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A Business and Management School for Keele 
 

Executive Summary 
 
This document proposes an alternative to the proposals in the consultation paper issued 
by the University on December 7th. The School’s plan proposes: 
 
• a cohesive unified school driven by common purpose and shared organisational 

culture offering a modern cross-functional business education that is at the leading 
edge in business  and management school developments; 

• a low-risk financial strategy which, until new income streams have taken root, 
maintains the existing income stream for SEMS and other Schools; this contrasts 
with the high risk strategy employed in the Consultation Paper which cannot estimate 
income streams from new programmes and loss of income from discarded ones; 

• a strategy for transition that retains existing income streams, maintains student 
confidence in existing courses, safeguards recruitment both to this School, and to 
other Schools whose subjects combine with SEMS subjects in the Keele dual 
honours structure, and maintains Keele’s reputation in the outside world; 

• to build on existing strengths to consolidate scarce resources and avoid any wasteful 
and unnecessary expenditure premised on uncertain returns; 

• a business plan that takes account of current recruitment difficulties, and which 
estimates income and expenditure for the new configuration of courses based on 
realistic assumptions about projected student numbers; 

• a broad-based interdisciplinary curriculum in the Keele tradition with a ‘common core’ 
first-year undergraduate programme, with six ‘pathways’ and two professional single 
honours streams; a wide range of elective modules and a flexible degree structure 
consistent with current University proposals for academic shape and curriculum 
reform; 

• keeping most existing dual honours combinations in order to make the School 
compatible with the rest of the University and protect other courses and income; 

• revitalising the postgraduate programme structure, but keeping the existing 
programme until any new one has taken off, thus potentially leading to a  substantial 
increase in income; 

• the use of the savings made through a voluntary redundancy and early retirement 
scheme to invest  £450k in up to seven posts in Accounting and Finance (5), and 
Management Information Systems/Operations Management (2) funded by known 
staff departures through retirements, resignations and the end of short-term 
contracts over the next three years; further resignations will allow for further 
investment in new staff as student recruitment increases; 

• the proper use of a full, fair and open assessment of staff teaching and research 
capabilities with appropriate re-deployments across the School; 

• a substantial advertising budget held at School level to recruit onto postgraduate and 
post-experience programmes; 

• the safeguarding of those courses that provide access to Keele for atypical students 
in line with Keele’s widening participation policy; 

• the encouragement of research and research students in those areas deemed to 
enhance Keele’s reputation as a University with distinctive features in line with Keele 
policy and the RAE submission. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The aim of this plan is to provide a secure basis on which we can go forward into the 
next decade and also prove our financial viability. We provide some background to the 
proposals in this plan which includes a brief consideration of the proposals that have 
come out of the review process over the last year. We then set out a vision for a 
Management School at Keele and the course structure that follows. We consider the 
market for the course portfolio we propose and the staffing requirements. We then 
produce some financial projections under different recruitment scenarios.  The emphasis 
in this paper is on what we as a School believe is a positive and sensible way forward. A 
set of appendices flesh out the detail of courses and staffing requirements and include a 
detailed critique of the Consultation Paper presented to Council on 6 December  2007. 
We believe the main body of this paper stands on its own, but we recognise that we also 
need to explain why we believe the way forward proposed in the Consultation Paper is 
not viable. 
 
2. Background  
SEMS was formed as part of the Keele2006 reorganisation, the major features of which 
were the amalgamation into Schools of the teaching functions of groups of departments 
and into Research Institutes of the research activities of the academic staff. SEMS was 
constructed from the amalgamation of the three former Departments of Economics, 
Management, and Human Resource Management and Industrial Relations (HRM/IR). 
SEMS staff became members of the Research Institute for Public Policy and 
Management together with the staff of CHPM. The latter’s postgraduate taught courses 
were however, ‘owned’ by the School. 
 
The Head of School was appointed in August 2005 and the Senior School Manager in 
October 2005 and her deputy early in 2006. A Director of Learning and Teaching was 
also in post by January 2006. To facilitate development of the School, the former 
Department of Management reorganised to split itself into three groups: Organisation, 
Marketing and Accounting. An Operations Board was established to coordinate the 
activities of the five groups in the School.  Three new staff in Marketing were appointed 
(a professor was recruited in the following autumn) as well as a new lecturer in 
Accounting.  An unsuccessful attempt was made to hire a chair in Accounting. Staff were 
hired in HRM and Economics to reflect the prior growth in postgraduate programmes in 
HRM and Finance respectively. 
 
By the beginning of the second academic year of the School’s existence, the dispersed 
support staff had been moved into a purpose-designed School Office which gave a 
major impetus to School integration. Budgetary control of non-pay expenditure had been 
achieved, and there had been a substantial reduction in sessional teaching expenditure. 
During the second year of SEMS’s existence, moves were made to reduce duplication of 
modules, given further impetus by the Review of the School led by Professor Purcell 
(see below), so that an increasing number of first year modules were taken by a much 
larger proportion of the School as part of the different programmes. Aware of problems 
of student recruitment, the School’s response was to propose, on the basis of known 
demand,  new postgraduate programmes in Public Policy, in Management/International 
Business, in Actuarial Sciences (with the School of Computing and Mathematics), for a 
post experience certificate in leadership and management, and with CHPM, a Master’s 
in Clinical Leadership. Governance of the School was reorganised: the Operations 
Board was discontinued and replaced by separate postgraduate and undergraduate 
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course directors’ committees, chaired by the Head of School. These administrative 
changes are consistent with the Purcell proposals in the Consultation Paper. By the 
beginning of its third year of existence, the School was becoming increasingly integrated 
and held a very successful Away Day which generated a number of proposals for new 
programmes to be owned by the School. The harmonisation of quality assurance 
procedures was completed with a much greater appreciation of what was required than 
had been observed by the Internal Quality Audit in March 2007, most of whose 
recommendations have now been acted upon. Finally, we are successfully pursuing 
recognition with various professional bodies of our various courses, or parts thereof, so 
that students can gain the maximum number of exemptions from their professional 
examinations. 
 
Business at Keele (which includes Marketing and HRM) is ranked 29 in the Times Good 
University Guide, Economics, 36 , and Accounting 45, compared to Keele University’s 
overall ranking of 54. 
  
3. The Purcell Review 
In July 2006 the University instituted a review of the School by three senior members 
(including a Dean) of three different business/management schools: Manchester, 
Bradford and Bath. The main terms of reference for the Review panel were: 
 
• To consider the most appropriate Name and Brand focus for the School; 

• To identify the key elements of a strategic plan for the School and a time-line for 
its delivery; 

• To make recommendations for the development of the School's internal 
organisation in order to generate increased organisational effectiveness in the 
context of Keele 2006; and to give consideration to the question of how to move 
to both a more integrated and more focused structure without losing the sub 
brands where these are strong; 

• To make recommendations as to appropriate developments in undergraduate 
and postgraduate courses; 

• To assess appropriate staffing levels needed in order to deliver the highest 
quality undergraduate, postgraduate and CPD programmes as well as for the 
development of appropriate enterprise related activity. 

At the time the review was instigated, there were no problems with finances or student 
recruitment. The School cost about £2.7m in staff and non-staff costs and brought in 
around £6m in student-fee income, with half coming from non-EU sources. However, by 
the time the Review took place, there had been a drop in recruitment to SEMS’s 
programmes, especially at undergraduate level, though it is important to note that 
recruitment dropped similarly across the range of social science programmes at Keele.  
This ‘Keele’ effect, partly attributed to the fall in the University’s position in the league 
tables, has been and continues to be the subject of much discussion and market 
research.   
  
The Purcell review explicitly excluded research and the CHPM. Its main  conclusions 
were that: 
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• the School should create courses to which all its members contributed so that 
ownership of the courses would be School-wide, rather than based on the old 
departmental groupings; 

• that  the professoriate should play a greater role in mentoring career young 
staff, in leading the groups and in acting as directors of postgraduate and 
undergraduate programmes; 

• Economics should remain within the School, concluding that:  
the essential point here is that economics has to be taught in both generalist 
(applied) and specialist (more theory based) management programmes.  Our 
preference would be to keep economists together within the School but to 
ensure that staff, especially senior staff, play a full part in the running of 
integrative programmes; 

• impressions on staff quality were generally favourable.  In particular we found 
the young career staff engaged and with a strong sense of what is needed to 
pursue a successful career in management education; 

• the HRM/IR group’s ability to keep student numbers relatively buoyant, 
compared to other management subjects, is a testament to their energy and 
determination to survive in a hostile environment; 

• the successful marketing and management of these degree programmes 
requires investment in dedicated support staff to cover marketing, student 
admissions and selection, careers, alumni relations, quality assurance and 
examinations and programme administrators.  This may well involve the 
devolution of some responsibilities from the centre including the setting of 
prices subject to faculty or university approval.  The key need is for 
responsibility to be vested in the School as far as possible so that the School 
is held responsible for the achievement of its goals and targets set by the 
Faculty and the centre and the management of its budget. 

 
 
The Head of SEMS was asked for a School response to the Review before the 
University’s senior management made its own response. The School duly responded, 
welcoming the Review and broadly endorsing its conclusions. However, we pointed out 
that while we were happy to follow its recommendations, doing this would require 
changes that would have to be sanctioned by senior management as they contradicted 
current policy. From 8 May 2007 when the School response was submitted to the Vice-
Chancellor’s Office until  6 December, when the Consultation Paper on the Future of 
SEMS was approved by Council, there was no further official consultation with the 
School as to future strategy. 
 
4. The Consultation Paper 2

 
The Consultation Paper contains many of the Purcell report’s proposals. The central 
course structure for a set of single honours pathways is one which we already accepted 
as part of our response to Purcell. We adopt this proposal as part of the plan we lay out 
below. However, the Consultation Paper departs radically from Purcell in advocating the 

                                                      
2 The Consultation Paper is subjected to a detailed critique in Appendix 2 of this 
document. A number of factual errors and misrepresentations in the consultation paper 
and its appendix are listed there also.  
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closure of Economics as a subject and in reducing the School’s dual honours offering to 
a single Business Studies Principal.  
 
While accepting the integrationist objectives of the proposed course structure, there are 
two central flaws in the Consultation Paper which make its proposals unviable. The first 
is its proposed course structure which is at odds with the Vice-Chancellor’s paper on 
Academic Shape approved by Senate in November, as it proposes  dispensing with all 
the current principal subjects.  
 
The second flaw in the consultation paper concerns the transition from the existing 
programmes to the new ones. Section 7, titled ‘Costs Analysis’, contains a back-of-the-
envelope calculation about the savings and subsequent surpluses that will be generated 
from making half the School staff redundant. However the key phrase in this paragraph 
is all else being equal. There are two issues here. No allowance is made for the lead-in 
time of new courses or the reduced income from existing courses once it becomes public 
that they will be discontinued. Using the data on recruitment in the Academic Shape 
paper, Keele’s intake could drop by 30% in 2009 and by anything up to that figure in  
2008 because of the uncertainty caused by the proposals, The paper does not even 
attempt to project student recruitment onto the new ‘products’ and indeed admits it is 
unable to do so providing no evidence therefore that the new courses will more than 
compensate for these losses.  There is no financial plan and there is no risk analysis. 
This plan addresses these two central flaws. 
 
