings & Williamson, 2015).
As the collective-action view shows (Astley & Van de Van, 1983; Zechlin, 2010),
resolving conflicts of interest requires collaborative efforts between the centre and the
academic heartlands (and sometimes within the centre and the faculty). Bringing together
academics with varying disciplinary backgrounds and expecting them to agree on changes
may be more challenging. For instance, while many participants from the Business School
favoured marketisation, those in the Arts Faculty were against it. Thus, conflict of interests
will always be part of the academic setting. What matters most is using healthy conflict
management tools in handling such situations. In resolving conflicts of interest in the
academic system, universities should first be flexible since different problems may require
different solutions. The administrators should identify the source(s) of conflict and gather the
right information and evidence to help the resolution. All these require proper
communication, which considers appropriate timing, leading to sensemaking and
sensegiving. Without the support of the academic heartlands, the universities will exhaust
themselves dealing with internal conflict because then there will be more tensions. Perhaps
the heartlands and top-level management may somehow view the university differently.
University identity
In response to the growing demand from society, universities adopt strategies to thrive;
strategies that raise questions regarding universities’ identity. According to the antimarketeers, universities are moving from being social institutions and becoming more like
industry. Also, some academics in this study consider the economic mission as causing
“identity crisis” in the UoA. However, in reference to Clark (1998), it is a feature of an
“entrepreneurial university,” where universities become agile. From a review of the inaugural
Reuters Top 75: Asia’s Most Innovative Universities rankings, the UoA was ranked as the
most innovative University in NZ and Australia. According to the then acting ViceChancellor, Professor Jim Metson, the university is encouraging innovative and
entrepreneurial culture: “We are committed to fostering this entrepreneurial culture within the
University, driving the growth of new high-value business and strengthening our traditional
industries through innovation” (UoA, 2016). The University of Auckland was, again, named
Entrepreneurial University of the Year 2019 at the Asia-Pacific Triple E (Entrepreneurship
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and Engagement Excellence) Awards in Higher Education (UoA, 2019d). The awards show
how universities are comprehensively embracing the “third mission.”
The University of Auckland’s award came in recognition of the quality and scale of
entrepreneurial initiatives generated through UniServices and the Centre for
Innovation and Entrepreneurship. These include the establishment of a world-class
innovation hub and makerspace, an inventor’s fund and investment committees, a
global presence with new off-shore spaces including the Innovation Institute of China
in Hangzhou, extra-curricular programmes and integration of entrepreneurship within
curricula. (UoA, 2019d, para. 6)
That depicts an entrepreneurial university (Clark, 1998). As commented by the immediate
past Vice-Chancellor, Professor Stuart McCutcheon, “Innovation and entrepreneurship have
for many years been a feature of the University of Auckland” (UoA, 2019d). However, not at
the expense of all other drives because both AUT and UoA are committed to being
comprehensive universities.
Entrepreneurial mindset
The strategic efforts of the interviewed participants (such as collaborating with colleagues
with funding, doing research on weekends and holidays) to get their research going despite
the funding challenges could be regarded as “entrepreneurial” enough. In that case, being an
entrepreneurial academic is being proactive and getting things done with the least available
resources. Besides, participants regard it as a way to build a research profile that paves the
way for potential funding successes. Professor McCutcheon finds it exciting “to see the
commitment of so many staff and students across the University,” working towards achieving
the entrepreneurial agenda (UoA, 2019d). That could be perceived as those staff and students
having an entrepreneurial mindset.
However, the findings showed that though the academic heartlands are encouraged to
be entrepreneurial, participants in the Arts felt their disciplinary nature gives them little room
to do that, agreeing with Becher (1994) that some disciplines are closer to the market than
others. Again, the finding is also consistent with Clark (1998) that some disciplines may
become entrepreneurial first. A limitation of this finding is that none of the Junior Academic
Research Administrators from the Arts Faculty and Business School participated in the study.
Hence, the lack of opportunity to find out the measures their faculties are putting in place to
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respond to the entrepreneurial call. Following that, it may be hard to suggest that both AUT
and UoA have attained an integrated entrepreneurial belief or culture. Nevertheless, the new
emphasis on “impact” causes some participants in this study to divert their research focus to
be able to win grants. Therefore, one can talk of both “entrepreneurial universities” and
“entrepreneurial academics,” where the latter can serve as a pathway to achieving the former.
This pathway requires proper coordination.
Coordination
The more a university is managerially led, the less it can achieve coordination and
collegiality – the traditional distribution of power in the academic system. According to
Turner and colleagues (2017), a “playable university” allows for collegial and social
interaction. Thus, in strengthening the steering core, Clark (1998) emphasises reconciling
managerial values with real academic values, and the “we” has to dominate the “I,” as in
Astley and van de Ven’s (1983) collective-action view of responding to the external
environment. However, the findings showed that, though both AUT and UoA seek to be
comprehensive universities, there is an increasing level of managerialism in both universities.
The university management now mostly think in economic terms, and anything that does not
have a return on investment is not given much attention. That contrasts the University of
Auckland’s aim of “creating a diverse, collegial scholarly community in which individuals
are valued and respected, academic freedom is exercised with intellectual rigour and high
ethical standards, and critical enquiry is encouraged” (UoA, 2012, p. 3).
As Clark (2001) asserts, the entrepreneurial university is a collegial university.
Without the collegial support, the university may be engaging in academic capitalism
(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997) or the enterprise university (Marginson & Considine, 2000),
where university management mainly focuses on the economic mission. Also, as some
participants argued, the universities claim to be struggling with budget crises that force them
to reduce permanent academic posts and lay off some academics, but they seem to have
enough funding for hiring administrative staff (see also Wright & Shore, 2017). Thus, while
the number of academics keeps going down, especially in the soft disciplines, the number of
professional administrators is rising. That reflects Hazledine’s (2016; 2021) comment about
the rise of managerialism in UoA.
This could be a sign of the universities putting the third mission ahead of the core
mission. Because unlike the past, where professors had the powers to make most decisions
204

