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CHEMPaS: Centre for Higher Education Management and Policy 
at Southampton
www.chempas.soton.ac.uk

CPD: Continuing professional development

EARMA: European Association of Research Managers and 
Administrators
www.earma.org

EU: European Union
cordis.europa.eu/home_en.html

FTE: Full time equivalent

GRMN: Global Research Management Network
www.globalrmn.org

HEFCs: Higher Education Funding Councils

HEFCE: Higher Education Funding Council for England
www.hefce.ac.uk

HEIDI: Higher Education Information Database for Institutions
heidi.hesa.ac.uk

HESA: Higher Education Statistics Agency
www.hesa.ac.uk

IKT: Institute of Knowledge Transfer
www.ikt.org.uk

LFHE: Leadership Foundation for Higher Education
www.lfhe.ac.uk

Praxis
www.praxiscourses.org.uk

PVC: Pro Vice Chancellor

PVCE: Pro Vice Chancellor for Enterprise

PVCR: Pro Vice Chancellor for Research

RAE: Research Assessment Exercise
www.rae.ac.uk

SRA: Society of Research Administrators International
www.srainternational.org/sra03/index.cfm

UKRO: United Kingdom Research Office
www.ukro.ac.uk

Unico
www.unico.org.uk/about

VC: Vice Chancellor

C) Any unattributed graphs are based on the results of this 
study. In some instances this data has been combined with 
data drawn from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) 
Higher Education Information Database for Institutions (HEIDI). 
All other data used is attributed in an endnote. 

A) A variety of office names and job titles are in use at 
universities across England. As there is no standardisation of 
nomenclature, for clarity this study will use the following terms:

Research Management: Refers to all administrative and 
operational functions dealing with the management of 
research. It covers pre- and post-award management, 
contractual arrangements, and can include any functions 
related to Intellectual Property, Business Development, spinout 
companies, and Technology Transfer. 

Research Office: Refers to administrative and operational offices 
within universities that are engaged in the management of 
research.

Director of Research Services: Refers to the administrative staff 
member leading the management of research.

Research Strategy: Refers to a clear set of defined institutional 
aims and objectives for research, with specified targets and 
outcomes, most usually in agreed documentary form and drawn 
up by the managing executive team of the institution. This may 
be an element of a larger institutional strategy or a strategy 
related specifically to research. 

Research Income: Refers to the (annual) amount a university 
receives as income in order to execute research contracts (and 
therefore is the amount invoiced for research contracts by itself 
to funders). It includes, but is not restricted to, funding from 
the seven UK research councils, the government, charities, and 
commercial or industrial organisations and relates to that which 
is counted as research for funding purposes by HEFCE.1

Research Committee: Refers to a committee that monitors 
research activity within an institution, and which may also 
establish and monitor the Research Strategy.

B) This study refers to a number of training and support 
organisations and to a range of positions within university 
administration. These are referred to by their full name in the 
first instance and by a recognised acronym thereafter:

ACU: Association of Commonwealth Universities 
www.acu.ac.uk

AHUA: Association of Heads of University Administration
www.ahua.ac.uk

ARCISS: Association of Research Centres in the Social Sciences
www.arciss.ac.uk

ARMA: Association for Research Managers and Administrators
www.arma.ac.uk

AUA: Association of University Administrators
www.aua.ac.uk

AUDE: Association of University Directors of Estates
live.aude.netxtra.net/home

AURIL: Association for University Research and Industry Links
www.auril.org.uk/pages/home.php

BUFDG: British University Finance Directors’ Group
www.bufdg.ac.uk

Glossary of terms
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strategic corporate objectives and require dedicated 
support services. It is at this interface, between 
academic research and corporate management, that 
research support units find themselves.

1.1.3  As a consequence of this, the functions of the Research 
Office and the demands on staff working in Research 
Management have become increasingly varied, 
embracing a number of different activities. A recent 
definition of Research Management suggested that:

  “Research management embraces anything 
that universities can do to maximise the impact 
of their research activity. It includes assistance 
in identifying new sources of funds, presenting 
research applications and advice on costing 
projects and negotiating contracts with external 
sponsors. It incorporates project management 
and financial control systems. It also involves 
help in exploiting research results - through 
commercialisation, knowledge exchange 
and dissemination to wider society.”4 

  Research Offices carry out many of the following  
functions:5

Research Strategy and themes••
Horizon scanning••
RAE and metrics••
Benchmarking••
 Pre-award skills, research development and costing ••
methodologies

Internal peer review••
Contract negotiation••
 Post award management and adherence to funder ••
and statutory terms and conditions

 Audit (e.g. European Union, research council ••
dipsticks, research governance)

 Specialist knowledge about individual and ••
collaborative disciplines

Networking with funders••
Portfolio management and reporting, trend analysis••
Project management of large contracts and bids••
Clinical research and governance••
European funded research••
Knowledge Transfer and Intellectual Property••
Spin outs and commercialisation••
Consultancy••
Business systems••
Management information and reporting••

As a result, research support staff are involved in a wide variety 
of roles and tasks, as shown in Figure 2.

1  Introduction

1.1 Background to the project
1.1.1   Universities are recognised by governments worldwide 

as crucial national assets within an international 
environment. They fulfil a broad range of activities 
within the socio-economic context: developing skilled 
personnel, attracting talent and investment and 
providing sources of new knowledge and innovation.2 
As such universities have evolved into highly complex 
organisations, striving to service the external demands 
of public and private paymasters and balancing 
the needs of their internal communities. For all the 
complexity and competing demands within universities, 
teaching and research activities are the core business. 
In particular, externally sponsored research activity 
has gained increasing prominence in recent decades 
as universities have sought to increase (and diversify) 
revenue streams and reduce dependency on block 
government funding for research (Figure 1). Research 
is critical for expanding the university knowledge 
base, driving improvements in teaching quality and 
facilitating advancements for societal and commercial 
gains. Research activity is crucial for building a 
reputation for excellence as a university.

1.1.2  Developing and sustaining a research portfolio is not 
straightforward. The landscape in which research 
grants and contracts are bid for and won has become 
increasingly competitive and global in nature. 
Universities that are successful in securing research 
funding are required to fulfil a range of obligations: 
research grants and contracts are heavily audited, 
rigorously monitored and often tied to tightly 
negotiated milestones and deliverables. At a broader 
level universities are heavily regulated and scrutinised 
by governments who seek value and transparency for 
taxpayer monies. Mechanisms such as the Research 
Assessment Exercise (RAE) place significant demands 
on universities to ensure they demonstrate quality and 
value-added outputs in the research they undertake. 
Together such competitiveness, complexity and 
scrutiny within the research arena have created a 
need to manage the research portfolio more closely. 
Activities that might once have been left to academic 
researchers are now more closely integrated with 

FIGURE 1: Total UK university funding sources3

£M

HEFCs Total other funders 
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1.1.4  Research Management has developed in line with the 
trends affecting research itself. Competitive academic 
environments require efficient and responsive research 
support teams. Increasing breadth and complexity 
in the research portfolio requires broad yet specialist 
skills and knowledge to deliver effective support. 
Increasing regulation requires active management and 
measurement of both academic and administrative 
support. With such demands, it is surprising that the 
UK higher education sector is typified by a lack of 
professional training, qualifications, and clear career 
progression within Research Management. This results 
in difficulties in recruiting candidates of the requisite 
calibre and retaining and developing existing staff.7 
This is in stark contrast to Research Management in the 
United States, where university administrators involved 
in supporting research are considered members of 
a professional community that provides accredited 
training and nationally recognised qualifications. 
However, Research Management in the United 
States is, unsurprisingly, greater in size. In the UK, the 
Association for Research Managers and Administrators 
(ARMA) has around a thousand members; the 
equivalent organisation in the United States, the 
Society of Research Administrators International (SRA) 
has four times as many active members and represents 
a far larger community of people working in Research 
Management.8

1.1.5  There is a specific need to consider how the sector 
translates good practice and supports staff and 
senior managers involved in Research Management. 
There are a variety of stakeholders who have an 
interest in how research is supported, not least 
those funding and  undertaking the research itself. 
As such there is considerable scope to evaluate the 
possibility of recognising Research Management as a 
professional activity and, if sufficient demand exists 
for such a framework, exploring how this might be 
delivered through nationally recognised training and 
development initiatives.

FIGURE 2: Research Management staff activities6

1.2 Project objectives
1.2.1  This study seeks to evaluate two broad objectives: 

first, to identify the demand within English universities 
for the development of a professional framework 
of training for Research Management; and, second, 
to explore approaches to addressing any identified 
demand. 

1.2.2  Through interviews with leading figures from a range 
of universities, this study explores how Research 
Management has developed, how it has been shaped 
and exists today, and how staff involved in supporting 
research are recognised by functional peers and 
academic customers. By better understanding these 
factors, the core objectives outlined above can be 
put in a useful context that contributes to a holistic 
study. An understanding of the context will help 
understand how demand for a professional framework 
might be addressed. For example, this study seeks 
to understand whether research support is as clearly 
defined, structured and recognised as Finance or 
Human Resources departments, or whether there 
are differences across administrative sectors that 
require consideration when formulating a professional 
framework that could deliver appropriate training.

1.2.3  While identifying whether demand exists for 
‘professionalising’ Research Management is a broad 
objective of this study, more specifically this research 
aims to assess the strength of that demand and to 
establish whether or not consensus of opinion exists 
in how professional training might be delivered. 
An appraisal of existing sector frameworks and 
communities has been carried out and potential 
partnerships and stakeholders identified. 