5. A Vision for a Management School at Keele 
 
Keele has built a significant reputation in economics, human resource management and 
management over the past two decades. Economics has built a reputation in theoretical 
and applied microeconomics, and now increasingly in financial and monetary economics, 
with a core emphasis on public policy. The HRM/IR Group has developed an 
international reputation in research- and practice-led teaching which combines the 
traditional areas of industrial relations with the newer areas of human resource 
management, and has also developed courses which encourage widening participation, 
especially from women and minority groups. The other groupings formed out of the 
former Department of Management have built a significant reputation with a distinctive 
approach to the analysis of management problems which challenged mainstream 
business and management education while ensuring students have a clear 
understanding of what is being challenged and critiqued.  
 
The School is uniquely positioned to deliver a modern cross-functional business 
education that is both financially viable and academically robust.  
 
In the same way that Keele has, since its foundation, been closely allied to 
unconventional and forward-looking approaches to higher education, management 
education at Keele has proved to be at the cutting edge of changes taking place across 
UK business and management schools. At the heart of our vision is a cross-functional 
approach to management education based on a sound foundation in the social sciences, 
including economics, a well-rounded and in-depth training in business management 
practices, and employee policies and relations. As business and management education 
develops, we believe the market for academically strong courses will expand greatly, 
both at undergraduate and postgraduate levels, drawing in more and more students who 
have traditionally read other subjects. 
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Leading business and management schools3 have also turned to offering similar 
curricula that prepare their students for the complexities and ambiguities of today's 
corporate world. At the heart of these changes lies the recognition that anybody 
operating in a modern business is faced with a blurring of boundaries between business 
functions, and that socio-cultural awareness of employees is becoming a key success 
factor (e.g. global and local; corporate social responsibility and corporate financial gain). 
Our mission is thus to develop graduates who can bring multiple perspectives to their 
understanding of the business environment, and hence to their analysis of particular 
business problems. It involves expert practitioners in course design and delivery, takes a 
pro-active approach to student placements, and gives prominence to a research-led and 
project driven teaching and learning. As Professor Hugh Wilmott, a leading management 
researcher, member of the RAE Business and Management panel and a former external 
examiner at Keele) observes in his response to the proposals in the Consultation Paper 
(see Appendix 2): 

In the present (contingent) context, there may be a much stronger (business) 
case for promoting and strengthening the distinctiveness of what Keele currently 
offers instead regressing to the mean of a standardised offer based upon  a very 
conservative and arguably dated model of business education. 

What we propose in this paper is consistent with this forward-looking view. 
 
 
Significantly, this cross-functional and socio-cultural approach to management education 
is consistent both with existing staff skills (with a large proportion showing experience of 
more than one business function as well as cross-disciplinary research approaches) and 
the interdisciplinary ethos of Keele. Such an approach encourages multidisciplinary team 
teaching on individual modules and groups of multidisciplinary staff (rather than subject 
groups) being responsible for particular programmes. It is therefore the approach most 
likely to consolidate what used to be three distinct departments into a single School of 
Management that is driven by common purpose and shared organisational culture.  
 
Such a School is able to take its place in the wider Faculty and University, offering its 
skills to other courses and its courses in conjunction with others across the institution as 
part of the University dual honours framework. For example, we want to make a feature 
of the links between business education and IT which already exist in some of our 
postgraduate offering, but also at the undergraduate level with our cross faculty 
Information Technology and Management for Business programme currently funded by 
the e-Skills Council. This links closely with the need to build our expertise in 
Management Information Systems and Operations Management. In line with an overall 
vision of a social-science-based management school, we already contribute research 
methodology modules to the M. Res. programme  and could further team up with other 
parts of the Faculty to offer modules in business history and the history of commerce and 
trade; corporate governance and crime; corporate social responsibility and 
environmental sustainability; and different aspects of globalisation. 
 
 

                                                      
3 Bath, Essex, Exeter, Glasgow, Lancaster, Leicester, Liverpool, Oxford, Queen Mary’s College, 
Royal Holloway, and York are but 11 examples of such a trend. 
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6. A Flexible Course Structure for an Ever-Changing Market 
 
We believe that those broad proposals contained in the Purcell report and repeated in 
the Consultation Paper should be pursued. In particular, we support the idea of a 
common first year course for undergraduate students with specialist ‘single honours’ 
pathways, and a common core of modules for postgraduate students with specialist 
pathways. We propose four additional undergraduate pathways to those suggested in 
the Consultation Paper proposals: Management, Business Economics, Economics and 
Finance and Actuarial Sciences. With the appropriate political will, we believe it will be 
possible to get these programmes operational by September 2009. This will however 
mean ‘fast-tracking’ the quality assurance process so that advertising the new 
programmes can begin as they are being put together. We believe this portfolio of 
programmes will prove attractive, especially to the non-EU market, where our recent 
decline in recruitment has had the most adverse effect on School income. 
 
The second part of our strategy is to continue to offer our dual honours principal subjects 
and our current postgraduate programmes.   
 
At the undergraduate level, the reason for this is that announcing their closure now will 
affect recruitment for 2008, not just to this School but to other Schools that offer subjects 
in combination with ours, at a substantial financial cost to the University as a whole. We 
believe retaining our dual honours offering is consistent with the reaffirmation by the 
University of its niche market in dual honours.  
 
At the postgraduate level, we believe that given the size of the School, and the current 
difficulties faced by the University as a whole, our postgraduate courses are still 
recruiting well.  We propose that we are given a substantial marketing budget to pursue 
the effective marketing of our postgraduate and post-experience courses.  We believe 
that the former departments recruited more successfully when they had control of 
advertising expenditure and that this should be even more true now we are a School of a 
viable size. 
 
However, we do not propose keeping everything as it is. Several simple and effective 
changes can be made almost immediately.  
 
At the undergraduate level, we propose that the Business Administration principal 
course is retitled ‘Management’ to reflect the outmoded title of our traditional offering, 
that we discontinue the Management Science principal course and that we offer some if 
not all its specialist modules as electives to Management, Economics and Finance 
students. We further propose that Accounting becomes a principal dual honours subject 
which can be taken with other principal subjects both inside and outside the School. The 
modules already exist as part of the Accounting and Finance single honours so 
establishing this programme is straight-forward and will give prospective student the 
option of combining a professional option. We add a new programme in Actuarial 
Sciences. This is a professional subject which is gaining in importance. Not many 
institutions have such a course, but Keele is well placed to deliver it since it combines 
Finance and Mathematics and the course will help boost numbers in both Schools. Work 
on this programme is well advanced and discussion about accreditation have already 
begun with the Institute of Actuaries. 
 

 9



At the postgraduate level, we propose that we proceed with a portfolio of post-
experience programmes headed by two flagship programmes: a relaunched full-time 
MBA and a new Masters in Public Policy geared towards the public sector.  
 
For the MBA, it is now crucial that we obtain AMBA accreditation.  For this to happen the 
Education and the Health Executive MBAs would have to be retitled or integrated into 
the part-time programme, something for which we have been pressing consistently 
during the last 10 years.  We propose integrating the Health Executive programme into 
the part-time MBA and that the University retitles the Education MBA before the 
September intake in order to avoid further accreditation delay. 
 
The second step required for accreditation is to restore our level of recruitment to its 
previous levels. First, we must return the fee to its previous level in the expectation that 
we recruit the more than 20 students necessary to gain AMBA accreditation, after which 
we can start raising it again. With accreditation we should be able to recruit around 40 
students to the programme. This would put us in the third quartile of recruitment levels 
for business schools in the UK.4 Until this year we regularly recruited between 25 and 60 
students to the programme. Were we to reach 60 we would be in the second quartile. 
Secondly, we must retake charge of marketing and recruitment. Thirdly, we must make 
better use of our international links. For example, our collaboration with the Instituut voor 
Management & Bedrijfskunde in the Netherlands will be ten years old this year and we 
will use this anniversary as a marketing tool both in the UK and Netherlands. We further 
propose to further this collaboration by establishing an innovation ‘think tank’ using part-
time MBA students working at the forefront of their particular industries and linking up 
with enterprises in the Innovation Centres on the Keele campus.  A twice-yearly meeting, 
one in Holland one at Keele discussing what is going on in business, sharing ideas and 
providing Keele with the opportunity of using this information to inform the curriculum.   
 

Table 1: Business Suite of Single Honours Pathways: Structure 
 
Pathway 
 

Management/ 
International 
Business 

HRM Marketing Economics 
and Finance/ 
Business 
Economics 
 

Accounting 
and Finance/ 
Actuarial 
Sciences 

Level 1 Five modules common to all first year students from each of the above subjects plus three 
electives which must include the pre-requisite modules for further study in the relevant pathway 

Pre-requisite 
modules for 
Level 2 

International 
Business 

Economic 
Structure, Labour 
Markets and 
Employment 

 Modules in Business Statistics, 
Economics, Financial Institutions and 
Cost Accounting 

Level 2 4 core and 4 
elective modules, 
at least 1 from 
elsewhere in the 
School 

4 core and 4 
electives, at 
least 1 from 
elsewhere in 
the School 

4 core and 4 
electives, at least 
1 from elsewhere 
in the School 

6 core and 2 
electives 

6 core and 2 
electives 

Level 3 4 core and 4 
elective modules, 
at least 1 from 
elsewhere in the 
School 

4 core and 4 
electives, at 
least 1 from 
elsewhere in 
the School 

4 core and 4 
electives, at least 
1 from elsewhere 
in the School 

6 core and 2 
electives 

6 core and 2 
electives 

                                                      
4 Association of Business Schools survey 2007  
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Table 1 shows the proposed structure of the School’s undergraduate single honours 
programme.  Here we propose both a Management and an International Business 
pathway with the latter beginning at Level 3. We believe that just to offer ‘International 
Business’ may be too restrictive and that having a generic Management programme 
would keep our offering open to the main market. Secondly, we propose an Economics 
pathway comprising Business Economics, which currently exists, and Economics and 
Finance, a popular combination which we think is more attractive to the market than a 
standard Economics single honours. The proposed structure has a common core of 
modules for all students in the first year. In each of the subsequent years, each pathway 
requires students to take at least one module from another pathway. 
 