regarding their academic duties and the university was built on a collegiate system, some
participants argued that most university decisions are made by managers who are not
academics. Nonetheless, the Faculty Research Committees ensure that academics’ voice is
heard at the centre, and the feedback is disseminated in the faculty. This coordination ensures
that decision making does not always take a top-down approach but can also be bottom-up.
Also, the coordination helps avoid conflicts between central management and academic
heartlands, thus ensuring a “playable university” that avoids resistance.
Resistance
Though many participants seemed to have the entrepreneurial mindset and attitude, some of
their comments were against universities becoming entrepreneurial. They believe that
entrepreneurialism might drive universities in the wrong direction and cause them to lose
their soul. That depicts the negative connotations attached to entrepreneurialism in academia.
However, while other concepts like academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter
& Rhoades, 2004) and the triple helix (Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff,
2000) focus on universities pursuing market agenda, Clark (1998) goes further to show
universities how to involve the academic heartlands. Thus, while a true marketisation leads to
academic stratification, academic consumerism and academic managerialism (Gumport,
2000), Clark’s (1998) entrepreneurial university aims to build comprehensive universities,
where the steering core works to provide resources for all faculties.
The problem may be poor communication or poor enactment of this entrepreneurial
idea to academics in the faculties. Thus, while the universities may be “making sense”
regarding their entrepreneurial agenda, they may not be “giving sense” (Kezar, 2013). I chose
the three levels of participants: Senior Academic Research Administrators, Junior Academic
Research Administrators and Academics to be able to identify the structural challenges they
are likely to encounter. Though the Faculty Research Committee can ensure coordination in
decision making between the centre and heartlands, this may be hard to achieve because
universities are unique organisations (Musseline, 2007) with different faculties that have
special characteristics (Clark, 1983). Perhaps universities should become collegial first, and
then the entrepreneurial agenda shall be added unto them. The findings showed that there is
an increasing level of managerialism in the universities as it stands now because, perhaps, the
university management does not trust academics to perform on their own.
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Trust issues
These internal practices of the universities could affect the autonomy of academics if they
(academics) are not trusted to perform their duties. According to Wright and Shore (2017, p.
7), many university managers nowadays view academics as “reluctant, unruly and
undisciplined workforce that needs to be incentivised or cajoled to meet management’s
targeted outputs and performance indicators.” The findings also showed that academics now
must spend an increasing amount of their limited time accounting for their activities to
university managers. The increasing bureaucracies discourage some from applying for
internal research funding for their research and thus prefer external funding – because they
find the rules relatively flexible. This confirms my argument in the literature review that the
many definitions of university autonomy remain narrow, as many scholars (e.g., Anderson &
Johnson, 1998; Berdahl, 1990; Enders et al., 2012) focus mainly on universities being free
from external interference. My point was that the interference might sometimes come from
within the university. Thus, academic freedom is at risk when university managers seek to
influence the behaviour of academics.
That said, changes to the internal structure and practices of both AUT and UoA are
engineered by internal forces, as well as external forces. The discussion thus far shows that
the state steering approach in NZ could be both Olsen’s (1988) corporate-pluralist steering,
where autonomy is negotiated and influenced by the interests of actors, and institutional
steering, where autonomy is protected, and academics have the freedom to engage in the
transfer and pursuit of knowledge. Thus, it is by taking the proper steps when building
relationships with the external environment that universities can achieve both academic and
socio-economic “excellence.”

6.3.3 External posture and practices of universities
Universities have always had interactions with their external environment. More than ever,
universities are called upon to help solve various societal challenges (Martin, 2012), like the
COVID-19 global pandemic. Although this is a significant step, it should not be a substitute
for “excellence” in basic research. While research relationships with government and industry
can be challenging, universities succumbing to those challenges would cause society to lose
out. Higher education institutions ought to have a strong connection to industry to ensure that
students, for instance, understand organisational cultures and be prepared to enter industry
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once they graduate (relevance to their future careers). Research relationships with the
external environment are not erroneous if they do not compromise the integrity of the
university’s core mission (Savage, 2000). As Johnson (1998) argues, this is a polarity to be
managed. Thus, it can be suggested that all higher education stakeholders, including
university administrators and policymakers, government and industry, should find ways to
strike a healthy balance between the core research mission and the economic mission.
With resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003), universities,
government and industry are interdependent. Thus, if one fails to perform, it affects the other
two. In other words, if the government fails to provide or it reduces the research funding
given to universities, it will most likely affect universities’ operation, which can also affect a
university-industry relationship. In dealing with the uncertainties in universities’
environments, they adopt a strategic approach to enhance autonomy. According to this study,
both AUT and UoA work to diversify their funding sources, which are argued to bring more
autonomy. However, universities should not be so much concerned about research funding to
the extent of giving away their research autonomy.

6.3.4 Protecting research autonomy
Universities must have well-defined and streamlined processes for handling relationships
with external funders. Following Clark’s (1998) model of the entrepreneurial university, with
a thoughtful consultation with faculty in the development of policies and practices can help
ensure that research autonomy remains well protected. Autonomy is central to universities’
research mission, regardless of the third mission. In the universities’ eagerness to become
economically sustainable, they can confront numerous challenges, from choosing a research
topic to designing it to its outcome, which can challenge the principles of research autonomy.
To overcome this outcome, universities should consider doing the following: first,
they must guard against government and industry partnerships with too many strings
attached; secondly, they must ensure that when research is supported by government and
industry, this does not influence the design and outcomes of the research; thirdly, they should
not sign research contracts that suppress the publication of findings from the research (though
not everything on paper is put into practice); finally, they must be ethically-driven. Only then
can the universities continue to be financially independent and fully exercise their research
autonomy (see also Sarpong et al., 2020). Even more, “[research autonomy] is not for the
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benefit of the academic, or even of the institution. It is for the benefit of society at large, and
society’s failure to provide the environment in which this freedom can flourish will result in
the loss of a valuable asset” (Rochford, 2003, p. 259). That requires the efforts of all
stakeholders, including government and industry.
As Etzkowitz and colleagues (2000, p. 329) put it: “the interaction of government,
industry and academia is shifting, from previous modes of separation or control, into a ‘triple’
helix of overlapping, yet relatively autonomous, spheres.” Although industry has moved from
the traditional university-industry consultation to university-industry research collaboration
(and even have research and development units), it does not turn industry into a university.
Similarly, universities adding the economic mission does not change them into industry.
Thus, a thriving university is a collegial university and not a managerial one. I will explain
this further in the Conclusion and discuss a key way for universities to remain social
institutions even in the face of marketisation in higher education. Until then, it is allimportant to consider Berdahl’s (1990, p. 171) view on autonomy, which I agree with:
In theory, the argument has been made that there is no necessary incompatibility
between being both highly autonomous and rigorously accountable; in practice, one
senses that usually where more accountability is required, less autonomy remains. The
ideal to be sought seems clearly a balance of both conditions. Too much autonomy
might lead to universities unresponsive to society; too much accountability might
destroy the necessary academic ethos.
Thus, research autonomy may be a relative term.
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CONCLUSION
A WAY FORWARD FOR UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY IN NEW
ZEALAND
In this chapter, I present the main conclusions of the study, its limitations, recommendations
for future researchers, the implications for stakeholders and my reflections on doing this PhD.
The overall objective of this study was to explore how the increasing role of marketisation in
higher education has affected the research autonomy of New Zealand universities. I
approached this problem by looking at how a sample of university administrators and
academics in two New Zealand universities perceive their ability to maintain research
autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education. The study showed that, despite the
challenges imposed by marketisation in higher education, academics strategize to maintain
their research autonomy and preserve their critic and conscience role.