  Sourcing and publicising research 
funding opportunities (12%)
  Negotiating contracts with 
external sponsors (12%) 
  Awareness-raising (of services 
and issues) activities amongst 
academic staff (15%)
  Management and reporting on 
grants and contracts (28%)
  Knowledge Transfer and 
commercialisation (6%)
  Other dissemination (5%)
  Other (22%)



2.1 Approach to the research study
2.1.1  An inductive approach to research has been adopted 

in this study.9 No specific theory or hypothesis is being 
tested as part of this research. Instead, information 
has been collected in an attempt to arrive at key 
conclusions that can be related back to existing 
theories or to develop new concepts.

2.2 Selecting the sample
2.2.1  There are 166 higher education institutes within the 

UK listed on HERO, the higher education gateway 
website.10 This number comprises a variety of 
organisations involved in higher education such as 
universities, institutes and specialist colleges. Within 
this total number the majority, approximately 130, 
are in England, and a relatively small number are in 
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The UK Higher 
Education Research Yearbook 2007 lists ninety-nine 
institutions within England that are considered 
research active (i.e. they receive funding to carry out 
research-related activities).11 In total, thirteen of the 
ninety-nine institutions listed in the Yearbook 2007 are 
not classified with a university status. This reconciles 
accurately to current data available from the Higher 
Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) which 
lists the same eighty-six English universities to whom it 
distributes funding for research-related activities.12

2.2.2  Having established the total size of the higher 
education sector within England and identified 
eighty-six universities that receive research 
funding, the next step was to select a robust and 
representative sample. A sample size of 25% was 
identified as large enough to give confidence in the 
statistical significance of any cross-sector data and 
trends identified, balanced with the time available 
to complete the study. It was decided that twenty-
one institutions, of the eighty-six universities that 
receive research funding, would be approached to 
participate in the study. The twenty-one institutions 
were then selected against the following criteria:

Total turnover••
Amount of externally sponsored Research Income••
Age of institution••
Geographic location••
Total number of students••

 2.2.3  The total turnover of an organisation is a key indicator 
of size and scale of operations. To avoid a bias in 
this study towards large or small size institutions 
the sample was selected to cover institutions with a 
turnover (financial year 2006/2007) of between £0 
and £50M, £151M to £250M and over £250M. The size 

of externally funded research secured by universities 
differs greatly and a relatively small number of large 
institutions secure the majority of available external 
Research Income (Annex 1). Universities were selected 
to ensure an even spread of external Research Income 
using four broad categories: £0-£10M, £10-£50M, 
£50-£100M and those in excess of £100M. It could be 
argued that comparisons between universities with 
such differences in scale is not necessarily comparing 
like with like. However, it is equally plausible that 
the challenges of Research Management are similar 
across universities regardless of size. Ensuring 
that a range of institutional ages were captured in 
the sample was also an important consideration. 
Institutions that existed before 1960 are more likely 
to have a history of research funding and thus are 
characterised by opportunities for growth and breadth 
in developing a research portfolio. Whilst this might 
lead to greater experience in developing Research 
Management, it would not be a representative sample 
without including a range of university ages. As 
such, institutions were selected from those founded 
before 1960, between 1960 and 1991, and after 1992. 
Universities were selected from a variety of locations 
across England to account for any local distinctions 
and to avoid bias in any particular area of England. 
Although student numbers do not necessarily impact 
on a university’s research portfolio, the tension 
between teaching and research exists across the sector. 
The bias for one over the other is a significant part of 
an institution’s profile, and so finally, because of their 
significance in this context, student numbers were also 
taken into account when selecting the sample. Figure 3 
shows a summary of the sample selection. 
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2  Research and project methodology



Selection criteria Number of institutions

Total turnover 2006/07 (£)

0-150M 6

151M-250M 8

250M+ 7

Amount of externally funded Research Income 2006/07 (£)

0-10M 7

10-50M 7

50M-100M 4

100M + 3

Age of institution

Pre-1960 7

1960-1991 7

Post-1992 7

Geographic location

North East 2

North West 3

North 3

Midlands 6

South East 6

South West 3

Total number of students

0-15,000 6

15,001-30,000 9

30,001+ 6

2.3 About the sample 
2.3.1  In 2006/07 approximately £2.7bn of external research 

funding was given to higher education organisations 
in England. The sample selected for this study 
represented some £908M of that funding, accounting 
for roughly a third of this total value. Thus, the number 
of universities selected for the sample accounts for 
a disproportional amount of value: essentially the 
average value of Research Income for the sample 
selection is higher than that of England as a whole and 
this trend is consistent over the past six years (Figure 4).

2.3.2  Similarly, the ratio of Research Income to total turnover 
for the sample is higher than the average for all English 
universities (see Figure 5) as is the case for Research 
Income per academic full-time equivalent (see Figure 
6). This bias is because the sample specifically includes 
universities with high levels of Research Income in 
what is a sub-set of all English universities. As there is a 
relatively small number of universities with high levels 
of external Research Income (Annex 1) this inevitably 
skews the data sets for the sample chosen. 

 7
FIGURE 3: Breakdown of the initial sample institutions by selection criteria

FIGURE 4: Average Research Income of sample compared to all  
England average13

FIGURE 5: Ratio of Research Income to total income of sample 
compared to all England average14

All England average Sample average

All England average Sample average

£M
%



2.3.3  While the sample displays a bias towards higher levels 
of Research Income, for the six year period in which 
data for the sample has been analysed the trends 
are markedly similar. For example, levels of Research 
Income have increased across all English higher 
education institutions particularly since 2004/05, and, 
though it is more pronounced, this is reflected in the 
sample selection (Figure 4 and Figure 6). Similarly 
Research Income as a percentage of total income 
has fluctuated very little in recent years for both the 
sample selection and across all English universities. 
The slight decline in this ratio over the full six years is 
slightly more pronounced for the sample but this is 
to be expected given that fluctuations will be more 
apparent in a smaller group of institutions.

2.3.4  It should be recognised that a small number of English 
universities receive the highest levels of Research 
Income, while many more are in receipt of relatively 
low levels of Research Income – the ‘long tail’ pattern 
(Annex 1). A strictly representative sample, based 
on the number of institutions receiving funding at 
each level, would have meant that the sample was 
dominated by universities with low levels of Research 
Income and that some research-intensive universities 
were omitted. It was therefore felt that a more 
complete picture of the sector could be achieved by 
skewing the sample toward those with higher levels of 
Research Income.

2.4  Collecting data 
2.4.1  Initially letters were sent to Vice Chancellors (VCs) 

and Directors of Research at each of the twenty-one 
target institutions. These explained the background 
and objectives of the study and invited them to 
participate. Of the initial selection, four institutions 
declined to take part. These were replaced with four 
comparable alternative institutions, all of which were 
sent the same background invitation letters and all 
of which agreed to participate. Interviews were then 
arranged at each university. One institution dropped 

out late in the study and was not replaced, reducing 
the sample to twenty institutions. Due to difficulties 
in co-ordinating availability it was not possible to 
interview VCs at many institutions, but senior academic 
staff, such as Pro Vice Chancellors (PVCs), were able 
to deputise on all occasions. Interviews were also 
attended by members of the senior management 
team within the Research Office. For each university, 
with three exceptions, this included the Director of 
Research Services and in most cases one or two senior 
research managers were also interviewed. At all but 
two institutions either the VC or PVC was interviewed 
alongside the Director of Research Services, meaning 
that the views of both the academic and administrative 
research lead were captured. A summary of those 
interviewed is included below (Figure 7).

Role Number of interviewees

Vice Chancellor 2

Pro Vice Chancellor for Research 17

Director of Research Services 15

Senior Research Management 17

Total 51

2.4.2  Before each visit a pack of secondary data was 
compiled. In keeping with most public sector 
organisations, a large amount of data was available 
for download from each university website. 
Copies were taken of annual accounts, strategic or 
corporate plans, and biographical sketches of senior 
interviewees, together with data from statutory 
reports. Examples of such reports included annual 
returns to the Higher Education Statistics Agency 
(HESA), results from the Research Assessment 
Exercise (RAE) and recent analysis from Evidence, a 
company specializing in data analysis and reports 
focusing on the international research base.16

2.4.3  Interviews were conducted on a semi-structured 
basis and covered a broad range of topics including 
strategy, structures, perceptions, communication and 
performance measurement. To ensure consistency, 
a standard question list was prepared to be used at 
each interview (Annex 4). In practice, it was felt that 
presenting interviewees with a long list of questions 
was not the best method to collect information, and so 
the prepared questions were used as broad topic areas 
for discussion and not all were asked specifically at 
each interview. 

2.4.4  The interviews were conducted in a single group 
session and on average lasted for two hours. At all 
but one there were two interviewers, at least one of 
whom was one of the project leaders. Independent 
notes were taken by both interviewers. These were 
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FIGURE 6: Research Income per academic FTE for sample compared to 
all England average15

FIGURE 7: Breakdown of interviewee numbers by role
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compared and collated following the interview and 
were checked by another member of the project 
team for bias. Detailed notes that summarised and 
represented the outcomes of the interview were then 
agreed. In conjunction with this a high level indicative 
spreadsheet was devised to capture broad measures in 
areas that had more quantitative elements (Annex 5).

2.4.5  Much has been written on the advantages and 
disadvantages of interviews as a method of data 
collection. In this study interviews fitted with the 
exploratory nature of the research and the need to 
seek new insights about the sample universities. 
Interviews are inherently adaptable and a skilful 
interviewer can follow up particular ideas, probe 
responses and investigate motives and feelings.17 
Other indicators such as body language, hesitancy or 
the use of metaphors can be picked up through face-
to-face interviews and would not be possible through 
other mechanisms such as surveys. Interviews also 
offer each interviewee the opportunity to ‘think aloud’ 
and uncover issues not previously thought about, 
which can contribute to a rich set of data.18 This was 
certainly apparent during the course of this study and 
as one PVCR commented, “this [interview] has been 
something akin to organisational therapy” (University I).