Table 2: Business Suite of Dual Honours Courses: Structure 
 
Pathway 

 

 

Management HRM Marketing Economics  Finance Accounting 

Level 1 Five modules common to all first year students from each of the above subjects plus three 
electives which must include the pre-requisite modules for further study in the relevant pathway 

Pre-requisite 
modules for 
Level 2 

1 1  3 3 4 

Level 2 3 core and 1 
elective 
modules; 

2 core and 
2 electives; 

2 core and 2 
electives; 

3 core and 1 
elective 

3 core and 
1 elective 

3 core and 1 
electives 

Level 3 2 core and 2 
electives, or a 
30 credit 
dissertation 
module 

2 core and 
2 electives, 
or a 30 
credit 
dissertation 
module 

2 core and 2 
electives, or 
a 30 credit 
dissertation 
module 

2 core and 2 
electives, or a 
30 credit 
dissertation 
module 

2 core and 
2 electives, 
or a 30 
credit 
dissertation 
module 

2 core and 2 
electives, or a 
30 credit 
dissertation 
module 

Table 2 shows the structure of the proposed dual honours programme. We propose 
offering six pathways which can be combined as at present in the Dual Honours 
structure, with the exception of within School combinations which are removed in favour 
of the single honours pathways. In other words, Dual Honours students would always 
take a School principal with one from outside the School. Appendix 1 puts flesh on these 
outline structures by detailing the modules. Many of these are existing modules and very 
few new ones need to be offered. The main advantage of both single and dual honours 
course structures is that they can be effected very quickly in line with both the university 
position on the Academic Shape of Keele and the proposed new degree structure.  
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Table 3: Postgraduate pre and post experience programmes 
 
Pathway 
 

Management/ 
International 
Business 
MA/MSc 

HRM 
MA 

Marketing 
MA 

Finance and 
Management/
IT 
MSc 

MBA Certificates 
in 
Leadership& 
Management 
and IR/HRM 

Semester 1 2 Common Modules 2  common modules 
Pre-requisite 
modules for 
Semester 2 

2 2 2 2 2 

Semester 2 4 4 4 4 MBA 
4 modules 

MBA 
(Health) 

 

4 mods 

 

 Dissertation/Methodology Modules Portfolio (L&M) 

 
Table 3 shows the structure for postgraduate programmes. These programmes will 
include a research dissertation, and methodology modules and the Management and 
International Business programmes would commit to attracting AMBA's PEMM (Pre-
experience Master in general management, and ESRC accreditation for these courses 
as well as exemptions from professional examinations where appropriate. 
 
The Certificate in Leadership and Management offers the opportunity to market its 
modules, or parts of them, separately as stand-alone continuing professional 
development (CPD) courses and to construct tailor-made modules for specific business 
based on them. We believe there is considerable local potential for CPD, especially in 
the area of leadership, in the local public sector and also in the voluntary sector. We 
already have a number of staff with CPD experience and could add to these by hiring 
part-time  staff with similar experience.  Having a suite of post-experience courses allows 
progression from individual Certificate modules to Master’s courses through the full 
Certificate, thus offering the possibility of widening access to higher education for groups 
of people at junior management level who might otherwise have missed out. The same 
applies to the Industrial Relations Certificate. Both of these certificates are now being 
integrated into projects of the Lifelong Learning Network as a vehicle for widening 
access. 
 
 
7. The Market for our Courses 
 
According to Universities UK, in the ten years to 2005/6 the numbers of students taking 
the subjects we offer nationally has risen rapidly, almost doubling in Marketing and 
Finance and increasing by 60% and 43% in HRM and Economics respectively.  We have 
responded to these increases in demand by entering the fast growing subject areas, but 
we have not succeeded in getting our share of that market growth. This may have to do 
with the way we market our courses, and we need to pay serious attention to this aspect 
of our work creating closer relationships with schools who have sent us our best 
students. 
 
The recent decline in recruitment at undergraduate level has to be seen against the 
backdrop of rapid expansion to 2005. Much of that expansion came with the growth of 
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overseas student numbers. By 2005 half of the School’s income came from overseas 
students. We are increasingly asked to provide the possibility of top-up degrees to 
overseas students are we are now entering into agreements with quality providers to 
take these students both from Asia and Europe. 
 
Diversification into new areas has been the key to increasing recruitment levels. Since 
1996/7 the constituent parts of the School have developed two new single honours 
undergraduate degrees, Business Economics, and Accounting and Finance, and one 
new principal subject, Marketing; new postgraduate courses in Human Resource 
Management, Finance and Management, Finance and IT, and Management and IT have 
been developed and have recruited well.  Since the School’s inception we have been 
looking to expand this portfolio. 
 
Our relatively new courses have gone to external assessors and have been approved by 
them. These and pre-existing courses have been examined by external examiners from 
highly reputable management and economics schools and have been praised for their 
content and for students’ achievement. We have some work to do with our students to 
translate this into a better return from the National Student Survey, but we do not believe 
our programmes, which recruited so well in 2004 and 2005, lie at the root of the recent 
decline in recruitment.  
 
We are indeed proud of the quality of our programmes attested to by external examiners. 
For example, we have this endorsement from a Business Administration external:  

‘The work I received was carried out to a high standard, the marking was fair and 
thorough. The department gives its students a sound education and covers many 
of the essentials for a management degree. It is especially strong in its qualitative 
work and the students seem to enjoy this aspect of the programme.’  

 
We believe that the courses we propose will attract students, as they have in the past, 
with appropriate marketing and the greater involvement of our academic staff in 
recruitment nationally and internationally. 

 
 
8. Staffing and Groups 
 
(a) Staffing 
We have a well-qualified, flexible group of staff, most of whom have had to take on new 
modules, or have developed new modules on a regular basis. It is therefore important 
not to assume from a snapshot of what staff teach now, as the Consultation Paper has 
done, that it is the only thing they can teach. It also cannot be assumed that staff can 
only teach in their area of research. If that were the case, very little teaching would get 
done.  
 
Staff have demonstrated their flexibility by initiating new programmes within, or 
tangential to, their subject disciplines. In 1997, the former Economics Department 
introduced the Finance principal and in 2003 the Finance-plus postgraduate courses into 
its portfolio of programmes. The economists also teach the more mathematical and 
quantitative end of management theory as part of the Management Science degree, out 
of which developed the Business Administration degrees. Equally, it was the Centre for 
Industrial Relations that set up the HRM Department and now teaches predominantly 
HRM undergraduate and postgraduate degree courses, which again have been praised 
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by external examiners. Indeed the Consultation Paper itself notes that these are HRM 
degrees. The HRM group have also developed close relations with the CIPD and many 
graduates from Keele have gone into personnel jobs. The former Management 
Department developed the Marketing principal course introduced in 2005 and the 
Masters in Marketing in 2006, and in collaboration with Economics, the single honours 
Accounting and Finance programme in 2006. There is no lack of creativity in the School 
and in spite of the disincentives to do so, considerable willingness to help develop new 
programmes. 
 
We come now to the issue of whether or not the distribution of staff across disciplines 
matches requirements. This is an ongoing issue for any school, but is particularly 
pertinent to a fluctuating demand for management courses. The School had begun to 
address this issue by replacing some vacancies in adequately staffed areas by new 
appointments in understaffed areas. Thus the Marketing group was increased from four 
to seven staff; the HRM group increased in size to satisfy the requirements of its large 
postgraduate programmes; and the Accounting group would now  have increased from 
three to five had we succeeded in recruiting a chair and retaining staff. 
 
It is clear that this redistribution remains at the margin and, as yet, has been insufficient 
to gain a match between requirements and supply. More Accounting staff are urgently 
required: a chair and a lectureship is the minimum requirement to service the existing 
undergraduate programme as its first cohort enters its third year in September 2008, with 
a further appointment required during 2008-9. There are staff in both Organisation and 
Economics with experience of training and/or teaching in Accounting, and their services 
will need to be employed to help service Accounting teaching. 
 
As the undergraduate and postgraduate Marketing courses grow, more staff will be 
required. Again, there are staff in Organisation with practical and teaching experience in 
this area that can be partially or completely transferred to the Marketing group. There are 
staff within Organisation whose research is on work and employment and who can teach 
HRM. As the Purcell review noted, some business schools have combined the 
Organisation and HRM groups into one. We propose to reorganise the two existing 
groups into one entitled Organisation and Work (broadly HRM) and another entitled 
Strategy and Operations, both of which will cater for the core areas essential to any 
provision of management courses. Staff who currently teach Management Science will 
be able to offer some of the modules that cover operations management to the 
Management students. 
 
 
(b) School Groups 
 
We take the view that a unified School offering a cross-functional business education 
does not easily divide into well defined groups.  Management accountants belong as 
much to Organisation as they do to Accounting.  Finance straddles both economics and 
management subjects. Marketing cuts across economics, organisation and strategy.  
The logic of a unified School with course structures that have contributions from across 
the School is not to have groups but simply course teams which cut across all or most 
groups.  Table 4 therefore suggests the areas in which appointments will need to be 
made and should not necessarily assume that these are fixed groups. 
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The actual distribution of staff will depend on future student numbers and the number of 
modules that need to be taught to deliver the programmes. Perusal of the Times Good 
University Guide suggests a high positive correlation between staff-student ratios and 
position in the league tables. Indeed having a relatively low staff-student ratio could be 
very positive for marketing our courses. The median staff student ratio is 18.1:1 and 
Keele shares that exact ratio with Staffordshire, Glasgow Caledonian, and Brighton. Of 
the top 50 universities only seven universities have ratios higher than Keele, of which the 
highest is 20.3 at Durham. We therefore work with a ratio of 20:1 as the target. 
 
Current FTEs stand at approximately 720. By maintaining most of our existing 
programmes and generating new FTEs from new programmes, we aim to increase these 
FTEs over four years to a steady state of around 1200 FTEs by 2011/12 requiring 55 
FTE staff. The total number of undergraduate modules at steady state on the proposed 
suite of programmes is 95, and on postgraduate pre-experience programmes, 36. Table 
4 suggests a likely distribution of staff at steady state based on the 1:20 staff-student 
ratio. 
 
 
Table 4: Staffing Projections 

Projected Staffing Levels (FTE) Estimat
ed 
FTEs: 

Current 
staffing 
levels (FTEs) 

 2008/9 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

720 No % Staff in: 800 890 1035 1200 
3 6.4 Accounting 5 11% 6 13% 8 15% 

 
9 15%

13.6 28.9 Economics 
and Finance 

12 
 

27% 11 
 

24% 12 
 

23% 14 
 

23%

17.4 37 Organisation 
and Work 

12 27% 12 27% 13 25% 15 25%

7 14.9 Marketing 8 
 

18% 8 
 

18% 10 17% 12 
 

20%

 

5 10.6 Strategy, 
Operations, 
MIS 

7 16% 8 18% 9 17% 10 17%

Total 
Academic 
Staff 

51 (47 
FTE) 

Total  

44 45 52 60 
SSR 15.3:1  18:1 20:1 20:1 20:1 

 
 
Given known retirements, resignations and ending of short-term contracts between now 
and the end of 2009-10, assuming no further resignations, and assuming that three 
Accounting staff and one Marketing staff need to be hired from outside, but that other 
staff requirements can be met from internal redeployment, then the maximum number of 
staff that will need to be shed is five. It is very likely, based on past evidence, that this 
reduction in staff can be achieved through normal turnover.  However, to ensure that 
staff redistribution does not entirely depend on turnover, we believe that voluntary 
redundancy terms should be offered to staff who wish to take advantage of them.  
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It is also possible for staff who have preferred to concentrate on teaching and who wish 
to continue to do so, to switch to teaching-only contracts. This would effectively increase 
their teaching loads by approximately 50% and thus reduce the number of FTE staff 
required to maintain the effective SSR at 1:20. 
 