I. The idea of strategic entrepreneurialism
Embarking on market and market-like activities has been argued to erode the research
autonomy that universities enjoy (Aronowitz & Giroux, 2000; Marks, 2019). However, the
university administrators and some academics in this study are aware of the positive impacts
of marketisation and regard it to increase their research autonomy. Before the tertiary
education reforms and during the early stages of the first major reform in tertiary education
(1989-1990), NZ universities received public funding in the form of bulk funding and were
mostly left alone to decide how they would spend that funding. However, subsequent reforms
in the educational system saw the emergence of market-led objectives in NZ universities, and
now their research performance determines the amount of research funding each university
receives, which can create funding uncertainties and perverse incentives. Universities can
increase their research autonomy by avoiding over-dependence on public funding and
seeking additional income sources. For instance, instead of, as the TEU and some academics
suggest, calling for the abolishing of the PBRF, universities could turn the unreliable public
resources to their advantage and diversify their funding sources.
The participants that I interviewed said that, although diversifying funding sources
could reduce universities’ heavy resource dependence on government, engaging more with
industry may erode their ability to do basic research because industry often prefers to invest
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in applied research. While basic research is not better than applied – and like many scholars, I
argue that they can co-exist effectively – focusing on the short-term commercial needs of
industry in research will gradually diminish the grounding of universities’ knowledge in basic
research and consequently lessen industry’s interest in co-operating with them (Neuvo,
2008). Thus, for universities to embrace autonomy from the state and responsiveness to the
market could be likened to them jumping out of the frying pan into the fire.
From the dilemma of marketisation emerged the anti-market and the pro-market
positions. The anti-marketeers argue that the fundamental values of the university such as
academic freedom and institutional autonomy are being compromised due to the
marketisation of research. The pro-marketeers argue that, unless universities transform and
become marketized, they will lack the necessary funding to enhance their research activities.
However, when universities face two seemingly competing missions – their educational and
economic missions – prioritising one over the other may not be helpful. For university
research to balance both basic and applied research, universities need to find a way for the
missions to co-exist. However, the fears and values of anti-marketeers and pro-marketeers, as
well as academics and central management, need to be considered. While many university
administrators in this study supported marketisation, many academics were against it. For
example, since funding is a priority for the universities, they employ staff to identify the
sources of, and support, external funding applications. But some academics in this study did
not see funding as a priority in academia, and some considered funding applications to be a
waste of time. Managing this difference in priorities will require a collaborative decisionmaking process that ensures that academics have a more decisive voice in how their
institutions are managed. Without the support of the academic heartlands, the universities will
exhaust themselves dealing with internal conflicts and risk seeing the institutions’ plans and
policies fail.
In this thesis, I have argued that a way to preserve research autonomy in an era of
marketisation in higher education is not managerialism but collegiality, not competition but
cooperation, not a division between basic and applied research or the Arts and Sciences but
their unity. For instance, achieving a balance between basic and applied research must not
lead to competition between the Arts and Sciences. Though more spending may produce
more high-quality research, increasing competition for resources does not (Sandström & Van
den Besselaar, 2018), and, as the study showed, it could lead to universities and academics
gaming the academic system. Such gaming would not be in keeping with universities’ role as
210

critic and conscience of society, which requires academics to show integrity in their research
to sustain the trust of society.
The alternative to pursuing a marketized educational system is shifting from a model
of competing universities and academics to a collaborative and collegial higher education
system that focuses on serving the public good. The idea that the current NZ higher education
system can afford to pick winners and losers is a misstep because it incentivises universities
to pursue education as a private good. Unless the NZ Government addresses the intense
competition and uneven development of tertiary education institutions that result from its
funding allocation procedures, the less well-off ones will fail (Gerritsen, 2020) and all of
them will be forced to compromise their core mission – because faced with financial
difficulties, the universities will raise money any way they can. Doing so could cause them to
lose their research autonomy because most non-governmental research funding sources
usually come with strings attached and tend to focus more on applied research to the
detriment of basic research. Market forces should not control the destiny of universities. In
addition, if NZ wants to preserve academic freedom and institutional autonomy, the funding
system will have to recognise the long-term nature of research activity and the need for
substantial and sustained commitment to, and investment in, all research. Just as society
expects academics to be excellent and impactful in their research activities, so must the
funding system be. As it stands, the PBRF and other competitive research funding
mechanisms foster uneven development among universities, making the rich richer and the
poor poorer.
Though some competition can improve NZ universities’ productivity and
consequently their global university rankings, this study shows that too much competition is
not healthy for the NZ higher education system. The academic system can be more
collaborative, as the Labour Party campaigned for in the 1999 election (Crawford, 2016). For
instance, though many higher education systems across the globe are pursuing marketisation,
the Norwegian Government invests heavily in research and, as a result, most Norwegian
academics engage in basic research (Gulbrandsen & Kyvik, 2010). However, comparing the
Norwegian higher education system to New Zealand’s may be a false comparison because,
while tertiary education is about 95% publicly funded in Norway, implying that universities
can afford to be less responsive to market pressures, it is only about 50% publicly funded in
New Zealand, which requires universities to seek additional sources of funding. Generally,
how close a higher education system is to the market may be directly linked with how much
211

public funding it receives. Thus, although, overall, global pressure is forcing higher education
systems to engage in marketisation, the actual level of operation varies from country to
country (Marginson, 2010) and perhaps changes from time to time. Currently, the Norwegian
government is attempting to introduce tuition fees, which signals that the current funding
system may not be sustainable – or that it is succumbing to market ideology like other
Scandinavian governments.
Nonetheless, I support universities pursuing an economic mission to sustain their core
activities. Many higher education scholars reject academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie,
1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and the enterprise university (Marginson & Considine,
2000) for focusing unduly on an economic mission for universities. Similarly, many
academics in this study reject the idea of the entrepreneurial university because they believe
that universities should not wholeheartedly embrace marketisation lest it can be detrimental
to the collegial character of the university and university autonomy. However, I show in this
study that the entrepreneurial university in Clark’s sense can both seek external sources of
funding and maintain the highest academic standards. Therefore, by cautiously employing
Clark’s (1998) concept of the entrepreneurial university, NZ universities can effectively
combine their core mission and economic mission and continue to serve the public good. In
response to criticisms from higher education scholars, Clark explained that, if his
entrepreneurial university is done well, it can enhance university collegiality and autonomy
(Clark, 2001). However, he calls this autonomy “active” and not “passive” because he
expects university leadership to put it into effective use and become less reliant on
government, with the hope that diversified sources of funding could lead to more autonomy.
But the fear is that autonomy from the state will expose higher education to competitive
market forces, which can also jeopardise university autonomy, as this study shows. If Clark
had interviewed more academics as I did, perhaps he would have arrived at this conclusion
because the university administrators he focused mainly on are more likely to favour
marketisation.
In response to Clark’s call for others to develop his concept (Clark, 2001), I propose
the idea of strategic entrepreneurialism (SE) to suggest that universities should seek to be
market-like only insofar as it enables them to support their core activities of teaching and
research. In this case, universities place equal value on both the core mission – that helps to
maintain research autonomy – and the economic mission – that helps to reduce resource
dependence – and whenever the two missions clash, universities always put the core mission
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first, which Clark fails to specify in his concept of the entrepreneurial university. Though
pursuing the economic mission can endanger the research autonomy of universities, being
strategic ensures that management and academics do not damage their research autonomy,
despite the local, national and global pressures to pursue marketisation. That may require
universities and academics to, for instance, guard against external funding that comes with
strings attached and remain ethically-driven. For instance, US universities allowed their
researchers to take funding from Jeffrey Epstein even after the financier was convicted of
soliciting underage girls (Matthew, 2019). Similarly, this study showed that increased
marketisation could cause universities to compromise the quality to their teaching and
research. Universities should not fail to enact their role as critic and conscience of society in
their own practice.
In pursuing SE that is collegial and contributes to the public good, universities and
stakeholders might, for example, consider the following strategies.
•

To reduce unhealthy competition and uneven development in a higher education
system, research funding should be equalised between and within universities, and
across research fields. For instance, the allocation of internal faculty research funding
should be done on an equal basis rather than on a competitive basis, even if some will
get less than their “fair share” of the funding based on research performance. While
that may be discouraging for some, it will decrease unhealthy competition and the
culture of the “rich becoming richer and the poor poorer” in research funding. Thus, a
more collegial approach to research funding can enhance high-quality research
because resources are available for all.