2.4.6  There are a number of pitfalls to be negotiated 
when adopting an interview-based study. While it 
is important to avoid leading questions and bias 
during interviews, it must also be acknowledged that 
interviewees can inadvertently contribute to bias by 
concealing answers when pushed on sensitive topics 
of conversation.19 In some ways, it would seem that the 
only way to combat these issues is for the interviewer 
to be aware of the potential for bias both when 
formulating questions and undertaking interviews. 
Certainly, during this study the interviewers were keen 
to try and avoid bias, and vetted the questions with 
colleagues before settling upon a final list. During 
interviews, effort was made to ensure questioning 
was consistent and did not steer answers in a certain 
direction through tone or body language. Checking 
back interview transcripts to factual documentation, 
such as organisation charts or strategic plans, for 
example, was a further attempt to ensure reliability.

2.4.7  Feedback was collated from each interview and 
the findings were written up. In some cases the 
interviewees provided further supplementary data 
post-interview, such as organisation charts or more 
recent strategic plans, which were used to validate or 
amend interview write-ups as necessary.

2.4.8  Summary profiles of responses from each institution 
interviewed in this study are available in Annex 5.

2.4.9  Interviewees were assured of their anonymity 
in advance of all meetings and some editing of 
comments has been carried out to preserve this. Where 
necessary, quotations have been lightly edited to 
remove repetitions and non-standard English.
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3 Research findings

3.1  The context within which 
research is managed

3.1.1 Strategy

3.1.1.1  Nineteen of the twenty universities visited in this study 
were found to have a dedicated, published Research 
Strategy. However confidence in the effectiveness of 
having a Research Strategy was at best inconclusive 
and at worst very low. Only four of the institutions 
interviewed felt they had fully achieved their strategic 
research objectives, with most others indicating that 
their Research Strategy was either under review or 
likely to be reviewed in the near future. It was also 
found that only half of the universities in the sample 
had a dedicated strategic research budget that could 
be deployed ad hoc to support strategic objectives. 
Moreover, in those institutions where a discrete 
strategic research budget had been established the 
amount of money available varied considerably. While 
it is not possible to draw conclusions as to whether 
the existence or size of a strategic research budget 
has an impact upon the effectiveness of strategy itself, 
certainly those institutions with a strategic budget 
and a clear process for devising strategy were more 
confident that their strategic aims had been achieved 
(University C, University D, University T). 

3.1.1.2  The method by which Research Strategies were 
developed varied across the sample. While all 
institutions with a Research Strategy in place had an 
established Research Committee, the involvement of 
this group as part of the strategy process varied greatly. 
In over half of the institutions interviewed Research 
Strategy was agreed by a VC’s committee or equivalent 
without prior routing through a Research Committee, 
and in one institution was determined by a handpicked 
“PVCR’s advisory group” (University T). In four instances, 
however, the Research Committee was critical to the 
strategy-making process, and had responsibility for 
coordinating activities within academic departments 
and for authorising the final strategy document. It 
is possible that the variation in devising strategy is 
linked to the variation that was found within this 
study in the role of the Research Committee itself. The 
remit of the Research Committee is largely specific to 
each institution with different levels of strategic and 
operational responsibility mixed with institutional 
governance duties. In institutions where the role 
of the Research Committee was not clear or where 
academic committees continued to hold sway there 
was a tendency for strategy to become too broad or 
ill-defined. As one interviewee described:
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   “Committee structures still rule… but we are 
beginning the process of refreshing our research 
and Knowledge Transfer strategy with an emphasis 
this time on deliverables and actions rather than 
broad strategic themes.” (University B)

      The role of the Research Committee, and the direction 
of a Research Strategy, was also influenced by 
institutional precedent. One interviewee commented 
that strategy was often “constrained by the history of 
the institution” (University T).

3.1.1.3  In instances where the Research Committee 
was responsible for coordinating research, and 
particularly in cases where strategy sub-groups were 
created in tandem with the Research Committee, 
strategy formulation was more coherent. This was 
demonstrated clearly by three institutions in the 
study (University C, University D, University T) where 
strategic documentation included specific strategic 
deliverables and methods for reviewing performance 
within the strategic framework. As one interviewee 
commented, “the Research Committee makes decisions 
and sets strategy… it actually does something” 
(University C). Conversely, there were indications that 
strategy has significantly less impact when institutions 
do not coherently manage the strategy-making 
process and when there is a lack of engagement 
from the bottom of the organisation upwards: 

  “Having a strategy doesn’t make a difference on the 
ground but it is important that it is published and 
that it exists for Council to monitor it.” (University E)

3.1.1.4  The 2008 RAE had a strong influence on strategy. Such 
measures inevitably drive strategy formulation and the 
behaviour of universities. Some institutions reflected 
that RAE 2008 was overly prominent when devising 
strategy. As one institution suggested:

  “We focussed our 2008-09 strategy on delivering 
a strong RAE result, but actually this should have 
been an outcome of delivering good research.” 
(University T)

3.1.2  Structure

3.1.2.1   The findings illustrate areas of consistency and 
variation in the organisation of Research Management. 
Every institution interviewed had dedicated academic 
and administrative leadership for research support 
through a PVC (or equivalent) and a Director of 
Research Services. The relationship between these 
roles was seen as important in balancing the strategic 
and operational direction for the research support 
team; it was clear that the priorities were set by one or 
other of these two roles: half of the institutions in the 
study felt that research support priorities were set by 



the PVC with the other half indicating that priorities 
were set by the Director of Research Services. 

3.1.2.2  Reporting lines for the Director of Research Services 
varied greatly across institutions. Broadly speaking, 
three different Research Office structures were in 
place (Annex 2). These models, however, massage the 
differences found in structures; it is impossible for 
three models to capture entirely the variation found 
in this study. In seven institutions the Director of 
Research Services reported to a Registrar or Director 
of Finance and, as one interviewee commented, 
“was not considered a senior officer of the university” 
(University B). One institution had recently moved 
the Director of Research Services to report directly 
to the Pro Vice Chancellor for Research (PVCR) 
rather than to the Registrar recognising that the 
Research Office was “not a standard support unit” 
and that staff “didn’t understand” why they reported 
to a Registrar (University E). In some instances the 
Director of Research Services reported directly into 
an administrative head (e.g. Director of Finance or 
Registrar) with a dotted line to a PVC. At one institution 
the head of the Research Office had dotted reporting 
lines to the Director of Research Services, the PVCR 
and the Pro Vice Chancellor for Enterprise (PVCE), and 
a direct line to the Director of Finance (University T). 
Such triangulation of administrative and academic 
leadership appeared to place great emphasis on strong 
working relationships and clear understandings of 
responsibilities. Without strong academic leadership, 
Research Offices tend to become isolated from 
academics and, indeed, five institutions indicated 
that they felt the role of research support was not 
understood by their academic communities. As one 
interviewee commented:

  “Academics don’t see the corporate or funder-facing 
role that we do… our role is not understood and our 
opinions are not valued.” (University Q)

3.1.2.3   The size and shape of Research Offices provided 
similar evidence of differences in approach across 
different institutions. More than half the sample 
institutions (eleven) employed fewer than forty 
staff within their Research Office, with four others 
employing between forty and sixty staff. None 
of the institutions in the sample employed staff 
numbers of between sixty and one hundred, with 
three institutions employing over one hundred staff 
within Research Management. It was unclear how to 
count staff numbers within two universities in the 
sample because of the hybrid nature of their structure 
(Figure 8). The lack of consistent office structures, 
roles and responsibilities of staff engaged in Research 
Management means it is impossible to propose the 
‘right number’ of staff needed by an institution, a 
question that was occasionally asked during our visits.

3.1.2.4  Figure 9 shows interesting variations in the number 
of staff supporting different magnitudes of Research 
Income. While it is recognised that there may be 
differences in the way staff are counted or attributed, 
these variations are stark, given that they are correlated 
in broad bandings. The sample implies that, whenever 
an institution’s Research Income is in the range £0M 
-£50M, there is a threshold in the size of staff needed to 
support the activity which is roughly about thirty. 

3.1.2.5  Research Management staff are organised into either 
central or devolved teams. Fourteen institutions 
operated mainly centralised support services while 
four institutions indicated that they had implemented 
highly devolved structures, although these institutions 
still retained some aspects of central support aligned 
corporately. The remaining universities were hybrid 
structures. All three institutions with staff numbers 
of more than one hundred operated in a devolved 
structure; whilst no conclusion might be drawn for 
the institution with over £100M in Research Income, 
this staff profile (for those institutions with Research 
Income between £50M and £100M) does beg the 
question as to whether devolution is an expensive 
structure. Across nearly all respondents Research 
Management was said to have experienced structural 
change or was likely to be re-organised in the future. 
How best to organise Research Management is clearly 
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FIGURE 8: Number of institutions against Research Office staff numbers

FIGURE 9: Correlation of Research Office staff with Research Income
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a topical issue within the sector. One interviewee 
described recent experiences of devolution as follows:

  “The resources for supporting research have grown 
steadily over the past five to seven years with a 
trend towards devolved structures. There has been 
a conscious decision to ‘get closer to the customer’ 
and ensure delivery at academic level.” (University L)

  Another interviewee was even clearer about how their 
devolved structures operated:

  “Our message to academics is go to your faculty 
[research] support first before you come to us.” 
(University R)

3.1.2.6  It is also important to recognise that a significant 
proportion of Research Management activity is 
undertaken by staff within academic departments and 
thus outside of Research Offices, whether centralised 
or devolved. This community of administrators have 
disparate roles and it is not uncommon to have 
research administration ‘tacked on’ to their other 
duties. Their training and support needs are likely to 
mirror those of ‘traditional’ research administrators.