 
9. Financial Plan 
 
The Financial projections for the School to 2011/12 are shown in Table 5. They are 
based on the latest projections for this year’s income. Recruitment projections are based 
on new courses and revisions to existing ones increasing student FTEs from the current 
720 to 1200 over the next four years. During our peak over 2004-6, we had 920 FTEs 
with our existing programmes. Our objective is to recover that position and build new 
courses on top of that. We expect some displacement, but over a three year period from 
the inception of the new courses would aim to reach the proposed steady state of 1200 
FTEs in 2001-12.  We build in increases in numbers to our PGT programmes partly 
through new programmes and partly through better marketing of existing ones. We also 
project increasing CPD income building on the Certificate courses, with income from the 
latter reaching a plateau in 2010-11.  
 
We make two other projections based on lower student recruitment. These are 
summarised in Table 6: 
 
Even if increases in recruitment are only half of those anticipated, the School would still 
return a surplus, after the £2.5million (35%) contribution to central services, of around 
£1.4 million. However, we have allocated a substantial sum for projected expenditure on 
advertising and travel promotion to recruit abroad within a framework of devolution of 
decision-making about such expenditure to School-level. We have also increased 
administrative staff support, including the appointment of a dedicated Marketing Officer 
and a dedicated Work Placement Officer. The first is necessary to increase recruitment 
to our postgraduate courses both at home and overseas. The second is necessary to 
give recruitment on our professional programmes a boost by being able to compete 
effectively with those Schools that offer placements and a competitive edge over those 
Schools which do not. 
 
Staff cost savings through ‘natural wastage’ and voluntary severances, together with 
increased recruitment,  pay early dividends by producing in 2008/9 a surplus after central 
contributions, which more than compensates for the costs of voluntary severance. Even 
if recruitment increased by only one-half of that projected, income would only fall by 
approximately £250k, still leaving a surplus big enough to repay redundancy costs. 
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Table 5: Financial Projection  
 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 
Student UG FTE        Home     440 440 480 550 650
                          Overseas 140 150 160 170 190
Student PG FTE        Home     48 55 60 65 70
                          Overseas 93 115 140 180 220
PG Certificates 14 40 50 70 70
Total FTEs 735 800 890 1035 1200
INCOME £     
HEFCE T 1,001,608 995,720 1,086,240 1,244,650 1,470,950
Home Fees UG 914,091 1,350,800 1,473,600 1,688,500 1,995,500
Overseas Fees UG 1,328,534 1,423,350 1,518,240 1,613,130 1,802,910
Home Fees PG 210,163 240,812 240,812 220,744 186,783
Overseas Fees PG 828,507 1,024,498 1,247,215 1,603,562 1,959,909
Certificates 11,000 80,000 96,000 130,000 130,000
Other Income (including CPD) 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 350,000
Total Income 4,432,903 5,315,180 5,896,107 6,750,586 7,846,053
EXPENDITURE       
Academic 2,174,715 2,056,468 2,287,820 2,660,555 3,084,702
Academic Related 46,779 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000
Clerical / Secretarial 224,922 250,000 275,000 300,000 300,000
Contract Teaching 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000
Casual 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
Sub-total Pay 2,517,416 2,467,468 2,723,820 3,121,555 3,545,702
(FTE Academic Staff)  44 45 52 60 
Non-Pay      
Equipment 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Computer Software 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Printing & Photocopying 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000
Stationery 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000
Postage 7,500 7,500 7,500 7,500 7,500
Student Costs/Visits 246,418 246,418 246,418 246,418 246,418
Telephones / fax 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500
Advertising 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000
Hospitality 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Subscriptions 500 500 500 500 500
Travel & Subsistence 8,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000
Courses & Conferences 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
Professional Fees 0 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000
Maintenance Costs 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Room Hire 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000
Income Generation 0 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Other / Miscellaneous 87,000 87,000 87,000 87,000 87,000
sub-total non-pay 545,918 575,918 596,918 617,918 638,918
Total Expenditure 3,063,334 3,043,386 3,320,738 3,739,473 4,184,620
Contribution to Overheads 1,555,366 1,860,313 2,069,237 2,380,205 2,763,618 
(percentage of income) 35% 35% 35% 35% 35% 
Total Surplus/Deficit -£174,797 £411,481 £522,131 £680,908 £947,815 
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Table 6: Projections based on different estimates of student numbers 
Projection 2 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 
Student UG FTE        Home     440 440 440 500 550
                          Overseas 140 150 150 160 170
Student PG FTE        Home     48 55 60 65 70
                          Overseas 93 115 140 180 220
PG Certificates 14 40 50 70 70
Total FTEs 735 800 840 975 1080
Contribution to Overheads 1,555,023 1,860,313 1,961,364 2,253,666 2,510,540 
Total Surplus/Deficit -£153,720 £802,185 £860,563 £1,076,312 £1,313,733 
Academic Staff  40 42 49 54 
Projection 3  
Student UG FTE        Home     440 440 440 500 550
                          Overseas 140 150 150 160 170
Student PG FTE        Home     48 50 55 60 60
                          Overseas 93 115 130 150 175
PG Certificates 14 40 50 70 70
Total FTEs 735 795 825 940 1025
Contribution to Overheads 1,555,023 1,860,313 1,938,612 2,175,577 2,389,841 
(percentage of income) 35% 35% 35% 35% 35% 
Total Surplus/Deficit -£153,720 £812,596 £849,542 £1,004,167 £1,204,098 
Academic Staff 40 41 47 51 

 
 
10. Research and Enterprise: IPPM and SEMS 

Members of SEMS have a shared interest across all disciplines and subjects in 
questions of public policy, in the regulation and governance of institutions, and in 
managerial and organisational practices. The objective of the research in which SEMS 
members of IPPM are engaged is to extend and deepen understanding of policy, 
institutions and management, their interrelations, their origins in broader political, 
societal, economic and cultural movements, and their effects. As with teaching, there is a 
strong public sector emphasis, especially at postgraduate level, which can help bring 
together researchers from different disciplines into an interdisciplinary research 
framework.  
 
There are several grant applications to such bodies as ESRC and the EU submitted or in 
train reflecting these interests. IPPM’s Centre for Economic Research is currently home 
to an ESRC funded seminar series Nonlinear Economics and the Finance Research 
Community; its Centre for Culture Organisation and Markets collaborates with other 
institutions in three seminar series: Critical  Marketing, funded by the ESRC, Current 
Developments in Ethnographic Research in the Social and Management Sciences, 
Economic Methodology, in collaboration with the University of Stirling, and Emotion and 
Embodiment in Research, in collaboration with four other universities. The IPPM is home 
to the international journals Gender, Work and Organisation and Ethnography and both 
sponsor conferences, the former having brought in over £500,000 for the university. It is 
also home to the Historical Studies in Industrial Relations. One of IPPM’s members is 
managing editor of Keele’s Sociological Review, while another is co-editor of Marketing 
Theory. 
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Table 7: IPPM Financial Projections 

Income       
 HEFCE R 349,561 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 
 Home Fees PG 117,290 136,790 159,540 185,540 211,540 
 Overseas Fees PG 90,848 112,223 154,973 223,373 274,673 

 
Funding for Research 
Training Modules 0     

 Contract Fees 0     
 Income Generation 112,695 125,000 140,000 155,000 170,000 
 Other 270,021 300,000 350,000 400,000 450,000 
 Research Grants - Direct 725,779 800,000 850,000 900,000 950,000 
Sub-Total Income 1,666,194 1,874,013 2,054,513 2,263,913 2,456,213 

Direct Expenditure : Pay       

Academic & Related Pay`       
 Academic 111,445 111,445 111,445 111,445 111,445 
Purchase of Academic 
time  405,156 455,689 499,580 550,498 597,258 
 Clerical / Secretarial 114,524 114,524 114,524 114,524 114,524 
 Research Direct Costs 444,276 444,276 444,276 444,276 444,276 
 Income Generation 0 0 0 0 0 
Sub-Total Pay 1,075,401 1,125,934 1,169,825 1,220,743 1,267,503 
Direct Expenditure : Non-Pay       
 Consumables 2,000 2,050 2,101 2,154 2,208 
 Books & Publications 500 513 525 538 552 
 Printing & Photocopying 12,270 12,577 12,891 13,213 13,544 
 Stationery 3,000 3,075 3,152 3,231 3,311 
 Postage 3,000 3,075 3,152 3,231 3,311 
 Student Costs/Visits 133,800 137,145 140,574 144,088 147,690 
 Telephones / fax 2,250 2,306 2,364 2,423 2,484 
 Hospitality 5,000 5,125 5,253 5,384 5,519 
 Subscriptions 0 0 0 0 0 
 Travel & Subsistence 6,200 6,355 6,514 6,677 6,844 
 Courses & Conferences 60,000 61,500 63,038 64,613 66,229 
 Professional Fees 0 0 0 0 0 
 Maintenance Costs 250 256 263 269 276 
 Room Hire 4,000 4,100 4,203 4,308 4,415 
 Income Generation 28,174 28,878 29,600 30,340 31,099 
 Other / Miscellaneous 10,050 10,301 10,559 10,823 11,093 
 Research Direct Costs 281,503 288,541 295,754 303,148 310,727 
Sub-Total Non-Pay and Research Costs 551,997 565,797 579,942 594,440 609,301 
Central Overheads As Per Budget       

51 Space Charge 108,861 108,861 108,861 108,861 108,861 
52 Central Services 184,048 184,048 184,048 184,048 184,048 

Sub-Total Central Costs 292,909 292,909 292,909 292,909 292,909 
       
 TOTAL EXPENDITURE 1,920,307 1,984,640 2,042,676 2,108,093 2,169,714 

 
Budgeted Contribution 
to Centre @ 35% 583,168 655,905 719,079 792,369 859,674 

 Surplus/Deficit -254,113 -110,627 11,836 155,820 286,499 
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SEMS/IPPM has nearly a quarter of its staff who are early-career researchers, and are 
mentored by senior colleagues and several have recently had papers accepted in top 
journals in their fields, or recently completed their doctorates, with the prospect of 
several papers being published out of their theses. Some of this has come too late for 
2008 RAE entry but will boost ratings for the next RAE as long as the developing 
research culture is nurtured and staff are retained. A further development has been the 
46% increase in the number of doctoral students registered since 2005/6.  This includes 
6 DBA students in health management. IPPM proposes to establish a wider DBA 
programme in Management. The DBA will supplant the MBA in importance in 
management education and it is important that we develop the DBA now, especially for 
the part-time  market. 
 