•

Universities and their stakeholders need to consider the local and global context in the
allocation and development of – ideally collaboratively – society’s programmes. They
need to identify which of society’s needs they can best cater to and focus on
programmes that meet those needs. Allowing the market to decide has led to the
duplication of programmes and stratification of disciplines and academics according
to their “market value.” Both these strategies require a greater focus on central
planning in government and universities on a steering core (Clark, 1998) that works to
secure and allocate resources for its agencies. A level of central planning can ensure
that universities exercise academic autonomy in ways that are collegial and
responsive to society’s needs. This and other studies show that, though academic
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freedom is essential to the effective function of universities, it cannot be absolute
(Anderson, 2004; Berdahl, 1990).
I would note that, though these strategies focus on the local and national to reduce intense
economic competition and enhance universities’ core mission, it could be argued that
competition will continue to transform universities because the pressures of globalisation
increasingly influence higher education systems. However, as Shinn (2002) argues,
universities still operate mainly in their national context. Further, I believe that they can best
respond to the pressures of globalisation not by competing with other universities on generic
criteria but by doing more of what they do best.
In sum, I have argued that, due to the maintenance or reduction in public resources for
universities, universities more than ever need to diversify their funding sources to enable
them to sustain their core educational mission, which is in line with resource dependence
theory. The theory explains that universities need resources from their environment to
survive. However, this environment is not dependable. For instance, this study showed that
the increasing demand on government finances from all sectors of the economy such as
health, agriculture and energy makes universities dependence on public funding unreliable.
To reduce the uncertainty, universities strategically seek more funding sources, such as from
industry. Consequently, research autonomy might be endangered because some external
funding comes with strings attached, such as influencing research agenda and outcome,
which the theory fails to address.
Resource dependence theory is mainly interested in the resource acquisition behaviour
of organisations without focusing much on its implications on autonomy. If universities can
adopt SE as their conceptual model to understand how they should relate to their
stakeholders, they can secure their economic resources and preserve the academic ethos of
autonomy, collegiality and the public good. Thus, SE advances resource dependence theory
by offering a model for how universities might secure their research autonomy in the face of
resource acquisition. As such, it serves as a polarity management tool that can contribute to
the debate between scholars and decision-makers who favour marketisation in higher
education and those against it. To execute SE will require leadership by ethical sensemaking
and sensegiving, as I explain in the next section.
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II. Implications for stakeholders
The findings of this study thus have several significant implications for future stakeholders.
First, more than ever, universities need to build bridges with government and
industry, but on the universities’ terms. The mutual benefit of this relationship has been
significant. For instance, in fighting COVID-19, universities, pharmaceutical companies and
governments are working together to find a vaccine for the virus. This study showed that
universities can fulfil their mission by applying their knowledge to local and global
challenges. However, every relationship has its challenges. Universities must achieve a
delicate balance when they relate to government and industry without sacrificing their
autonomy: if they become too close to government and industry, they may compromise their
independence; if they move too far from them, they may not understand policy-making issues
and be able to provide the needed expert advice to government and industry. Governments
should not regard university-industry collaboration as an excuse to decrease public funding to
universities because university-industry collaborative projects are usually formed to develop
a specific commercial product (Pells, 2019b), rather than to support basic research. Just as
many countries are currently investing significantly in research into COVID-19, they need to
continue to fund Science and Arts research to find solutions to global challenges.
Second, universities will neglect their core mission if they do not pay as much
attention to teaching as they do to research. The study showed that the universities had
increased the teaching loads of academics. Although academics are evaluated based on the
quality of their teaching and research and value both, their promotions and grant
opportunities are usually based on their research. Consequently, academics are encouraged to
place more value on research than teaching – akin to universities putting the economic
mission ahead of their research mission, which many academics repudiate. In an era of
massification in higher education, increased teaching demands make it a near impossibility
for academics to dedicate time to research. Universities need to recognise teaching, for
example, by properly acknowledging teaching in academic promotions. If they do not, the
intense pressure for academics to publish will lead to them gaming research simply to meet
research targets.
Third, while it is normal for universities to collaborate with industry, it is not normal
for universities to be industry-like, because of their loosely coupled nature of working with
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materials (knowledge) that are increasingly specialised, broad and highly autonomous (Clark,
1983). The NZ higher education system must be built on collegiality and, managerialism. The
study showed that there is increasing managerialism at AUT and UoA because university
management do not trust academics to do their work. As a participant said, academics
perform at an exceptional level because they want to, not because they are being made to.
Instead of managerialism, universities need leadership by sensemaking and sensegiving, in
which university management create an understanding of their policy aims and gain the
support of the academic heathlands by providing a viable interpretation of changes in the
academic system (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Keazar, 2013). Such a model of leadership
entails a more collegial decision-making process that ensures that academics, as the essential
“resource” of universities, play a more decisive role in how their institutions are managed.
Finally, the study found that not all that is written on paper is put into practice. For
example, both AUT and UoA claim in their strategic plans that they wish to remain
comprehensive universities that support all kinds of research. However, the findings showed
that university management encourages academics to pursue external research income,
which, in a sense, is pushing them toward applied research, which is the focus of such income
(the Marsden Fund, which supports basic research, is the exception to this rule). Thus,
universities claim not to discourage basic research, but they do in practice.