  “A recently convened forum of departmental admin 
staff involved in research support unleashed a 
huge need for training, support and development.’” 
(University T)

3.1.2.7  Levels of centralisation of Research Management were 
loosely linked to the size of the research portfolio 
(measured by value of externally funded research). 
Figure 10 shows levels of devolution on an ascending 
scale of 1 (highly centralised) to 5 (highly devolved) 
plotted against research income for 2006/07 (financial 
year). The clustering of institutions towards the 
bottom left of the chart suggests that the most highly 
centralised institutions tended to have a research 
portfolio of lower value. Conversely those institutions 
with the highest value portfolio did not exhibit a high 
degree of centralisation. Those with Research Incomes 
over £50M have significant variation in staff support, 
ranging from around fifty staff (for four universities) 
to around one hundred (for three others), with none 
in between. All of those with staff of one hundred or 
more operated devolved structures (Figure 9).

3.1.2.8  The downside of devolved structures was apparent, 
indicating a need to carefully manage the process of 
devolution. Faculty-based support tended over time 
to develop independently of central research support, 
which caused problems standardising levels of pay, 
ensuring compliance and standardising job profiles:

 

  “Support in faculty teams can look very different. 
I even have to remind people that the last line of 
authority on research support is the Director of 
Research [in the central team] because people 
in faculties are being given the same job title.” 
(University B)

  Those universities with highly devolved structures 
encountered difficulties caused by the sense that 
constituent elements were isolated from each other 
and by a lack of clarity over roles and responsibilities. 
The issue was compounded in structures which did 
not integrate enterprise activities with other Research 
Office functions or where an academic champion was 
absent:

  “Our structures are sub-optimal and the Research 
Office role is confused. This leaves us feeling 
frustrated as we are working away but not getting 
any rewards. It is impossible to overcome the 
faculties and make the changes we feel are needed.” 
(University Q)

  “We are trying to prevent the wheel being 
reinvented in departments.” (University T)
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FIGURE 10:  Level of devolved Research Management compared to 
Research Income (2006/07)
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3.1.2.9  The functions of Research Management varied 
considerably across the sample. There were highly 
integrated structures, which included Research Office, 
Business Development and Technology Transfer, as 
well as highly separated functions. The location of 
post award management was a common differentiator 
across the sample. Twelve institutions managed post 
award from within the Research Office (Figure 11). 

  Eleven institutions operated with a separate Business 
Development unit. While it is hard to identify a metric 
which truly measures the effectiveness of Business 
Development, comparison with levels of externally 
sponsored industrial research (2006/07) suggests 
that on average, more industry-related funding 
could be attributed to institutions where a Business 
Development team was integrated into a Research 
Office (highlighted in red on Figure 12). Interviewees 
also indicated that co-located teams (even when 
reporting lines might be different) delivered significant 
benefits in understanding activities and exchanging 
knowledge across functions. As one interviewee 
noted, “having a separate Business Development team 
has made it difficult to come up with a shared plan. 
Operations might be joined up at the bottom but this 
is not the case at the top” (University L).

3.1.3  Perceptions of Research Management

3.1.3.1  Several interviewees indicated that they felt their role 
as a research support unit was not well understood by 
academic stakeholders and by other support functions. 
Sixteen institutions felt that academics recognised 
that Research Management added value to the 
organisation, while fifteen institutions felt that other 
units, such as Finance or Human Resources, understood 
the role of Research Management. This was supported 
by the results of a survey of Research Management 
staff conducted in 2008, in which 59% of respondents 
felt that Research Management was highly valued 
by the leadership of their institution.20 While this 
illustrates a trend towards greater recognition 
of Research Management as a functional unit, in 
other institutions the reverse was true; staff in four 
institutions felt academics did not value their service 
and five institutions felt that functional peers did not 
understand what they did. Comments suggested 
that efforts were being made to communicate the 
role of the Research Office proactively to academic 
and administrative stakeholders. There was specific 
mention of this at two institutions:

  “Making other areas of the university understand 
what the Research Office does is critical to our 
success.” (University C)

  “There is a need here to train new academics 
to value and understand how to work with the 
Research Office. Culturally we need to bridge the 
gap. There’s a need to make academics understand 
where the money goes and why we invest in… the 
research support team.” (University O)

3.1.3.2  Directors of Research Services are rarely included at 
the highest committee level within the university. Only 
four universities indicated that the Director of Research 
Services was a member of the senior executive 
committee (or equivalent), whereas the Directors of 
Finance and Planning were almost always included 
at the most senior executive committee. In a third of 
institutions the Director of Research Services was not 
involved in the Research Committee. As one academic 
interviewee commented:

  “The Research Committee does not include the 
Director of Research Services in the membership. 
Only academics are included on these types of 
board, not administrative staff.” (University L)
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FIGURE 11:  Level of Research Income (2006/07)

FIGURE 12:  Level of industrial Research Income (2006/07)
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3.1.3.3  The issue does not appear to be linked solely to the 
differences between academic staff and administrative 
staff. If this were the case then other directors, such 
as Finance, would not be members of the senior 
committee. This is perhaps indicative of the lack of 
understanding of the role and importance of Research 
Management. One interviewee commented:

  “There is sibling rivalry between us and Finance…
they just see research as another income stream. 
They don’t understand that research is more 
complicated, that it has risks attached to it that go 
beyond pure accounting.” (University Q)

3.1.3.4  Research activity is a key indicator of institutional 
performance, yet few universities in the sample 
recognised that the Research Office, with direct  
contact with funders and researchers, was best placed 
to effectively monitor this important income pipeline 
and so did not utilise the performance information 
collected by staff in research support. 

3.1.3.5  The perception of Research Management by those 
involved in the function was mixed throughout the 
sample. Most felt that they belonged to a profession 
within their institution. However, interviewees at eight 
institutions felt that Research Management was not 
considered a professional activity in the same way as 
Human Resources or Finance. 

3.1.4  Recruitment

3.1.4.1  Half the sample found it highly difficult to recruit 
staff into roles in Research Management (primarily 
because of difficulties in finding applicants with 
the requisite skills) whereas half found recruitment 
relatively easy. There were some minor indications of 
regional variation within these findings, particularly 
where a number of universities were located close to 
each other and provided a local labour pool within 
which employees could move more freely, or where 
the university was the major employer in the region, 
but the findings did not provide conclusive proof that 
employment was easier or more difficult in particular 
areas of England. 

3.1.4.2  The type of people institutions sought to recruit 
varied across the sample. Twelve institutions indicated 
that they were more likely to look for specialist skills 
together with some previous experience of working 
in university administration (Figure 13); half indicated 
that they would look for recruits to have a first degree; 
and four indicated that ideal candidates would possess 
a PhD or professional qualification, e.g. in finance or 
law (Figure 14). This view was consistent with the 2008 
Association of Commonwealth Universities (ACU) 
and Global Research Mangement Network (GRMN) 
survey, which found that staff came into Research 
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FIGURE 13:  Preferred background of recruits

FIGURE 14:  Preferred qualifications of recruits

FIGURE 15: Previous backgrounds of recruits22
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Management from a variety of different backgrounds, 
including business, charities and the public sector, 
and not just academic or administrative experience in 
universities (Figure 15).21 It is clear that many staff come 
into Research Management through accident rather 
than design:

  “Most people fall into the career.” (University F)

  “Research administrators evolve into the role. They 
might originally have been chief technicians who 
started doing a bit of administration.” (University T)



3 1.4.3  Fourteen of the twenty institutions indicated that most 
appointments were external. This was indicative of 
problems in developing and promoting existing staff, 
particularly at senior and top-level management. Only 
two institutions indicated that they deliberately moved 
staff horizontally within Research Management to build 
broader expertise. The study encountered two recent 
appointments at a director level: both were recruited 
externally; both universities were keen to point out the 
lack of internal candidates with the requisite breadth of 
skills and experience. As one interviewee commented: 

  “The top management pool is aging and shrinking; 
we had to go to the other side of the world to get 
the current Director of Research Services.” 

3.1.4.4  Coupled with challenges for staff development was the 
low level of staff turnover in the majority of institutions 
interviewed. Fourteen described staff turnover as 
low or very low and only four described turnover as 
high. It is likely that these factors present difficulties 
within the sector, as staff, particularly at junior level, 
see little opportunity for career development and few 
vacancies in which to achieve promotion or to broaden 
their experience. Half of the sample felt that career 
development opportunities were very low or low. Only 
one explicitly commented that there was the potential 
to move to a higher level job. The majority of feelings 
were summed up in the following comment:

  “There is no career path in my area and I don’t feel 
that there is a training structure available for new 
staff locally or nationally.” (University B)

3.1.4.5  This reflects the picture painted by the 2008 ACU/
GRMN survey, which found that the lack of defined 
career was an issue for the sector as a whole. The staff 
surveyed were unlikely to remain within Research 
Management roles when changing jobs, preferring 
instead to move into other aspects of university 
administration, roles in the public or private sector, or 
academic work. Fewer than half said they would move 
into Research Management positions at either their 
existing institution or another academic institution.23

3.1.5 Training

3.1.5.1  Eighteen institutions indicated that they had a 
dedicated budget for staff training and development 
within the Research Office and seventeen claimed to 
have used external training provided by organisations 
such as the Association for Research Managers and 
Administrators (ARMA) or Praxis. However, the majority 
of training used across the sample was delivered 
internally and relied on the knowledge of existing staff 
(Figure 16).