Table 7 provides financial projections for the IPPM based on its current RAS. The 
projections are predicated on an increase in income from doctoral students’ fees, an 
increase in research grant income and in other income generation activities. They 
assume a slight increase in QR income.  Increases in expenditure are built in to cover 
the costs of increased activity. The outcome after 5 years is a surplus of nearly £300k, 
after payment of central contribution and any surplus of this kind can be used to increase 
research support and buy out more research time.  It is also possible to allocate part of 
School income from Masters’ fees to IPPM to increase research buyout, especially if QR 
income falls. 
 
11. Conclusion 
This paper has provided a vision for business education at undergraduate, postgraduate 
and post-experience levels that supports Keele’s overall vision of a broad and flexible 
degree programme to equip graduates for an adaptable work environment. The paper 
has set out a realistic and viable financial plan for a Management School under different 
scenarios based on a set of courses that keeps the flexibility and quality of what we 
currently offer at all levels. The paper avoids the flawed notion that there is a fixed 
template for a business school based on what other Schools have done and argues that 
Keele’s success in this area, as with the rest of the University, will depend on its 
maintaining a distinctive educational experience which needs to be marketed in a much 
more aggressive way than before with the School in greater control of its marketing.  
Ultimately the success of the School will depend on the steps the University takes to 
change perceptions of Keele and to return Keele to the position it held in the top 40 or 50 
universities in the UK. 
 
The paper has been based on discussions between senior members of the School, 
discussions within groups and comments on earlier drafts from a large number of School 
staff, as well as input from senior academics from outside the University. 
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APPENDIX 1: THE NEW COURSES IN DETAIL



Business School Suite of Single Honours Courses 
 
Pathway 
 

Management/ 
International 
Business 

HRM Marketing Business 
Economics 

Economics and 
Finance 

Accounting and 
Finance 

Actuarial Sciences 
(modules in italics taught by 
Computing and Maths) 

Level 1  
core 

Management Principles and Practice 
Introduction to HRM 

modules Marketing Principles  
Economic Principles I: markets and strategies 

Financial Accounting I 
Level 1 
Additional 
pre-
requisite 
Modules 

International 
Business; 
Entrepreneurship; 

Economic 
Structure, Labour 
Markets and 
Employment 

Understanding the 
Consumer 

Economic Principles II: consumers, 
producers and government; 
Business Statistics; 
Economics for Finance 

Management 
Principles and 
Practice; 
Economics for 
Finance; 
Financial 
Accounting I;  
Business Law1; 
Business Law II; 
Cost Accounting; 
Financial Institutions 
and Markets; 
Business Statistics; 
 

Mathematical Methods 1; 
Foundations of Analysis; 
Introduction to data analysis  
and statistical software; 
Financial  Markets and 
Institutions; 
Mathematical Methods II; 
Probability and Operational 
Research; 
Financial Accounting 1; 
Economics for Finance; 

Level 1   
Electives 

Remaining modules from the following School electives: Entrepreneurship; Strategic 
Thinking; and/or from a list of  School and Faculty modules 

   

 
Level 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Core 
Organisational 
Behaviour; 
Quality 
Management; 
Business Research 
Methods; 
Sociology at Work 
OR Psychology at 
Work 
Electives 
Sociology at Work 
OR Psychology at 
Work 
 
Discrimination and 
Equality ; 

Core 
Employee 
Resourcing; 
Managing the 
Employment 
Relationship; 
International HRM ; 
Pay and 
Performance 
Management;  
 
Electives 
Health & Safety at 
Work 
European HRM and 
Employment 
Relations; 
Work Placement; 
 
Discrimination and 
Equality. 

Core 
Marketing 
Research; 
Marketing 
Management; 
Social Marketing; 
Services 
Marketing; 
Electronic 
Commerce; 

Core 
Intermediate 
Microeconomics; 
Intermediate 
Macroeconomics; 
Asset Pricing; 
Portfolio Choice; 
Advanced 
Business 
Statistics; 
Applied Financial 
Analysis 

Core 
Intermediate 
Microeconomics; 
Asset Pricing; 
Management 
Science II; 
Advanced 
Business 
Statistics; 
Intermediate 
Macroeconomics; 
 
Electives 
Portfolio Choice; 
Applied Financial 
Analysis 

Core 
Financial 
Accounting II; 
Management 
Accounting; 
Taxation; 
Asset Pricing; 
Portfolio Choice; 
Advanced Business 
Statistics; 
 
 
 
Electives 
Applied Financial 
Analysis; 
Green Accounting 
Corporate 
Responsibility; 
 

Core
 
Statistical Inference; 
Differential equations; 
OR 
Numerical Methods;
Insurance Theory; 
Asset Pricing; 
Dynamics; 
Stochastic Processes; 
Portfolio Choice; 
Applied Financial Analysis  

Plus at least one elective from another subject pathway  in SEMS  or elsewhere in the Faculty  
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Business School Suite of Single Honours Courses(cont.) 
 
Pathway 
 

Management  International 
Business 

HRM Marketing Economics 
and Finance

Business 
Economics 

Accounting 
and Finance

Actuarial 
Sciences 

Core 
 
Contemporary 
Issues in 
Management; 
Leadership; 
Business Strategy; 
New Business 
Plan; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
 
at least one  
 from 
 
Innovation & 
Change 
Management;  
Ethnography; 
Identity & Culture 
Management; 
Management 
Lives; 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 

Core 
 
International 
Business 
Strategies; 
Globalisation; 
International 
Accounting 
Standards; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
 
at least one  
 from 
 
Comparative 
Business 
Cultures; 
Transitional 
Economies; 
Emerging 
Economies; 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 
 

Core 
 
Employee 
Development; 
Employment 
Law; 
Employment 
Relations; 
Research 
Methods in 
HRM 
Dissertation 
module (30-
credits) 
 
 
 
Electives 
 
one  
 from 
 
Managing the 
Employment 
Relationship; 
EU Social 
Policy and 
Employment 
Law 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 
 
 

Core 
 
Marketing 
Research; 
Marketing 
Management; 
Social 
Marketing; 
Services 
Marketing; 
Electronic 
Commerce  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
 
 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 
 

Core 
 
Advanced 
Microeconomics; 
Advanced 
Macroeconomics 
International 
Finance; 
Corporate 
Finance; 
Options and 
Futures; 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
 
at least one  
 from 
 
Economic and 
Business 
Forecasting; 
Banking; 
International 
Trade and the 
World Economy; 
Monetary 
Economics; 
Economics of the 
EU. 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 
 
 
 
 
 

Core 
 
Advanced 
Microeconomics 
Advanced 
Macroeconomics 
Management 
Science III: 
Decision-making; 

Core 
 
Financial 
reporting; 
Management 
Accounting II; 
International 
Finance; 
Audit 
Framework; Economic and 

Business 
Forecasting; 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
 
at least one  
 from 
 
International 
Finance; 
Corporate Finance 
Labour Economics; 
Options and 
Futures; 
International Trade 
and the World 
Economy; 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 
 
 
 
 

Advanced 
Management 
Accounting; 
Corporate 
Finance; 
 
Electives 
at least one  
 from 
 
Public Sector 
Accounting; 
Corporate 
Governance; 
Dissertation 
Module (30 
credits) 
 

Core 
 
Insurance 
Theory II  
Options and 
Futures 
Insurance 
Theory III 
Insurance 
Statistics 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
Mathematical 
Programming  
Game Theory 
Numerical 
Analysis 
Corporate 
Finance  
Economic and 
Business 
Forecasting 
Dissertation/ 
Project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Level 3 

Plus at least one elective from another subject pathway  in SEMS  or elsewhere in the Faculty 
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Business School Suite of Dual Honours Courses 
 
Pathway 

Management/ 
International 
Business 

HRM Marketing Economics  Accounting Finance 

 
Level 1  
core 

Management 
Principles and 
Practice; 

Introduction to HRM; 
Economic Structure, 
Labour Markets and 
Employment 

Marketing Principles 
Understanding the 
Consumer; 
 

Economic 
Principles I: 
markets and 
strategies 
Economic 
Principles II: 
Consumers, 
Producers and 
Government; 
Business Statistics; 
 

Financial 
Accounting I Cost 
Accounting; 

Financial Institutions 
and Markets; 
Business Statistics; 

International 
Business 

 

Level 1 
Electives 

Students choose remaining modules from the following School electives: Entrepreneurship; Strategic Thinking; and/or from any of the above 
modules not core to their chosen pathway; and/or from a list of Faculty modules 

 

 Core 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Level 2 

Organisational 
Behaviour; 
Sociology at Work 
OR Psychology at 
Work 
 
 
Electives 
one  
 from 
Diversity 
Management; 
Sociology at Work 
OR Psychology at 
Work 
Quality Management; 
Business Research 
Methods; 
 
 

Core 
Employee Resourcing; 
Pay and Performance 
Management;  
 
 
 
 
Electives 
one  
from 
Managing the 
Employment Relationship; 
International HRM ; 
 

Core 
Marketing Research; 
Marketing Management; 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
one  
from 
Social Marketing; 
Services Marketing; 
Electronic Commerce 

Core 
Intermediate 
Microeconomics; 
Intermediate 
Macroeconomics; 
Advanced Business 
Statistics; 
 
 

Core 
Financial 
Accounting II; 
Management 
Accounting; 
 
 
 
Electives 
one  
from 
Green Accounting 
Corporate 
Responsibility; 
 
 
 
 

 Plus  one elective from another subject pathway in SEMS  or elsewhere in the Faculty 

Core 
Asset Pricing; 
Portfolio Choice; 
Advanced Business 
Statistics; 
Applied Financial 
Analysis; 
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Business School Suite of Dual Honours Courses(cont.) 
 