III. Limitations of the study
Despite the promising results of this study, questions remain. Some of these are outlined here:
First, although I positioned myself as a researcher, not being an academic myself and
coming from a different ethnic background from the participants, my interpretation of their
views and the documents may differ from what was intended. I used measures such as
triangulation as well as supervisors’ and colleagues’ scrutiny to overcome this barrier.
Second, while the study focused on UoA and AUT, I found it was easier accessing
certain information from UoA (because I am an affiliate) than from AUT. Hence, the
discussion chapter skewed towards the former rather than the latter. I would also note that
AUT, as a former polytechnic, though doing well in research activities, is still teachingintensive university compared to the UoA. Thus, it might be expected that not much
information regarding AUT’s research activities would be readily available.
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Third, I conducted the interviews around the same time the PBRF results for 2018
were released. Therefore, post-PBRF disillusionment in researchers may have influenced
their responses. Also, data from university administrators may be politicised, and I relied on
public data without forensic accounting because I assumed that since the data is for public
consumption, errors and distortions will be low.
Also, many of the participants, especially in the soft disciplines, mainly relied on firststream research funding rather than third-stream research funding. Therefore, they had little
lived experience of marketisation in higher education. But that was, to a certain extent,
expected, as I argued that the different disciplinary backgrounds of the participants were
likely to determine their relationship with market forces because their varied characteristics
may affect the nature of research and funding support. Moreover, I found that, overall, the
university is moving from being a social institution and becoming more like an industry;
hence, many participants – both emerging and senior academics – agreed that no individual
forces them to engage in any kind of research, but the changing academic system does
influence their choices of research topics and approaches.
Finally, the small sample size prevents the findings from being generalisable across
the academic population of the Auckland University of Technology and the University of
Auckland. The purposive sampling of the study has the potential to have left out people who
may have been relevant for the study. Therefore, applying the study’s outcomes in other
contexts must be done with caution. That said, I have provided enough information about the
fieldwork site in the introduction and a detailed description of the resource-autonomy tension
in the two universities to enable readers of the study to make a decision about the
transferability of the study to their context.

IV. Recommendations for researchers
In this section, I aim to give recommendations to future researchers and policymakers to
further explore this study.
First, this study focused only on the research mission of the university. The outcome
perhaps would have been different if it had focused on teaching. The discussion revealed that
marketisation could impact the quality of teaching programmes, the overall student numbers,
and dictate the design of programmes in universities. For instance, universities are sometimes
less strict with their admission requirements for international students because they are
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mainly interested in their huge tuition fees. Thus, future studies could explore how
marketisation affects quality teaching and learning activities in universities.
Second, while this study focused on faculties within the two universities, a relook at
research autonomy by focusing more on the individual academic as the unit of analysis may
be worthwhile. I found that, while institutional and faculty research goals can influence the
nature of research academics undertake, the individual academic’s intrinsic motivation played
a central role in determining their attitude towards research. For instance, the Faculty of
Science at the UoA had academics whose research ranges from purely basic to purely
applied. Hence, though disciplinary differences play a role in influencing the nature of
academics’ research, it is also significantly shaped by individual academics’ motivation.
Third, the discussion mentioned that reduction in UoA’s funding had impacted the
universities’ ability to hire new staff. Thus, research that focuses on how universities can best
strengthen their staffing autonomy may be worthwhile. With the right teacher-student ratio,
academics can succeed in their teaching and research activities, which, in the end, will boost
universities’ image and global rankings.
Finally, instead of focusing on research autonomy, future research could broaden the
scope to study academic freedom in general in NZ universities. It could explore academics’
ability not only to research but also to teach and freely comment on public issues in the
media, something which is consistent with the critic and conscience role of universities
stipulated in the New Zealand 1989 Education Act.

V. My reflections
I began this PhD journey as a critic of the “entrepreneurial” character of universities, with the
belief that it was detrimental to universities’ core mission. This study has helped me to
understand the necessity of the economic mission, especially in higher education systems that
receive low public funding. I finish this project able to argue that teaching and research as the
first and second missions of universities can effectively co-exist with the economic or third
mission. Society is dynamic, and universities too must be agile to respond proactively to
changes in their environment. For instance, due to the restrictive measures imposed by
COVID-19 such as lockdowns, it was impressive that many universities worldwide
(including NZ) quite rapidly shifted their courses online to continue their teaching activities.
Though universities are being tactical in this novel pandemic era, longer-term strategic
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management could be developed more rigorously to steer, more than ever, an increasingly
uncertain future. A key sustainability measure is avoiding over-reliance on a few funding
sources, such as international students’ fees.
The discussion chapter showed that funding could influence universities’ staffing
autonomy, especially regarding their ability to hire new staff, and are pressured to make
tough decisions of laying off academics. The reduction in staff may lead to an inability to
teach the potential growing numbers of domestic students (due to travel restrictions). Also,
heavier teaching loads may affect research output, which could lead to a fall in university
rankings and the consequences of becoming less attractive for international funding (the
adverse effects of cutting down staff due to financial challenges are many). The lesson here is
that, unless the NZ Government significantly increases the universities’ funding, they should
not be over-reliant on public funding. Thus, I shifted from my previous stance as an antimarketeer to a neutral position, believing that cautiously taking steps to diversify funding
sources is the right way to increase universities’ autonomy. Since then, there is no such
dependency on the restrictive one or a few sources of funding. COVID-19 has had a
significant impact on government finances and priorities. In this case, universities that rely
mainly on public funding may suffer the most. To guard against these unforeseen
contingencies is why I think universities should be proactive and not just reactive; they
should cautiously take steps to draw resources from industry as well (though industry funding
also is more likely to be affected in an economic crisis).
Even before this thesis makes any impact, I am proud to be the first beneficiary of the
study’s outcome. As a full-time PhD student who also had to work about forty hours a week,
it was initially challenging for me to balance school and work. However, I learnt that if
universities can be strategic enough to combine their core mission with the economic mission
effectively, then I can also plan well to combine my two missions. Managing my job well
made it easier for me to complete the PhD on time because, with money from the job, I could
afford necessities like books that I needed for my thesis. Whenever the two missions clashed
over my time, I chose my PhD over the economic mission; and so, I would urge universities
to do. Having managed those polarities successfully, I have advanced on my ability to plan,
schedule and handle many different tasks concurrently. This is a virtue that will follow me
wherever I go. Thank you, PhD.