3.1.5.2  The 2008 ACU/GRMN survey showed that a wide range 
of skills are needed to work in the sector (Figure 17), 
that there is a need to strengthen training across many 
of the key areas of support activity (Figure 18) and that 
training staff effectively and in sufficient quantities is a 
future challenge for the profession (Figure 19). This was 
emphasised by interviewees at one institution, who 
recognised that Research Management was changing, 
and that this change was driven by academics:

  “There is a global acceptance that support services 
is increasingly professional, driven largely by a sea 
change in expectation from academics.” (University B)

 15

FIGURE 16:  Level of in-house training provided

FIGURE 18:  Relative importance of different skill areas of training25
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3.2  Implications of the context 
within which research is 
currently managed

3.2.1  The findings described above illustrate a wide 
range of structures and reporting lines, a variety of 
nomenclature, varying functional units for delivering 
the same core functions, discrepancies in recruitment 
and career development, ad hoc or institution-specific 
training and different perceptions within universities 
of the role of the Research Office. Despite these 
considerable variations in organisational design across 
the sample, fourteen institutions felt that their current 
structures were effective. Yet, surprisingly, structures 
seemed also to be under constant review across the 
sample. 

3.2.2  This complexity and inconsistency in the way in which 
Research Offices function is in contrast to other core 
activities performed by universities. Functions such 
as Finance, Human Resources or Student Services are 
organised on broadly similar lines across the sector 
(and which broadly correlate with their organisation in 
the public and private sectors). With standardisation 
of function, structure, job roles and responsibilities, 
it becomes easier to identify the skills required at 
each level, and to transfer skills and people from 
one organisation to another. Similarly, with this 
standardisation it is possible to make comparisons 
across the sector and to identify good practice. 

3.2.3  As a consequence of consistency of structure, 
organisation and role, it is possible to more readily 
share and translate good practice, knowledge and 
experience. In Finance, for example, the British 
Universities Finance Directors’ Group (BUFDG) is the 
representative body for senior finance office staff in the 
higher education sector in the United Kingdom and 
employs a permanent administrative staff. It provides 

a strategic financial perspective on higher education 
activities; collects, analyses and disseminates relevant 
information; provides training and development 
for finance directors and their staff; and maintains 
forums for discussion, consultation and exchange. 
BUFDG is funded by an institutional subscription 
of around a thousand pounds per annum and from 
the proceeds of conference and training activities.zz 
Similar organisations, all of which employ at least one 
full-time post, include the Association of University 
Administrators (AUA), the Association of University 
Directors of Estates (AUDE), and the Association of 
Heads of University Administration (AHUA).28 The 
existence of organisations of this nature reflects 
the uniformity found in other aspects of university 
administration across the UK.

3.2.4  The frameworks within which people deliver and 
manage research are different across the sector. Unlike 
other core functions such as Human Resources and 
Finance, Research Management varies from institution 
to institution, and staff employed in Research 
Management have different roles and responsibilities. 
Because there is no standardisation across the sector, 
as there might be in Human Resources or Finance, it 
is almost impossible to make staff comparisons, or to 
have a commonality of career progression, training, 
and job roles. 

3.2.5  This begs the question: is it possible to address issues 
of training in the current context before identifying 
good practice from across the sector and creating more 
uniformity in the way research is managed?

3.3    Professionalising Research 
Management

3.3.1   Demand for a professional Research 
Management framework

3.3.1.1  Almost three-quarters of the sample (fourteen) 
felt that there was an opportunity to develop a 
professional Research Management framework. Nearly 
all institutions were prepared to pay for accredited 
training that met the needs of their staff and 
organisation. Comments from interviews indicated, 
however, that there were both positive and negative 
aspects to professionalising Research Management 
and this was stressed by most respondents. A number 
of institutions highlighted concerns that a profession 
might exclude potential recruits and create a barrier to 
entry. As one interview commented:

  “Would accreditation help? No, because I want to 
have as broad a pool as possible to recruit from so it 
wouldn’t help me.” (University R)
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FIGURE 19:  Future challenges for the Research Management 
profession26
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  “If you call Research Management a profession then 
you create barriers for potential recruits – it has 
grown out of university administration.” (University J) 

  Some interviewees questioned whether the ‘profession’ 
was big enough to attract candidates on to courses 
(University I), while another warned against “creating 
a profession just for the sake of it” (University P). Taken 
in the context of the inhomogeneity of frameworks 
across the sector these findings are not surprising and 
reflect an embryonic profession struggling to create 
an identity. The difficulties and duplication of activities 
that this causes were referred to by one interviewee:

  “There is huge frustration that we work in an 
educational sector, and we are professional people, 
but we have been left to just muddle through. The 
waste in the sector must be huge.” (University T)

3.3.1.2  Thirteen interviewees felt that having membership 
of a professional body was important for Research 
Management in providing opportunities to network 
with other institutions, funding councils and 
government funding agencies:

  “There is a need for a more holistic approach to 
the development of people involved in research 
support so they can be brought together and 
systematically trained.” (University G)

  “A national training framework would be very 
useful, especially for less research intensive 
institutions. The approach should be modular 
and made relevant to the localised university in 
question.” (University S)

3.3.1.3  Figure 20 plots the sample institutions on a matrix that 
compares the perceived level of career progression 
opportunities within each institution against 
interviewee opinion on the breadth of scope within 
the sector for the introduction of a professional 
Research Management framework. Universities located 
in the top right quadrant show strong support for a 
professional Research Management framework and 
have high levels of perceived career development 
opportunities, while those in the top left quadrant 
show strong support for a professional Research 
Management framework and have lower levels 
of perceived career development opportunities. 
This spread of institutions at the top of the chart 
indicates that the majority of institutions strongly 
support the overall introduction of a professional 
framework, regardless of the perceived potential 
career progression opportunities within the institution, 
implying that the demand for the development of a 
professional Research Management framework is not 
just connected to the need to improve careers within 
the sector.

3.3.2 Current training provision

3.3.2.1  There are currently two organisations in the 
UK – ARMA, the Centre for Higher Education 
Management and Policy at Southampton (CHEMPaS) 
– that specifically support research managers and 
administrators. There are four organisations – Institute 
of Knowledge Transfer (IKT), Unico, Praxis, Association 
for University Research and Industry Links (AURIL) – 
aimed at supporting Knowledge Transfer professionals. 
The IKT has begun to offer accreditation to course 
providers, including the Leadership Foundation for 
Higher Education (LFHE), to ensure high standards 
of professional development within Knowledge 
Transfer.29 One organisation – the United Kingdom 
Research Office (UKRO) – supports EU research funding 
managers, and at least three other organisations 
– The Missenden Centre, Association of University 
Administrators (AUA), Association of Research 
Centres in the Social Sciences (ARCISS) – offer generic 
university administration support and provide for 
Research Management staff as a subset of that group. 
Annex 3 contains a detailed summary of these sources 
of training and support.

3.3.2.2  Such organisations offer training as well as a forum for 
networking. The community support aspects (through 
such activities as networking at training events and 
conferences and through email discussion lists) are 
highly valued and several institutions cited it as the 
main reason for membership of ARMA.

3.3.2.3  Training provision in the sector is varied. The majority 
of training available is in the form of seminars, 
single and multi-day courses, and workshops, and is 
offered by providers such as Praxis, ARMA, AUA, The 
Missenden Centre and ARCISS. These courses cover a 
broad spectrum of management topics. In addition, 
postgraduate qualifications, such as the Postgraduate 
Certificate in the Management of Research, are offered 
by CHEMPaS, AURIL and AUA.
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FIGURE 20:  Potential for career progression compared with 
scope for the introduction a professional Research Management 
framework
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This points to a need for better training in Research 
Management but, as one interviewee asked, “is the 
profession big enough to attract sufficient people 
onto courses?’ (University I). In contrast, the PVCR at 
one institution felt there was a “massive market for 
training and career development pathways in Research 
Management, which will encourage universities to take 
their people and jobs more seriously” (University P). 
The fact that the provision is patchy begs the question 
whether a disparate set of providers can respond with 
quality courses to a relatively small community.

3.3.3 Professional accreditation

3.3.3.1  The most common view of accreditation for Research 
Management was that any qualification must be of 
high quality and pitched at a level that caught the 
attention of employers and staff within the sector. 
As such, the majority of institutions indicated that 
accreditation should take the form of a postgraduate 
qualification which gave staff a depth and breadth of 
theoretical understanding across the sector:

  “An accreditation would need to be achieved over 
time and with experience. You should not just be 
able to walk in off the street and pick this certificate 
up.” (University Q)

3.3.3.2  Institutions were also concerned that local needs 
should be addressed and that a modular, progressive 
approach needed to be taken towards accreditation. 
It was felt that flexibility around course modules 
and schedules should be high priorities for any 
accreditation framework:

  “Accreditation could be useful especially if it took 
account of ‘prior learning’ and operated within a 
broad generic framework with specific work-based 
focused project work.” (University A)

3.3.2.4  Most institutions in the sample used training courses 
provided by ARMA and Praxis. Other organisations such 
as AURIL, IKT, AUA and The Missenden Centre were 
also used but much less widely. Interviewees felt that 
Praxis courses were particularly useful for staff new to 
Knowledge Transfer and were of a high quality. Areas 
for improvement identified by interviewees broadly 
related to issues concerning cost and relevance to local, 
specific needs. One institution described Praxis courses 
as “very expensive“ (University D), a sentiment echoed 
in several others, while another commented that:

  “We use Praxis to develop legal skills within our 
team but the courses could do with being tailored 
to local needs.” (University R)

3.3.2.5  Courses provided by ARMA were thought to give an 
excellent introduction to Research Management, 
particularly for junior members of staff who had 
attended the ARMA three-day introductory course. The 
networking and ‘funder visit’ opportunities provided 
by ARMA were consistently referred to in interviews as 
useful aspects of staff development:

  “Being a member of ARMA has proved a useful 
forum for networking and building contacts.” 
(University F)

3.3.2.6  Gaps in the service provision were highlighted by a 
number of institutions, particularly the ad hoc nature 
of courses and the lack of forward planning: people 
did not know when, or if, courses were scheduled, 
and courses were arranged on an intermittent basis, 
making it difficult to organise staff training over the 
long-term:

  “ARMA provides good courses and training is 
improving but a lot of it is too ad hoc. There is no 
ARMA programme in advance for the year. It runs on 
goodwill and delivery depends on the expertise of 
individuals. There’s no master plan or coherence to 
the training programme.” (University M)

  One institution questioned whether ARMA had 
“the capacity to run an accredited training institute” 
(University F). 