Pathway 
 

Management/ 
International 
Business 

HRM Marketing Economics Accounting Finance 

 

Core 
Leadership; 
Business Strategy; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
one  
 from 
 
Contemporary Issues 
in Management; 
New Business Plan; 
Innovation & 
Change 
Management; 
Ethnography 
Identity & Culture; 
Management; 
Management 
Lives; 
Dissertation 
module (30-credits) 
 
 

Core 
Employee Development; 
Employment Law; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives 
one  
 from 
 
Employment Relations; 
Research Methods in HRM 
Dissertation module (30-
credits) 
 
 

Core 
Marketing 
Communications; 
Marketing Strategy; 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives  
one  
 from 
 
Retail Marketing; 
Brands and Branding; 
Consuming Cultures; 
Current Issues in 
Marketing 
Dissertation module 
(30-credits) 
 
 
 

Core 
Advanced 
Microeconomics; 
Advanced 
Macroeconomics 
 
 
 
 
Electives  
one  
 from 
 
Economic and 
Business 
Forecasting; 
Banking; 
International 
Trade and the 
World Economy; 
Banking; 
Monetary 
Economics; 
Economics of the 
EU. 
Dissertation 
module (30-
credits) 
 
 

Core 
Financial reporting; 
Management 
Accounting II; 
Audit Framework; 
Advanced 
Management 
Accounting; 
 
Electives 
one  
 from 
 
Public Sector 
Accounting; 
Corporate 
Governance 
Dissertation 
module (30-credits) 
 

Core 
International Finance; 
Corporate Finance; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electives  
one  
 from 
 
Options and Futures; 
Banking; 
Monetary Economics; 
Economic and 
Business Forecasting; 
Dissertation module 
(30-credits) 
 
 

And/or one elective from another subject pathway in SEMS or elsewhere in the Faculty   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Level 3 
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POSTGRADUATE SUITE OF PROGRAMMES

 
Pathway: 
 

Management/ International 
Business 

HRM Marketing Finance and 
Management 

Finance and IT 

 
 
Semester 

1 

 
Marketing and Operations Management 
Strategy and Information Management; 
Accounting and Finance;  
Foundations  of the  Employment 
Relationship; 
; 
 

 
Understanding and 
Researching the 
Employment Relationship; 
Foundations  of the  
Employment Relationship; 
Employers and the 
Management of Labour; 
Managing Employee 
Relations; 
 
 
 
 

 
Marketing Management; 
Marketing Research Theory 
and Practice; 
Strategy and Information 
Management; 
Accounting and Finance; 

Financial Markets 
Quantitative Methods in 
Finance 
Marketing and Operations 
Management 
Strategy and Information 
Management; 

Financial Markets 
Quantitative Methods 
in Finance 
Information Systems 
Conceptual 
Modelling; 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Semester 
2 

Management  
Pathway 
 
 
Leadership; 
Management 
Development;  
 
And two from: 
Entrepreneurship; 
E-Commerce; 
Design And 
Innovation 
Strategic HRM; 
 
Or from the 
Marketing, IB or HRM 
pathways 

International 
Business 
Pathway 
 
International 
Business Strategy; 
 
Global Business 
Analysis; 
 
Risk Management; 
Strategic 
Investment;  
International 
Accounting;  
 

Managing Emp[oyee 
Resources; 
Managing Employee 
Reward; 
Managing Training and 
Development; 
 

Consuming Behaviours; 
Contemporary Issues in 
Marketing; 
 
And two from: 
 
Branding; 
Social Marketing; 
Marketing Communications 
Theory; 
 

Applied Finance; 
Financial Accounting; 
 
and two of: 
Corporate Finance 
International Finance 
Financial Instruments 
Financial Modelling; 
Management of 
Information Systems and 
Projects; 
Entrepreneurship; 
 

Financial Modelling; 
Management of 
Information Systems 
and Projects; 
and one of: 
Corporate Finance 
International Finance 
Financial Instruments 
Applied Finance 
Financial Accounting 
and one of: 
Networks and 
Communication 
Geographical 
Information Systems 
Medical Information 
Systems Web 
Technologies 
Object Oriented 
Programming and 
Modelling 

 Dissertation 



POST EXPERIENCE SUITE OF PROGRAMMES 
MBA (FT AND 

PT) 
MA HRM Masters in 

Public Policy 
(PT) 

Certificate in 
Leadership 

and 
Management 

Certificate in 
Industrial 
Relations  

(PT) 
 

 
Core Core  Understanding & 

researching the 
employment 
relationship; 

 
  Trades Unions; Managing People; 

Work, Management 
and Employers; 

Strategic 
Management; 

Political Economy, the 
State and Public 
Policy; 

Managing Finance; 
Managing 
Information; Public Policy on 

Industrial Relations; 
Human Resource 
Management; 

 
Managing 
Operations; 

The Employment 
Relationship; 
 
Workers and 
their 
Organisations; 
 
Collective 
Bargaining and 
the State; 

The Economics of 
Public Policy; Collective Bargaining; Operations and Quality 

Management;   Human Resource 
Management  and 
Employment Policy in 
the Public Sector; 

 And one of: Research Methods; 
 Economics Accounting 

and Finance; 
Portfolio 

Health and Safety;  
Inequality; International Business; The Strategic 

Management of Public 
Organizations  

Dispute Resolution  
And two from: 
Creativity in 
International Business; 

 
 And four from: 

Marketing and 
Operations 
Management ; 

Employee 
resourcing ; 

 
Financial Management 
in Public Sector 
Organizations; 

 
Corporate 
Responsibility; 

Pay 
determination; Dimensions of 

Environmental Politics; Commerce and IT;  
Organisational 
Psychology; 

Employee 
development 

Health Care Policy; 
People and 
organisations ; Strategic 

Entrepreneurship 
 
 Managing employee 

reward ;   Dissertation 
Governance;  
Leadership in the 
Public Sector; 

Dissertation 

Education Policy; 
Ethics of policing and 
criminal justice 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Dissertation 
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Appendix 2: A Detailed Critique of the Consultation Paper 
 
 
“There is considerable evidence … that short of “rare events”—bankruptcy, mergers, or a new 
CEO, for example—new management knowledge and practices do not take root easily. Yet, 
awaiting a “rare event,” typically a crisis, brings with it economic and human costs—losses to 
shareholders, disruptions for customers, and loss of jobs for employees. Moreover, a crisis may 
lead to change, but not to the organization’s sophistication in adopting and implementing new 
knowledge in the future”  
 
(Michael Beer, ‘Why Management Research Findings Are Unimplementable: An Action Science 
Perspective’, Reflections, Volume 2, Number 3, 2001, the Society for Organizational Learning and 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  
 
 
The proposal in the Consultation Paper is to make ‘in the region of 38 of the staff’ 
redundant and hire ‘twenty or so’ new staff who better fit the proposed revised ‘business 
school’ course structure and to do it quickly so as ‘to minimise any disruption and anxiety’.  
However, the paper does not stand up to serious scrutiny, containing as it does many 
errors of fact and a tendentious presentation of data that gives the answer sought in the 
first place. 

This Appendix presents a detailed critique of the Consultation Paper and its proposals. 
Adoption of this paper as a strategic plan for the School will lead to chaos and disruption 
not just for SEMS, but of the rest of the University. 

 

The key criticisms of the Consultation Paper are: 
 

• The proposals are high-risk and come without any business plan or risk analysis 
concerning the transition and the market for the proposed new courses; 

• The proposals do not fit with the nature of Keele’s provision; there is no 
consideration of how a transition from one course structure to another can be 
effected; 

• The problem the paper addresses is framed in a way that does not accord with the 
evidence, thus making the paper redundant; 

• The conclusions drawn about Economics are based on a mis-attribution of 
programmes to groups;   

• The conclusions drawn about HRM/IR do not accord with the performance of this 
group as evidenced in the Consultation Paper itself; 

• The conclusions drawn about strengths and weaknesses in the School do not 
accord with the evidence; 

• Many of the numbers are skewed to support the proposition that SEMS 
performance is considerably worse than the rest of the Faculty and University: the 
run of data on which the conclusions are drawn is largely based on the, unusually 
high, peak recruitment year of 2004-5, so that the under-recruitment of the last two 
years looks much worse than it actually is when taking a longer time period;  

• The data on teaching loads seriously misrepresents workloads: it only relates to 
teaching contact hours and does not include PGT dissertation supervision which 
involves a high number of students with contact time representative of a 60 credit 
module, and it counts part-time staff as full-time; 
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• No or insufficient evidence is provided for many of the reported views of the 
unnamed expert group; this group assumes that what works in their own 
institutions is the only way it can work at Keele; 

• The restructuring costs are underestimated and largely an unnecessary waste of 
scarce resources; the recommendations regarding curriculum can be effected 
through natural wastage over a slightly longer time-period. 

 
 
What is the problem? 

 
First of all the Consultation Paper claims in its first two paragraphs that: 
 

There have been concerns for some time about student recruitment and the 
financial implications thereof in relation to the School of Economic and 
Management Studies (SEMS). 

 
and that 
 

Numbers on key courses have fallen in recent years most notably on the 
undergraduate Business Administration, Economics and Human Resource 
Management (HRM) programmes; postgraduate recruitment in Business 
Administration and Accounting & Business Finance have also fallen from the 
2004/05 base and fixed staff costs are high as a result of the overall staffing profile. 

 
It then states: 
  

As a result of these concerns, in June 2006 an external review of SEMS was 
commissioned by the Vice Chancellor, and led by Professor John Purcell, then at 
the University of Bath. CHPM was not part of that review.  

 
None of these statements are correct. 
 
First, the truth is that these concerns have been about recruitment Faculty- and University-
wide, not simply in SEMS. The chart on the next page demonstrates how almost all 
subjects in the Faculty have suffered significant declines in new recruitment since 2004. 
While it is true that for the Faculty as a whole the decline is less than for SEMS, it is also 
true that there is a wide variation in enrolment decline. The paper tries later to present the 
Faculty decline as a consequence of the decline in SEMS recruitment and thus confuses 
correlation with causation, a classic statistical mistake. The choice of 2004 as base year 
also overstates the problem for SEMS since that was a high point of its recruitment. Taking 
2005 as base year (the year the School was established) gives the Faculty and SEMS 
almost the same rates of decline, 36% and 38% respectively. 
 
Secondly, the most notable falls in recruitment have been in the Management Science and 
Business Administration Finance and Marketing courses. The smallest declines have been 
in Economics and Human Resource Management and Industrial Relations (see the chart 
on page 32). 
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Note to the above table: single honours students count double. 
 
Thirdly, the paper rewrites history. The Purcell review was initiated before knowledge of 
the decline in recruitment and had nothing directly to do with recruitment: it was concerned 
with building a strategy for the new School.  
 
A section by section critique of the Consultation Paper follows. We refer throughout to 
SEMS and not to CHPM. A decision was taken when the School and Research Institute 
were established that CHPM would be in the Research Institute. Lumping together CHPM  
with SEMS simply confuses the issue, especially when it comes to financial issues, and is 
fundamentally dishonest since SEMS and CHPM have been institutionally separated and 
neither has impacted on the other.   
 
Section 4:  The Case for Change: (a) service performance indicators.  

This section starts with the statement  

As is evidenced in Annexe B1, the current underlying financial performance of 
SEMS is a £1m annual loss.   

This is untrue.  The loss shown in Annex B1 is not £1m or anything like it.  The justification 
for quoting a figure of £1m is that the £373,000 of top-up fee income should be ignored.   
But top-up fees are part and parcel of the economics of higher education and there is no 
justification for pretending they don not exist.  In a chart in Annex B1, top-up fee income is 
excluded in order to compare the current and last year on a ‘like for like’ basis with the 
previous two years.  However, the author of the paper must know that for an adjustment to 
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show ‘like for like’ the other effect must also be included, ie the student numbers that 
would have come to Keele had there been no top-up fees.  This would, or course, be 
difficult to estimate, but that does not justify making a one-sided adjustment, as has been 
done.  Much less does it justify taking the resulting spurious figure as the underlying 
financial performance of SEMS .   