219

Appendix A – Participant information sheet
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET – ACADEMICS
Project title: University Autonomy and Marketisation in Higher Education
Names of Principal Investigators/Supervisors: AP Cathy Gunn and Dr Sean Sturm
Name of Student Researcher: Joshua Sarpong
Researcher introduction
My name is Joshua Sarpong. I am a PhD candidate in the Centre for Learning and Research
in Higher Education (CLeaR), University of Auckland.
Project description and invitation
I am using resource dependence theory to explore the pressures and responses of universities
to the environment they operate within. External factors such as government policy and
economic situations may have effect on the processes of change in universities. In this study,
I am researching how the decline in government funding may put pressure on universities to
operate like businesses, and the consequences this may have on autonomy in the area of
research. The purpose of the study is to explore how a sample of university administrators
and academics at two Auckland institutions perceive their ability to maintain research
autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education.
I invite you to participate in this research and I appreciate any assistance you can offer. As
part of the research, I am interviewing academics and academic administrators to find out
their perceptions of how universities and academics in New Zealand manage the tension
between marketisation and research autonomy. I am inviting you to participate because of
your role as an academic with research duties. I will take all reasonable measures to maintain
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confidentiality and will not reveal your identity in any reports or publications arising from
this research.
Project Procedures
I would like to interview you – but you are under no obligation at all to be interviewed. The
interview would take about 60-90 minutes and be scheduled during work time.
Data storage/retention/destruction/future use
With your permission, I will record the interview, but you are free to ask for the recorder to
be turned off at any time. The recordings will be transcribed manually by the researcher.
The data gained from the interview will be securely stored and backed up on a University of
Auckland computer and accessible only to myself and my supervisors. The data will be used
for my doctoral thesis, journal articles and conference presentations. You will receive a copy
of the findings if you wish to. The data will be destroyed permanently after six years by
deleting the files. All the notes, transcripts and consent forms will be kept in a locked cabinet
in my supervisor’s office. Again, after six years, they will be destroyed by shredding.
Right to Withdraw from Participation
You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason within a
two-week period following the interview. Also, you have the right to withdraw your
information provided for two weeks after the interview.
Anonymity and Confidentiality
The data will be reported in a manner that ensures that, as much as possible, only the
individual concerned is aware of their source. Also, no names will be used in reporting the
research and that participants' identity will be kept confidential.
Contact Details and Approval Wording
If you have any questions or want to know more about the study, please feel free to contact
me, my supervisors, or my head of department (director of CLeaR).
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University of
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For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, University of
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, Office of Research Strategy and Integrity,
University of Auckland, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone 09 373-7599 ext.
83711. Email: humanethics@auckland.ac.nz
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET – SENIOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH
ADMINISTRATOR
Project title: University Autonomy and Marketisation in Higher Education
Names of Principal Investigators/Supervisors: AP Cathy Gunn and Dr Sean Sturm
Name of Student Researcher: Joshua Sarpong
Researcher introduction
My name is Joshua Sarpong. I am a PhD candidate in the Centre for Learning and Research
in Higher Education (CLeaR), University of Auckland.
Project description and invitation
I am using resource dependence theory to explore the pressures and responses of universities
to the environment they operate within. External factors such as government policy and
economic situations may have effect on the processes of change in universities. In this study,
I am researching how the decline in government funding may put pressure on universities to
operate like businesses, and the consequences this may have on autonomy in the area of
research. The purpose of the study is to explore how a sample of university administrators
and academics at two Auckland institutions perceive their ability to maintain research
autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education.
I invite you to participate in this research and I appreciate any assistance you can offer. As
part of the research, I am interviewing academics and academic administrators to find out
their perceptions of how universities and academics in New Zealand manage the tension
between marketisation and research autonomy. I am inviting you to participate because of
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your role as Pro Vice-Chancellor, Research and International. I will treat all information in
confidence. However, due to the small sample size and the nature of your position, it is
possible that you may be identifiable.
Project Procedures
I would like to interview you – but you are under no obligation at all to be interviewed. The
interview would take about 60-90 minutes and be scheduled during work time.
Data storage/retention/destruction/future use
With your permission, I will record the interview, but you are free to ask for the recorder to
be turned off at any time. The recordings will be transcribed manually by the researcher.
The data gained from the interview will be securely stored and backed up on a University of
Auckland computer and accessible only to myself and my supervisors. The data will be used
for my doctoral thesis, journal articles and conference presentations. You will receive a copy
of the findings if you wish to. The data will be destroyed permanently after six years by
deleting the files. All the notes, transcripts and consent forms will be kept in a locked cabinet
in my supervisor’s office. Again, after six years, they will be destroyed by shredding.
Right to Withdraw from Participation
You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason within a
two-week period following the interview. Also, you have the right to withdraw your
information provided for two weeks after the interview.
Anonymity and Confidentiality
The data will be reported in a manner that ensures that, as much as possible, only the
individual concerned is aware of their source. Also, no names will be used in reporting the
research and that participants' identity will be kept confidential. Your identity may be evident
because of the small sample size involved in the study. But all possible measures will be
taken to maintain your confidentiality.
Contact Details and Approval Wording
If you have any questions or want to know more about the study, please feel free to contact
me, my supervisors, or my head of department (director of CLeaR).
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For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, University of
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, Office of Research Strategy and Integrity,
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83711. Email: humanethics@auckland.ac.nz
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET – JUNIOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH
ADMINISTRATOR
Project title: University Autonomy and Marketisation in Higher Education
Names of Principal Investigators/Supervisors: AP Cathy Gunn and Dr Sean Sturm
Name of Student Researcher: Joshua Sarpong
Researcher introduction
My name is Joshua Sarpong. I am a PhD candidate in the Centre for Learning and Research
in Higher Education (CLeaR), University of Auckland.
Project description and invitation
I am using resource dependence theory to explore the pressures and responses of universities
to the environment they operate within. External factors such as government policy and
economic situations may have effect on the processes of change in universities. In this study,
I am researching how the decline in government funding may put pressure on universities to
operate like businesses, and the consequences this may have on autonomy in the area of
research. The purpose of the study is to explore how a sample of university administrators
and academics at two Auckland institutions perceive their ability to maintain research
autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education.
I invite you to participate in this research and I appreciate any assistance you can offer. As
part of the research, I am interviewing academics and academic administrators to find out
their perceptions of how universities and academics in New Zealand manage the tension
between marketisation and research autonomy. I am inviting you to participate because of
your role as a Head of Research. I will treat all information in confidence. However, due to
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the small sample size and the nature of your position, it is possible that you may be
identifiable.
Project Procedures
I would like to interview you – but you are under no obligation at all to be interviewed. The
interview would take about 60-90 minutes and be scheduled during work time.
Data storage/retention/destruction/future use
With your permission, I will record the interview, but you are free to ask for the recorder to
be turned off at any time. The recordings will be transcribed manually by the researcher.
The data gained from the interview will be securely stored and backed up on a University of
Auckland computer and accessible only to myself and my supervisors. The data will be used
for my doctoral thesis, journal articles and conference presentations. You will receive a copy
of the findings if you wish to. The data will be destroyed permanently after six years by
deleting the files. All the notes, transcripts and consent forms will be kept in a locked cabinet
in my supervisor’s office. Again, after six years, they will be destroyed by shredding.
Right to Withdraw from Participation
You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason within a
two-week period following the interview. Also, you have the right to withdraw your
information provided for two weeks after the interview.
Anonymity and Confidentiality
The data will be reported in a manner that ensures that, as much as possible, only the
individual concerned is aware of their source. Also, no names will be used in reporting the
research and that participants' identity will be kept confidential. Your identity may be evident
because of the small sample size involved in the study. But all possible measures will be
taken to maintain your confidentiality.
Contact Details and Approval Wording
If you have any questions or want to know more about the study, please feel free to contact
me, my supervisors, or my head of department (director of CLeaR).
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Student Researcher

Main Supervisor

Joint Main
Supervisor

Director of CLeaR

Joshua Sarpong

Associate Professor
Cathy Gunn

Dr Sean Sturm

Professor Helen
Sword

jsar891@aucklanduni.
ac.nz

ca.gunn@auckland.
ac.nz

Telephone: +64 9
923 8354

CLeaR
CLeaR
University of
Auckland

University of
Auckland

s.sturm@auckland.
ac.nz

Telephone: +64 9
923 3145

CLeaR
University of
Auckland

h.sword@auckland.
ac.nz

Telephone: +64 9
923 6686

CLeaR
University of
Auckland

For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, University of
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, Office of Research Strategy and Integrity,
University of Auckland, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone 09 373-7599 ext.
83711. Email: humanethics@auckland.ac.nz
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.

Appendix B – Consent form

229

CONSENT FORM
THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS
Thesis title: University Autonomy and Marketisation in Higher Education. A case study of
two New Zealand universities.
Names of Principal Investigators/Supervisors: Associate Professor Cathy Gunn and Dr
Sean Sturm
Name of Student Researcher: Joshua Sarpong
I have read the Participant Information Sheet and understand why I have been invited to
participate in this study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have had them
answered to my satisfaction.
•

I voluntarily agree to participate in this research study.

•

I understand the researcher will not use identifying information in any reports of the
research, but there remains the possibility that I may be identified by the nature of my
answers.

•

I understand that I am free to withdraw my participation at any time, and to withdraw
any data traceable to me up to two weeks from receipt of transcript to review.

•

I agree/do not agree to be audio recorded.

•

I wish/do not wish to have my recordings returned to me.

•

I wish/do not wish to receive a transcript of my interview for editing.

•

I wish/do not wish to receive the summary of findings, which can be emailed to me at
this email address:
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Name: _______________________
Signature: _______________________ Date: ___________
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.
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Appendix C – Invitation letter

Subject: Invitation to participate in my research (Academics)
Dear Academic,
My name is Joshua Sarpong. I am a PhD candidate in the Centre for Learning and Research
in Higher Education (CLeaR), University of Auckland.
I am conducting interviews as part of my research study to explore how a sample of
university administrators and academics at two Auckland institutions (University of
Auckland and Auckland University of Technology) perceive their ability to maintain research
autonomy in an era of marketisation in higher education. As an academic, I think you are in
an ideal position to give me valuable first-hand information from your own perspective.
The attached participant information sheet contains further details you might want to know.
If you are willing to participate, please suggest a day and time that suits you and I will do my
best to be available. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask. My email
address is: jsar891@aucklanduni.ac.nz.
Thank you.

Best regards,
Joshua Sarpong.

Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.
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Subject: Invitation to participate in my research (SARA)
Dear Senior Academic Research Administrator,
My name is Joshua Sarpong. I am a PhD candidate in the Centre for Learning and Research in
Higher Education (CLeaR), University of Auckland.
I am conducting interviews as part of my research study to explore how a sample of university
administrators and academics at two Auckland institutions (University of Auckland and
Auckland University of Technology) perceive their ability to maintain research autonomy in
an era of marketisation in higher education. As a Senior research academic administrator, I
think you are in an ideal position to give me valuable first-hand information from your own
perspective.
The attached participant information sheet contains further details you might want to know.
If you are willing to participate, please suggest a day and time that suits you and I will do my
best to be available. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask. My email address
is: jsar891@aucklanduni.ac.nz.
Thank you.

Best regards,
Joshua Sarpong.
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.
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Subject: Invitation to participate in my research (JARA)
Dear Junior Academic Research Administrator,
My name is Joshua Sarpong. I am a PhD candidate in the Centre for Learning and Research in
Higher Education (CLeaR), University of Auckland.
I am conducting interviews as part of my research study to explore how a sample of university
administrators and academics at two Auckland institutions (University of Auckland and
Auckland University of Technology) perceive their ability to maintain research autonomy in
an era of marketisation in higher education. As a Junior academic research administrator, I
think you are in an ideal position to give me valuable first-hand information from your own
perspective.
The attached participant information sheet contains further details you might want to know.
If you are willing to participate, please suggest a day and time that suits you and I will do my
best to be available. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask. My email address
is: jsar891@aucklanduni.ac.nz.
Thank you.
Best regards,
Joshua Sarpong.
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 14th
February 2019 for three years. Reference Number 022526.
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Appendix D – Interview questions

ACADEMICS – INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Introduction
In this study, I am researching how the decline in government funding may put pressure on
universities to operate like businesses, and the consequences this may have on autonomy in
the area of research. I am using resource dependence theory to explore the pressures and
responses of universities to the environment they operate within. Again, it focuses on intraorganisational factors to understand how organisations react and interact with their
environment.
Questions
1. In recent times, universities are faced with the contradiction of having less government
funding and the expectation to do more in areas such as publication and research degree
completion (e.g., in NZ, as a prerequisite of getting more PBRF).
Does this affect your role as an academic in any way and, in particular, your ability to do
research?
2. In your discipline, is it expected that academics will develop research-oriented
relationships with industry, public or other institutions, and if so, do you have
opportunities to do this?
3. a. What type or types of research are you encouraged to do, e.g., basic or applied or
elements of both? (Fig 1)
b. Where will you position yourself in the diagram, and why?
4. a. Who defines your research agenda? (Fig 2)
b. What kind of factors influence this choice?
5. a. How important to you is autonomy in research?
b. If important, is there something that you do to protect it?
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6. How is your faculty adjusting itself to the changing dynamics in the higher education
system (e.g., managerialism and marketisation)?
7. Could you please give a metaphor or term you feel describes you best with regards to your
research autonomy?
8. Is there anything you think I should know?

The extent to which you specialise only in basic or applied research or combine these
activities.
Fig 1: Stokes’ Pasteur’s quadrant (1997)

Source: Cantrill (2013)

236

Fig 2: Each corner of the triangle below represents the extreme of one form and a minimum
of the other two. Movement along this continuum is possible in either direction.

University/Faculty

Society
Market/Industry
Government

Individual academics

Fig 2: Adapted from Clark’s (1983) triangle of coordination

Key
•

University/faculty – Institutional or faculty expectation.

•

Market/Industry – Access to external commercial research funding.

•

Government/society – Meeting government or societal needs.

•

Individual academics – Individual choices.
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JUNIOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH ADMINISTRATOR – INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Introduction
In this study, I am researching how the decline in government funding may put pressure on
universities to operate like businesses, and the consequences this may have on autonomy in
the area of research. I am using resource dependence theory to explore the pressures and
responses of universities to the environment they operate within. Again, it focuses on intraorganisational factors to understand how organisations react and interact with their
environment.
Questions
1. In recent times, universities are faced with the contradiction of having less
government funding and the expectation to do more in such areas as publication and
research degree completion (e.g., in NZ, as a pre-requisite of getting more PBRF).
Are there ways this affect your faculty’s ability to do research?
2. In what ways does the work of your office support individual academics to do
research?
3. a. How is the research agenda of the faculty defined? (Fig 1)
b. What kind of factors influence this choice?
4. a. Are academics in this faculty encouraged to develop research-oriented relationships
with industry, public or other institutions?
b. What type or types of research are academics in this faculty encouraged to do, e.g.,
basic or applied or elements of both? (Fig 2)
5. a. Do you perceive this as influencing the research autonomy of the academics in this
faculty?
b. If so, how do you support your academics to maintain their research autonomy?
6. How is your faculty adjusting itself to the changing dynamics in the higher education
system? (e.g., managerialism and marketisation?)
7. Could you please give a metaphor or term you feel describes your faculty best with
regards to its research autonomy?
8. Is there anything you think I should know?
The extent to which academics in this faculty specialise only in basic or applied research or
combine these activities.
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Fig 1: Stokes’ Pasteur’s quadrant (1997)

Source: Cantrill (2013)
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Fig 2: Each corner of the triangle below represents the extreme of one form and a minimum
of the other two. Movement along this continuum is possible in either direction.

University

Market/Industry

Individual academics

Fig 2: Adapted from Clark’s (1983) triangle of coordination

Key

•

University: institutional expectation.

•

Market/Industry: access to external commercial research funding.

•

Individual academics: Individual choices.

SENIOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH ADMINISTRATOR – INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Introduction
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In this study, I am researching how the decline in government funding may put pressure on
universities to operate like businesses, and the consequences this may have on autonomy in the
area of research. I am using resource dependence theory to explore the pressures and responses
of universities to the environment they operate within. Again, it focuses on intra-organisational
factors to understand how organisations react and interact with their environment.
Questions
1. In recent times, universities are faced with the contradiction of having less government
funding and the expectation to do more in areas such as publication and research degree
completion (e.g., in NZ, as a prerequisite of getting more PBRF).
Are there ways this affects the university’s ability to do research?
2. a. Does the university take into account that certain faculties have more research
funding than others?
b. If yes, does the university have an explicit strategy to encourage research in the less
funded faculties?
3. In what ways does your office work with faculties to achieve the research goals of the
university?
4. How does the work of your office support individual academics to do research?
5. a. Are academics in this university encouraged to develop research-oriented
relationships with industry, public or other institutions?
b. What type or types of research are academics in this university encouraged to do,
e.g., basic or applied or elements of both? (Fig 1)
6. a. How is the research agenda of the university defined? (Fig 2) – the state,
market/industry, the university or individual academics?
b. What kind of factors influence the choice?
7. a. Do you perceive this as influencing the research autonomy of academics in this
university?
b. If so, how do you support your academics to maintain their research autonomy?
8 How is your university adjusting itself to the changing dynamics in the higher education
system? (e.g., managerialism and marketisation?)
9. Could you please give a metaphor or term you feel describes you best with regards to
your research autonomy?
10. Is there anything you think I should know?
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The extent to which academics in this university specialise only in basic or applied research
or combine these activities.
Fig 1: Stokes’ Pasteur’s quadrant (1997)

Source: Cantrill (2013)

Each corner of the triangle below represents the extreme of one form and a minimum of the
other two. Movement along this continuum is possible in either direction.
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State

Market/Industry

University/Individual academics

Fig 2: Adapted from Clark’s (1983) triangle of coordination
Key

•

State – Expectation from the state.

•

Market/Industry – Access to external commercial research funding.

•

University/Individual academics – Institutional or individual academics’ choices.

Appendix E – A case of academic freedom in NZ
OPEN LETTER
UNDER EMBARGO UNTIL 6:00AM MONDAY 26 NOVEMBER 2018
The Right Honourable Jacinda Ardern
Prime Minister of New Zealand
Parliament Buildings
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Wellington 6160
via email: jacinda.ardern@parliament.govt.nz
cc: The Right Honourable Winston Peters
Deputy Prime Minister & Foreign Minister
w.peters@ministers.govt.nz
26 November 2018
Dear Prime Minister,
As New Zealand academics, researchers and human rights advocates, we have been shocked
and disturbed by the reports of intimidation and harassment suffered by Professor AnneMarie Brady of Canterbury University. According to news reports, she has been repeatedly
burgled and her car tampered with, starting from December 2017. Reports have suggested
that these events are related to her high-profile academic work on overseas influence
campaigns by the government of the People’s Republic of China.
Attempts to intimidate and harass one academic in New Zealand have implications for the
freedoms of all the others – and indeed, for the freedoms of all who live here, including
migrant communities and tangata whenua. Freedom of expression and academic freedom are
taken for granted in New Zealand, as givens upon which our social and political norms are
based. Threats to these freedoms should not be taken lightly. In these uncertain times, these
are principles to hold to and are not to be traded away.
We note that universities in New Zealand are legally obliged to act as “critic and conscience
of society” (Education Act, 1989). For that obligation to be fulfilled, academics must be able
to work without fear. As such, we echo the recent calls by Professors of Chinese history and
literature Geremie Barmé and John Minford for the New Zealand authorities to take the
threats against Professor Brady more seriously, in consideration of their implications for all
New Zealanders.
We reject any attempt to blame or scapegoat whole ethnic communities in New Zealand for
threats to academic freedoms and urge the government to be transparent in the outcome of
any investigation in order to help prevent this.
We also urge Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern to make a clear statement in defence of
academic freedom in New Zealand in light of the Brady case and to be very clear that any
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intimidation and threats aimed at silencing academic voices in this country will not be
tolerated.
Yours sincerely,

Tony Blackett, Executive Director, Amnesty International New Zealand
Anne-Marie Brook, Co-founder, Human Rights Measurement Initiative (Motu Economic and
Public Policy Research)
New Zealand Alternative
Dr Julienne Molineaux, Auckland University of Technology
Dr Kate Nicholls, School of Social Sciences and Public Policy, Auckland University of
Technology
Associate Professor Jane Verbitsky, School of Social Sciences and Public Policy, Auckland
University of Technology
Dr Cristina Parra, School of Social Sciences and Public Policy, Auckland University of
Technology
Dr Antje Deckert, School of Social Sciences and Public Policy, Auckland University of
Technology
Dr Carol Neill, School of Social Sciences and Public Policy, Auckland University of
Technology
Dr Kirsten Hanna, School of Social Sciences and Public Policy, Auckland University of
Technology
Dr David Hall, Senior Researcher, The Policy Observatory, Auckland University of
Technology
Professor of Law Kate Diesfeld, Auckland University of Technology
Associate Professor Ineke Crezee, School of Language and Culture, Auckland University of
Technology
Dr Pat Strauss, School of Language and Culture, Auckland University of Technology
Associate Professor Nicola Gaston, Department of Physics, University of Auckland
Kate Hannah, Research Fellow, University of Auckland/PhD Candidate, Science and Society
Centre, VUW
Dr Matheson Russell, Senior Lecturer in Philosophy, University of Auckland
Dr Barbara Grant, Associate Professor, Higher Education, Faculty of Education and Social
Work, University of Auckland
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Dr Lindsey Te Ata o Tu MacDonald, Department of Political Science and International
Relations, University of Canterbury
Professor Jack Heinemann, School of Biological Sciences, University of Canterbury
Dr Jarrod Gilbert, Department of Sociology and Anthropology, University of Canterbury
Robert Patman, Professor of International Relations, Department of Politics, University of
Otago
Professor Jack Vowles, Professor of Comparative Politics, Victoria University of Wellington
Professor Tahu Kukutai, University of Waikato
Dr Reuben Steff, School of Social Studies, University of Waikato
Nicky Hager, Author
Dr Paul G Buchanan, IGIS Reference Group member, 36th Parallel
Dr Christopher Fung, Director Native American and Indigenous Studies, and Senior Lecturer
in Anthropology, University of Massachusetts Boston
Tze Ming Mok, PhD Candidate, Department of Social Policy, London School of Economics
and Political Science
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