3.3.2.7  In general, the current external training provision was 
thought useful in enabling staff to be trained quickly 
and efficiently. Difficulties in finding courses that suited 
specific institutions at a suitable level at a suitable time 
and at a suitable price were the chief gaps in service 
delivery. The provision in the core area of Research 
Management (as opposed to specialisms such as 
Knowledge Transfer) is very patchy with no coherence 
or consistency in the quality or scope of the courses. 
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 Varying accountabilities of Research Office staff, ••
particularly at senior level. The dual leadership of 
the Research Office by the PVCR (academic) and 
Director of Research (administrative) places increased 
significance on establishing clear responsibilities and 
strong working relationships between occupants of 
the two roles

 Significant differences in importance and ••
involvement attached to the Director of Research 
Services (compared with other administrative 
directors)

 Significant variations in structure and number of staff ••
in Research Offices, with no obvious correlation with 
metrics

   But, strikingly, within each university there is overall 
confidence of their own structure, whilst, somewhat 
anomalously, there is also significant evidence of 
constant and ongoing change to those structures.

4.5  Maybe it is not surprising that many find recruitment 
into Research Management difficult – this must, to 
some extent, be the result of trying to recruit into an 
ill-defined, inhomogeneous activity, which, if hard 
to describe from within, may be nigh impossible to 
identify and understand when outside it – and maybe, 
unsurprisingly, many people just “fall into the career”, 
and many others never identify it as an opportunity. 
Once in the ‘career’ the lack of defined structures within 
research administration, combined with decreasing 
levels of staff turnover, has created a body of staff 
with little opportunity for career development. It is 
clear that the majority of universities interviewed 
encountered difficulties in developing staff with 
a broad range of skills and, in turn, there was an 
overt lack of internal candidates for senior Research 
Management positions.

4.6  The training landscape is as inhomogeneous as the 
landscape it attempts to serve. Many universities 
deliver most of their training internally, thereby 
emphasising and embedding the inhomogeniety 
rather than reflecting and consolidating generic skills 
and competencies.

4.7  Given the complexity and inconsistency in many 
aspects of Research Management, it is unsurprising 
that the community of research managers are, unlike 
other core administrative functions, not comparable 
in terms of job roles, responsibilities, functions and, so, 
skills.

4.8  Therefore, before turning to the questions to be 
addressed by this project, and whatever the answers 
to them may be, should the focus be on moving to 
greater consistency across the sector, identifying 
and translating good practice, and harmonising the 

4 Conclusions

4.1  The Research Management function requires a vast 
range of skills and knowledge (including costing and 
negotiation skills through to specialist knowledge 
of EU and other funders, Intellectual Property, and 
commercialisation). Universities have developed 
dedicated Research Strategies and appointed academic 
and administrative heads to ensure that research 
activity is proactively managed. However, Research 
Management has developed in an organic fashion. 
Reporting lines, structures, roles and responsibilities 
differ widely from institution to institution. It is this 
disparity which leads to two conflicting issues. Firstly, 
that such growth has led to confusion surrounding 
the role of research support – to the extent that staff 
working in such units are not sure if they are part of 
a clearly defined community, let alone a professional 
one. Secondly, though there is consensus on the need 
for a professional, accredited framework to manage 
and develop research support within England, the 
mechanisms through which it might be delivered are 
less clear.

4.2  The lack of consistency in Research Management is 
evidenced by the number of different combinations 
of Research Office, Technology Transfer and Business 
Development units grouped together or separated 
into distinct entities. In the sample, interaction and 
understanding between these units varied significantly 
from co-located, efficient teams to disconnected silos 
of operations. Expansion of support staff numbers 
in line with growing research portfolios has led to 
large variations in staff to Research Income ratios 
and in structural design of the Research Office. As 
management within the sector learn to adapt and 
understand the nature of research support there has 
been some ‘reinvention of the wheel’, for example, 
through devolving or centralising of staff.

4.3  The Research Management function requires a vast 
range of skills and knowledge (including costing skills 
and negotiation skills, through to specialist knowledge 
of EU and other funders, Intellectual Property, 
commercialisation). Unsurprisingly, as these skills have 
increased in range and complexity, the way in which 
they are provided has evolved organically and in 
idiosyncratic ways. This is compounded by the diversity 
of universities involved in research.

4.4  Thus the context in which research is managed is 
hugely different across the sector, illustrated by:

 The varying importance, development and ••
monitoring of Research Strategies

 The range of funds set aside to prime a Research ••
Strategy

 The differing role and number of committees ••
involved in strategic and operational aspects of 
research



expect a professional framework to be nationally 
recognised and respected broadly across the entire 
sector. Training delivered through this framework 
should be high-quality, modular and flexible enough to 
meet the varied needs of institutions and their research 
administration teams.

    What possible approaches are there to addressing the 
demand?

   It is clear that there is demand for a professional, 
respected and flexible mechanism for delivering high 
quality training in Research Management. Equally, 
none of the current offerings available for universities 
to choose from are holistic enough to develop the 
skills they wish for in their staff, nor do they have the 
right level of flexibility or availability. The approaches 
to dealing with this disparity are unclear and reflective 
of a sector that is variable and developmental with 
staff that generally find it difficult to determine career 
direction. It is the irregularity of Research Management 
that creates difficulties in building a coherent 
professional framework that is broad enough to cater 
for the needs across the sector. Technology Transfer is 
one area of university research support that has started 
to build consistency in structures and remit, indicating 
that relatively small communities of staff involved in 
Research Management can begin to form professional 
frameworks. A broader, more comprehensive 
framework is required that engages with current 
providers and senior staff within the sector to develop 
good practice, greater consistency and a network of 
Research Management professionals. Universities and 
funders need encouragement to support this direction 
as an investment, which could deliver significant 
and lasting value in return, and as an alternative to 
increased spending on retrospective audit.
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community so that training and development can be 
provided to a clearly defined and easily understood 
community? If so, the first step may be to consider 
developing networks, such as BUFDG in Finance, 
for Research Management; such a move may draw 
together a ‘federated leadership’ within the sector and 
may also address the identified gap in senior talent 
within Research Management.

    The following sections draw conclusions about 
professionalising Research Management, based on the 
assumption that the environment is ready to receive it, 
which is fundamentally brought into question by the 
above.

4.9  Most universities in the sample see the opportunity 
for developing a professional framework for Research 
Management though there is less agreement on the 
form and nature this should take. This is probably 
unsurprising given the disparate nature of the 
landscape. Concerns were expressed about whether 
the community is of sufficient size to support an 
accredited training regime, and whether the existence 
of formal qualifications might inhibit recruiting skills 
from outside the community.

4.10  The challenge is to understand how an embryonic 
community, within an irregular landscape, aggregates 
so as to develop. Many of the views expressed were 
introspective and defensive of the current position.

4.11  The current provision of training and development 
is highly fragmented with a range of providers of 
varying professionalism with a haphazard range of 
provision. Contrasting this with the major university 
support services (e.g. Human Resources, Finance and 
Student Services) may be inappropriate since they are 
mature, long-established, large professions. But other 
communities (such as Knowledge Transfer) are equally 
small but far more agglomerated, integrated and 
holistic in their provision.

4.12  So what is inhibiting the development of a professional 
community of Research Management? Respondents 
do not identify the ability of staff to be released for 
training or funds for training as inhibitive. Is it because 
there is no leadership within the community (once 
again reflected by the concern that the pool for 
recruitment to senior level posts is very small)? Leaders 
need support: is the community large enough to 
support an executive function for a professional body?

4.13 So to address the project’s objectives:

  Is there a demand for the development of a 
professional framework for Research Management?

  There is a significant demand and appetite for a 
professional Research Management framework, 
although the nature of this framework is less obvious. 
This study has, however, found that universities would 
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Annex 1: English university Research Income 2006/07 
(source: HESA) 

 (£
M

)



 23

Annex 2: Research Office structures
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Association of Research Centres in the 
Social Sciences (ARCISS)
ARCISS is a membership organisation for research centres in the 
UK committed to social science research. Over fifty independent 
and university research centres are currently members.

ARCISS supports the work of its members by organising 
seminars, workshops and one and two-day conferences. 
Recent events have covered research ethics, human resource 
management in research centres and changes to research 
council support for university research.

ARCISS also campaigns and represents members’ interests with 
government agencies and research funders. In recent years it 
has made submissions to the Office of Science and Technology 
on the sustainability of university research, to the Higher 
Education Funding Council on the RAE and its review of research 
funding, and to the Economic and Social Research Council on its 
thematic priorities

ARCISS works to develop good practice in the management 
of research centres and to facilitate networking. The ARCISS 
mailbase and its directory of member organisations allow for 
the exchange of information, experience and advice.

Association for Research Managers 
and Administrators (ARMA)
ARMA is a professional association for research managers and 
administrators in the UK. Members work in universities, funding 
bodies, the NHS and independent research organisations, as 
well as organisations providing services to research support 
offices. Their activities are focused on encouraging professional 
development and networking amongst research managers and 
administrators.