The bar chart presentations throughout Annex B do not always present the same 
information as in the numerical data above each chart.  For example, the bar chart titled 
‘Percentage change in staff numbers’ depicts the SEMS change in staff numbers as being 
+21.4%, +33.5% and +29%  for the three years from 2005/6 to 2007/8.  However, the 
actual change in SEMS staff numbers, according to the quantitative information provided 
in the Annexe, was +21.4%, +9.8% and a decrease of 3.5% in 2007/8.  The explanation is 
in the small print written vertically at the side of the chart which adds in brackets ‘taking 
2004/05 as year 0’, i.e. the bar charts are cumulative.  Unless the bar charts were read 
very carefully, they would mislead rather than inform.  Is this their purpose?  

This section then goes on to state: 
 

Recruitment trends both at UG and PG levels have been disappointing 
 
This statement is superficially true but highly misleading for several reasons. 
 
First, talking of a trend based on two years’ data is a misuse of statistics. 
 
Secondly,  recruitment levels in undergraduate subjects have fallen across the Faculty as 
observed above, and as the paper admits. Secondly, any difference in School and Faculty 
recruitment depends on the base year chosen.  The Consultation Paper has chosen a 
base year which maximises the difference. 
 
Thirdly, there is clearly a Keele effect. As Keele’s own commissioned research has noted, 
home students decide which university to attend on the basis of reputation, location and 
position in the league tables.  Additionally, we have had the introduction of top-up fees and 
a question that we cannot answer is how that has interacted with the other determinants of 
choice of institution. What we can say however is that there is no evidence that the 
problem is specific to the SEMS. What we suspect is that the institutional failure to join up 
the Keele2006 reorganisation with website and course development from its inception in 
2003 may have played a major role in leaving potential applicants confused about Keele.  
 
Fourthly, dropping out of the top 50 in the Times league table, the strength of the pound 
and new visa restrictions have all damaged overseas recruitment, as Keele recruiters have 
discovered. The fall in overseas recruitment for undergraduate courses is much greater 
(67%) than that in home recruitment (43%) since the School was established, and that has 
had a disproportionately negative effect on the School’s financial position. 
 
As regards postgraduate programmes, the same issues as above apply to recruitment to 
the full-time pre-experience programmes, heavily dominated as they are by the overseas 
market. The Consultation Paper makes recruitment to these courses look weak, when in 
fact our current full-time programmes are relatively strong. It is also again the case that 
comparing current recruitment with the period beginning 2004/5 compares with an unusual 
peak year and not with what could be expected given the resource capacity of the School. 
The graphs below shows recruitment over a longer period and its considerable variation. 
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Having dealt with Finance and Recruitment, the Consultation Paper turns to Staffing: 
 

Against this background of a relatively research-inactive group, staff have teaching 
loads(averaging about 80 contact hours a year) which are light when benchmarked 
against other institutions 

 
It is rare to find so many errors in one sentence. 
 

Against this background of a relatively research-inactive group, 
 
Up until that point (the top of the second (unnumbered) page), nothing has been said 
about research. This is dealt with later and so will we. 
 

staff have teaching loads(averaging about 80 contact hours a year) 
 
No, they do not. Teaching loads are understated. This is because the paper treats all staff 
as full-time. However, SEMS has five part-time staff, and another six who are only part-
employed in the School. The 50 active staff are therefore really 44.5 full-time equivalent. 
The average load calculations also ignore about 2250 hours of postgraduate dissertation 
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supervision. The School has up to 150 of these dissertations to supervise this year. This 
averages at c. 50 hours per fte staff and therefore brings the contact teaching load 
average close to 150 hours per fte staff, not the 80 hours of the paper.  Workloads also 
include marking, preparation, administration, student consultations, meetings, citizenship 
and research. Ironically, the University is piloting a new workload allocation model in which 
teaching contact hours constitutes a relatively small part of the points allocation. Strangely, 
the paper ignores this in calculating individual workloads. 
 
which are light when benchmarked against other institutions 
 
But no evidence is provided of teaching loads in other institutions. There is not even any 
evidence of teaching loads in the rest of Keele. 
 

Section 5 The case for change: underlying causes  
This section actually makes no attempt to identify the causes.   It baldly asserts, on the 
basis of trend data, that the current products … are not attractive to current demand  but 
the only supporting assertion is that it is demonstrated to be so by the fall in student 
numbers.  The paper demonstrates so little understanding of current products that there 
can be limited confidence in its unsupported bald statement. It also demonstrates 
ignorance of what is meant by a trend. In fact the trendlines for most of our undergraduate 
course groups over the last eight years are either rising or flat which shows the folly of 
taking a trend from three years’ data starting at its highest point. 

The chart that purports to show the impact of falling UG recruitment in SEMS on other 
Schools equally shows the impact on SEMS of falling recruitment in other subjects. The 
data also makes it clear that the decline in SEMS recruitment   
reflected twice as adversely on within-SEMS programmes as on programmes thatinvolve 
combinations involving non-SEMS subjects. From that the conclusion might well be drawn 
that within- SEMS combinations are not attractive to the ‘changing student market’. 
However these combinations in a repackaged form would not be far away from much of 
the new course structure being proposed. This leads to two conclusions: first, that it is not 
what we do that does not fit demand, but how we package it; secondly, that a repackaged 
set of courses could be taught by the bulk of the current staff. 
 
And despite the declining enrolments, there are still some 130 students out of our dual 
honours numbers of 244this year who have combined with subjects outside SEMS, that is 
nearly 12 per cent of the University total, of which one-third are studying the Economics 
Principal. The proposals in the Consultation Paper risk losing a large slice of potential 
enrolments not just for our subjects but for those with which we combine. 
 
The paper states that the marketing of Keele, especially overseas, does not meet that of 
its competition since the number of overseas students has declined at Keele. Yet the 
paper makes no mention of the fact that  the marketing, promotion and selling of courses  
is highly centralised at Keele and has little to do with the School. So how does Keele’s 
failure to market its courses effectively make a case for change for SEMS? Of course 
marketing is the key to successful student recruitment which is why we have persistently 
asked that we have some control over it through a proper budget.   

The paper ignores the steps that SEMS has taken generate new income. We have 
proposed several new programmes in response to market developments, including a post-
experience Certificate in Leadership and Management, an undergraduate single honours 
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programme in Actuarial Sciences, an MSc in Management, an MSc programme in Public 
Policy and an MSc programme in Clinical Leadership (run by CHPM). Decisions on 
progressing some of these programmes have now been made and make some of the 
proposals in the Consultation Paper irrelevant.  
 
This section makes and or repeats a number of other incorrect statements and draws a 
number of incorrect conclusions because its authors had insufficient information to make 
those statements.  

Thus it is not true that ‘(c)urrent course structures are inefficient’. Indeed it is not clear 
what this statement means and no evidence is presented to support it. In fact we 
differentiate our products by using a lot of modules in common thus producing more 
pathways with little extra cost.  

The paper makes claims about ‘current research activity as evidenced by the data’. 
However, the evidence only relates to grant income and applications.but not to output. 27 
SEMS members of the research institute out of the 46 FTE staff who are currently 
members have been submitted to this year’s Research Assessment exercise, i.e. 59%, 
considerably higher than the average for Keele. This inconvenient truth is not mentioned 
although it was known to the authors of the paper. 

The bullet point following on the need for a critical mass of research staff simply 
contradicts the previous one which claims that a successful school can only be driven by 
teaching (and not research) and it would appear that the authors have simply failed to 
understand the difference between the Schools and the Research Institutes. 

The paper argues that there is a ‘misalignment’ of staff specialisms with the courses they 
run. This is the case everywhere – no School could function if staff only taught their 
specialisms. The authors use the examples of HRM/IR and Economics. There is a view 
that there is a difference between Industrial Relations and Human Resource Management. 
This is simply a view but not a fact. The HRM/IR group at Keele does have a market niche 
in the study of employee organisations or trades unions but that does not mean they do 
not teach to the benchmarks required so that their students can go on to be HR managers, 
which many of them both at UG and PG level go on to do. As for Economics, the expert 
group tell us that the cognate colleague in a business school is someone called  a 
business economist, so its conclusions are that ‘pure’ economists should be banished from 
a business school and sent somewhere else on campus or preferably packed off 
elsewhere.  
 
The Economics group at Keele and economists elsewhere express some puzzlement at 
the distinction between ‘pure’ and ‘business’ economists. The fact of the matter is that any 
academic economist has to be able to teach the mainstream of the subject as well as his 
or her own specialism.  The economics of the enterprise and organisation are at the heart 
of economics. At Keele we have a small group with expertise in the economic theory of 
organisations. Is this ‘pure’ or ‘business’ economics? Almost all of our students get jobs so 
what we teach is clearly a useful set of business skills – the same cannot be said for the 
business studies programmes that the paper promotes.  We believe that the ‘expert group’ 
did not contain anyone with expertise in Economics, so that may explain the confusion in 
the Consultation Paper.  
 

The paper argues that ‘there is a mismatch between staff members in programmes and 
the corresponding student numbers on courses run by each programme’. They only come 
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to this view because they accredit programmes incorrectly. For example, The paper 
wrongly assigns the whole of the Accounting and Finance degree to the accountants when 
the Finance half of it is taught by the economics staff, who developed that part of the 
programme in the first place as dual honours Finance. The paper further wrongly assigns 
the postgraduate Finance-plus programmes to the Accounting group instead of the 
Economics group. It is also not the case that new appointments have replicated existing 
interests. While there have had to be replacement appointments (not least for the RAE 
entry), the opportunity of vacancies has been used to increase the size of the Marketing 
and Accounting and HRM groups, although in the case of Accounting, the group shrank 
again because of a resignation. 

Finally, the paper states that there appears to be a large number of young staff members 
whose careers, measured by their individual outputs, are not developing. This conclusion 
can only be drawn from the superficial profiles that were constructed for each staff. Had 
the authors done their job properly, they would have discovered that almost all of the 
career young researchers have papers submitted to journals or are garnering the fruits of 
their recently completed doctorates and preparing to submit their work to good to high- 
quality journals.  We shall return to staff profiles in relation to Section 6 of the paper. 

 

Section  6   Key Change Proposals 

School and Course Structure 
 
The paper states the aim of the restructuring at the end rather than the beginning of this 
section and it does indeed seem that the aim was the result rather than the starting point.  
 
The aim is stated as: 
 

To reconfigure SEMS and CHPM [which somehow manages to wander in and out 
of the paper to confuse the innocent] into a framework which is appropriate for 
purpose, reflects the market place and establishes the School both academically 
and financially. 

 
As we observe in the next section, the financial security of the School will be severely 
compromised  by the disruption of the transition and the uncertainty of recruitment onto 
new courses. Here we simply comment on the academic integrity of the proposals. 
 