ARMA provide a series of training and information events, 
including an annual conference, a series of one-day seminars, 
and short study tours to funding bodies. They also support the 
exchange of knowledge and best practice through focused 
discussion groups and a number of email lists. They offer a 
structured programme of training courses, including a series 
of one or two-day training seminars covering key topics in 
depth and a residential workshop programme, with two-day 
workshops offered at three levels. Each autumn they run an 
induction workshop for new research administrators; in spring 
they run a workshop for administrators with around three to 
five years’ experience; and in winter they offer a workshop for 
experienced research managers.

They publish a series of occasional papers to which members are 
encouraged to contribute and offer a small number of bursaries 
to support individual professional development activities. 

ARMA was incorporated as a company limited by guarantee in 
2006. They have around 1150 individual members and a small 
number of commercial members (commercial bodies offering 
service of interest to research managers).

Association of University 
Administrators (AUA)
AUA is a membership-led professional body for those interested 
in advancing their career in higher education. There are around 
4000 AUA members based in universities, higher education 
colleges, higher education related bodies such as Universities 
UK and funding councils, and further education institutions. 

AUA is committed to raising the profile of higher education 
management and administration and to developing best 
practice and the highest standards of professionalism. The AUA’s 
code of professional standards, endorsed by the Association 
of Heads of University Administration (AHUA) and a growing 
number of institutions, provides a framework of core values 
and principles to underpin the profession of university 
administration.

AUA provides professional development opportunities for 
university and higher education managers and administrators, 
including information services, events and conferences and 
the AUA Postgraduate Certificate in Professional Practice. This 
is a portfolio-based scheme validated by the Open University. 
Achievement of the award demonstrates knowledge of key 
areas within the higher education sector, transferable skills 
and evidence of the ‘professional journey’ undertaken. AUA 
also organises an annual programme of seminars, workshops 
and conferences that is the largest professional development 
conference in the higher education calendar, with around 130 
sessions and keynote presentations.

The AUA’s online services include a number of email discussion 
groups: aua-news, for electronic bulletins including weekly 
press digest and fortnightly professional development bulletin; 
and aua-forum, an email list for sharing information and 
best practice. A number of special interest groups have been 
established to allow members with similar interests to share 
good practice and develop their understanding of specific areas 
of higher education policy and practice.

AUA works closely with the British Council and the Association 
of Commonwealth Universities. 

Association for University Research 
and Industry Links (AURIL)
AURIL is a professional association representing all practitioners 
involved in knowledge creation, development and exchange in 
the UK and Ireland. It works to ensure new ideas, technologies 
and innovations flow from institutions into the market place. It is 
the largest Knowledge Transfer association in Europe, with more 
than 1600 members from universities, NHS Trusts and public 
sector research establishments.

AURIL has widespread international recognition through its 
success in influencing UK government policy. It has working 
relations with the Confederation of British Industry, Universities 
UK, the UK Intellectual Property Office, the Department of 
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Innovation, Universities and Skills, HM Treasury and the Higher 
Education Funding Councils.

AURIL received a grant of nearly £500,000 from the Department 
of Trade and Industry for the development and delivery of a 
programme of Continuing Professional Development courses. 
The programme’s Postgraduate Certificate in Knowledge 
Transfer, accredited by the Open University Business School 
started in November 2004. A Professional Award for Knowledge 
Transfer Practitioners, developed in collaboration with the Open 
University, was launched in 2005. The award is aimed at staff 
whose role includes managing the creation, application and 
exploitation of knowledge within their organisation, including 
universities, the public sector, the NHS, multi-nationals and 
charities.

Centre for Higher Education 
Management and Policy at 
Southampton (CHEMPaS)
CHEMPaS is an interdisciplinary focus for teaching, research 
and professional development in the field of higher education. 
It aims to combine leading edge research with professional 
practice in higher education.

A range of courses supported by the Association for University 
Research and Industry Links (AURIL) are available. These 
programmes are intended for academic staff and staff 
working in professional services. Programmes are delivered 
as short residential units in Southampton and elsewhere in 
the UK. Individual course units may be taken for professional 
development without assessment.

Programmes offered in the management of research and 
enterprise include:

 MSc in the Management of Research and Enterprise in Higher ••
Education and the Public Sector (full-time or part-time)

 Postgraduate Certificate in the Management of Research in ••
Higher Education and the Public Sector (part-time)

 Postgraduate Certificate in the Management of Innovation ••
and Enterprise in Higher Education and the Public Sector 
(part-time) 

 Diploma in the Management of Research and Enterprise in ••
Higher Education and the Public Sector

Institute of Knowledge Transfer (IKT)
The Institute of Knowledge Transfer is a membership-led 
organisation that has been established to set standards for 
development of the Knowledge Transfer profession and to 
address issues surrounding accreditation, certification and 
training. Using the latest information technology, the Institute 
aims to help Knowledge Transfer professionals work effectively 
by drawing on the best international practice. It is dedicated 
solely to meeting the needs of the individuals involved in 
Knowledge Transfer.

In recognising course providers IKT looks for high standards of 
organisational management and Knowledge Transfer relevant 
training which will benefit practitioners in the sector. They look 
for an approach that embraces the continuing need for change 
and development relevant to the target business sector of the 
course participants and which lead to successful outcomes for 
the continuing health of the business sector. The Leadership 
Foundation’s Knowledge Exchange Leadership Programme has 
been recognised as one such example.

The IKT is keen to help Knowledge Transfer professionals work 
more effectively by providing support and guidance on a range 
of relevant Knowledge Transfer training and development 
and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) courses and 
qualifications.

The IKT aspires to provide the following member services:

A national Knowledge Transfer portal/extranet••
 A tool-kit resource of strategy and policy guides and a ••
database of useful practical templates and precedents

Online Knowledge Transfer CPD••
Virtual events, web-casts and collaborations ••
 A collaborative platform for interdisciplinary and cross-••
organisational research and Knowledge Transfer

An on-line Knowledge Transfer journal••
 An abstract service providing evidence-based information on ••
research and best practice

Technology brokering••
A regular web-based news and publication service••

The Leadership Foundation for Higher 
Education (LFHE)
The Leadership Foundation provides a dedicated service 
of support and advice on leadership, governance and 
management for UK universities and higher education colleges. 
It is committed to developing and improving the management 
and leadership skills of existing and future leaders of higher 
education.

The LFHE aims to bring together people from different 
institutions to share mutual needs and capabilities, to share 
learning, and to encourage each other to persevere with their 
personal and organisational development. As part of this, 
they aim to maintain networks for all their key events and 
programmes.

They offer a broad range of training and development courses, 
seminars, workshops and conferences, a telephone helpline 
and advisory service, consultancy advice, grant and investment 
schemes, a range of online information and resources, and a 
quarterly magazine (Engage) and supplement.
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The Missenden Centre
The Missenden Centre is part of Bucks New University and 
holds not-for-profit development courses. Seminars offer small 
groups of academic and administrative staff, especially those 
in leadership and managerial roles, an opportunity to share 
and examine current concerns on topical issues. Participants 
share up to twenty-four hours informal but intensive discussion 
within a format developed to provide a constructive outcome 
for senior people with high level responsibilities but little time 
to spare.

Seminars include:

Learning from litigation••
Student support and customer satisfaction••
 Effective supervision (professional and part-time doctorates)••
Research Strategy post RAE 2008••
University futures, 2010 and beyond••
Successful bidding for research funding••

Praxis
Praxis is a national training programme aimed at technology 
transfer professionals working in universities, research 
institutions and industry. It delivers professional training and 
development courses for personnel in technology transfer 
offices in the UK.

Their programme features a range of courses led by experts 
from universities, industry and government, featuring a mix of 
seminars, interactive workshops and case studies. Courses are 
offered on subjects including:

Fundamentals of Technology Transfer••
Creating spinout companies••
Advanced licensing skills••
Research contracts••
Business Development••

The programme curricula are designed by a volunteer 
committee comprising experts from universities, industry and 
government who are actively involved in different key aspects of 
the commercialisation of research. 

Praxis is non-profit making but market-driven. It aims to deliver 
courses that meet a market need for the profession and to 
maintain the financial stability necessary to deliver courses at a 
price that makes them accessible to staff at all levels.

Praxis was formed in 2002 by a group of technology transfer 
directors in response to a lack of appropriate training for 
their staff. It was set up with funding from the Cambridge-
MIT Institute and supplemented in 2003 with funds from the 
Department of Trade and Industry.

United Kingdom Research Office 
(UKRO)
The UK Research Office (UKRO) is the UK’s leading information 
and advice service on European Union funding for research 
and higher education. Established in Brussels in 1984, UKRO is 
jointly funded by all seven UK research councils and receives 
subscriptions from over 140 research organisations, principally 
in the UK.

UKRO’s mission is to promote effective UK participation in EU-
funded research programmes, higher education programmes, 
and other related activities by:

 Supporting sponsors and subscribers through early insight ••
and briefing on developments in European programmes and 
policies

 Disseminating timely and targeted information on EU funding ••
opportunities

 Providing high quality advice, guidance and training on ••
applying for and managing EU projects

 Exchanging information between the UK research and higher ••
education community, the institutions of the EU, and other 
countries participating in EU programmes

UKRO provides the following information and advice services to 
sponsoring and subscribing organisations:

 An enquiry service providing guidance, information and ••
advice on EU policies and accessing EU funding opportunities

 Specialist training courses, focus groups and information ••
events providing insight into EU programmes

 An annual visit from a UKRO European advisor to provide ••
training, information and/or surgery sessions tailored to the 
subscriber’s requirements 

Annual conference for European officers ••
Information services••
UKRO website ••

Unico
Unico was founded in 1994. It represents the technology 
exploitation companies of UK universities and provides a forum 
for exchange and development of best practice. Member 
companies transfer technology and expertise through the 
formation of spin-out companies, licensing, consultancy, 
training, design and development projects, contract research, 
testing and evaluation, and problem solving.

Unico aims to support university Technology Transfer 
professionals and associated activities. It does not offer 
direct support to the companies established to pursue 
commercialisation of technologies that arise from research, nor 
to university companies that are not research-related.
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An electronic discussion group and twice-yearly meetings 
enable Unico members to exchange and develop best practice. 
UNICO conferences focus on topics such as:

spin-out company management••
investment finance••
seed and venture funds••
accounting••
taxation••
legal issues••
technology licensing••
consultancy ••

Unico also conducts and publishes an annual commercialisation 
survey.
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Name Type of body Aimed at What they offer

Association of Research 
Centres in the Social 
Sciences (ARICSS)

Membership 
organisation

Social science research 
centres

Events, seminars and publications

Association for 
Research Managers and 
Administrators (ARMA)

Professional 
association

All research managers 
and administrators

Training and information events:
Annual conference••
One-day seminars••
Short study tours to funding bodies••
Focused discussion groups ••
Email lists••

Training courses: 
One and two-day training seminars••
Residential workshop programme••
 Workshops for varying levels of experience••

Association 
of University 
Administrators (AUA)

Professional 
body

All higher education 
administrators

General higher education administration courses and 
events:

 AUA Postgraduate Certificate in Professional Practice••
 Seminars , courses, workshops and conferences••

Association for 
University Research and 
Industry Links (AURIL)

Professional 
association

Practitioners involved 
in knowledge creation, 
development and 
exchange in the UK and 
Ireland

Global innovation network , events, annual conference, 
and CPD Framework

Centre for Higher 
Education 
Management and 
Policy at Southampton 
(CHEMPaS)

All higher education 
managers

A range of qualifications including:
 MSc in the Management of Research and Enterprise••
 Postgraduate Certificate in the Management of ••
Research

 Postgraduate Certificate in the Management of ••
Innovation and Enterprise

 Diploma in the Management of Research and ••
Enterprise

Institute of Knowledge 
Transfer (IKT)

Professional 
association

Knowledge Transfer 
professionals

Recognises course providers and CPD scheme.
Online support:

National Knowledge Transfer portal/extranet••
 Tool-kit resource of strategy and policy guides and a  ••
database of useful practical templates and precedents

Online Knowledge Transfer CPD••
Virtual events, web-casts and collaborations ••
 Collaborative platform for interdisciplinary and cross-••
organisational research and Knowledge Transfer

On-line Knowledge Transfer journal••
 Abstract service providing evidence-based ••
information on research and best practice

Technology brokering••
Regular web-based news and publication service••

The Leadership 
Foundation for Higher 
Education (LFHE)

Membership 
organisation

Existing and future 
leaders of higher 
education

Dedicated service of support and advice on leadership, 
governance and management for UK universities and 
higher education colleges.
CPD training, events, conferences, forums, and 
publications. 
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Name Type of body Aimed at What they offer

The Missenden Centre Membership 
organisation

Academic and 
administrative staff 
involved in research

Development courses and seminars, such as:
Research strategy post RAE2008••
University futures, 2010 and beyond••
Successful bidding for research funding••

Praxis National 
training 
programme

Technology transfer 
professionals

A range of courses led by experts from universities, 
industry and government, featuring a mix of seminars, 
interactive workshops and case studies, including:

Creating Spinout Companies••
Fundamentals of Technology Transfer••
Advanced Licensing Skills••
Research Contracts••
Business Development••

United Kingdom 
Research Office (UKRO)

Information 
and advice 
service

European Union 
funding for research 
and higher education

Information and advice on EU funding, including an 
enquiry service.
Specialist training courses such as ‘Introduction to FP7 
contracting and financial management’

Unico Membership 
association

Knowledge Transfer 
professionals

Twice-yearly conferences.
Directors’ Forum in conjunction with Praxis.



Organisation
Strategy
Do you have a Research Strategy in place? 
 When was it published? 
  Does it have actions and how many of these have been 

realised?
 Do you have a strategic research budget?
 What are the broad strategic objectives of your institution?
 Do you include research and enterprise?
 How will you measure success?
What are the research strengths of the institution?
Are they world class or niche?
What percentages of your staff are active in research?
If you have a Research Strategy in place:
 Who was it determined by?
 Who manages it?
 Has it delivered against its objectives?
  What mechanisms do you use for measuring achievements 

against objectives?
If you have a strategic research budget in place:
 How is this deployed?
 Who manages it?
 What size is it?
What plans do you have to maintain or increase your Research 
Income?
How is your research managed?
How is Research Management generally perceived by 
Principal Investigators?
What role does Research Management have in terms of 
managing risk?
To what extent would you welcome help to develop Research 
Management – perhaps around people, processes and 
systems?
How important is the regional research/innovation agenda?

Structure
How has Research Management/developed within your 
institution?
What are your existing structures and roles?
 Are these effective?
Do you have a Pro Vice Chancellor or Dean for Research?
 What do they do?
Do you have a university Research Committee?
 What do they do?
Do you have a dedicated Research Office?
 What are their roles?
If you have a dedicated Research Office:
 How many staff does it have?
 How is it resourced?
 Is it adequately resourced?
 Who determines its priorities?
 How is it led?
 Does it have a strong leader?
 Where does it fit in the organisational structure?
 Is it represented on the management board (or equivalent)?

  Do you feel that it is respected/valued within the 
organisation?

 What activities is it responsible for?
 What activities would you like to provide?
  What activities, if any, do you currently undertake that you 

think should be dealt with elsewhere?
  What activities are devolved to faculties, schools, 

departments, academics?
 How have the roles and workload changed in recent years?
If you do not have a dedicated Research Office:
 How is Research Management delivered at your institution?
  How much is devolved to faculties, schools, departments, 

academics?
How have the roles and workload changed in recent years? 
How do you manage ‘grand challenges’ and international 
research e.g. Framework Programme 7, National Institute of 
Health?
How do you manage relationships with corporate and 
industrial funders?
What are the challenges of working with National Health 
Service/National Institute for Health Research?
Do you have joint/single Research Management Unit offices?
How do you manage relationships with other higher 
education institutions on multipartner, multidisciplinary 
projects?
Do people across the institution know who is responsible for 
what?
Is the role of the Research Office clearly understood?
How much do academic staff do themselves or duplicate 
activities and why?
 How do you assessed or quantify this?

Institutional perspectives
How is Research Management perceived by academic staff?
How is Research Management perceived by other support 
staff?
What does the Research Office do to promote itself within the 
organisation?

Interfaces
Is Research Management clearly defined?
Does Research Management understand academic 
expectations?
How do those working within Research Management 
interface with and communicate roles to academics and the 
wider university administration?
What systems or procedures are in place to manage and 
maintain these interfaces?
 Do these systems work?
 Are they adhered to by academics?

Communications
What communications are there between the university 
administration, Research Management and the academic 
staff?
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Who within the institution leads on big calls and inter-faculty 
proposals?
How are academics’ grievances with the Research Office dealt 
with?
What mechanisms are in place to deal with any problems 
before they escalate?

People and stakeholders 
Recruitment and retention
How easy or difficult is it recruiting staff for Research 
Management?
Do you recruit generically or to specialist remits within the 
Research Office?
From what experience and backgrounds do you tend to 
recruit?
What qualifications do your staff usually have when recruited?
How do you assess them for the skills they will need in 
Research Management?
Do you tend to recruit staff with the skills necessary already 
present, or do you train people in the job?
Do you make more internal or external appointments and 
promotions?
How high is the staff turnover in Research Management?
What opportunities and support are available for further 
professional development?
What, in your view, are the attractions of a job in Research 
Management?
What, in your view, might put a candidate off a job in Research 
Management?

Training/career pathways/qualifications
Do you think of Research Management as a professional 
activity? c.f. Finance, Estates, HR etc.
What education and training do you offer for your staff?
Do you offer specific training/development budget as part of 
a new hire induction?
Do you use internal or external training providers?
What training is available in those skills specific to Research 
Management?
How great are the progression opportunities?
How are progression opportunities managed?
What mechanisms are in place to ensure staff progress and 
are professionally developed?
What scope do you think there is for more specific Research 
Management training?
What sort of training would be most useful?
Who, of those who manage research in your institution (e.g. 
academics, departmental administrators, Research Office) 
could benefit most from training?
Would you pay and release staff for accredited training?
Should there be a nationally recognised professional 
framework for staff development?
How could this be best shaped?
If a Masters level qualification in Research Management were 
available, would you be interested in involving some of your 

Research Office staff?
Would accreditation of Research Management make 
recruitment and retention any better?
Have you sent staff on training courses?
Have they been useful?
Do you see a need for fundamental, operational training vs. 
professional, higher level (e.g. MSc) training

Performance and resources
Reporting
What processes do you have in place for analysis and 
reporting of research information (at an institutional and 
Research Office level)?
 Who is responsible for this?
 Do you benchmark against other institutions?
 Do you pay attention to league tables?
  What, if any, resource is allocated to the management of 

research intelligence?
Who sees Research Management information?
Do you set key performance indicators for academics and 
Research Management?
Does each group know what the others key performance 
indicators are?
How, by whom and to whom, are trends monitored?
How, by whom and to whom, is Research Income monitored?
How, by whom and to whom, is performance monitored?
What action, if any, is taken as a result of reports?
Is the action effective?
Is there accountability?

Workload
What do Research Management staff spend their time doing?
What tasks take up the most resources/time? Are these the 
‘right’ things?
What are the greatest challenges or tensions you face in 
research and Research Management?
Do Research Management staff find their work rewarding?
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