The course structure being proposed in this section has been termed by one of our 
external advisers as the ‘reverse retrofitting of management education’. The proposals 
offer a standardised design for a business school, failing to recognise how Keele’s 
management groups have played a very significant role in problematising mainstream 
management. Yet the paper talks about how its proposals are ‘highly compatible with 
Keele’s ethos’. How is this possible when they are a direct challenge to the dual honours 
framework which supports that ethos? As the same adviser wrote: 

 I cannot see how what is being proposed can succeed in a crowded marketplace 
where there are now a number of  very well- established players.  

 
So far as the MBA programmes are concerned, the Consultation Paper’s proposals are 
made on a number of false assumptions, which suggest the external advisors have little 
knowledge of the topics covered.    
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For example, the paper suggests ‘the separate Education MBA will need to be refocused 
in order to achieve the accreditation.  AMBA have already considered and rejected that 
possibility.  Para 1.8 of AMBA’s Accreditation Criteria5 – of which the author of the report 
appears to be completely innocent - expresses their general reluctance to accredit 
specialist MBA programmes. In the case of Keele’s Education MBA the fee level was quite 
unacceptable to AMBA.  In 2004 the Education MBA fee was around £3000 for overseas 
students (now £4100) compared to the average for accredited programmes in 2004 of 
around £14,400.  AMBA’s view was, and still is, that it is quite impossible to put on an 
accreditable programme for that level of fee – they thought a three-times uplift would be 
necessary, together with commensurate changes to the programme’s delivery.  Since 
AMBA only accredit on a portfolio basis, if Keele were to go for AMBA accreditation it 
would be necessary for the Education MBA to be redesignated (as MA or MSc) so as to 
avoid contact with AMBA. 

The consultation paper includes the proposal to discontinue the full-time MBA in 2009/10 
but to continue the part-time MBA.  The paper states that ‘It is critical that the PT MBA is 
AMBA accredited’, but appears to have no concept of what is required for accreditation.  
There is no conceivable way the part-time  MBA alone could be AMBA accredited.   The 
AMBA criteria referred to above also requires there to have been a student ‘cohort size of 
at least 20’ (Section 4.8).  Moreover, the AMBA requirements include (Section 2.1v)  that 
the institution (i.e. the School)  must have ‘a discrete identity and have an appropriate 
degree of autonomy (e.g. from the wider University) for decision making on issues such as 
strategic development and resourcing with respect to educational provision and 
management of educational resources.’   The AMBA Director General, who was 
persuaded to come to Keele, indicated that while far from ideal, our physical facilities 
would not necessarily prejudice our accreditation, which appeared to be satisfactory in 
other crucial respects, mainly because of our research standing (RAE 4) which then 
placed us in the top twenty UK business and management units and offset our limitations 
in consultancy.  Other aspects of autonomy as now constituted would be unacceptable to 
AMBA.  (Details of the earlier successful preliminary AMBA audit of the Department of 
Management’s MBA provision are available within the university.)  The reason for not 
following through with an application for AMBA accreditation in 2003/4 was the University’s 
unwillingness to take a decision re the Education and Health Executive MBA programmes, 
either to enter them for accreditation or to redesignate them.   

The paper also proposes that ‘Postgraduate provision should be aimed at recent 
graduates and the international market.’  AMBA, however, indicates that ‘Students are 
expected to have a minimum of three years appropriate experience’ so recent graduates 
would not be acceptable to AMBA.   The part-time MBA on its own would not meet AMBA 
criteria on this and many other counts - a more prolonged examination of the reasons why 
is available.  Moreover, it is extremely doubtful whether the part-time MBA could survive 
on its own and it is surprising the external advisers exhibit no understanding of this.   

For the MBA to be successful would require a complete change in the university’s 
marketing approach. When the MBA was promoted and marketed by the former 
Department of Management which understood its distinctiveness, the programme was 
successful.  When the university’s central management took over its promotion and 
marketing, the MBA’s distinctiveness was ignored and student numbers declined.  This 
was so even in China where Keele had a strong prior position which the University’s 
central management chose to ignore. 

                                                      
5 (see http://accreditation.mbaworld.com/downloads/cms/MBA_criteria_0807.pdf) 
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The Keele MBA is a niche programme, based on an approach to management which is 
philosophically and sociologically informed and is basically critical of the mainstream 
business school approach.  This may still be a minority perspective and the University 
Council members may not appreciate its value.  But this critical perspective is gaining in 
credibility and influence (See Khurana, R., ‘From Higher Aims to Hired Hands: the 
transformation of American Business Schools and the unfulfilled promise of management 
as a profession’, Princeton: Princeton University Press, and Ghoshal, S., (2005), ‘Bad 
Management Theories Are Destroying Good Management Practices’ , Academy of 
Management Learning & Education, Vol 4 No 1, pp. 75-91).  It is the one area in 
management where Keele was able to punch well above its weight, having great integrity 
despite the limited practitioner experience of staff.  There is an increasing number of 
business school faculty, both in UK and America, who share this perspective, including 
some highly successful schools, including, in the  UK, Lancaster (in the FT’s top five 
schools) and Leicester (largely populated by ex-Keele staff).   

 

Staffing and Skills Requirements 

The paper proposes a halving of the staff complement, with particular impact on three 
parts of the School. They are based on woefully inaccurate staff profiles that claim to 
assess the ‘skill set’ of each member of staff.  The assumption that staff can only teach 
what they teach now and research in areas they have researched up to now is made 
without explanation. 
 
The proposal to halve the Business Administration group because there are too many 
‘organisational studies’ staff ignores the fact that many of these staff have skills in other 
areas such as HRM, Operations, Strategy and Marketing.  ‘Organisational studies’ in any 
case encompasses a wide area of management education and the teaching of the group 
currently reflects this. 
 
The proposals for Economics might not have been made if the group had been correctly 
attributed with all the courses it teaches. The history of Economics at Keele is of enrolment 
cycles. In each of the downturns, Economics has successfully spawned new degree 
courses which have maintained numbers for the group as a whole over a cycle. 
Economics grew Management Science, out of which came Business Administration in the 
1980s downturn, and then grew Finance in the 1990s downturn, as well as generating the 
Finance/Management/ MSc portfolio in the 2000s.  
 
Most current economics staff have expertise in managerial economics, statistical and 
econometric methods, contract theory, operations research and finance, to be sure the 
harder end of management but under the proposed new degree structure, one which 
would sit well with a management school.  Abandoning Economics because of an 
inadequate supply of numerate applicants ignores the availability of first-year modules to 
improve students’ mathematical skills, something which universities are expected to do 
much more now. The group is also proportionally the most research active in IPPM.  
 
The HRM/IR group's part-time provision of linked certificate, diploma and MA courses has 
allowed hundreds of atypical students (those from Black and Minority Ethnic groups, 
disabled, older, and women) to progress through the system to MA, and in some cases 
PhD, level. This is an important part of what Keele is as well as what it should continue to 
be: a modern University with a reputation as open, flexible, and friendly. All these students 
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practice the subject as HR managers, trade union officials, ACAS officers, and lecturers 
elsewhere. These programmes have a strong national profile that helps keep Keele's 
name high on many lists of employers, other academics, and government departments. 
This programme has changed substantially over the years and remains a viable and 
important part of what Keele does and should do. HRM teaching at Keele has been that it 
is both research- and practice-led. This has been noted by externals and students as a 
positive. In areas such as public sector pay and performance, equality, employee 
involvement, international HRM, and employee relations the group has extensive applied 
research to support the teaching, and some group members act as consultants to large 
organisations thus allowing current issues into the classroom. Part of this is a strong and 
varied group of doctoral students, most of whom are researching applied HRM/IR issues.  
 
Finally, the statement in this section that the Accounting staff are research inactive cannot 
go unchallenged. One of them has two publications about to be submitted, one to a top 
accounting journal. Another has recently had a paper accepted for a top accounting 
journal. Both staff will be shortly be presenting papers in the US, one at the American 
Accounting Association annual conference in San Diego, and the other at Critical 
Perspectives on Accounting Conference in New York. Both these staff are career young, 
one still on probation. The third colleague has recently had a period of research leave and 
has publications in train.   
 

Section 7 Costs Analysis  
This section repeats the incorrect figure of a £1m loss without any qualification.  The title of 
this section leads one to expect to find the hard financial core of justification for the 
proposed 38 redundancies, the hiring of 20 new staff and the reorganisation of courses.  
Disappointingly the section appears to be very approximate and ‘back of the envelope’.  
For example, ‘The steady state salary saving would be £1.380M plus on costs say 
£1.725M.’  The ‘on costs say’, which are not explained, are estimated to be substantially 
bigger than the salary savings.  ‘Thus … all other things being equal, the School should 
move from a deficit of £1.0M to a surplus of £0.725M.’   The precise meaning of this is 
obscure.  What does ‘all other things being equal’ mean in this context?   Not only does 
the estimation of costs appear almost casual, but the section goes on to say, ‘It is 
impossible to predict at this time the future recruitment profile to the new courses.’  It may 
be impossible to be precise, but saying simply as ‘impossible to predict’ leaves us with no 
basis whatsoever for any decision at all, let alone one affecting the livelihood of 38 
academic staff. There is an attempt at a crude approximation of the costs of the proposed 
plan, but not even a stab at the benefits in terms of student recruitment.  Moreover, none 
of the financial information, such as it is, is verified by the Director of Finance, which would 
be normal practice. 

At the very least, for such a fundamental proposal there should be a financial projection 
under current arrangements compared with a financial projection under the proposed 
revised arrangements, together with some analysis of the two projections’ sensitivity to 
alternative outcomes.  Without this analysis, or something very like it, there is no financial 
basis for taking a decision. The proposed organisational changes will, initially at least, not 
be perceived by the market and have a negligible impact on recruitment.  The only 
significant impact will be the negative one from the public pronouncement that Keele is 
clearly in trouble.  This will be a major cost which would be difficult to overcome in the 
short or medium run. 
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Conclusion 
The proposals in the Consultation Paper are unviable in the short term and probably also 
in the long term. The data on which they were based is limited and does not lead to the 
proposals the authors make.  This is not to deny there are difficulties but it is incorrectly 
framed and provides a highly unbalanced analysis of the causes. The paper will cause 
more problems than it solves because of the high-risk strategy it advocates. The School’s 
paper provides a viable solution and its proposals should be adopted. 
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	Members of SEMS have a shared interest across all disciplines and subjects in questions of public policy, in the regulation and governance of institutions, and in managerial and organisational practices. The objective of the research in which SEMS members of IPPM are engaged is to extend and deepen understanding of policy, institutions and management, their interrelations, their origins in broader political, societal, economic and cultural movements, and their effects. As with teaching, there is a strong public sector emphasis, especially at postgraduate level, which can help bring together researchers from different disciplines into an interdisciplinary research framework. 
	This section then goes on to state:

