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ABSTRACT 

Of the 39 public and private universities in Australia, all but six have multi-campus operations of a size 

and nature to justify the appointment of a head of campus at other than the parent campus.   While two 

universities could be classed as operating under a federal structure, most operate under a parent/satellite 

campus structure with authority devolved to individual campus heads from the chancellery.  The 

authorities associated with this devolution define the autonomy and accountabilities of the head of 

campus, and are subject to change over time.  Despite the multitude of these parent/satellite campus 

arrangements, there has previously been no comprehensive analysis of their nature or the factors that 

influence their operations.  

This dissertation identifies five campus management models, based upon the level and categories of 

autonomy possessed at a campus level. These models, their autonomies, and their characteristics, were 

identified through the experiences of developing and implementing the business unit model at USQ 

Springfield, in addition to interviews with a range of campus heads from other universities.  This 

research was combined with management literature with a focus on organisational politics, management 

models and environmental analysis. 

The  five campus management models were found to have local variations with the model employed for 

a given campus determined by a range of prevailing factors. These factors were identified to be; the 

management culture and practices of a university; geographical influences; whether a campus was 

comprehensive or specialised in nature; the consistency of a campus with the university brand aspiration; 

the importance of community engagement for a campus; and the extent of market competition. While 

there were other factors that will have some influence, it is proposed that an optimum management 

model can be derived for a given campus by considering these factors through the use of a decision 

matrix derived from the research conducted.    
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

In the first chapter of this dissertation, I will cover the rationale behind the 

establishment of the University of Southern Queensland (USQ) Springfield Campus, 

my own personal background and how I came to be responsible for raising the 

campus, the impetus for the research project and its desired outcomes, and the 

general structure of the dissertation.  The purpose of this chapter is to contextualise 

the main elements that led to and influenced the shape of the campus prior to its 

opening. 

1.1: Rationale for USQ Springfield  

The USQ Springfield Campus commenced operations in February of 2006, after 

having first been proposed to the University Council in 2003.  Unlike most university 

campuses, it was not to be built on land owned by the institution.  Instead, it was 

established through a lease arrangement with a property developer, being a joint 

venture between Springfield Land Corporation and MIRVAC.  The presence of a 

university was a key part of the developer’s vision for an education precinct in the 

Springfield master-planned community, approximately 25 minutes south west of 

Brisbane.  The precinct, known as ‘Education City’, was planned to contain a 

number of education providers, possibly including other universities.  Education City 

is adjacent to a large shopping complex, with its associated transport hub, a business 

centre, regional parkland and a planned health precinct due to open in 2015.   

USQ’s key driver for establishing the campus was to gain growth in student load.  

Both the main campus in Toowoomba and the satellite campus in Wide Bay had 

reached their market potential, and had limited future growth possibilities.  The 

university did have a significant distance student market, which, while having 

potential for much larger student numbers, was also highly vulnerable to the arrival 

of new competitors.  Financial surpluses from the operation of the existing business 

were not large, and this prohibited significant expenditure in research or other 

activities that could grow the university in size and status. 

By entering into a lease arrangement for the Springfield Campus, the university was 

able to establish the campus without the significant capital outlay associated with 

ownership.  The 25 year lease arrangement did, however, essentially mean that the 

university took on the risks associated with establishing a permanent campus, which 

meant that it was critical that it was a commercial success.  

The developers took on responsibility for associated services, such as student 

accommodation and facilities for the provision of catering.  The developers also 

controlled all the land, external to the buildings.  This arrangement was in line with 

an argument within the university sector that the ownership of buildings for teaching 

and other services were not the core business of a university, which should focus 

solely on teaching and research.  The faults in this argument were soon to become 

apparent.  The developer’s understandable drive for profit, which in this case could 

not be offset against teaching revenue, due to the separation of the businesses and 

lack of control by the university, quickly led to unsatisfactory delivery of ancillary 
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services.  In addition, the insecurity of business operations resulting from the threat 

of the owners being able to bring in other direct competitors, led the university to 

purchase its leased buildings and additional land for expansion in 2012.   

My own involvement in the campus commenced in August 2004 when I assumed the 

role of USQ Springfield Project Manager.  I found that despite the project being in 

existence for over a year, there was virtually no documentation and little 

commitment to the project from anyone but the Vice-Chancellor.  This lack of 

corporate commitment, and in some cases, deliberate undermining of the project
1
, 

was to continue until late 2010 when it was finally accepted by the broader USQ 

community that the campus held the future growth prospects for USQ.   

I found that, despite the broad scope of the role of USQ Springfield Project Manager, 

which was essentially to be totally responsible for all elements of raising the campus, 

the project team was to consist only of myself.  The detachment of many parts of the 

university was, however, a ‘blessing in disguise’, as it allowed me the freedom to 

develop a management model based on my own philosophies of management and 

accountability.   

Once the project was near completion, I was appointed the head of campus in late 

2005.  This position was titled the Director of USQ Springfield, and in 2012 it was 

retitled as Campus Executive Manager.  A key responsibility of the head of campus 

role was the development and implementation of a distinctive campus management 

model, designed to address the internal and external environmental influences the 

campus was subject to.  The majority of this dissertation focuses on my experiences 

as the head of campus and my research into the experiences of fellow heads of 

campus at other universities.  

One particular benefit that I had throughout this operation was that the university’s 

Vice-Chancellor had previously been the head of a satellite campus at Griffith 

University.  In this role, he found that he was often frustrated by his lack of control 

and authority over what was happening on his campus.  In particular, the arbitrary 

removal of programs from the campus, sometimes without any notification made him 

very amenable to a model where unilateral decisions were prohibited and where the 

academic program portfolio was primarily determined by the head of campus.  As a 

consequence, he was very supportive of innovative management solutions that would 

prevent similar occurrences at USQ Springfield. 

1.2: My Personal Background 

I came into the position of Project Manager USQ Springfield after 24 years service in 

the Australian Army, and I consider that this background greatly assisted me in my 

new role.  After completing an on-campus science degree at Monash University, I 

joined the regular Army in 1980.  My career as an infantry officer was varied, and 

over my tenure, I was required to change my employment, on average, every one-

and-a-half years.  The majority of these changes were not insignificant and often 

                                                 
1
 The source of this is confidential, but the individual was directed to deliberately withhold 

professional support at a crucial period to attempt to force the cessation of the project. 
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presented major personal challenges, and a need to draw upon all of one’s self-

confidence to quickly become effective in the new roles.   

During my military career I was responsible for training and education in 

approximately half of my postings.  Notably, I was at one stage, the Director of the 

Australian Technical Staff Officer’s Course (ATSOC), the Defence project 

management education facility.  ATSOC was located on the University of New 

South Wales (UNSW) Australian Defence Force Academy (ADFA) campus in 

Canberra.  The Course was 50% military and technical education and 50% UNSW 

masters level education.  During this time, I was responsible for a major redesign of 

the masters program, as I saw that significant knowledge areas were not being 

covered.  I was unhappy with the way project management was being taught as it 

focussed primarily on software tools with little if any reference to contractual, 

commercial and relationship issues.  Through my previous project management 

experience I had found that these issues seemed to dominate the life of a project 

manager, an observation that was reinforced in my later role of establishing the USQ 

Springfield Campus.  Another issue I had which was to have a significant impact on 

my role as head of campus for USQ Springfield, was that there appeared to be a lack 

of accountability for teaching quality.  

In my role as ATSOC Director, I also worked at including the Certificate IV in 

Government Procurement qualification into the course and collaborated closely with 

Cranfield University in the UK for the delivery of technical military courses in 

Australia.  The knowledge I gathered from this experience of working within an 

academic environment was critical in helping me formulate concepts for managing 

the Springfield campus.   

In another chapter of my military career, I had the privilege of raising the Army 

Adventurous Training Centre.  This was done with very limited resources and only a 

handful of staff.  The Centre’s role was to train instructors to run high stress 

adventurous training in military units in areas such as white water kayaking and 

rafting, climbing, abseiling and snow survival.  Importantly though, it quickly 

became evident that it would also require the development of philosophies on risk 

management and experiential education within the military, hence, the scope of the 

position rapidly increased.  This was not unlike the role of Project Manager USQ 

Springfield, which also was far more than just implementing the infrastructure, but 

also involved operations, management, budgetary processes and establishing the 

academic portfolio.   

In addition to training and education, my career was also dominated by projects, both 

in their initiation and management.  The first major project I was responsible for was 

WUNDURRA or the Soldier of the Future Program.  Here I worked very closely 

with the Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO) to conduct a series 

of major field experiments.  These experiments successfully achieved a world-first 

through the integration of high levels of instrumentation with computer simulations, 

designed to optimise soldier performance.  At the time it was very innovative 

research and attracted significant international attention.  During 1996 and 1997, a 

series of three experiments were conducted and Australia was arguably the world 

leader in evidence-based, infantry soldier optimisation strategies as a consequence of 

these.   
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I was brought back into the project in 2003 to redirect it, as since 1997, all research 

had virtually ceased and the corporate knowledge previously gained had dissipated.  

Upon my return, I found that corporately, there was little clarity on what was to be 

procured under the Project, despite an impending one billion dollar spend.  I found 

myself in the position of having to almost stop the Project, and significantly reduced 

its scope to avoid a massive waste of resources.  This need to stand back from a 

project and clinically look at its justification for continuing was a process I had to 

repeat, soon after undertaking the role of Project Manager USQ Springfield. 

A key aspect of projects is that many are managed through a matrix organisational 

design, commonly termed ‘matrix management’. This is where the project leader has 

limited, if any, line management authority over the team members, who are usually 

seconded from supporting units for tasking purposes only. This secondment can be 

based on partial workload allocations, meaning that team members may experience 

tasking and priority conflicts from one or more project managers as well as their line 

managers.  Ivancevich, Olekalns and Matteson (1997, p. 682) describe the 

arrangement as one where “personnel will report to two managers – one in their 

functional department and one in the project or product unit”.  My experience in 

operating in matrix management structures served me well, as matrix management 

has formed the core of the operations of the USQ Springfield Campus from the 

outset. Using the terminology of Ivancevich, Olekalns and Matteson, the campus is 

the product unit, and the faculties and other parent units are the functional 

departments.   

Matrix management is very useful when there are areas of discipline expertise which 

require line management external to the project team.  This is to ensure consistent 

application of policies and access to subject-matter experts, who cannot be justifiably 

employed on a full-time basis in the project.  This access to centralised staff 

resources can also provide greater personnel redundancy.  Matrix management can 

be challenging due to conflicting priorities within supporting units and the scope for 

playing internal politics.  However, it can work well if appropriate agreements and 

communication processes are put in place.  Again, familiarity with this management 

structure was invaluable in allowing the creation of a tailored management model for 

USQ Springfield. 

Within the Australian Army there are very well developed concepts of authority and 

accountability, and more importantly, the criticality of empowering leaders on the 

ground with the responsibility for making decisions.  This leadership philosophy is 

termed ‘directive control’, and is defined by the Oxford Companion to Military 

History
2
 as a style “in which the commander gives general instructions as to his 

‘intent’ and what he wants done, but leaves it to his subordinates to implement his 

wishes”.  This is essential in situations where the stakes are high and decision cycles 

can be measured in minutes, rather than months or years. 

Directive control devolves operational decision making to the lowest levels, as it is 

recognised that it is only there that a true appreciation of the issues is held.  This 

principle allows a unit commander to respond to a rapidly changing environment 

                                                 
2
 Directive control. (n.d.). The Oxford Companion to Military History. Retrieved June 21, 2013, from 

Answers.com Web site: http://www.answers.com/topic/directive-control 

 

http://www.answers.com/topic/directive-control
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with an aggressive competitor, not unlike the situation many businesses find 

themselves in.   My leadership development in the culture of directive control 

allowed me to be comfortable with proposing a management model for the USQ 

Springfield Campus that was based around the concepts of devolution of authority 

and accountability.   

My military career provided me with many other skills that would assist me in my 

role at USQ, including the ability to retain focus during periods of stress; how to lead 

people from a wide range of backgrounds; processes for contract development and 

management; adaptability; and an appreciation for the superior expertise and 

professionalism that can be found in others, regardless of their position in the 

organisation.  Possibly the only thing that I had not anticipated in my new role was 

the extent of the organisational politics played at all levels of the University, 

sometimes to the detriment of the organisation.  While power politics is most likely 

present in all organisations, I found that compared to my experience in defence, there 

was far less focus on the goals of the organisation and a much greater emphasis on an 

individual’s ability to implement their own agendas. Excluding this last issue, which 

I eventually began to appreciate and work around, taking on the role of Project 

Manager USQ Springfield was more a matter of ‘same job, different uniform’ rather 

than any radical change which would see me culturally ill-equipped to operate in a 

new employment environment. 

1.3: A Project in Trouble 

One of the most rewarding elements of the role of Project Manager USQ Springfield 

was that I possessed the total responsibility for all aspects of the project, allowing me 

not only a high level of ownership for the outcomes, but also, the ability to provide a 

totally integrated solution.  This was enabled through the high level of trust placed in 

me by the Vice-Chancellor.  Much of this trust stemmed from my previously 

acquired knowledge of project and commercial processes.   

Within three weeks of arriving, I had not made much headway in determining the 

state the project was in. This uncertainty was a result of limited project 

documentation, despite the project being only 18 months from delivery.  The only 

significant paperwork was a Draft Agreement for Lease produced by the developer, 

which, not surprisingly, was unfavourable to USQ, with all risk being worn by the 

university.  This lack of clarity was compounded by the sudden departure of the key 

individuals involved in the initial development of the Agreement for Lease, leaving 

me unable to determine what they had or had not agreed to.  In addition, I also 

became responsible for negotiating the possible salvaging and eventual closure of a 

USQ campus that had recently commenced operations in Dubai.  By week four, I had 

also determined that the cost of the project had been underestimated by 50%, caused 

by the university not accounting for structural fit out costs.   

In essence, the project was rapidly heading for failure and needed a fundamental 

review of its viability.  Within just over a month of having taken over the project, I 

now felt that I needed to closely examine the status of the project and recommend to 

the Vice-Chancellor whether the project should either be wound up or proceeded 

with.  I commenced detailed economic modelling of expected revenues, but found 

that there was little confidence in any of the student load figures being provided by 
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the faculties. I then decided to consider the fundamental reasons for establishing the 

campus at Springfield and the potential for growth in student demand.  The key 

factors I identified were the government’s commitment to population growth in the 

Western Corridor, where Springfield is located; the high probability that good public 

transport infrastructure would flow from surrounding developments; and the 

symbiotic relationship the campus would have with the other parties involved in the 

Springfield development.  Considering all these, I recommended that the project 

should progress despite the issues I had identified. 

The University did not have significant cash reserves, and despite my optimism that 

the project would be successful, in the event that it was not, the university was quite 

exposed under the draft lease agreement. As a consequence, the key issue I now 

faced was to transfer more risk back to the developer, from a position where the 

University had very little bargaining power.  I knew that the developer was very keen 

to have a university as the centrepiece of Education City, hence, to gain power in the 

final lease agreement negotiations, I received agreement from the Vice-Chancellor, 

that if I was unable to get an acceptable reassignment of risk, the university would 

walk away from the project.  

At the time, USQ did not have a well-defined or disciplined approach to large-scale 

contract negotiations, however, I had come from the Defence Materiel Organisation 

(DMO) where complex negotiations were almost a daily event.  With the very clear 

identification of delegations within DMO, and the fact that negotiations were often 

undertaken by personnel not holding these delegations, a system of written 

negotiation directives and strict protocols had been created.  As the ultimate 

signatory on the Agreement for Lease was the Vice-Chancellor’s, I implemented this 

system, gaining a very clear understanding of what positions were acceptable and 

unacceptable in the negotiations.  Utilising this, I was able to regain ground from the 

developers and finally arrived at a draft form of agreement acceptable to the 

university.  Despite merely utilising processes from another organisation, I gained a 

deal of professional kudos from within the university, which was critical in the even 

more important task of determining the management model for the new campus.  

I was able to progress the project to meet its timelines, and in December 2005, I was 

appointed to be the inaugural campus Director, with a key role of implementing the 

management model I had developed for the campus during the course of that year. 

1.4: Impetus for the Research 

The journey of developing and implementing the management model, which I later 

termed ‘the business unit model’, is covered in detail in Chapter Two.  When it was 

conceived, it was based on my past professional experiences, a number of key 

management philosophies, and on observations of the management model employed 

at the USQ Wide Bay Campus. That particular model treated the head of campus as 

an administrator, rather than being the university executive responsible for the 

strategic direction of the campus.  The business unit model created for Springfield 

was very different from the Wide Bay Campus model, and was built around the 
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management concepts of accountability
3
 and decentralisation

4
; and used the matrix 

management structure previously described. 

Critically, the localised autonomy, being  the degree of freedom to make decisions 

(Horngren, Datar & Foster, 2003), allowed for the campus to focus on the students, 

primarily through meeting or exceeding their expectations of what an on-campus 

higher education experience should be.  Not only was this also a carry-over from my 

military background, where leaders were expected to take responsibility for the 

welfare of those under their control, but also for commercial reasons.  This 

recognised that if students were not happy at Springfield, with the close proximity of 

major competitors, changing to another institution would be relatively easy for them 

compared with the options for students at the other two campuses of the University. 

It should be stressed that there are also arguments and situations that call for the 

restriction of autonomy through centralisation.  These, and the counter arguments, 

are covered in Chapter Five. 

The student focus of the campus required a degree of accountability to the head of 

campus from all elements contributing to the campus, most notably the faculties. 

This accountability to a campus, was, and still is, quite rare in the higher education 

sector, and something which challenged previously established power structures. To 

alleviate the concerns of the deans, who were responsible for their own faculty 

business units, the model also put all commercial risk for the conduct of academic 

programs onto the campus. As there was much scepticism within the faculties that 

Springfield would be successful, this seemed to stem the objections to the new 

model.  The model was encapsulated in a document titled the ‘Springfield 

Operational and Governance Plan’ which is attached at Appendix A.     

The term governance was used in the title of the Plan to refer to the relationship with 

the parent campus and concepts of devolved authority to the satellite campus. Within 

the higher education sector the relationship between parent and satellite campus is 

commonly referred to as governance, however, this term has also historically related 

to the relationship between university councils or senates and the university 

executive.  In their examination of the development of the enterprise university in 

Australia, Marginson and Considine (2000, p.7) broadly define governance as 

encompassing “internal relationships, external relationships, and the intersection 

between them.” They go on to refine this by stating that:  

Governance is concerned with the determination of value inside universities, 

their systems of decision making and resource allocation, their mission and 

purposes, the patterns of authority and hierarchy, and the relationship of 

universities as institutions to the different academic worlds within and the 

worlds of government, business and the community without. It embraces 

‘leadership’, ‘management’ and ‘strategy’.   

                                                 
3
 The Encyclopaedia Britannica defines accountability as the ‘principle according to which a person or 

institution is responsible for a set of duties and can be required to give an account of their fulfilment to 

an authority that is in a position to issue rewards or punishment.’ Retrieved on 23 January 2014 from 

http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1887607/accountability 
4
 Decentralisation is defined as ‘the freedom of managers at lower levels of the organisation to make 

decisions.’ (Horngren, Datar & Foster, 2003) 
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Based on this definition, governance would encapsulate the relationship between 

satellite campuses and the university executive. However, to avoid confusion within 

this dissertation with the functions of university councils and senates, the term 

management rather than governance will be used to describe the parent/satellite 

campus relationship. 

1.5: Motivation for Undertaking the Study 

As the USQ Springfield Campus was located in a very competitive market, I paid 

particular attention to the activities of the closest rival, the HAM1
5
 campus.  I 

identified that the business operations of the campus were not really controlled by the 

head of campus, but were in fact managed by individual faculties at its parent 

campus.  This management arrangement was an administrative model not unlike 

USQ Wide Bay, with a lack of campus autonomy and ownership of business 

decisions.  With the inception of the USQ Springfield Campus and subsequent 

competition for students, the HAM1 campus gradually reduced its program offerings.  

It became a specialist campus in 2010 concentrating only on post-graduate medicine 

and nursing.   

This apparent ability to encourage the HAM1 campus to exit programs that were in 

competition with the USQ Springfield Campus, coincided with good student load 

growth at USQ Springfield.  This growth was almost exactly as predicted in the load 

growth forecasts I had developed and presented to the University Council for the 

final project approval.  This initial success tempted me to believe that I had a 

superior model to the administrative model and that all satellite campuses should 

adopt a high autonomy management model. However, after discussions with other 

satellite heads of campus, and upon reflecting on what had occurred, I began to see 

that if the markets of a parent and its satellite campus intersected, there could be 

justification for limiting the autonomy to the satellite campus to avoid wasted 

corporate effort in competing for the same students.  This led me to contemplate if 

there were other reasons an administrative model would be appropriate.  I then 

decided to see if there were any other models apart from the business unit and the 

administrative models.  While the business unit model initially appeared to be 

unique, there appeared to be variations on the theme of the administrative model 

adopted at other universities.   

At the same time, despite my own personal achievement in becoming the Director of 

USQ Springfield, I was very conscious of the need to strive for a doctoral level 

qualification to gain credibility in my new profession.  During my initial 

comparisons of campus models, it had become very evident that while management 

literature had considered issues of centralisation versus decentralisation fairly 

extensively, there was little, if anything, written on the subject and on specific 

management models as they applied to the higher education sector.  These issues 

coalesced and provided a fertile research area which, combined with my own 

experiences in implementing the business unit model, could form the basis of a 

doctoral dissertation. 

                                                 
5
 HAM1 is a campus identification based upon the coding system explained in section 3.10. 
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In 2005, the head of campus of USQ Wide Bay retired and Professor Ken Stott 

assumed the position.  Professor Stott had experience in higher degrees by work-

based learning, from his time in the UK.  In 2006 he was able to introduce the Master 

of Professional Studies to USQ.  This was followed by the Doctor of Professional 

Studies in 2007, which I subsequently enrolled in specifically with the purpose of  

focussing on satellite university campus management models. 

1.6: Desired Outcomes 

As with any doctorate or other higher education qualification, there are personal 

outcomes being sought, and in my case, these included academic credibility, 

increased employability and personal learning.  These motivations align with those 

proposed by Jarvis (1999, p.24) for the practitioner based researcher, which he listed 

as career advancement, becoming an expert to advise the powerful, and being part of 

an ever-changing knowledge society.  I did, however, have another objective from 

my research, and that was to genuinely add to the body of knowledge dealing with 

the management of universities as a whole, and satellite campuses in particular.  As 

previously stated, this is a poorly researched and documented area and I believe that 

many institutions and fellow heads of campus could benefit from a first principles 

examination of the management models being used at their campuses.  Almost all 

universities in Australia have multiple campuses and, if in the coming years even just 

one of these institutions benefits from the insights I have gained, this will be the most 

satisfying personal outcome from this whole process. 

1.7: Dissertation Structure 

The structure of this dissertation is designed to take the reader through a logical 

progression of my actual experiences as the head of campus of USQ Springfield, and 

the research and analysis of other campus management models, leading to a tool 

designed to assist others in designing a management model to suit a given campus.  

This is combined with a reflection on my learning and how it has developed through 

this process spanning nearly five years. 

Chapter Two focuses on the development of the business unit model for USQ 

Springfield, and its subsequent implementation.   Chapter Three covers the research 

project’s aim and the philosophy and methodology employed.  As most of the data 

gathering was done through interviews of other head of campus or key personnel, the 

summaries of these interviews are also included in Chapter Three, and they form the 

basis for the determination of the range of models which are covered in Chapter 

Four.  Chapter Four also examines issues which flow from the choice of management 

model, such as whether particular models encourage managerialism or collegiality 

within a campus and with the parent campus.   

Chapter Five draws on the research and my experiences to identify the factors that 

influence the choice of models, and whether management models may change over 

time.  

 Chapter Six seeks to encapsulate the conclusions of Chapters Four and Five in a 

decision matrix that could be used to design an appropriate satellite campus 

management model, given a range of key variables.  Chapter Seven contains my 
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critical reflections and overall conclusions for the whole learning journey, both in 

developing and implementing the management arrangements for the USQ 

Springfield Campus, and in undertaking the doctoral research. 

The aim of this structure is to blend my personal experiences and research in such a 

way that the conclusions follow logically from both elements.  At the same time, the 

two dimensions have been kept separate so that the Springfield experience can be 

covered in detail and in chronological order.  This structure allows a more 

descriptive and flowing account of the raising and operation of the Springfield 

Campus, and how the lessons learnt through this experience subsequently informed 

my research.  

1.8: Chapter Summary 

The opportunity to establish the USQ Springfield Campus and become its inaugural 

head of campus, whilst applying a management model informed by my own 

experiences and observations, provided me with a wealth of content for this 

dissertation.  Importantly though, every satellite campus has its own unique set of 

circumstances, and for my experiences to be of maximum use to others, they need to 

be combined with the insights of existing management literature, appropriate 

research methods and the experiences of other heads of campus.   

In the following chapter, my experiences as the head of the USQ Springfield Campus 

will be covered.  In particular, the reasons for developing the business unit model 

and the issues encountered in implementing it will be addressed.   
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CHAPTER 2: DEVELOPING AND IMPLEMENTING THE 
BUSINESS UNIT MODEL 

Chapter One described my background and how, through the experience of raising 

the USQ Springfield Campus, I subsequently became interested in conducting a 

practitioner-researcher study of university satellite campus management models.  

This chapter discusses the philosophy and logic behind the business unit campus 

management model developed for the USQ Springfield Campus, the experience of 

implementing it, and the key management issues encountered.   

The process of developing and implementing the business unit model coincided with 

the raising of the campus and, while much of the process occurred prior to the 

commencement of my role as a practitioner-researcher in my doctoral studies, it 

provided me with insights into the issues experienced by other heads of satellite 

campuses, and thus, informed the direction of this dissertation.   

By its nature, this chapter is descriptive and covers what occurred during the period 

of 2005 to 2012.   The first part of the chapter focuses on the development of the 

business unit model in 2005, with a focus on the key issues and considerations that 

influenced the model.  To set the scene, a discussion on organisational politics is also 

included as this was a dominating feature of the relationship between the parent and 

satellite campus from its inception to the present day.  The second part of the chapter 

gives a year by year description of the implementation of the business unit model and 

operation of the campus from 2006 to 2012, primarily using a chronological case 

study structure (Robson, 2002) combined with associated reflections and learnings.     

As a key player in this process, it is appreciated that, particularly for the 

interpretation of the behaviours of the other stakeholders, my views are necessarily 

affected by my role.  I have, however, attempted to provide a relatively dispassionate 

retrospective view of what occurred.  This has primarily been achieved by focussing 

on key topics, examining issues from the perspective of the other parties involved, 

and having a number of reviewers provide feedback on my interpretation of events.   

I conclude by examining some of the key management issues stemming from the 

application of the business unit model.  

Importantly, the reader should find that the evolution of the business unit model did 

not simply result from the desire to create something unique.  Instead, it originated 

from the need to create a management solution for a given set of influencing factors 

that the campus was exposed to.  While the solution derived was novel, as I was to 

find out later, that when the HAM1 campus was established under similar 

circumstances in 1999, it too apparently operated under a management model not 

that dissimilar to that developed for USQ Springfield.   

The design of the business unit model was not constrained by any traditional 

university management model and was highly influenced by my personal 

experiences, management style and philosophy.  As I was later to realise, the 

management experiences and practices of the then Vice-Chancellor were also critical 

in allowing the business unit model to be developed and implemented. 
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Organisational politics also played a major part in how the business unit model was 

received and enacted across the wider university. 

2.1: Organisational Politics 

Prior to discussing the events that transpired in both developing and implementing 

the business unit model, it is necessary to provide a framework for the organisational 

politics that it was subject to.  This framework is used throughout this chapter to 

contextualise the events that unfolded, as not only was the business unit model 

designed to accommodate the politics of the university; since its creation, it has been 

continually buffeted and modified by these very same politics.   

That internal organisational politics would have a significant impact on the 

Springfield Campus should be no surprise.  Buchanan and Badham (1999, p. 21) 

claim that organisational politics are a ‘naturally occurring phenomenon,’ and that: 

Reasonable people can be expected to disagree on major, uncertain and 

ambiguously defined issues, and to argue strongly for their personal 

convictions.  Organisational politics can thus be viewed as an autonomous 

phenomenon, not simply derived from weak organisational structural 

design, the (warped and devious) psychology of (some) organisational 

members, or the incompetence of management. 

Of note, however, was that the development of a documented management plan 

detailing the operation of the business unit model was, in itself, designed to avoid the 

‘uncertain and ambiguously defined issues’, which it did with varying degrees of 

success.  The first version of this plan, titled the ‘University of Southern Queensland 

Springfield Campus Operational and Governance Plan V1.0’ was signed on 29 

September 2005 by the Vice-Chancellor.  A copy of the plan is attached at Appendix 

A.   

There are various models of political tactics used in organisations.  Ball (1987, 

p.124), when describing micro-politics in an educational environment, links 

‘strategies for control’ to the style of leadership the school principal uses over their 

subordinates.  In the case of the Springfield Campus, the politics played were, 

however, not with my own direct subordinates, but with individuals and 

organisational units responsive and accountable to the head of campus.  This could 

best be described as the politics associated with ‘turf’.  Buchanan and Badham (1999, 

p. 15) describe turf as having many varieties, including areas of influence, power, 

status, reputation in the organisation and the wider community, and ‘control over 

resources such as people, space and money.’  They describe turf as being personal 

and protected by individuals, but also being able to be collective and protected by 

groups. 

As previously discussed, the business unit model employed a matrix management 

structure for academic and specialist professional staff.  Under this structure, matrix 

managed staff were line managed by their parent unit or faculty, but responsive to the 

head of campus.  This arrangement has many benefits, however, it can encourage 

‘turf wars’ in situations where what the campus head requires are actions or 

behaviours that are in the best interest of the campus, but which are seen as a threat 
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to the interests or status quo of the respective parent units.  To explain the behaviours 

observed, it is useful to place the actions of individuals and organisational units into 

a framework.  Gray and Starkes (1984, p. 519) have proposed seven turf game 

tactics
6
, and these may serve to explain some of my experiences: 

a. Image Building: Actions which enhance reputation and further one’s career. 

b. Selective Information: This includes manipulating others by exclusion, 

misleading and withholding information; offering only favourable 

interpretations and overwhelming others with complex data. 

c. Scapegoating: Making sure someone else is blamed, avoiding personal 

blame and taking credit for success. 

d. Formal Alliances: Agreeing actions with people and creating coalitions 

strong enough to enforce their will. 

e. Networking: Making friends with influential people. 

f. Compromise:  Giving in on unimportant issues to create allies for 

subsequent, more important issues. 

g. Rule Manipulation: Refusing requests on the grounds of ‘against company 

policy’, but granting identical requests from allies on grounds of ‘special 

circumstances’. 

Buchanan and Badham (1999, p. 28) also propose a category of ‘other tactics’.  

These are more covert and ruthless, and involve amongst others, undermining and 

coercion. Surprisingly, the turf tactics described do not include the withholding of 

support with the express purpose of trying to cause failure.  Through my experiences, 

I found that this approach was adopted to effectively stifle change and undermine 

procedures and should be considered as a tactic in its own right. I will therefore refer 

to it as a legitimate tactic as I relate my experiences. 

Most of these turf tactics apply to the behaviours of peers, but staff at a lower level 

can also have an important part to play, despite their turf not even being threatened.  

I observed this on a number of occasions and Henry Mintzberg (1983, pp. 188-192) 

described this behaviour as ‘Insurgency Games’.  This is where authority is resisted 

from a lower level and it is a fairly common behaviour in organisations.  Mechanic 

(1962, p. 356) describes this behaviour as being where “lower participants do not 

usually achieve control by using the role structure of the organisation, but rather by 

circumventing, sabotaging, and manipulating it.” Mintzberg (1983, p. 191) gave an 

example of this in the Sung Dynasty in China, where clerks managed to undermine 

“every measure of state trade and land reform over a period of fifty years”.  Despite 

this, their managers were reluctant to do anything about this as they were dependent 

upon the clerks to administer their areas.   

These strategies and how they were used by the various players involved in the 

establishment and operation of the USQ Springfield Campus, including myself, will 

be referred to throughout this dissertation.  

                                                 
6
 From Buchanan and Badham (1999, pp. 27-28) 
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2.2: Creating the Business Unit Model 

My role as Project Manager of USQ Springfield was comprehensive, and included, 

amongst other things, the lease contracts, internal fit out, program portfolio, staffing 

and all aspects of the campus’s operation.  By late 2004 the agreement for lease had 

been signed and construction had commenced, and it was time to start focussing on 

the management model for the campus once it opened in 2006.  After discussions 

with the Vice-Chancellor, I determined that it would be necessary to document this 

model and associated management arrangements, and I commenced the development 

of the Campus Operational and Governance Plan in early 2005.   

There were initially five key factors that I considered when designing what became 

the business unit model, encapsulated in the Operational and Governance Plan. The 

first of these was to learn from the experience the university already had with its 

original satellite campus at USQ Wide Bay.  The second factor was the market 

environment that USQ Springfield would operate in, including its impact upon the 

parent campus.  The third factor was the need to build accountability into the 

management model, not only for the head of campus, but also for those elements of 

the university providing deliverables to the campus.  The fourth factor related to how 

the campus and supporting faculties and units would receive administrative support, 

with the final factor being how to manage the commercial risks of all the 

stakeholders to ensure continued support without losing business autonomy at a 

campus level.  These factors are described in detail in the following sections. 

2.2.1: Lessons drawn from the USQ Wide Bay Campus 

I was fortunate to have another USQ satellite campus to draw lessons from in the 

form of USQ Wide Bay and I began examining its operations in late 2004.  My 

observations were that it was not operating effectively as an on-campus teaching 

establishment and this opinion was supported by the Vice-Chancellor and the head of 

the Wide Bay Campus (termed Provost).   

The Provost had very little authority over campus business outcomes, academic 

delivery, or the student experience.  At that time, the Provost was nothing more than 

an administrator, primarily tasked with being the symbolic head of campus and for 

ensuring that the facilities remained functional to allow faculties to do what they 

wished, based on stovepiped business decisions being made remotely at the parent 

campus. 

In discussions with the Provost, campus and faculty administration personnel, 

academic staff and deans, I concluded that the consistency of academic delivery at 

USQ Wide Bay was haphazard at best.  The consequence of this was likely to be a 

poor student experience.  This would provide a barrier to future growth as existing 

and future students would seek to study at an institution which met their teaching 

expectations. While USQ Wide Bay had the advantage of isolation to stem the loss of 

students, this would not be the case for USQ Springfield.  I concluded that this issue 

of inconsistent academic delivery needed to be addressed by the business unit model 

and that it was due to three main reasons: the lack of campus autonomy and control, 

poor on-campus teaching delivery modes, and the lack of accountability, all of which 

will be explained in greater detail.   
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The first of these reasons stemmed from the campus not being a business unit in its 

own right.  At that time, business operations and campus growth were essentially 

controlled by the faculties in Toowoomba, over four hours drive away.  Faculty 

decisions were not being made in the best interests of the Wide Bay Campus, but 

instead, were made to benefit the faculty budget outcomes.  When resources needed 

to be saved, the faculty executives usually found it was far more palatable to adopt 

options that favoured the parent campus, and the bulk of their staff, but which 

reduced services to the USQ Wide Bay students.  This may have made commercial 

and political sense for individual faculties, but it was highly damaging for the 

campus.  These decisions were also not coordinated, and a lack of trust and 

collaboration between faculties meant that synergies at the campus, which could lead 

to greater efficiencies and effectiveness, were not being realised. 

I concluded that the reason for the poor on-campus teaching delivery modes related 

to USQ’s strong pedigree in distance delivery which, when resources needed to be 

saved, became the default delivery mode for the USQ Wide Bay Campus.  It was not 

a reflection on the academic staff located at the campus.  Forcing students to 

undertake distance education, and replacing on-campus classes with televised 

lectures from the main campus, was common practice.  For students attending the 

USQ Wide Bay Campus, who would naturally assume they would receive an on-

campus experience, this was a poor substitute, leading to many student complaints.
7
  

The ability to grow the business in this environment was extremely limited, mainly 

due to the development of a poor reputation within the community and the obscure 

management arrangements that meant that no individual could be held accountable 

for this failure to deliver on expectations.   

This lack of accountability was the third reason for the problems facing the campus.  

As there was no individual responsible for the success of the campus, there was no 

one with the necessary authority to integrate its activities and ensure a strategic or 

operational purpose.  This is not to say that individual faculties did not want to grow 

their own businesses, but when the overall brand of the campus was being set by the 

lowest common denominator, the campus was destined to languish.  

My investigation of the USQ Wide Bay Campus highlighted the importance of 

autonomy at a campus level especially if responsiveness to the market was a priority.  

I also saw that this autonomy was multi-dimensional, covering areas such as 

community engagement, program portfolio, marketing and staffing.  The types and 

degrees of autonomies a particular campus needed would obviously differ for a range 

of reasons, but it was clear that what had been devolved to the Provost of USQ Wide 

Bay was inadequate.  I determined that in designing the management model for USQ 

Springfield, I would identify what autonomies were required to be able to achieve the 

university’s aim and objectives, and encapsulate them in a document to give them a 

degree of resilience.   

Firstly though, I would need to look at the market environment that USQ Springfield 

would be operating in to determine the level of responsiveness, and its associated 

autonomy, required to make the campus competitive. 

                                                 
7
 During the research phase, this issue was raised by other heads of campus operating under 

administrative management models. 
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2.2.2: The Springfield market environment 

From the outset, the proposal to establish the USQ Springfield Campus was fairly 

audacious, in that it was to be established in a region already serviced by major and 

well established competitors with much higher brand status that USQ.  These 

institutions included the University of Queensland (UQ), Queensland University of 

Technology (QUT) and Griffith University (GU), which were all easily accessible 

from the Springfield locality.  Importantly, these all had well established campuses 

which provided on-campus teaching.  To be competitive, USQ Springfield would 

need to offer a student experience which was either comparative in quality or 

differentiated in a way as to have its own market.  The ease with which students 

would be able to change institutions once they had commenced at Springfield made 

the campus especially vulnerable to any perceived lack in teaching quality.  Unlike 

the USQ Toowoomba and Wide Bay Campuses, where transferring to a competitor 

would probably require a student to physically relocate, Springfield’s closeness to its 

competitors necessitated that it needed to meet or exceed the expectations of its 

students if it was to prevent students simply using it as a pathway to its competitors.   

Another strategy to recruit students was to build up community loyalty towards the 

campus.  This was important for not only retaining students, but also to gain 

acceptance that USQ was a viable alternative to its higher status competitors.  It was 

also something which had to be targeted at more than potential students, and needed 

to include parents, teachers, politicians and community leaders.  To do this the head 

of campus would need the authority to speak on behalf of USQ without fear of being 

undermined by the parent campus.   

From the outset, the university agreed to theme the campus as being ‘community 

centered and career focussed’, and it was expected that this would be managed at a 

campus level, hence the autonomy of the head of campus to undertake and direct the 

campus’s community engagement was integrated into the Operational and 

Governance Plan. Importantly, the main tool for achieving this was an obligation for 

all academic staff to attribute at least half of their university service workload 

allocation to the campus. 

Taking all these issues into account, I concluded that the management model would 

need to provide a mechanism for guaranteeing the delivery of high quality academic 

and non-academic student experience components.  These would need to be 

controlled by the campus to cater for a student population expecting an on-campus 

learning experience.  This would require control over the academic delivery modes 

and administrative support.  It would also require an ability to have a good 

appreciation of student satisfaction levels.  The conflicting requirements between 

faculty and campus business outcomes would necessitate that business decisions and 

operational control pertaining to the campus be focussed in one authority.  This 

would be achieved through a head of campus who was singularly accountable for the 

success of the campus and who would report direct to the Vice-Chancellor.  This 

concept subsequently required that the head of campus had autonomies that covered 

the whole of the business cycle including the program portfolio, its marketing, its 

delivery and feedback loop, giving rise to the term ‘business unit model’.  
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2.2.3: Intersecting markets 

Of interest, was that I did not only have to consider the impact of competitors when 

examining the USQ Springfield market environment, but I also had to address the 

argument that the campus may interfere with the commercial operations of the 

faculties in Toowoomba.   

A concern that was often raised by the faculties prior to the opening of the USQ 

Springfield Campus, was that it would take students away from the on-campus and 

distance loads of the Toowoomba Campus.  This was a significant issue for the 

faculties as they would not necessarily receive the same level of income if these 

students studied at Springfield.  This highlighted the impact of market intersection 

and how, if it was to be significant, it may remove the desirability for a satellite 

campus to have high levels of commercial autonomy. In the case of Springfield, I 

was able to show that despite the extended markets of the two campuses abutting 

each other, only 2% of the USQ Toowoomba students originated from Brisbane, 

hence the effects of the Springfield Campus were likely to be negligible. In relation 

to the distance student load, Brisbane students already had the choice of studying at 

numerous on-campus universities, hence the presence of a USQ campus at 

Springfield was not likely to have any effect on what was most likely a lifestyle 

choice. If, however, the Toowoomba and Springfield campuses were significantly 

closer, giving large numbers of on-campus students the option to choose between the 

two, it was clear that the management model adopted may have had to significantly 

restrict the commercial autonomy of the Springfield Campus.  

Having considered the market environment the campus would be operating in, and 

drawing on the observations of the USQ Wide Bay management arrangements, I 

focussed on the key management principles and arrangements that I saw needed to 

underpin the management model for USQ Springfield. These were the need for 

accountability, both for the outcomes of the campus and for the inputs to achieve 

these outcomes; the tools and on-campus authorities needed to achieve this 

accountability; the way in which the campus would provide administrative services; 

and how risks would be managed and shared between stakeholders. 

2.2.4: Accountability 

As previously mentioned in Chapter One, a key influence on the design of the 

business unit model was my experience as the Director of the Australian Technical 

Staff Officer’s Course (ATSOC). In the ATSOC, students undertook a masters 

degree with UNSW while studying the more technical aspects of military technology 

and practical processes involved with acquisition.  The UNSW masters degree 

ostensibly focussed on project management, but in reality, students had such a degree 

of freedom in their electives that they could almost totally avoid this discipline.  This 

was problematic, given that the ATSOC was designed to produce project managers 

for Defence.  In addition to this, I had serious concerns with both the quality and 

relevance of the project management education being provided by UNSW, but found 

that there was no desire from the relevant faculty to respond to my concerns.  

Representations to the head of campus to resolve quality issues led to a ‘Catch 22’ 

situation, where the university could not respond unless a student evaluation was 
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conducted that identified a need for action.  It was UNSW policy that only the 

lecturers could request the student evaluation, and they had no desire to do so.   

While I eventually resolved this issue by convincing the head of campus to move the 

project management discipline to the business faculty, I was determined that I would 

never again be in a situation where an academic provider was not accountable to the 

customer and students, and where student evaluations were optional and subject to 

the desires of the individual lecturers.   

The final and most important element of accountability in the model also originated 

from my army background, working within a leadership culture based on the 

philosophy of directive control, as discussed in Chapter One.  This philosophy 

requires that individuals be accountable for their decisions and actions pursuant to 

their roles, and that the necessary authorities and delegations be devolved to that 

individual to allow this to occur.  This personal responsibility means that it is not 

possible to attribute accountability to a committee, although consultation in decision 

making is expected where expert advice can be provided.  The contrast to this 

philosophy was what I observed to be the situation at the USQ Wide Bay Campus, 

where the head of campus did not have the authority to control the actions of 

faculties, and thus no one was accountable for the success or failure of the campus.  

This situation left the Wide Bay Campus to drift, with students and staff often in a 

state of frustration over the lack of clear direction or leadership.  To overcome this 

problem, the business unit management model was designed around placing the 

accountability and authority for the success of the campus clearly and unequivocally 

in the head of campus.  This principle subsequently required that all the operational 

units at the campus be accountable to that head of campus, which was quite a radical 

departure from ‘normal’ satellite campus management arrangements. 

2.2.4.1: Faculty line management arrangements 

The easiest way to ensure that accountability exists is to line manage the staff from 

whom that accountability is required.  This was never seriously considered as an 

option for the USQ Springfield Campus, as culturally this would have been met with 

considerable resistance from the faculties, particularly when the more remote USQ 

Wide Bay Campus did not operate under this model.  Importantly though, there were 

a number of reasons why line management of academic and other specialist 

professional staff was not desirable and why a matrix management structure was the 

best alternative.   

The first of these reasons was that due to the relative proximity of Springfield to the 

parent campus in Toowoomba, the sharing of academic staff across campuses was 

feasible and desirable.  This sharing of staff was always seen as the greatest way to 

achieve cost efficiencies, minimise risk
8
 and to maximise the use of available 

expertise.  If the campuses had been further apart, line management by the campus 

may have been more desirable.  This issue of geographical separation and its 

logistical implications was clearly a determinant of what was possible when 

designing staffing arrangements.     

                                                 
8
  Reducing the number of new staff required to be hired to operate the campus reduced the costs 

should they have to be released in the event the campus was not commercially successful. 
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The second reason for choosing a matrix structure related to the mix of the 

university’s budget model, the physical presence at Springfield, and USQ’s dual 

mode nature of on-campus and distance teaching.  Given the much higher costs of 

occupying floor space at Springfield compared to Toowoomba, the focus for the 

campus was to capture the on-campus market in the Western Corridor, rather than 

being a base for distance education, which could be run from much cheaper facilities 

in Toowoomba.  Being able to utilise Springfield staff for both modes of teaching 

could, however, lead to much greater workload efficiencies, particularly from full-

time academic staff.  There was, however, no financial benefit to the campus from 

this practice, as all revenue from distance teaching was to be paid directly to the 

faculties, less any corporate overheads.  While not claiming this distance revenue 

may have appeared to be detrimental to the campus, from my own personal 

perspective, this principle was useful.   This approach ensured that the costs and 

revenues associated with the on-campus teaching operations of the campus were not 

obfuscated by activities that were not its core business.  It also discouraged faculties 

from repatriating any staff involved in teaching distance courses back to the parent 

campus in an attempt to avoid revenue being attributed to the USQ Springfield 

budget.  If this repatriation occurred, it would reduce student consultation 

opportunities at Springfield and discourage the creation of a campus academic 

community.  By allowing the faculties to retain line management of their staff, they 

could better manage the cross-campus and cross-modal workload arrangements, 

resulting in greater efficiencies for the campus and faculty, and maximising student 

consultation support at Springfield.  

The third reason for not having the head of campus line managing academic staff 

was to maximise their promotion and research opportunities.  By being part of a 

larger university-wide faculty structure, there would be more opportunities for 

academic staff to be promoted and take on additional faculty roles.   

Finally, and most importantly, my own personal philosophy was that the whole 

purpose of faculties is to ensure discipline specific academic integrity and quality.  

Creating new structures at a campus level would not benefit from the existing 

corporate knowledge contained within the faculties.  They could also become a 

significant distraction for the head of campus, with all of the associated academic 

processes and HR issues now being required to be handled by the campus.  Provided 

everyone was clear on their tasks and responsibilities, and there was a way of line 

managing academic staff at a campus level by the faculties, then a matrix 

management model could provide the best possible outcome.  For it to work, though, 

it needed two key components: Service Level Agreements (SLAs) providing clarity 

of expectations; and on-campus faculty line management of academic staff through 

Associate Directors (ADs). 

2.2.4.2: The service level agreement 

When a service is being provided by a party that is not directly line managed by the 

customer, a fundamental necessity is a very clear understanding of what is required 

to be done.  If the delivery of this service entails payment, or is important or 

complicated, it is essential to document both parties’ expectations and deliverables.  
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Coming from a Defence project management background, the negotiation and 

management of contracts were second nature to me, hence I was comfortable with 

the concept of SLAs as a way of conducting campus operations.  The formality and 

restrictions of a contract are, however, not conducive to cooperation and innovation 

if services are being provided internally within an organisation.  In this situation, a 

SLA, which can be much briefer than a contract, is a way of achieving a common 

understanding of what both parties are committing to.  SLAs can be as complex or 

simple as one wants to make them, but the more detail they contain; the more the 

delivery of services is constrained and the less scope there is for innovation.  Under 

the business unit model there was a deliberate effort to keep the SLAs simple, relying 

on a collegial approach to manage the complexities of their day to day 

implementation. 

The SLAs with the faculties only contained the listing of courses to be delivered, 

their mode and frequency of delivery, the workload effort involved, and where 

known, the name of the lecturer identified by the faculty for its delivery.  This latter 

requirement was necessary, simply for costing purposes, as the campus was required 

to meet these staffing costs.  This SLA was fundamentally the contract with each 

faculty.  While there was a degree of scepticism with the SLAs, they were 

implemented from 2007 and remained in use until 2013 when the business unit 

model ceased operation.  They provided clarity over what was to be done and 

direction for what was being done.   

To keep the SLA simple, a means of monitoring the quality of its delivery and 

holding faculties to account was required.  There were significant operational and 

logistical problems if this control process was to be performed by me.  Firstly, I 

considered it inappropriate for me to be monitoring what was occurring within the 

classroom, as I was not the line manager of the academic staff, and it would only 

breed an atmosphere of mistrust and suspicion.  Secondly, with the large number of 

courses that were offered, it would be physically impossible for me to undertake this 

task.  The solution was to have the faculties monitor the SLA themselves during the 

teaching semester, with me reviewing the student course evaluations at the end of 

semester.  To overcome the issues I had encountered at ATSOC, the head of campus 

was to have the discretion of evaluating any or every course offered at the campus.  

The campus-based faculty monitoring would require a senior academic tasked with 

this responsibility.  Each faculty was consequently required to appoint an associate 

dean, later retitled to Associate Director (AD), who was to be responsible for the 

delivery of the courses and programs as per the SLA.  This AD would be his or her 

dean’s representative on campus and would be responsive and accountable to the 

head of campus. 

2.2.4.3: The importance of Associate Directors 

The faculty ADs are fundamental to the business unit model.  The model is one of 

collaboration with the faculties based on the assumption that the faculties are not 

only the owners of quality for the academic experience, but that they have 

professional pride in delivering that quality.  Unfortunately, as discussed later, the 

latter turned out to be a naive assumption, although on the whole it held true.  

Regardless, it was very difficult, if not impossible, for a dean at the parent campus to 
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plan, execute and monitor the operations of his or her faculty at Springfield
9
, and 

therefore a senior on-site faculty representative was identified as being necessary 

from the model’s inception.  

With the matrix management structure utilised for the campus, the ADs were also 

critical contributors into what was to become a very collegial model.  Although not 

line managed by the head of campus, having good ADs who would be able to 

manage faculty, academic, staff and student issues, and provide expert advice to the 

head of campus, would be essential if the campus was to be successful.  This 

collegiality, which stemmed from how the business unit model was structured, was 

often not expected by external observers who typically thought that the model would 

be highly managerialist.  It became a matter of interest for myself as to whether 

different satellite campus management models had a tendency to be either 

managerialist or collegial.  The issue of whether different models drive the adoption 

of either managerial or collegial behaviours is explored in more detail in Chapter 

Four. 

2.2.5: Administrative support 

With the issue of accountability addressed, particularly regarding how faculties and 

other sections of the university would provide their services to the campus, it was 

now necessary to examine the most efficient and effective method for the campus to 

provide administrative services to these faculties and sections, thus allowing them to 

focus on their core business. 

While examining the USQ Wide Bay Campus, it became apparent that in addition to 

teaching issues, there were other practices that were compromising the student 

experience.  One in particular was the lack of an integrated faculty and campus 

administrative system.  Administration officers were directly employed by faculties 

and, in the event of an unplanned absence, administrative services to students and 

staff were often unable to be provided.  There was no responsibility for faculties to 

support each other and the campus did not have the resources to do so.  In addition, 

there was no consistency in the non-academic component of the student experience, 

again jeopardising the campus brand.  As a consequence of my observations, I 

committed to having an integrated administrative support structure at Springfield, 

responsible for student, staff and campus administration, under the direct control of 

the head of campus.  This, amongst other things would allow redundancy and 

consistency of administrative services, and a two-way interface with the student 

body.  This support  also provided a system of ‘checks and balances’, with the ability 

to directly report the situation at the ‘coalface’ particularly where there was student 

discontent with what was occurring, or in some cases, not occurring in the classroom. 

Although not employed at the Toowoomba or Wide Bay Campuses, when I proposed 

this structure to the Toowoomba faculty administration managers, it was 

wholeheartedly supported and instituted with relative ease.   

In an attempt to maximise redundancy in an environment where each faculty had its 

own administrative quirks, I had intended to rotate the administrative staff between 

faculties each six months.  At the time when the first rotation was due, there was 

                                                 
9
 This is consistent with Mintzberg’s (1979, p.183) arguments for decentralisation. 
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significant resistance from the staff concerned.  I acquiesced to their arguments and 

quickly realised that the value of the personal relationships the administrative 

officers developed with their faculty staff and students, far outweighed the 

managerial efficiency of increased redundancy.   

In many cases, students would prefer to informally speak to their administrative staff 

about an issue rather than being seen to submit a formal complaint.  This became, 

and has remained, an important means of addressing issues early.  I noticed over 

time, however, that by not rotating staff, strong loyalties developed between the 

administrative staff and faculties which could compromise the ‘checks and balances’ 

function of the model.  In at least one case a dean tried to order an administrative 

officer not to address an issue and withhold fairly important information from me.  

To ensure that the independence of the administrative staff was maintained, the 

responsibility to report critical issues to the head of campus was enshrined in their 

position descriptions in an amendment in 2010.  This was accompanied by additional 

training to ensure that the ADs understood why this requirement existed.  

It should also be noted that I made a deliberate decision to disperse administrative 

staff to the faculties rather than have a central hub concept.  While theoretically this 

is less efficient, comparisons of administrative support staff numbers with other 

divisions of the university suggest that this is not the case
10

.  Importantly though, the 

benefits to the campus, through enhanced staff-student relationships, increased 

program knowledge and improved teamwork and communication between the 

administrative officers and academics led me to believe that this is most appropriate 

model
11

.   

2.2.6: Management, risk and faculties 

Having now addressed the accountability and administration, there was a need to 

develop a commercial model which incentivised the other business units of the 

university, being the faculties, to actively participate in the campus. 

Under the business unit model, the accountability for the success of the campus 

rested with the head of campus.  As a consequence, this necessitated the authority to 

make the management decisions relating to business outcomes be held by the head of 

campus.  At USQ, however, the faculties were also business units in their own right, 

and any actions of the Springfield campus which adversely affected faculty business 

outcomes would not be well received.  This symbiotic relationship between the 

campus and the faculties, with each trying to maximise their short, medium and long 

term business outcomes, led to a need to be conscious of each other’s risks, 

particularly those related to offering new academic programs.   

                                                 
10

 The Fraser Coast Campus uses a hub concept and employees an equivalent number of campus staff 

(21) to the Springfield Campus (23) to service approximately half student and one third the staff 

numbers.  There are economies of scale and role issues, making comparisons challenging, however 

the Springfield administrative arrangement does not appear to be incurring higher relative staffing 

requirements. 
11

 With the cessation of the business unit model in 2013, the administrative staff were re-assigned to 

the faculties removing their independence and severing the direct link with the head of campus. 
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The commercial risks specific to offering a program primarily stem from staffing and 

resourcing costs compared to the income generated by new student load.  There were 

also reputational risks and other quality and HR issues. The commercial risks were, 

however, the most significant issue as the university funded faculties and campuses 

on a year by year basis, creating a focus on the yearly budget.  To accommodate this, 

a budgetary model was required which allowed the campus to underwrite the 

commercial risks to the faculties, and hence avoid a situation where they would have 

a right to make unilateral business decisions.  If unilateral decision making was 

allowed to occur, the head of campus could not be held responsible for the business 

outcomes of the campus, and the model would revert back to the uncoordinated 

approach of the USQ Wide Bay Campus, with no one being held accountable and a 

lack of a unified business strategy.   

A budget model was created to address these issues and shift all commercial risk 

from the faculties to the campus.  In the first two years, all staffing costs were 

guaranteed but, given that the campus was not expected to be in surplus until 

sometime between years three and five, there was no profit or surplus to be paid to 

faculties above these staff costs.  Program resources and consumables were funded 

directly by the campus.  This funding arrangement was deemed to be the project 

phase and was meant to continue up to year five, but in actuality only lasted two 

years.  In the third year, a model where surpluses were distributed to faculties, was 

instituted to ensure that they benefited from the success of the campus. 

Another measure had been implemented in the budget model, being the attribution of 

teaching income to the campus rather than direct to the faculties.  This permitted 

revenue to be managed on a campus portfolio basis and transferred between faculties, 

allowing not yet profitable or strategically desirable programs to be supported at no 

cost to the faculties.  Another benefit of this model was that from the outset, there 

was no commercial disincentive to the cross-faculty sharing of courses, creating 

greater efficiencies and improved campus student dynamics.  Under the siloed 

structure of faculties and budgets at the parent campus, this transfer of load between 

faculties, whilst having been tried, continually failed as faculties sought to maximise 

their own income. 

Over the succeeding years, this distribution of surpluses and guaranteed underwriting 

of faculty teaching costs continued, despite repeated attempts to have all teaching 

revenue transferred directly to faculties.  Unfortunately from the campus’s 

perspective, this will occur from 2014.  This will remove the ability of the campus to 

meet all staff and resource costs, possibly placing some faculties in loss making 

situations.  This budget model will lead to the faculties resuming management 

decisions relating to the campus program portfolio, which subsequently removes the 

head of campus’s accountability and control over business outcomes.   It could also 

result in individual courses and programs being removed if they were deemed 

unprofitable, without consideration of the role they play in the overall campus 

academic program portfolio or how they may also fulfil non-academic campus 

objectives.  This can lead to a situation of ‘death by a thousand cuts’ which I later 

observed to be a common phenomena under management models where the head of 

campus had no control over what was offered at their campus. Regardless, in 2005 

this was not an issue and planning continued based upon the concept of an 
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empowered and accountable campus, and which was to be different to the 

Toowoomba Campus.  

2.2.7: Summary of key management principles and arrangements 

By mid-2005 the key principles and arrangements for the management model to be 

employed at the Springfield Campus had been determined.  In summary, these were 

that a matrix management structure be used, with accountability for business 

outcomes resting solely with the head of campus.  This required all supporting 

elements to be accountable to the head of campus for their component of the 

campus’s operations, and, given the criticality of the faculty teaching functions, this 

would require documented expectations (the SLAs), with the head of campus having 

access to the course evaluation data to validate the SLA delivery.  There would need 

to be an AD from each faculty to form part of the matrix management team, and they 

would require enough line management authority to ensure delivery of the SLA.   

Accountability being vested in the head of campus meant that faculties could not 

undertake unilateral actions that would affect business outcomes, but the reciprocal 

requirement would be the need to remove commercial risk associated with their 

involvement on the campus by guaranteeing their staffing costs.  This involved 

sharing of income between successful and less successful programs, requiring that 

the head of campus had control over the total program portfolio, which further 

required having formal agreements as to what programs would be included.  A key 

part of the business process would be marketing, so again, the head of campus 

needed to be able to determine the strategies and priorities for this.  Finally, to ensure 

efficiencies in staffing, increased redundancy and the ability to be able to directly 

control the administration of the campus, all the administrative staff would be line 

managed by the head of campus.  

2.3: 2005-The First Operational and Governance Plan 

With the key management principles and arrangements identified and agreed upon 

with the Vice-Chancellor, the next stage was to encapsulate these in the Operational 

and Governance Plan, something that did not exist for either the USQ Toowoomba or 

Wide Bay Campuses.  The development of this document was supported by the 

Vice-Chancellor.   

Putting the raising of the campus into the context of the time, the university had just 

had to close down its newest campus in Dubai, and the USQ Wide Bay Campus was 

being seen as a financial burden on all involved.  Springfield itself was still 

essentially bushland, which led to a widespread scepticism about the viability of the 

campus.   

The Vice-Chancellor formed an advisory committee consisting of himself, the dean 

of the Faculty of Business, the university business manager and I.  This committee 

met on a number of occasions, but discussions primarily revolved around how the 

project would financially impact upon the faculties.  The one key issue that I had to 

concede on, was my desire to withhold payment to faculties should they fail to 

deliver the programs and teaching modes specified in the SLAs.  This was linked to 
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the concept of accountability, but at the time was seen as a ‘carrot and stick’ 

approach that did not fit well with the concept of collegiality.   

This provision was, however, subsequently reinstated by the Vice-Chancellor in 

2008 as a result of a serious incident of non-delivery of SLA teaching requirements.  

Although withholding funds due to non-compliance with the SLA was only ever 

subsequently used once up until 2012, it was only at a minor level.  While it had the 

required effect, it was as a result of an individual academic not complying with the 

SLA, a situation that the dean and faculty management were unaware of at the time. 

In reality, few academics were ever made aware of the existence of the SLAs before 

this, but the incident encouraged the faculty management to pay greater attention to 

how teaching was actually occurring at Springfield.  All subsequent incidents of SLA 

non-compliance were able to be settled through a dialogue with the faculty without 

the need to withhold funds.  Interestingly, all issues relating to academic delivery that 

I became aware of from 2006-2013 stemmed from the actions of individual 

academics or course coordinators, and at no time did I ever become aware of a 

faculty dean or senior management attempting to renege on the agreed SLA.  

With the mechanics of the Operational and Governance plan agreed, it was important 

to gain clarity over the university’s expectations of the campus.  To achieve this, a 

Campus Blueprint was developed, which was essentially a vision statement and, and 

was as follows (Appendix A, p.3): 

The blueprint for the USQ Springfield Campus is for it to be the campus of 

choice for school leavers and mature age students in Brisbane’s South West 

corridor for both undergraduate and postgraduate programs. It will do this 

by offering high quality, responsive teaching based on the theme of 

‘community centred – career focused’. The Campus will also attract 

significant numbers of international students through its suite of courses. All 

programs will offer the ability for students to fast track their studies. The 

Campus growth is to be consistent with the concept of the University City 

and it will form an integral component of the lifelong learning continuum 

envisaged to be provided by the Springfield Education City. The Campus 

will cater for 1500 students within five years of opening growing to 3000 

within eight years and reaching 5000 by year twelve. 

With the Campus Blueprint agreed upon, the Operational and Governance Plan was 

approved in September 2005 and had the stated aim “to define the organisational, 

financial and reporting structures required to provide an appropriate environment to 

allow the achievement of the Campus Business and Academic Goals and the Campus 

Blueprint.”  Importantly, the fundamental principles of the Plan were listed 

(Appendix A, p.4) and encapsulated the philosophical basis behind the business unit 

model as previously described.  These principles were as follows: 

a. Responsibility and accountability for operational decision making in 

relation to Springfield is to be vested with the Campus Director who reports 

directly to the VC and is a member of the Vice-Chancellor’s Committee and 

Vice-Chancellor’s Executive Committee. 

b. The Campus Director is ultimately responsible for achieving Campus 

academic and business goals. 
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c. The Campus Director is to have operational control (defined at p.6 of 

Appendix A) over all staff and resources attributable to the Springfield 

Campus. 

d. The Campus Director will ‘buy’ the provision of programs and staff from 

faculties and supporting services through Service Level Agreements (SLA). 

e. The SLA is a means for gaining a common understanding of requirements 

and as a basis for addressing issues, it is not be used a means for 

withholding funding to faculties. 

f. Faculties are primarily responsible for the provision and quality control of 

academic staff, programs and assessment. 

g. The senior faculty representative on the Campus will be an Associate Dean 

(later termed the Associate Director) who will be the prime interface 

between the faculty and Campus Director. 

h. USQ Springfield is to be run as a discrete business unit with its own 

operational and project budgets. 

i. All expenses attributable to USQ Springfield are to be paid out of the 

Springfield budget. 

j. All income associated with USQ Springfield, although collected 

corporately, is to be attributed to Springfield for the sake of determining 

whether the Campus is meeting its business goals. 

k. Faculties and Operational Units are quarantined from losses as these are all 

contained with the USQ Springfield business unit. 

Other issues covered under the Plan included strategic planning, community 

engagement, research, staffing, budget processes and facilities management.  

These principles stemmed from management principles and arrangements previously 

discussed, and defined how the campus would operate and how it would interact with 

the faculties from 2006 until the end of 2011.  Importantly, they proved to be a very 

valuable reference when decisions were being made, particularly at a campus/faculty 

level.  Upon reflection, they were the most valuable tools that I, as the Campus 

Director possessed, as they ensured that I could maintain a consistent management 

regime.  

2.3.1: Government funded student places 

The Operational and Governance Plan was designed to manage the internal 

environment, however, there were a number of external issues that would 

significantly affect the viability of the campus.  One of these was the provision of 

government funded student places. 

 Although not a factor in designing the business unit model, the allocation of 

government funded students places had a major impact upon the early business 

planning for the campus. The Commonwealth Government funds student places 

through both direct funding for each student undertaking a course, and through a loan 

to the student under the Higher Education Contribution Scheme, more commonly 

known as HECS.  To limit the liability on these loans and manage the growth of 

universities and campuses, the government would allocate limited HECS places to 

individual institutions.  In what was quite a devastating decision by the Government, 

only 80 places were initially allocated to USQ Springfield, and in very restricted 



27 

 

discipline areas.  While these places would pipeline
12

 to just over 200 places over 

four years, this was not nearly enough for the campus to be commercially viable, 

accounting for only around 50% of the contracted yearly lease costs for the 

buildings, with outgoings, staff, marketing and other operational costs not covered at 

all.  The only way to become commercially viable was for the campus to over-enrol, 

but there was only a 5% limit for this before financial penalties applied.  Thankfully, 

HECS places were managed across an institution and not by campus.  The university 

had just moved from a situation of over-enrolment to under-enrolment, which 

provided an opportunity for the campus to utilise these places without financially 

penalising individual faculties.  Of note, this under-enrolment became progressively 

worse over the years and this gave the campus the necessary places to accommodate 

all its student demand.  In subsequent years, while there were additional HECS 

places allocated to the campus, these were negligible.  In 2010 however, the 

Government announced the removal of HECS caps from 2012, seemingly 

eliminating this issue altogether.   

2.3.2: Key lessons in developing the business unit model 

The process of developing the business unit model from first principles, based on the 

internal and external factors facing the USQ Springfield Campus, allowed the 

opportunity to specifically identify why a certain influencing factor may require a 

particular management response.  Factors which dominated included the distance 

from the parent campus and its subsequent effect on market separation and academic 

line management arrangements; the budget model being used by the university which 

also treated faculties as business units; the dynamics of the competitive Brisbane 

market; and the need to manage community engagement at a campus level.  As 

previously stated, though, the most important factor, and one which I did not fully 

appreciate at the time, was that the university had a management culture which 

supported devolution of authority, without which the business unit model could not 

have been created. This form of management culture, which stemmed from the then 

Vice-Chancellor’s own leadership style and experiences, can best be described as 

decentralist and is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5. 

2.4: 2006 - Implementing the Business Unit Model 

In February 2006, the Springfield Campus commenced operations with an initial 

cohort of just 280 students, and with programs from the Faculties of Education, 

Science and Business.  There was a high degree of ownership for the campus 

amongst all the inaugural staff and the students.  This made the matrix management 

structure quite easy to operate.  A ‘can do’ attitude prevailed, with staff willingly 

undertaking whatever tasks were required to make the campus succeed.  The campus 

staff consisted of only eleven management and administrative personnel, including 

me, with approximately 25 staff from the faculties and supporting units, such as the 

library, ICT and student services. 
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 Pipelining refers to the growth in places required to support a program over its duration.  It is 

assumed that there will be a retention rate of 75% of students moving from one year to the next. If 100 

students commence in the first year of a program, in the second year 75 of these will remain but these 

need to be funded as well as the additional 100 commencing students.  This growth in HECS places 

over the life of a three or four year program is the pipelining effect. 
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There was little interference in the operations of the campus in its first year, as the 

majority of the deans and key corporate stakeholders had been present in 2005 during 

the development of the Operational and Governance Plan and understood what was 

intended to occur.  Three of the five deans did, however, retire in 2006.  They were 

replaced with outside appointments, who naturally did not have the corporate 

knowledge of the development of the business unit model, and hence did not 

necessarily have the same ‘buy in’ to its principles.  In this first year, there were 

three major operational issues at the campus, all stemming from one faculty which 

had recently received a new dean, although not all the issues were attributable to this.   

The first of these issues was non-compliance with teaching delivery modes specified 

in the SLA in one of the faculties.  While it was very clear that all courses were to be 

delivered in a face-to-face on-campus mode, and that it was the AD’s role to ensure 

this, some staff in the faculty concerned deliberately forced students into distance 

modes and did not inform me of this practice.  Without the right to enter classes, it 

was difficult for me to identify what was occurring, and it was not until I read the 

course evaluations at the end of the semester was I aware of where this had occurred.  

I considered this to be a betrayal of the implied on-campus promise to the students 

and left the campus highly vulnerable to having existing and new students move to 

competitors.   

This behaviour was a carry-over from the faculty’s operations at the USQ Wide Bay 

Campus and directed by individual course examiners rather than the deans.  It was a 

good example of Mintzberg’s insurgency tactics.  When I confronted the faculty, I 

was first met with indignation based on the opinion that regardless of the Operational 

and Governance Plan, course examiners had the right to do what they wished.  While 

this issue was addressed at the dean’s level, the culture within the offending faculty 

meant that similar instances continued to occur, until as late as 2012. 

The second issue related to course evaluations.  Despite the criticality of me being 

able to assess student satisfaction rates and compliance with the SLAs, I discovered 

pockets of resistance to my reading of the student end of semester course 

evaluations, even though this was endorsed by the Vice-Chancellor.  There were 

attempts by the faculty to spirit the evaluations off-campus before I could access 

them, again stemming from lower level staff employing Mintzberg’s insurgency 

tactics.  I successfully put a stop to this practice by ensuring my administrative staff 

delivered the evaluations directly to my office
13

 before forwarding them to the parent 

campus.  This practice allowed remedial action to be undertaken by the faculties 

prior to the commencement of the following semesters.  This practice was completed 

within two to three weeks, compared to an eighteen month processing time when the 

course evaluations were analysed by the parent campus.  This delay under the old 

practices, essentially nullified any opportunities to respond to student concerns and 

optimise student satisfaction, hence was unacceptable under the business unit model.   

The unfortunate aspect about the end of semester course evaluations is that when 

they are read, it is too late to do anything about a problem in an existing course once.  

From as early as semester orientation, I encouraged students to speak to me if there 

were issues regarding delivery mode; however, this rarely, if ever, occurred.  In 
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 At that stage, course evaluations were paper based and completed in the classroom under the 

supervision of administrative staff. 
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speaking to students after the event they provided two reasons for this.  The first was 

that they believed that the lecturer had complete authority over delivery modes, and, 

secondly, they were very afraid they would be penalised for speaking out.  Although 

strategies to overcome this fear were instituted, such as reinforcing on-campus 

teaching standards and the processes for raising complaints, and having the ADs 

actively monitor teaching modes, this fear of being penalised is still ever-present.  

Supporting strategies of using the administrative officer network to report on 

anomalies, and holding ADs more accountable for the delivery of the SLAs, have 

had a degree of success.  

The last major issue related to the faculty AD.  It was envisaged that all ADs would 

primarily be present at Springfield, although they may have additional 

responsibilities with their faculty in Toowoomba.  I had envisaged that they would be 

present at Springfield for at least three of the five weekdays and ideally four.  While 

two of the faculties appointed ADs who lived locally, the third faculty appointed an 

AD who lived in Toowoomba.  The initially agreed three days presence rapidly 

turned into one day and the academic team became leaderless as a result.  Without 

any line management authority, there was little I could do to counter this, and in-

fighting within their team started to occur.  Along with the issue of students being 

forced to undertake distance courses against their will, the lack of leadership and 

absence of a commitment to delivering the SLA, meant that a new arrangement was 

required, and a new acting AD was appointed from amongst the faculty staff at 

Springfield. 

Despite the friction with the offending faculty caused by these issues, they were 

addressed by insisting on the application of the Operational and Governance Plan.  

While I found it disappointing that I had to forcefully stress this, and in some cases, 

call on the Vice-Chancellor to support me, it was clear that without a written Plan to 

refer to, controlling the behaviours of such a large number of stakeholders with their 

own personal and organisational self-interests, would have been nearly impossible.  

Importantly, I had no issue with the other four faculties and the campus had a 

successful first year overall.  Most importantly the Operational and Governance Plan 

remained intact allowing the campus to move into 2007 without any disruption to its 

management arrangements. 

2.5: 2007-Taking Ownership of the Student Experience 

The second year of campus operations was reasonably stable, being assisted by the 

project-based budget mechanism remaining in place.  Individual course examiners in 

the faculty that provided the issues in 2006, continued to try and circumvent the SLA 

by switching students to distance mode, which was naturally followed by 

confrontation between the faculty and I.  In this year, however, the two remaining 

deans that had been in place in 2005 retired, resulting in no corporate knowledge at 

their level as to how the Operational and Governance Plan had been derived.  The 

accountability of the faculties to the head of campus was a foreign and awkward 

concept for most of them, and this was to form the basis of the ongoing friction for a 

number of years. 

For the inaugural programs taught in 2006, no individual campus business cases were 

developed due to the urgency of raising the campus.  The need for these business 
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cases were, however, identified in the Operational and Governance Plan, and the first 

of these was developed for the Bachelor of Applied Media in 2006 for its 

introduction in 2007.  The campus business case essentially looked at the viability of 

a new program based on the campus growth requirements, portfolio mix, resource 

requirements and commercial risk based upon cost and anticipated revenue at steady-

state load.  It was also to form the agreement for both the faculty and campus 

commitments to each other.  In 2007, the second campus program business case was 

developed dealing with the Bachelor of Human Services.  This turned out to be quite 

a learning experience as, although it was meant to be co-signed by me and the faculty 

dean, he delayed doing this, forcing the program to be approved for offer without his 

signature.  I quickly found that the faculty was reneging on what had been agreed, 

resulting in a highly compromised program.  This took two years to rectify, but from 

then on, all campus program business cases had both signatures and I would refuse to 

allow them to progress to the university level committees unless this was done.   

The year 2007 also saw the campus employ an Events and Student Experience 

Coordinator (ESEC), directly line managed by me.  In 2006, in an attempt to give 

ownership of the student experience to students wherever possible, I had a Student 

Representative Committee (SRC) formed.  This was a first for USQ, which had 

always relied on the Student Guild to represent student issues.  While I had no issue 

with the Guild having this role, to ensure I had a direct link with the student body 

that was not being filtered by others, I structured the SRC constitution so that it 

integrated the SRC into management at a faculty and campus level.   

The main issue I had with the Student Guild was that it was not like a student union 

in that it was an independent organisation which was not bound to comply with the 

requests of the university.  The Guild had no representation from the Springfield 

student body on its board and resented that the SRC had been created at the campus.  

Due to the introduction of Voluntary Student Unionism (VSU), the Guild made a 

decision to give the students at Springfield minimal support due to its existing 

commitments at Toowoomba and reduced funding.  The net result was that a number 

of key student initiatives at Springfield were not supported by the Guild.  This was a 

good example of the tactic of withholding support to undermine the SRC initiative.  

Given the criticality of the student experience to the whole business of the campus, I 

found this position completely unacceptable and created the ESEC role, which is still 

in existence.   This ignoring of the campus’s needs by units at the parent campus, 

resulting in significant inequities across campuses, has been an enduring theme for 

both the Springfield and Fraser Coast Campuses. 

For me, the important lesson from this was the issue of line management for core 

elements of the campus’s value proposition to its students. Given that the whole 

campus, with the exception of the administrative staff, operated under a matrix 

management structure, the issue of why I had to resort to appointing my own ESEC 

could be seen as an anomaly.  Fundamentally, the reason was that I could always 

raise issues I may have had with faculties or supporting sections directly with the 

Vice-Chancellor if I was unable to resolve them.  The Vice-Chancellor had ultimate 

line management over all elements of the university, with the exception of the Guild, 

and could adjudicate over any issue if need be.  This was virtually never needed 

though, as the realisation of this encouraged the resolution of issues at an earlier 

stage.  
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In the case of the Guild, however, their independence from the University meant that 

there was no recourse to a line management directive to resolve an issue, and in the 

situation at Springfield, I had no avenues to resolve the impasse. I did later propose 

that a separate SLA be created between the campus and the Guild, however the 

University did not support this.  In 2012, the University removed most of the student 

experience functions from the Guild due to their own issues at the parent campus.  

Upon reflection, I do not believe it is essential that line management is required for 

functions such as those performed by independent organisations like the Guild, but a 

localised SLA, managed and ideally funded at a campus level, is critical to ensure 

that their actions are consistent with the overall student experience proposition.   

2.6: 2008- Defending the Campus 

The year 2008 saw significant activity within the university and in the relationships 

between the units at the parent campus and both satellite campuses.  Importantly, in 

this year, deliberate attempts to marginalise the campuses became evident.  This 

tactic was an example of Gray and Starkes’s (1984) ‘selective information’, which 

includes the manipulation of others by exclusion. 

A defining event occurred in the university in 2008, being the Realising Our 

Potential (ROP) project.  ROP was designed to reduce the number of programs 

within the university and rationalise staffing structures.  Initially, it appeared that it 

would have little effect on Springfield until it was realised that under the rationalised 

structures, the flexible administrative support structure of the campus did not fit into 

any proposed model.  In a completely siloed approach to staffing in the ROP, 

activities such as faculty and campus support were not catered for.  The initial result 

was that for a campus which now had close to 1000 students, staffing was to be 

reduced from ten administration officers to five.  Due to the restrictions placed on the 

scope of responsibilities for the ROP team examining student support, which 

excluded academic and campus support, it was almost impossible to have the team 

recognise the requirements for running the Springfield Campus.  At the eleventh 

hour, the existing structure was retained; however, it reinforced to me that no matter 

how logical I saw the business unit model as being, the fact that it was different from 

what was done on the parent campus, meant that it was difficult for others to grasp. 

Another outcome of the ROP was to identify minimum class sizes for on-campus 

delivery.  This again was not done in consultation with the campus, and decisions 

were made that could have been potentially damaging to individual Springfield 

programs and the campus.  If course enrolments were less than 10, then faculties 

could cancel classes.  This could mean that in the later years of a program where 

there were reduced numbers of students, on-campus classes may not be run for a 

number of years.  If the campus started to gain a reputation that students would not 

be able to finish their program on-campus, it could have had a highly detrimental 

effect on enrolments.  This became, and has continued to be, problematic, with 

faculties trying to shift students to distance on low enrolments.  Thankfully, with the 

ability to cover faculty teaching costs, regardless of course load, I have been able to 

get around this ROP decision.  Unfortunately, from a campus perspective, in 2014 it 
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is intended to transfer all teaching income directly to faculties, removing the ability 

of the campus to stop unilateral changes to delivery modes
14

.  

Another significant development occurred in 2008, which changed the internal 

political landscape for me and my authority over the campus.  This change stemmed 

from the desire by Education City (EC) to hasten the construction of a second USQ 

building at Springfield. The lease arrangement at Springfield was with the joint 

venture partners of EC, being MIRVAC and Springfield Land Corporation (SLC).  

Both parties believed that there were considerable profits to be made from the 

operation, although MIRVAC would later change its opinion.  To increase profits, 

EC would need to increase the gross floor area being leased by either introducing 

new academic providers, or having existing providers, primarily USQ, lease more 

space.  The relationship between USQ and EC was primarily managed by me, and 

whilst I was keen to proceed with plans for a second building, the existing building 

was quite adequate until at least 2012.  This did not align with the profit predictions 

of EC, so they decided that if I could not provide them with the justification for a 

second building, they would circumvent me and deal direct with the newly appointed 

operations manager in Toowoomba.   

This undermining of my authority, through exclusion and the attempted creation of 

new formal alliances, caused considerable confusion.  At the corporate and 

governance levels of the university it also resulted in significant negativity being 

generated toward EC’s forceful style of operation, which I felt, also became directed 

towards the campus.  These moves coincided with an institutional belief within USQ 

that future growth was in on-line delivery rather than on-campus, with statements 

being made that there may never be a need for a second building at Springfield.  This 

was not a position supported by the Vice-Chancellor, however, the negativity spread 

throughout the parent campus and the university’s governing body.  I, in the 

meantime, still had a responsibility for growing load on the campus and hence, was 

being presented with the continual need to justify the campus’s existence on the one 

hand and a demand for increased load on the other, and with a paucity of resources to 

actually achieve this. 

To further complicate matters the budget model was changed without consultation.  

This was an example of the ‘rule manipulation’ tactic (Buchanan & Badham, 1999).  

The first proposed change sought to transfer all load revenue direct to the faculties, 

removing from the campus the abilities to withhold funds for non-delivery of the 

SLA, redistribute funds to ensure the no-risk model for faculty involvement, or to 

utilise some of these funds in a discretionary way to grow the campus.  The net result 

would have been catastrophic and resulted in a return to an administrative model.  I 

had to fight very hard to ensure that the changes to the budget still allowed the 

business unit model to operate.  The final result was that, where previously faculties 

were not able to make surpluses over and above their teaching costs, now they could.  

A change like this was always going to occur, but the problem with this new model 

was that any additional requirements such as teaching low load courses were always 

previously paid for by the campus, once a faculty was in surplus, this was now a cost 

borne by the faculty.  This created an incentive to ignore the SLA, as there was no 
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 The first of these unilateral actions occurred in November 2013, signifying the informal end of the 

business unit model. 
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penalty that the campus could apply.  In the end a new penalty provision was 

developed for this case, but, thankfully, was never needed to be applied. 

The other key development in marginalising the campus was achieved by reducing 

the status of the associate deans.  The title associate dean was fitting, given they were 

the dean’s representative, and not line managed by the head of campus.  This title 

created issues for the existing associate deans within the faculties, who covered areas 

such as research, learning and teaching, and quality.  Importantly, the faculty 

associate deans saw that, while they had responsibilities across their faculty, this did 

not apply to the campus associate deans.  This was inaccurate, as the campus 

associate deans had to engage with a range of faculty personnel concerned with the 

quality and academic experience at Springfield.  The extent of this cross-faculty 

engagement was only limited by the programs on offer.   

Ultimately, the faculty associate deans got their way by lobbying their deans to retitle 

the campus associate deans to Associate Directors (ADs).  This did not change any of 

their responsibilities and on the face of it appeared very minor.  In reality, however, 

it reduced the status of the ADs within their faculty, creating greater challenges for 

them when they were required to rectify delivery and quality issues.  Importantly, 

where academic staff were line managed by departments and schools located in 

Toowoomba, the reduced status of the ADs formed a basis to continually question 

their authority and frustrate the application of the SLA.  It was also perceived by the 

ADs, that the change in title significantly reduced their status and recognition in the 

wider academic and external community. 

The year also saw the introduction of on-line end of semester course evaluations, 

which replaced the in-class paper based versions.  The logic for this was quicker turn 

around, compared to the aforementioned 18 month processing time.  The new on-line 

system had many benefits but participation fell from around 100% in the class room 

to between 5% and 10%.  In 2010 and 2011 the campus introduced technology to 

reverse this decline, again achieving 100% in-class participation.  Despite this 

success, and it being sanctioned by the Vice-Chancellor, it resulted in an ongoing 

confrontation with individuals at the parent campus.  Amongst their arguments to 

stop the innovation, was that the increased participation rate at the Springfield 

Campus skewed the feedback data when compared to the very low participation rates 

at the other campuses and with on-line students.  To me this appeared to be absurd 

and self-destructive logic.  It quickly became clear that the resistance was actually a 

case of ‘turf wars’ and that it threatened the existing power base of those responsible 

for processing student evaluations. 

2.7: 2009 – Exclusion from the VCC 

The year 2009 saw the continued marginalisation of the campus, despite the 

commitment to the Operational and Governance Plan by the Vice-Chancellor.  It also 

saw the worst example of a faculty defying their SLA obligations, resulting in 

serious reputational damage to the campus.  On a positive note, the USQ Wide Bay 

Campus, now renamed Fraser Coast Campus, also adopted the business unit model 

during the year.  This removed a common excuse used by individuals within faculties 

that they were confused about which model to work with, and hence why they would 

ignore the Springfield Operational and Governance Plan.  The staff at Fraser Coast 
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developed their own version of the Springfield Operational and Governance Plan, 

simplifying it by removing the requirement for the SLA and campus program 

business cases, both which would later be reintroduced as they found that this lack of 

a commitment to defined deliverables was being exploited by some faculties. 

Prior to 2009 the satellite campuses were represented on the Vice-Chancellor’s 

Executive Committee (VCEX), which was the peak decision making body at the 

executive level in the university.  As a continuation of ROP, the roles and 

membership of committees were re-examined and a replacement to VCEX, titled the 

Vice Chancellor’s Committee (VCC), was created.  This committee was primarily 

made up of the Pro Vice-Chancellors (PVCs), which were also the deans, and other 

key executives.  Although not deliberately designed to do so, in what was to be the 

single most significant act of marginalising the Springfield and Fraser Coast 

Campuses, the Vice-Chancellor decided that the heads of campus would no longer be 

members.  

This move left the head of campuses completely excluded from operational decision 

making at the university level, despite most VCC decisions having a direct impact 

upon the campuses.  It also broke the communication link between the decision 

making bodies and the heads of campus, meaning that many key decisions could not 

be passed through the campus chain of command, but instead would be passed 

randomly through faculties and other units.  Despite promised representation on an 

as-required basis, multiple operational decisions with adverse impacts on the 

campuses were being made without any opportunity to comment.  This exclusion 

was seized upon by others at the parent campus, and they employed Gray and 

Starkes’s (1984) ‘selective information’ tactic to maximum effect.  It also gave some 

individuals the incentive to further defy the Operational and Governance Plan.  The 

Vice-Chancellor at one stage commented on how the rift between the campuses 

appeared to be getting worse and could not understand why it was occurring.  I 

explained that, despite his support for the model, he had set the example by removing 

the campuses from the corporate decision making process.   

I personally was convinced that he had been pressured to exclude the campuses, 

despite many of the deans stating to my face that they did not see the logic of it.  In 

2011, I asked the Vice-Chancellor whether this had been the case so that I could 

explain the reasoning in this dissertation.  To my surprise, he said that there had been 

no pressure, and he now appreciated the damage it had done, but that it would be up 

to the next Vice-Chancellor to rectify the situation.  The campuses were never 

reinstituted into the VCC, but in an ironical twist, the deans themselves were also 

later excluded.  I did reflect at the time that I had been convinced that the exclusion 

from the VCC was the result of Machiavellian manoeuvrings by the deans, but this 

was not the case.  I reflected at the time, that being removed from the centre of 

political power can lead to unjustified feelings of paranoia and mistrust, but without 

an ability to gain a good understanding of the real political manoeuvrings, it is hard 

to rationalise the actions without these feelings.   

This leads me to possibly the most traumatic experience that the Springfield Campus 

has been subjected to.  It was in the form of a single academic course that, like all 

courses, was to be taught on-campus.  Two hundred and fifty Springfield students, or 

one quarter of the headcount, undertook the course.  Without going into the details, 
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what was delivered to the students was anything but what was required under the 

SLA.  It was only delivered in on-campus mode at the Fraser Coast Campus and all 

other students received poorly produced and almost incomprehensible voice 

recordings.  Sixty three per cent of students failed, and instead of the lecturer being 

held to account, the blame was placed upon the students.  The course examiner 

claimed they had the right to deliver the course in this manner. The faculty AD at the 

time was aware that there were serious problems with the course, but did nothing to 

rectify the situation.  To my frustration, the students didn’t approach me about the 

situation and I only found out what had occurred by reading the end of semester 

course evaluations.  I immediately lost all confidence in the faculty AD concerned, 

and he subsequently resigned from that role.  I took up the issue at all levels of the 

university and found little enthusiasm in addressing what I saw to be a gross 

injustice.  The issue was that serious that the local Queensland State Parliament 

member even became involved.
15

 

This incident was a watershed event for the campus and finally, in 2011, I managed 

to get an official non-faculty review into what occurred, but the damage had been 

done
16

.  In 2010 and 2011 there were marked drops in demand for that program, but 

importantly, the students affected, even those who passed, were now bitter towards 

the university.  A review of on-campus teaching standards was requested by the 

Vice-Chancellor, but unfortunately nothing came of it.  I did, however, get minimum 

standards written into the next version of the Operational and Governance Plan, and 

implemented improved checking procedures to maximise the chances that issues like 

this would be identified and rectified as soon as they become apparent.  What was 

also positive was that the other faculty ADs appreciated that the reputational damage 

affected all faculties at Springfield, and I believe this increased their sense of 

collegiality and their vigilance and thoroughness in developing and monitoring their 

SLAs.   

Another significant event occurred in 2009 which was to help define the 

responsibilities of academic staff to the campus and the line management authority of 

the ADs.  Within the Operational and Governance Plan was the provision for a 

portion of the service workload component for academic staff to be allocated to the 

campus.
17

  This would be used for community and professional engagement, and 

marketing activities.  Service workload is normally 10%, or 25 days for an academic 

staff member, and hence is not insignificant.  The marketing activities they may 

undertake on behalf of the campus would normally not be more than six hours in any 

given year.  The model required academic staff to undertake these activities based on 

a philosophy that only academic staff can talk with true knowledge, understanding 

and passion about their discipline, and it is this that convinces a discerning future 

student to pick a Springfield program over its competitors.  To do this well and 

accurately, the academic staff needed to undertake some basic knowledge training, 

and this was provided by the campus. 
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 In late 2011 a formal investigation in to what occurred was held by the University Disputes 

Committee.  At the time of writing, students are still awaiting the official conclusions and remedies. 
16

 The review was finalised in early 2012 with rectification being made for some students. 
17 Service workload was originally termed ‘Community Involvement’ and this obligation is at 

paragraph 25 of the original Springfield Operational and Governance Plan attached at Annex A.  

Further clarity was provided at paragraph 37c in the revised Springfield Campus and Fraser Coast 

Campus Governance and Operational Procedures V1.0 attached at Annex B 
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Generally this system worked well, as most academics appreciated that their 

continued employment was a function of student load, and this was the way they 

could contribute to building that load.  There were, however, some who saw that this 

had little to do with their role and that the service component of their workload was 

something they either did not have to undertake, or had total discretion in what they 

did.  This was exacerbated by some of the heads of schools in Toowoomba who, 

ignored their faculty’s SLA obligations, and would agree on service activities with 

their Springfield staff which excluded their obligations to the campus.  These 

behaviours, characteristic of Mintzberg’s insurgency tactics, had the potential to 

seriously hamper the campus’s ability to engage with its community and market 

itself.  The ADs, who I would request support from in the form of organising staff 

rosters for these events, in most cases found themselves having to call for volunteers, 

often with some staff carrying a disproportionate workload, with others doing 

nothing.   

This belief that service workload obligation to the campus was optional was 

beginning to be a source of friction between me and the faculties.  This came to a 

head during a major marketing activity, where a number of staff who were attending 

had not undertaken the relevant preparatory training.  I confronted the AD and they 

claimed that their faculty did not have to do it, which was incorrect and contrary to 

the requirements of the SLA.  At the event, one of the staff members, who had 

willingly volunteered but had not completed the training, was requested to leave by 

me, over another matter.  Although I can only surmise what occurred after this event, 

a complaint was laid against me.  This was disappointing but served as a useful test 

of authorities and SLA requirements.  The charge was dismissed and the ability of 

the campus to request academic staff to undertake activities was confirmed, although 

my requests for the university to clearly specify this to all staff were not undertaken.  

This, I surmise, was due to the university preferring to avoid being specific in the 

area of an academic’s obligations through fear of offending anyone.  There may be 

some logic in this approach, but it makes it very difficult to exercise authority in a 

matrix management arrangement, such as exists in the business unit model. 

This event, combined with a propensity for a small number of academic staff to not 

fulfil their conditions of employment to be present on campus for four of the five 

weekdays, added to the frustration of the ADs, the deans and me.  This led to a 

further defining of the line management authorities of the ADs which was 

incorporated in the revised Operational and Governance plan in 2010.  

Unfortunately, regardless of this, marginalisation of ADs by key faculty staff 

continued right up until the cessation of the business unit model, making their jobs 

challenging at best and extremely frustrating at worst. 

These issues of course delivery and service workload obligations, stem from the lack 

of line management of academic staff by the campus head.  Although philosophically 

I was and am supportive of this, in subsequent discussions with the relatively few 

campus heads that do have line management over their campus-based academic staff, 

they did not experience these problems. 
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2.8: 2010 – A Revised Governance Plan 

The year 2010 was characterised by two major episodes, being the development of a 

revised Operational and Governance Plan; and concerted efforts to further 

marginalise the campus.  There were also the now expected attempts by course 

examiners to unilaterally alter the agreed modes of course delivery.  In one case, this 

took the form of the lecturer announcing at the very first class that there would be no 

further classes for the remainder of the semester.  Thankfully, once I had identified 

this, albeit by chance, it was immediately rectified, but it has remained an ongoing 

issue for the campus.  Two of the ADs were replaced at the commencement of the 

year, and the new team appeared to have a much better attitude towards their 

interdependencies and the importance of fulfilling the responsibilities of their roles. 

During the year, the university committed itself to buying the campus from the 

developers.  For a variety of reasons, the management of this was handed to the head 

of the facilities department in Toowoomba, which was a logical appointment.  

Included in the purchase negotiations were issues dealing with the ongoing 

relationship with the developers, a responsibility specifically attributed to the head of 

campus.  I found, however, that despite repeated requests, documentation pertaining 

to this was being kept from me.  Even requests from the Vice-Chancellor for access 

to this information proved fruitless.  This was both a case of employing the tactics of 

‘undermining’ and ‘selective information’ in an attempt to claim turf that had 

originally been that of the head of campus.  This open defiance of the Vice-

Chancellor encouraged other instances of undermining the authority of the head of 

campus.   

The other major development in 2010 was the development of the new Fraser Coast 

and Springfield Governance and Operational Procedures, a copy of which is attached 

at Appendix B.  This was to be significant, as so many ad hoc changes had occurred 

with the original Springfield Operational and Governance Plan, that it was proving 

difficult to insist on the application of some of its requirements while having to 

ignore others.  The Vice-Chancellor was also very keen to have a revised plan, as he 

was experiencing increasing resistance from the deans, which was not helped by the 

inapplicability of the old plan.  The rewrite started in earnest in early 2010, and by 

mid-year, it was ready to be put to the Vice-Chancellor’s Committee (VCC), which 

was primarily made up of the deans.  The discussion was lively, with radically 

different opinions of what it should contain, but interestingly, there was no real 

objection to its fundamental principles.  This could possibly be due to a feeling that, 

despite faculties not having full control over their operations on the campus, the 

relationships between them and the campus were generally good.  They all benefited 

financially by either having their costs fully met as their student load grew, or 

sharing in the surpluses once these costs had been met.  The new procedures 

document was written to cater for the various opinions of the VCC members, and 

was done with the assistance of one of the deans.  This was useful, as their 

participation would mean at least one vote in VCC to get the new document 

approved. 

In December, the revised plan went to the VCC again, and while there was 

discussion based on different views as to what should be included and what should 

be removed, it was passed relatively easily.  Instead of the previous eleven 
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fundamental principles contained in the first plan, these were reduced to just four; 

being that the head of campus was accountable for campus business decisions, the 

head of campus had operational control over all staff and resources allocated to the 

campus, that faculties were responsible for academic quality, and that the campus 

and faculties shared in financial surpluses (Appendix B, p. 6).  Despite this reduction 

in number, the original eleven principles were retained throughout the new document 

with the exception that the campus could now withhold funds from the faculties for 

the non-delivery of elements of the SLA (p. 12).  Importantly in the procedures 

document, minimum standards for on-campus teaching (Appendix G), academic staff 

service obligations (p. 12), AD line management authorities over campus academic 

staff (Appendix E), and standardised position descriptions for the Fraser Coast and 

Springfield heads of campus (Appendix C) were included.  The procedures were 

finally signed in April 2011 and the relationships between the faculties and campuses 

improved with a new commitment to the business unit model.  This created a good 

opportunity for me to employ the turf tactics of networking and creation of alliances 

with the deans,
18

 which proved to be very useful up until they were essentially 

stripped of their authority in 2013.  Unfortunately however, what now started to 

appear was an increasing propensity for the non-academic service units of the 

university, particularly facilities management, to try and interfere with the campus 

management processes.  

2.9: 2011 - Acceptance 

The year 2011 was a very significant period for a wide range of reasons.  The most 

important of these was a changing university attitude towards the campus at the 

Council and executive level.  While the Vice-Chancellor had always believed in the 

potential of the campus, this was not universally shared by the university Council or 

by other members of the executive.  This had been exacerbated by the actions of the 

developers in 2008, and since then, the relationship between the developers and the 

council had been tense.  While this was occurring, however, developments around 

the campus had continued, with new schools opening adjacent to Education City, the 

announcement of the continuation of the rail line to Springfield, and the completion 

of significant recreational infrastructure immediately next to the campus.  Along with 

this, the campus was experiencing healthy growth in school leaver demand.  The 

conditions for purchase of the campus were finalised, which included the purchase of 

enough land to ensure the developers could not bring another university into the 

precinct.  These factors combined to change the mood of the university from one of, 

‘there may never be another building at Springfield,’ to one of openly professing that 

the campus was likely to be bigger than the Toowoomba Campus by 2025. 

The year also saw another change to the budget model, scheduled for application in 

2012.  The change highlighted a deep seated attitude amongst some in the university 

that the business unit model was a passing anomaly.   One of the objectives of the 

new model was to motivate faculties to maximise on-campus load at the satellite 

campuses.  This was, however, done by providing extra loadings for on-campus 

students, but this was at the expense of the campuses’ ability to use discretion in how 

load-based revenue was distributed and utilised.  To overcome this, a specific 
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 While Gray and Starkes describe alliances as formal, without arrangements to implement this, the 

alliances with deans and other key personnel tended to be more informal. 
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discretionary element was to be given to the campuses.  At the time, though, I 

stressed that this could only work if it truly was discretionary.  This would require an 

accurate estimate and subsequent funding of operational costs, so that the 

discretionary funding did not have to be utilised to cover the operational costs of the 

campus.   

Although agreed, this principle was not applied.  Instead of providing for the actual 

running costs for the campus, a simple indexation of the current year’s budget 

allocation was made, which in itself was based on the staffing levels from the 

previous year.  For a rapidly growing campus such as Springfield, this was woefully 

inadequate.  Although not necessarily the intent, I found that I now had no ability to 

undertake the discretionary activities, as all of these funds were consumed meeting 

operational costs.  These discretionary funds were essential, as they facilitated the 

autonomy integral to the operation of the business unit model.  It took considerable 

lobbying to regain enough funds for 2012 to avoid being forced back into an 

administrative model, but, unfortunately, in 2015 it is intended to provide all funds 

directly to faculties and service units, removing any control the campus will have 

over the provision of services and prioritisation of resources. 

The year also saw conflicts with minor professional staff in Toowoomba, who 

believed they controlled elements of the operations at Springfield.  This included 

marketing staff, who suddenly announced that they were responsible for community 

engagement, without a complete understanding of what or how the campuses and 

faculties operated in that area.  At the same time, student course evaluations, campus 

services and the provision of security were all turning into major flashpoints, for no 

other reason from what I could see, than wanting to resist the approved operational 

and governance procedures.  Again, this was the recurrent theme of Mintzberg’s 

‘insurgency tactics’.  My greatest disappointment, however, was that the line 

managers of the individuals who were undertaking this behaviour did not use their 

authority to rectify the situation.  This may have been because their behaviours were 

endorsed by their superiors as a way of marginalising the campus or, as was the case 

in at least two instances, the manager did not want to antagonize his or her 

subordinates.  Regardless, the frustration I was experiencing, was very similar to that 

I had encountered when interviewing heads of campus operating under 

administrative management models as part of this study.  

2.10: 2012 - Commercial Success 

In 2012 the campus delivered significant growth over the previous year.  In the first 

semester, student load increased by 22% consisting of a 17% growth in commencing 

student load and 24% in retained load.  Compared with the first year of operation, the 

proportion of school leavers doubled from 30% to 60%.  Revenue increased to $15m 

with operating costs, less depreciation, only being $9m.  Student numbers peaked at 

1586 in semester one with a total student headcount of 1900 for the year. 

Little of this growth could be attributed to population increases in the catchment area 

as, since the Global Financial Crisis, the number of new residents in the campus’s 

catchment area had only changed marginally.  Given the increase in retained load 

and increasing numbers of school leavers, it was apparent that student satisfaction 

and acceptance of the campus within the marketplace were having a significant 
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effect.  My own observations were that much of this could be attributed to the ADs 

being empowered and all staff at the campus assuming a degree of ownership for the 

campus’s success.   

Ironically, 2012 saw the removal of the direct line reporting of the head of campus to 

the Vice-Chancellor.  A new university structure was implemented with the 

campuses coming under a Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor along with the faculty 

deans.  This was a philosophical choice of the Vice-Chancellor, and treated the 

campuses as providers of academic programs, although in actuality this was the 

responsibility of faculties, resulting in somewhat confused relationships and a 

conflict of interest within the new Academic Division.  It also removed any direct 

engagement between the Vice-Chancellor and the campus heads, and given that the 

campus heads were responsible for their campus’s relationship with their community, 

it created considerable uncertainty as to the direction of this engagement if it was to 

be consistent with the Vice-Chancellor’s objectives.  

2.11: Key Management Issues of the Business Unit Model 

With the experience of now having developed the business unit model and having 

implemented it from 2006 and 2012, it was now possible to reflect upon the key 

management issues that confronted it.  Some of these were the predictable conflicts 

of organisational politics, tasking priorities and loyalties that are ever present in 

matrix organisations, but the most significant for me were the relationships between 

a faculty or supporting unit’s senior representative at Springfield and their parent 

organisation, and the challenges to the authority of the head of campus and the 

Operational and Governance Plan.  

2.11.1: Marginalisation of the Associate Directors  

At a faculty level, the relationships with the campus were ostensibly addressed 

through the Governance and Operational Procedures, however, the practical 

application of these left much to be desired.  Marginalisation of some ADs and the 

tactics of selective information, not by the deans, but mainly by heads of school and 

other faculty executive staff, was the cause of extreme frustration.  This was 

achieved by actively diminishing the status and authority of ADs, overriding their 

decisions pertaining to the application of their SLAs, and pressuring them to keep 

their workload allocations for their AD function below the minimum needed to 

satisfactorily fulfil their roles.  

The role of ADs is demanding.  Not only should they be represented on most faculty 

committees, but to have a truly collegial campus management model, they must also 

have a high level of input into campus decisions.  In the case of Springfield, they are 

key members on the three management committees that have evolved over time.  

These are the Campus Management Committee, Academic Program and Marketing 

Committee and Academic and Research Committee.  The terms of reference for 

these committees are contained at page 29 of Appendix B. They also have line 

management responsibilities for their entire faculty staff employed at the campus.  

For the purpose of delivering the SLA, they develop campus program business cases, 

manage student issues and coordinate faculty community engagement.   A full listing 

of the roles of the ADs is contained at page 28 of Appendix B.   
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At the Springfield Campus in 2013, an AD could be responsible for up to 800 

students, 50 fulltime and casual staff and 10 programs.  The workload allocation for 

ADs for all this is only 40%, which is hardly adequate for their committee 

involvement if they are actively engaged with their faculty.  This workload has been 

set by the university in alignment with that given to the faculty associate deans, 

whose responsibilities are nowhere near as broad, and often not as urgent, as those of 

the campus ADs.  My repeated attempts to increase this workload have been rejected, 

primarily by their own deans.  This workload restriction is, in some cases, clearly 

designed to limit the effort that ADs can put into their role and to constrain their 

effectiveness.   

There has, however, been one very good example of an AD having minimal 

interference from their faculty.  This was in the Faculty of Sciences, where the 

programs on offer are unique to the campus.  All the staff are line managed by the 

AD and, although part of another department, they are given significant autonomy 

and respect by their faculty.  To all intents and purposes, despite being responsive to 

their discipline department, the team at Springfield have essentially been operating as 

a separate school.  Although, there are some occasional minor issues, this model 

appears to be superior to having all academic staff line managed from a remote 

locality. Importantly, this appears to have resulted in relatively fewer staff problems 

caused by individual academics or heads of school playing off the multiple 

accountabilities in the matrix model.   

2.11.2: Non-academic unit heads 

The other key Springfield/Toowoomba management relationship was between the 

non-academic supporting unit staff located at Springfield and their hierarchy in 

Toowoomba.  In the initial stages of the campus, non-academic supporting units such 

as ICT and student counselling, were predominately single person operations, and 

parent units were usually quite content in allowing that individual to be their 

representative at Springfield.  The exception to this was the library, where from the 

outset, multiple staff were required and a campus librarian was appointed with line 

management authority over these staff.  

From 2009, however, I realised that for the non-academic supporting units, there 

needed to be much greater specificity in the Governance and Operational Procedures 

in how they interacted with the campus, and in their accountabilities, responsibilities 

and authorities.  The Procedures document had focussed on the faculty staff as this 

was initially the biggest issue.  As the non-academic supporting units grew, however, 

many of their senior representatives at Springfield were marginalised, and, in some 

cases, stripped of their authority to manage issues at a campus level.  This alienated 

them from the campus, causing extreme frustrations amongst themselves and those 

they support, and damaged the operation of the management matrix. 

In the areas of ICT and student services, the authority in their senior representative 

was initially unchallenged, but as more staff were appointed, particularly from the 

different specialist areas of the organisation, this started to break down.  Importantly, 

staff that had been integral in raising the campus were being marginalised, and had 

constraints placed upon them that meant that they no longer had the authority to 

respond to issues independently and in a timely manner. This in turn began 



42 

 

destroying previously established cooperative relationships across the campus.  In 

many cases, staff were now being seen as unhelpful, when, in reality, their line 

managers were the cause of the problem.  An example of this was when ICT staff 

were continually being told not to do things for the campus as “that was not what 

ICT staff did in Toowoomba.”  With Springfield having a campus staffing level 

much smaller than Toowoomba’s, this was problematic,  as there was a need to do 

whatever is required to make the campus work.  The restrictive applications of 

position descriptions, based on roles carried out in Toowoomba, were severely 

restricting operations.  With the ICT staff withdrawing effort, they quickly became to 

be seen as isolated from the ‘Springfield team’.   

Fundamentally, what was occurring was an application of centralised decision 

making and turf protection within the siloed structure of ICT. From the parent unit 

perspective, this was understandable, as they were a large and totally stand-alone unit 

in Toowoomba where issues outside of its determined responsibilities would be 

addressed by other parts of the university. This wealth of resources was a luxury the 

Springfield Campus did not possess, meaning that tasks previously undertaken by   

the ICT staff, but stopped because it was not seen as an appropriate use of their time, 

were now having to be done by the campus executive, an even more inappropriate 

use of labour.  

In addition, the centralised decision making and tasking often produced solutions that 

were not contextualised for the situation at Springfield, due to a lack of 

understanding of the issues on the ground.  Consequently, the greatest problem with 

this form of control was that issues were no longer able to be immediately addressed 

at a campus level.  Invariably, when referred back to Toowoomba they went on a 

priority list that could lead to long response times. This led to frustration and 

dissatisfaction at the campus level and placed significant stress on the campus ICT 

staff and their working relationships.  

The cause of many of the issues with non-academic supporting units, and the lack of 

willingness to attribute management autonomy to their team leaders, was partially 

due to the need for inaugural staff to be employed primarily for the technical 

expertise they provided to the campus, rather for their management or leadership 

skills.  In time, however, additional specialists were employed and teams were 

created, with the more senior inaugural staff member becoming the de facto team 

leader, despite that this was never the reason they were initially employed. Over time 

this issue has been resolved in some areas by appointing specific team leaders, but it 

has been a surprisingly long and difficult argument to win that these positions need 

to be created.    

2.11.3: Resistance to the authority of the head of campus 

Not only did the ADs and non-academic support team leaders have their challenges 

in being marginalised and excluded, as described previously, it also applied to me. In 

2010, I believe I finally realised why I was having these issues and the continuing 

problems in having all parts of the university accept the Governance and Operational 

Plan, despite it having the authority of the Vice-Chancellor.  I concluded that this 

was due to the structural differences in the management and leadership of the 
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campuses.  The key difference between the Toowoomba and Springfield Campuses 

was that there was no campus head at the Toowoomba Campus.   

When USQ consisted solely of the Toowoomba campus, it was clear that the Vice-

Chancellor was the head of campus.  This all changed however, when the university 

started to create satellite campuses, both physical and distance.  Like the frog that 

doesn’t realise that it is in a pot of water, slowly heating to the boil, the structural 

changes needed at the main campus to accommodate these changes do not seem to 

have been appreciated.  The Vice-Chancellor was clearly the CEO of the university, 

but was not personally responsible for the day-to-day business operations of the 

Toowoomba campus.  The problem was that there was no-one, who had this 

responsibility.  Different positions have been created to patch up the problems this 

brings, or individuals have simply assumed these responsibilities in an ad-hoc 

manner, often mixing corporate and operational roles together.  This is a common 

issue in parent-satellite campus structures and only appears to be resolved if a 

federated university structure is adopted, in which all campuses have a designated 

head.  The concept of the federated university is discussed in more detail in Chapter 

Three. 

The result of this responsibility vacuum, is that when corporate policies are made, 

they invariably have a Toowoomba Campus focus, as corporate decision makers 

concentrate on resolving problems at the Toowoomba Campus given there is no-one 

else with the authority to do so.   

This lack of a campus head at the Toowoomba Campus also led to confusion in 

engaging with the campus’s market. With no single business unit structure, 

marketing was done by multiple parts of the organisation, leading to inefficiencies 

and confusion. Under the business unit model, marketing is controlled at a campus 

level, however, on numerous occasions this marketing free-for-all behaviour of the 

parent campus extended into the Springfield Campus market. This often led to mixed 

messages being sent, particularly with corporate marketing messages swamping the 

available media, with no mention of the Springfield Campus due to their focus on 

distance and Toowoomba programs. 

Unfortunately, as long as the disjointed nature of management and accountability 

exists in the parent campus, the workings of the business unit model will continue to 

be confounded by the operations of the parent campus. 

2.12: Personal Practice Principles 

In December 2013 I decided to leave USQ, as the increasing centralisation of the 

university no longer matched my personal practice principles.  The decision to leave 

was not done lightly, but the process of reflection in coming to the decision 

highlighted to me exactly what my principles of practice were, and in some cases, 

how they had developed over my time as the head of campus of USQ Springfield.  

For me this was a transformational learning process, and my decision to leave was 

the disorienting dilemma that Mezirow (2009, p. 19) identified as the trigger for such 

processes.    
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The four main principles that I realised had been driving me over the years, and in 

some cases had grown in importance, were relationship based engagement, 

empowerment, the ability to deliver on a promise, and sense of altruism.  These 

principles were often intertwined when I made a decision or undertook an action.  

They are of course loaded concepts, and stem in many ways from my own 

interpretation of self, my ethics, and how I interacted with others and the 

environment.  I would accept that others internal and external to the organisation 

could hold different views as to whether I lived these practice principles.  Regardless, 

I will now briefly describe how I perceived they drove my behaviour.  

2.12.1: Relationship based engagement 

From the outset, the Springfield Campus was required to work collaboratively with 

other parties internal and external to the university.  Initially, the external 

relationships were primarily with developers, followed increasingly with the other 

tenants of Education City, and most importantly, the community as it grew around 

the campus. Some of these relationships were established commercially through 

contracts, others formally through the Springfield Community Engagement Forum, 

and others were more informal but no less important.  In the end though, all these 

relationships were based on a shared vision to advance the community, not only 

within the immediate catchment of the campus, but increasingly to the extended 

region and communities in need. Importantly, personal respect and honest 

communication became the cornerstone of these relationships, and allowed for a 

deliberative approach to growing the education precinct and the community as a 

whole. 

With increasing centralisation after 2011, the ability for me to be able to make and 

deliver on promises to the community was continuingly reducing.  Invariably, what 

was able to be achieved through cooperation in the form of community events, 

sponsorships, collaborative programs, and campus based academic engagement, was 

whittled away. Some key relationships were also subsumed centrally, although often 

the new relationship owners failed to understand the context of the campus situation 

and the symbiotic relationships with partners that had evolved over time.  Often these 

relationships subsequently floundered or even became hostile. The net result was that 

while the personal relationships were able to maintained at the Springfield Campus, 

the ability to implement campus based initiatives was eventually removed, meaning 

that community engagement became primarily social and delivered little of 

substance.   

The key internal relationships were with the faculty deans and the heads of other 

supporting sections.  While the SLAs theoretically determined the requirements of 

the relationships with the faculties, they really only provided a commonly agreed 

expectation if what was to be done during the year.  Only once was a financial 

penalty ever applied for non-compliance with a SLA, and this was more to prove to 

academic staff that it could be done, and it was with the tacit agreement of the dean 

who was as frustrated as I over inconsistent delivery of teaching.  While there were 

many other opportunities to apply these penalties, they would have achieved little, 

but were held up by some deans as a reason why staff needed to comply with the 

SLA.  Generally the relationships with the deans were cordial and collegial, although 

some initially took affront to being held to account for their faculty’s behaviour at a 
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satellite campus.  Once this was worked through, there high levels of cooperation and 

productivity followed.   

The remoteness of the campus and increasing isolation from university committee 

structures was a hindrance to managing the internal relationships.  Clashes did occur 

as a result of misinterpretations and hearsay being raised in meetings where the 

campuses were no longer represented.  It also appeared that some individuals 

exploited this and tried to put a wedge between the campus and parts of the 

university as they sought to extend the reach of their power structures.  With a major 

university restructure in 2013, even the deans fell victim to centralisation of decision 

making, and the relationships with them, although still collegial, increasingly lost 

their ability to deliver any executive outcomes. By mid-2013, the existing dean roles 

were disestablished, breaking many of the key relationships that had allowed the 

campus to function.   

This diminution of the ability of the campus to engage with authority when 

establishing internal and local relationships highlighted to me, not only how 

important this authority was in the initial success of the campus, but also its 

criticality in the ongoing operation of the campus.  Accompanying this was the 

realisation of just how valuable the internal collegial relationships were, and how 

they took priority over the formality of the SLAs.  

2.12.2: Empowerment 

I was always very clear on the criticality of empowerment in motivating individuals, 

encouraging innovation, maximising efficiency, and delivering effective and 

contextualised local solutions.  This stemmed from my military leadership 

experience previously discussed.  It drove the design of the business unit model and 

the way the internal management of the campus was structured.     

Other benefits of this empowerment of individuals include higher job satisfaction, 

motivation, and service quality; and lower absenteeism and staff turnover (McShane, 

Olekalns & Travaglione, 2010).  On the other hand, the disempowerment of 

individuals leads to significant increases in bureaucracy and the slowing of the 

decision making cycle, as even the most basic decisions are made at increasingly 

higher levels.  This requires multiple approval processes with little, if any, value 

adding. Unfortunately, this symptom became very evident, leading to, at times, the 

complete cessation of basic business operations at a campus level, and staff giving up 

attempts to implement initiatives out of sheer frustration.  When the final vestiges of 

campus empowerment were removed, I decided to wind up the campus management 

committees as the collegial discussions could no longer result in any executive 

decisions and this was having a demoralising effect on the members of the team.   By 

abolishing the campus management team it also meant that staff could focus on their 

relationships with their Toowoomba based line managers, which was important given 

the uncertainty of the future management arrangements.  I left the head of campus 

role soon after this, as it no longer had the necessary authority to serve any valid 

purpose. 

My observations of what was happening reinforced in my mind the value of 

distributing power as a means of motivating individuals, encouraging initiative and 
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innovation, and achieving timely and contextualised outcomes to local problems. 

This distribution of power to a campus was essential at a high level to ensure that it 

could be distributed further and coordinated at a campus level.  It was clear that 

teams formed around where this power stemmed from, and the more it was 

distributed, the more energised the team became. 

2.12.3: Ability to deliver on a promise 

As the head of campus, the fundamental promise I believed I was making, was that 

the students would receive a high quality, on-campus educational experience that 

would prepare them as best we could for a life of rewarding employment. The 

concept of this promise, and my personal obligation to fulfil it, was a key driver 

behind the design of the business unit model.  Fundamental to the model was its 

requirements to hold faculties to account for the mode and quality of their teaching, 

and put in place a system of monitoring and checks and balances to ensure that this 

was delivered.  

I firmly held the belief, and this was validated by innumerable conversations with 

students, that the establishment of a physical campus gave an additional implied 

promise that students would receive their lectures in a quality, face-to-face mode, for 

any program that was advertised as being offered on campus.  Classes would also not 

arbitrarily be cancelled at the whim of a lecturer, and students would not be forced to 

undertake televised or on-line delivery, unless it was their choice.   

I converted this into an explicit promise in the 2011 Springfield Governance and 

Operational Procedures, and ensured that all students were aware of this, and were 

encouraged to report any violations to myself.   

Over the period of this study, I came to the conclusion that this issue of delivery 

mode, and the ability to ensure that students across a university were treated equally, 

was the key feature that separated the low autonomy administrative models from the 

high autonomy business unit, faculty and federal models. 

Unfortunately from my perspective, in 2013 a decision was made to require 

Springfield students to undertake core courses in a new program to be offered on 

campus in on-line mode. Students at the parent campus would receive the classes in 

face-to-face mode.  Under the new centralised regime I was no longer able to prevent 

this from occurring, which signified to me the completion of the move of the campus 

from the business unit model to an administrative model.    

2.12.4: Sense of altruism 

A key personal driver I began to realise over time was a sense of satisfaction in being 

part of a transformational change in the lives of students. This was particularly the 

case when I saw students from low SES backgrounds graduate, and move out of the 

economic situations they found themselves in.  I was often overawed when I saw 

how single mothers on welfare with young children and desperate living conditions, 

were able to complete three or four year undergraduate degrees with the aim of 

creating a better life for their families.  There were so many and varied stories that I 
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began to realise that the role of being a head of campus was a privileged and 

humbling experience.  

I personally had a rather austere upbringing, so there was a degree of empathy for the 

student cohort of the campus, however, this feeling of humility was something that 

many other satellite campus heads expressed to me over the years. I suspect it is 

quite a common feeling for satellite campus heads as they are often the campuses 

established in areas with high levels of aspirational students, and the smaller 

campuses can lead to higher levels of staff and student interaction and familiarity.    

The realisation of the role the campus was playing in the students’ lives, also led to a 

heightened sense of obligation and responsibility.  As the head of campus this drove 

me to the continued insistence on the maintenance of the requirements of the 

Springfield Governance and Operational Procedures, as I saw this as the means to 

deliver on the trust that these students were placing in the campus for their future.  

As previously discussed, this naturally led to some friction between individuals at the 

parent campus and the Springfield campus.  Importantly though, these frictions 

tended to be around power struggles and budgetary control, and were never 

motivated by a lesser desire by individuals at the parent campus to do the best for the 

students.   

2.13: Chapter Summary 

The development of the business unit model and its implementation was the catalyst 

for, and significantly informed, this dissertation.  It allowed me to appreciate and 

understand the issues confronting other campus heads during the interviews 

conducted under the research phase of this project.  In particular it raised my 

curiosity for what other types of management models existed and what had 

influenced their design.   

One of the key aspects of raising and operating the campus was the development of 

the Operational and Governance Plan which encapsulated what I was later to term 

the business unit model for the management of satellite campuses.  The Plan was 

informed by observations of the then USQ Wide Bay Campus and developed around 

the key management principles and arrangements of accountability; responsiveness 

to the external and internal market environments; providing efficient and effective 

administrative support for students, the campus, and supporting units; and managing 

the commercial risks of all the stakeholders.   

Within the constraints of a matrix organisational structure, the need for 

accountability for outcomes from the head of campus led to a flow on of 

accountabilities to that position.  The lack of direct line management over academic 

staff necessitated the appointment of senior faculty representatives, initially titled 

Associate Deans and later retitled Associate Directors, and a yearly agreement on 

what was to be done at the campus encapsulated in SLAs. 

Commercially the campus was successful during the period from 2006 to 2012, 

achieving its targets and I would attribute much of this to operating under the 

business unit model and having the Operational and Governance Plan to deliver 

results effectively and efficiently.  There were of course, trials and tribulations along 
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the way, much of it stemming from organisational politics.  The most significant 

issue from my perspective and that of the Associate Directors and section heads, was 

marginalisation and exclusion from decision making processes within the university.  

Regardless, the model allowed a highly consultative yet decisive approach to the 

internal campus management, and despite the occasional conflicts with faculties and 

sections at the parent campus, strong collegial relationships also developed between 

myself, the deans and other senior managers.   

From the USQ Springfield experience I also identified that geographical separation 

from the parent campus, budget models, market dynamics, and community 

engagement were key influences over the design of any campus management 

arrangements.  Importantly though, I became increasingly aware of the significance 

of the management culture and practices of the university as the key determinant and 

constraint for the design of any satellite campus management arrangements.  

The opportunity to be a head of campus, particularly to raise a campus from a 

greenfield site and develop a unique management model, was undoubtedly a rare 

privilege. When it came time to leave the role it provided me with the opportunity to 

reflect upon what were the personal practice principle which drove my thinking and 

actions over the previous nine years. For me, the most important principles were 

relationship based engagement, empowerment, the ability to deliver on a promise, 

and a sense of altruism.  They were principles which suited a period of time in the 

campus’s life and a certain management regime.  Importantly, understanding their 

importance to me now is significant in ensuring that  I am a good fit in future 

employments, as I know realise that for me they are not something I can compromise 

on.  

The next chapter will cover the research conducted for this dissertation, including its 

aims and the results of a series of interviews with fellow heads of campus and other 

key personnel, as I explored alternative satellite campus management models. 
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CHAPTER 3: PROJECT RESEARCH PHASE 

Chapter Two described the development and implementation of the business unit 

model as it was applied to USQ Springfield between 2006 and 2012.  In the process 

of developing the model, the issues presented by the USQ Wide Bay Campus 

management arrangements were examined, and other issues specific to Springfield, 

such as geographical separation from the parent campus, budget models, market 

dynamics, and community engagement were considered.  Key management 

principles and arrangements were identified and an Operational and Governance Plan 

was written and approved, encapsulating all these inputs. Despite the existence of the 

Plan, organisational politics at all levels still had a major impact upon the campus, 

however, the net result was a commercially successful operation that achieved the 

university’s aims and objectives for the campus. Importantly, the business unit model 

was only possible due to the university’s management culture and practices at the 

time and the importance of how this influences any campus management 

arrangements cannot be understated.  

This chapter details the research conducted into other satellite campus management 

models to complement the lessons learnt through the USQ Springfield experience.  

This research allowed for a broad analysis of the range of other campus management 

models in the context of the extant management literature on business unit structures 

and relationships, and the reasons for their structure.  The first part of the chapter 

identifies the aim of the research project, key concepts associated with the aim, the 

research philosophy and methodology utilised, and the data collection techniques.  

The second part of the chapter describes the interview phase of the research and the 

key findings from this phase.  

3.1: Justification for the Research 

Having had the good fortune to have raised a satellite campus and develop its 

management model from first principles, albeit highly influenced by my own 

experiences and attitudes to management, I was keen to compare and contrast the 

business unit model with those used at other universities.  Apart from it being an 

interesting exercise in its own right, this would also allow me to learn from the 

experiences of other heads of campus, and possibly help improve the business unit 

model.   

Prior to commencing my doctorate, I had already identified that there were a variety 

of management models that were being applied to satellite campuses.  I had also 

formed the view that the business unit model was the only model in use with 

significant degrees of autonomy.  This later proved to be incorrect, but, by the end of 

the research, I was still unable to identify another model that had a similar 

structure.
19

 This fundamental difference from other models proved to be an asset, as 

it provided a valuable incentive for other heads of campus to engage in my research, 

as they sought to learn from my experience. 

                                                 
19

 There was anecdotal evidence that the HAM1 campus had used a similar model upon its 

establishment in 1999 until 2004, although it still allowed faculties to control the program portfolio 

which resulted in arbitrary removal of successful programs. 
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I also appreciated that the business unit model was designed to cater for the 

environment that USQ Springfield was being established in, and that the key 

influencing factors for the campus would not necessarily exist for other campuses.  I 

was interested in what the complete range of other management models may be, and 

how other influencing factors affected the determination of these models.  I surmised 

that if these were well understood, it may be possible to develop a predictive tool that 

could be used by others to determine what model may suit their situation.  By 

developing this predictive tool in the form of a decision matrix, I also sought to 

ensure that my research would not be consigned to a bookshelf, but instead, would be 

read by those encountering a similar situation to what I had found myself in.  At a 

more general level, I was also receiving encouragement from academic staff at the 

campus, as well as from the Vice-Chancellor, to undertake research in this area.   

Being intimately involved in the activities I was intending to research placed me in 

the category of what Jarvis (1999) describes as a practitioner based researcher.  This 

is different from the classical concept of researchers, who are often seen as 

independent and impartial from what they are studying.  The research conducted for 

this study consisted of both a ‘self-evaluation’ of the USQ Springfield experience 

and analysis of the experience of other heads of campus.  The concept of self-

evaluation could be seen as in conflict with good research, and Robson (2002) 

proposes that “some would doubt the feasibility of insiders carrying out any 

worthwhile, credible or objective enquiry into a situation in which they are centrally 

involved”.  On the other hand, Robson also highlights that there are those who would 

hold that, for the purpose of change and development, outsider research is 

ineffective.  Jarvis (1999) provides an example of a practitioner based researcher 

nurse who was required to make a decision which only she could fully appreciate, 

and concludes that practitioner based researchers, “are able to report aspects of 

practice at a depth that traditional forms of research might not well not capture, 

precisely because they are practitioners”.  The very existence of the Doctor of 

Professional Studies, based on the concept of the practitioner based researcher, is 

testament to the acceptance of this form of research, and hence the underlying 

principle of this study, that I, as a head of campus, could effectively research both 

my own experiences and those of my peers.     

3.2: Materiality of the Research 

Of the 39 public and private universities in Australia, all but six
20

 have multi-campus 

operations of a size and nature to justify the appointment of a head of campus at 

campuses other than the main or parent campus.  Some institutions have large 

numbers of campuses, and increasingly, these include international locations.  In the 

case of Central Queensland University, it has 11 Campuses, and may grow to 20 

campuses in 2014 through its planned amalgamation with the Central Queensland 

Institute of TAFE.  This has led to a major review of the campus management 

models required to successfully operate such a diverse structure.
21

  Some institutions, 

included in the research phase of this study, have deliberately instigated a wide range 

of management models across their campuses, with some having little autonomy 

                                                 
20

 These are ANU, Bond University, University of Canberra, UWA, Macquarie University and UNE. 
21

 This review is being conducted by the Pro Vice Chancellor (Community and Engagement) and 

Head of Campus Mackay with input from all heads of campus, and is due to release its findings in 

2014.  
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while others have almost total control of their business operations.  Importantly, 

during the research for this project, it became apparent that two universities 

deliberately increased the autonomy of their heads of campus to successfully 

revitalise the business performance of struggling campuses.  Given the extent of 

multi-campus operations within Australia universities, and the variety of possible 

management arrangements, providing a tool by which universities can optimise the 

outcomes of satellite campuses through the selection of appropriate management 

models, has the potential to be of significant value to the sector. 

3.3: Project Aim 

Based on my experiences and subsequent curiosity, and what I saw as an area with 

very little documented professional knowledge, I defined a project with the aim 

being to ‘identify and characterise the range of university satellite campus 

management models and develop a decision matrix for determining which should be 

applied, taking into account the internal and external influencing factors.’   

3.4: Key Concepts 

Within the aim of the project the terms ‘management’ and ‘satellite campus’, and the 

concept of ‘optimum’ require clarification to assist in defining its scope.  The aim 

also implies that no one model fits all circumstances, or that there is no ‘one best 

way’.  These concepts and terms are addressed in further detail. 

3.4.1: Multi-Campus University Structures 

There are essentially two types of multi-campus university structures for Australian 

public universities, being federated and satellite campus.  The term ‘satellite campus’ 

implies that there is a main or parent campus that is the centre of the corporate 

structure for the university, and that this parent campus is the source of devolved 

authority for the satellite campuses.  This structure applies in the vast majority of 

Australian multi-campus universities. 

A federated model is one where no one campus is seen to be the source of devolved 

authority.  While the vice-chancellor will usually reside in one location, this does not 

have to be at a parent or main campus.  Under the federated model, all campuses 

have a designated head of campus, including the one where the chancellery is 

located. Identical management structures would be used at all campuses, albeit with 

considerations of scale, with the chancellery adopting a truly corporate role.  This 

can be likened to the government structure for the Commonwealth of Australia, with 

each of the states having their own government with powers relating to state issues, 

and the federal government located in Canberra, dealing with national issues.  A 

federated model seems to be easiest to apply when a university is formed by 

amalgamating existing institutions, such as was the case for Southern Cross 

University and the University of Western Sydney. From discussions with heads of 

campus from these institutions, at the time of amalgamation both these institutions 

claimed to operate under a federated structure, however, over time a more standard 

parent/satellite campus relationship evolved. The relationship between the Monash 

University Parkville Campus and the corporate entity, which also stemmed from an 
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amalgamation, is based on a federated model, but this does not extend to the other 

campuses of the university.   

The only two truly fully federated models that I became aware of during my 

research, were both religious universities.  The first of these was the University of 

Notre Dame Australia, which grew from a single campus in Fremantle
22

, but which 

now also has campuses in Sydney and Broome.  These campuses are separated by 

thousands of kilometres, which may have been a reason for adopting the federated 

model.  The other fully federated university is the multi-denominational MCD 

University of Divinity, which has 11 colleges catering for Anglican, Baptist, 

Churches of Christ, Coptic Orthodox, Lutheran, Roman Catholic, Salvation Army 

and Uniting Church faiths.  Each of these colleges’ budgets are controlled by their 

respective churches, ensuring very high degrees autonomy at the college or campus 

level. It is not surprising that, given the fundamental need for denominational based 

differentiation, religion is a driver for the adoption of the federated model.  This is a 

very good example of where the criticality of a sub-brand at a campus level is the 

key influencing factor for the choice of a management model. 

Where new campuses are created as an off-shoot of an existing university, such as 

for USQ and UQ, the satellite-parent model inevitably dominates.  This is not to say 

that that this model cannot evolve to a federated model, but the lack of clear 

delineation between corporate and campus responsibilities, which often appear not to 

be fully understood when a university moves from a single campus to a multi-

campus operation, and the parent campus’s preference to maintain a centralised 

structure, mean that this evolution is likely to be rare.  This dissertation focuses on 

the parent-satellite relationship, as this is by far the most common model in 

Australia. 

3.4.2: Management 

Another term widely used in this study is ‘management’.  Pierce and Dunham (1990) 

define management as, “The process of planning, organising, directing and 

controlling organisational resources (human, financial, physical and informational) in 

the pursuit of organisational goals.”23  This definition of management is clearly at an 

operational level and is applicable to the internal operations of a satellite campus.  

The autonomies and authorities bestowed on the campus to undertake the roles 

contained in this definition must, however, be devolved from the corporate entity, 

and may even be prescribed by the university’s governing body.  

                                                 
22

 The Australian Catholic University has campus heads at each of its campuses with the title of 

Associate Vice Chancellor, implying a federated model, but all commercial decisions are made 

centrally by faculties. 
23

 Pierce, J.L., & Dunham, R.B., 1990, Management, , Brown Higher Education, Glenview, Illinois, 

USA, contained in the document ‘Governance versus Management, Information Paper No.2 June 

2011’ published by Health Reform Queensland. 

 



53 

 

3.4.2.1: Managerialism and collegiality 

Throughout this dissertation the terms ‘managerialism’ and ‘collegiality’ will often 

be referred to. There is no universal definition for either term, however, they have 

been the subject of considerable discussion in the literature on higher education.  

Collegiality is primarily associated with group decision making.  McNay believes it 

also embodies a concept of “institutional freedom from external control, formerly by 

the church, now mainly by government; and academic autonomy” (1995, p. 106).  

Collegiality has also been aligned with the concept of the ‘guild’.  Marjorie Reeves 

describes the value of the guild model applied to academia as follows: 

The first strength of the guild model lies in its concept of a community of 

masters.  This stands four-square on the one hand against the prostitution of 

aims due to undue outside pressures, and, on the other, against excesses of 

irresponsible individualism inside. (1988, p. 47) 

Despite some very passionate advocates for it, collegiality has its weaknesses, and as 

a sole basis for institutional decision making it is, according to Professor Alan 

Lindsay, “too slow, too conservative and too prone to avoiding tough decisions” 

(1997, p. 9).   

The counter philosophy to collegiality is managerialism, although, they are not 

mutually exclusive within an institution.  Managerialism is often referred to with 

disdain within the university sector, but is increasingly required to comply with the 

expectations of governments and society.  It appears to be an evolving concept and 

there does not appear to be a standard definition for what it is.  Lindsay refers to it as 

“a style of university management that facilitates government intervention and 

direction. Managerialism supports the sort of style that governments are seeking: 

responsive and focussed on value for money” (1997, p.12).   Lindsay believes that 

while there are a number of forms of managerialism, the one gaining strength is hard 

managerialism, characterised by performance management, strong management 

control and cost reduction.  He goes on further to say that “academic authority, 

collegial processes and responsibility have no place in this canon” (1997, p. 12).  It is 

not surprising, therefore, that under this model the subsequent disenfranchisement of 

the academic community of a university can lead to resistance and contempt for this 

style of control.   

The application of managerialism and collegiality, particularly in relation to the 

satellite campus management models will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. 

3.4.3: The concept of ‘optimum’  

When applied to management models, optimum can have many meanings, often 

dependent upon the perspectives of the person defining it.  The natural tendency for 

many, particularly accountants and managers, is to consider optimum as a synonym 

for efficiency and effectiveness.  Robbins, Bergman, Stagg and Coulter (2009. pp. 

10-11) define efficiency as “getting the most output from the least amount of inputs,” 

and effectiveness as “doing those activities that will help the organisation reach its 

goals.”  They stress that while efficiency and effectiveness are related, organisations 
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can be efficient but not effective.  Aptly, in the context of this dissertation, to 

highlight the point they cite an example of universities using technology, casual staff 

and ‘long distance classes’, to minimise costs and maximise efficiency, but 

producing graduates with questionable education, hence failing on effectiveness.  

3.4.3.1: Are commercial considerations the key drivers for optimum 
outcomes? 

While seeking to meet a range of academic and social good goals, the business unit 

model designed for USQ Springfield was unashamedly designed to optimise business 

outcomes, hence it focussed on efficiency and effectiveness.  This was a specific 

requirement of the university, as the prime purpose of the campus was to grow 

enrolments and hence income.  This was made very clear when the USQ Council 

approved the establishment of the Campus on 27 April 2004 with a commercial 

objective of: 

USQ’s business goal in establishing the Springfield Campus is for the 

Campus to become commercially viable within the short to medium term. 

The Campus would be expected to reach a break-even position within two 

to three years, and thereafter to return positive earnings well in excess of the 

commercial cost of capital for USQ.  

This ability to be commercially viable is essential for all modern day Australian 

universities, and is an expectation placed upon them by both the Federal Government 

as funders, and State Governments as the ultimate underwriters.  Universities, 

however, provide a public good and have more objectives than simply returning a 

financial surplus, and hence this may not be the driver for what is to be considered 

‘optimum’ when designing a management model for a satellite campus.  There are, in 

fact, many stakeholders who would hold that financial success is not the primary 

goal of universities.  Objectives such as community, regional and industry 

development; the pursuit of knowledge; export revenue generation; increased 

domestic employment; increased national competiveness; aspiration raising; cultural 

development; social justice; equity; and the development of future leaders, are just 

some of the expectations that may be held of a university or its satellite campuses.   

Universities, particularly those belonging to the Group of Eight (Go8)
24

, also put a 

strong internal emphasis on reputation.  As an example, the University of 

Queensland in its 2012 Annual Report (p. 20), identified that success in its Strategic 

Plan for 2012-2020, “will be measured by recognition and reputation, by our 

relationship with globally significant partners, and by our ability to attract 

philanthropic support.”  Of the thirteen objectives of the Strategic Plan, none related 

to commercial success, although it was implicit as an enabler to achieve all these 

objectives.  Only the thirteenth objective discussed resources in terms of increased 

sustainability, efficiency, and effectiveness, and this was through accessing access to 

alternative sources of funds, such as philanthropy.  
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 The Group of Eight (Go8) is a coalition of leading Australian universities, intensive in research and 

comprehensive in general and professional education. It consists of the Universities of Queensland, 

Western Australia, Adelaide, Melbourne, New South Wales and Sydney, plus the Australian National 

University and Monash University. http://www.go8.edu.au/home  
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In reviewing annual reports from other universities, it was difficult to find any 

reference to commercial objectives.  Charles Sturt University’s 2012 Annual Report 

(p.6) was typical of many, and simply gave its strategy as being “confident and 

forward looking,” and that it was “committed to excellence, integrity, and 

sustainability in teaching and research for: our students, our professions, our 

communities, our staff.”  The University of Tasmania’s 2011 Annual Report (p. 4) 

gave its vision as being “ranked among the top echelon of research-led universities in 

Australia” and as a “world leader in its specialist, thematic areas and will be 

recognised for its contribution to state, national and international development.”   

It is not surprising that Australian public universities emphasise their teaching, 

research and contributions to the community in their strategic plans, as the public’s 

perception of their role is as a community good rather than as a business.  In the 2013 

Universities Australia Public Perceptions Report summary (p.3), 54% of the general 

public considered that “the primary role of universities should be to educate students 

for skilled or professional jobs”, with 73% of the business community “indicating 

that educating for skilled or professional jobs was a university’s most important 

role”.  Other purposes identified included research, community development, and 

accessible education. There was no reference to universities being profitable 

businesses, although the information was gathered through both surveys and focus 

groups, and this may have not been a response option.   

As a contrast, Bond University, being a private institution, is more forthright on the 

criticality of commercial outcomes.  While having a mission not dissimilar to public 

universities, which stresses international recognition, innovation and inspiration, its 

2012 Annual Report (p. 4) lists four key goals, two of which were overtly 

commercial.  These were “to strengthen our financially sustainable business model 

and robust capital base;” and to “grow and diversify our student enrolments.” 

Both State and Federal Governments have expectations of Universities which 

significantly impact on their commercial operations.  The States are the theoretical  

underwriters of public universities as they are established under State legislation
25

, 

and do not want to be exposed in the event of the commercial failure of an 

institution.  This was very evident to me when establishing the Springfield Campus 

as I needed to justify the business case, lease agreement and requests for borrowings 

to the Queensland State Minister for Education, via the Queensland Treasury 

Corporation.  In practice, however, since 1974 the Commonwealth Government 

assumed primary financial responsibility for universities (Access Economics, 2011).  

To highlight this shift, in 2008 the Department of Education, Employment and 

Workplace Relations (DEEWR) estimated that the breakdown by source of funding 

for public universities was 67.1% from the Commonwealth Government in the form 

of direct grants and student loans, 2.6% from domestic student upfront payments, 
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 This stems from the Australian Constitution.  Education is not specifically mentioned, however, it is 

not contained in the list of the powers of the Federal Parliament in Section 51, and hence the 

responsibility for higher education remained with the States upon federation. The only exception is the 

establishment of the Australian National University which was established under Federal legislation.  
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15% from fee paying overseas students, 11.3% from other revenue being non-

government grants and donations, and only 4% from State and Local Government.
26

   

With this heavy weighting of funding from the Commonwealth Government, its 

expectations and policies drive the behaviours of universities.  These were listed in 

the Australian Government’s 2009 publication titled ‘Transforming Australia’s 

Higher Education System.’  The document provides a list of what higher education 

‘should’ do (p. 7), focussing on teaching, research, social inclusion, and international 

rankings.  None of the ‘shoulds’ mentioned that institutions should be profitable.  It 

could be inferred that, from the Commonwealth’s position, that while universities 

should not make losses, as this would have budgetary implications, making excessive 

surpluses would imply that resources were not being appropriately distributed, or that 

there was no incentive for efficiency. It is in the Commonwealth’s interest to drive 

efficiencies as this ensures that the limited resources available for higher education 

are optimally used in achieving its objectives.   

That the Government is driving this requirement for efficiency could be inferred 

from teaching staff to student ratios which are primarily a function of 

Commonwealth funding.  These have increased from 13:1 in 1990 to 21:1 in 2006 

(Access Economics. 2011).  Many universities operate with minimal surpluses as 

they try and maximise output with limited ability to grow income.  These tight 

margins are a characteristic of the Australian public university system and are 

recognised in the document ‘Transforming Australia’s Higher Education System’ (p. 

22) in the statement that, “The nation’s investment in higher education, from both the 

Government and students, must enable institutions to keep pace with the increases in 

costs”.   

Importantly, within this statement, is the recognition that the students ultimately fund 

much of their own tuition.  Students are therefore, major stakeholders in what 

universities do, and have a right to expect a quality education with an employment 

outcome, if that is their objective.  With the Commonwealth Government’s 

implementation of a key recommendation of the 2008 Bradley Review of Australian 

Higher Education (p. xxii), which was to “allocate government funding through an 

approach that is driven by student demand,” students now have much greater 

influence as to which institution Commonwealth funding flows.  As discussed later 

in this dissertation, differing campus management models may significantly affect 

the student experience that can be delivered, and therefore, have the capacity to  

impact on what a student may expect as an ‘optimum’ outcome.  

To summarise, the concept that the outcome of an ‘optimum’ campus management 

model is an efficient and effective operation, which is commercially viable and 

consistent with the university’s organisational goals, is, I consider, a valid position.  

There are, however, key external stakeholder expectations to be met, being those of 

government, the community and students
27

.  The most important stakeholder group, 

is however, internal, being the university’s own academic and professional staff.  

They can have a major impact on the operations of a campus as they seek to optimise 

their own personal goals.  
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 Sourced from Access Economics (2010). Study of relative funding levels for university teaching and 

research activities, report for Universities Australia. P. 5  
27

 Depending on the scenario, students can also be considered as internal stakeholders.  
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3.4.3.2: Optimising personal goals 

Marginson and Considine (2000, p. 5) proposed that while money is a key objective 

for a university, it facilitates a more fundamental mission: “to advance the prestige 

and competiveness of the university as an end in itself.” The focus of many 

Australian universities on their position in league tables, and research outputs rather 

than teaching performance, would support this concept, and is consistent with the 

University of Queensland’s measures of success previously mentioned.  This focus is 

not surprising, as universities now operate in a very competitive market and these 

measures are seen as the markers for success for not only the institution, but for the 

key staff and their future employment opportunities.  

Yuchtman and Seashore (1967, pp.891-903) analysed organisational effectiveness 

and concluded that the prevailing formal and implied concepts were deficient.  The 

conventional attainment of ‘goals’ suffered from methodological and conceptual 

problems.  They held that goals were those of persons and not the organisation and, 

hence, there was no possibility of achieving a stable consensus on what these are.  

Using a conceptual framework based upon a systems model of organisations, they 

emphasised both the “social structure and interdependence of the organisation with 

its framework”.  Success, they determined, was the ability for an organisation to 

establish a ‘bargaining position in a given environment’ by attaining scarce and 

valuable resources
28

.   

In the 1960s a major study was conducted in American universities by Edward Goss 

(1968, p. 529), involving 15,584
29

 respondents from 68 institutions. They were 

required to prioritise a list of 47 goals which were then combined and ranked.  The 

number one ranked goal was the preservation of academic freedom, with university 

status at number two.  Student-centred goals were considered to be ranked quite 

poorly.  Although this research is dated and may not be transferrable to the attitudes 

within Australian universities, it again highlights the complexity and personal nature 

of goals that may be pursued explicitly or implicitly within a university. 

This influence of personal goals, particularly in relation to the maintenance of power 

structures and protection of ‘turf’ was described in my experiences of raising the 

USQ Springfield Campus in Chapter Two.  Later in this dissertation though, I 

propose that in universities with centralist management philosophies, these goals 

may actually be prioritised over the requirement for a satellite campus to optimise its 

commercial outcomes.    

3.4.3.3: ‘Optimum’ for the purpose of this dissertation 

As discussed, there are many stakeholders that would have differing opinions as to 

what the optimum outcomes for a satellite campus would be and hence the 

management arrangements to achieve these.  Fundamentally though, satellite 

campuses are a subset of their university and must deliver on the university’s explicit 
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 The value of a resource relates to its utility to the organisation rather than the attainment of a goal.  

This utility may or may not correspond to the personal values or concepts of goals of the individuals 

in the organisation. 
29

 This consisted of 8,828 administrators and 6,756 faculty staff being a 10% sample of all university 

staff at the time. 
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and implicit goals and objectives.  Regardless of the explicit goals and objectives of a 

university, commercial sustainability must be a high priority for both the institution 

and its satellite campuses if they are to deliver on them, which could include 

maximising organisational prestige; ensuring that the executives are considered to be 

good managers; avoiding the possibility of forced mergers; and delivering on the 

expectations of governments, staff and the community.  This infers a need for 

organisational efficiency and effectiveness. 

The concept of an ‘optimum’ management model will differ for each institution, and 

is not necessarily the one that will produce the best commercial return by driving 

efficient and effective operations.  It is apparent, though, that Commonwealth 

Government funding arrangements are designed to drive efficiency and effectiveness 

within the higher education sector, hence a management model that did not achieve 

this is not likely to be sustainable in the long term.  For the purpose of this 

dissertation though, the term ‘optimum’ will refer to the ability of a campus to be 

effective and efficient in achieving whatever its defined goals are, noting that they 

themselves may simply be strategies to maximise the university’s ‘bargaining 

position.’  Where no campus goals are evident, maximising commercial outcomes 

will be used as the default, as not only is it an enabler for achieving other objectives, 

it is likely to be a prime motivator for a head of campus to avoid being replaced 

prematurely.  This broader interpretation of what is optimum has implications for the 

research philosophy and methodology employed, and puts a greater emphasis on 

qualitative data and the need for a post-positivist approach. 

3.4.4: No ‘One Best Model’ 

Finally, I have made the assumption that there is no one model that will deliver 

optimum outcomes in all situations.  This was necessary to ensure that I kept an open 

mind to models other than that used at USQ Springfield, but this assumption was also 

very quickly confirmed by my research.  The concept that there is one optimum 

management model for all situations is described by Mintzberg as the ‘one best way’ 

approach (1988, p. 276).  Management research has reinforced that there is, however, 

no ‘one best way’. Mintzberg (1979, p. 217) quotes research by Burns and Stalker in 

1961,  Lawrence and Lorsch in 1967 and Khandwalla from 1971 to 1974, that all 

showed that, in a variety of industries, there was no one best organisational structure 

and that they were highly influenced by external conditions.  Importantly, 

Khandwalla’s research, covering 79 American and 103 Canadian manufacturing 

firms, and using profit on net worth as a performance measure, showed that: 

success seemed to stem, not from the use of any single structural device, 

such as management by objectives, decentralisation, or a planning system, 

but from the combination of appropriate ones (Mintzberg, 1979) 

Galbraith (2002, pp.13-14) proposes that there are five organisational design policies 

being strategy, structure, process, rewards and people, which he terms the star model.  

Each of these interacts to differing degrees depending on a wide range of factors and 

priorities, resulting in there being “no one-size-fits-all organisation design that all 

companies- regardless of their particular strategy needs-should subscribe to.” 
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This general theme of the need to design a management model to accommodate the 

internal and external influences a business is confronted with, is consistent with the 

underlying premise of this dissertation.  Alford (1997, p. 165), however,  argues that 

within the debate on management models for universities in Australia
30

, the topic of 

managerialism has tended to polarise the debate, leading proponents to a ‘one best 

way’ position.   My own investigations suggested that at a satellite campus level, 

while there appeared to be a default position of utilising an administrative 

management model, there was no evidence of a sector wide discussion of a ‘one best 

model’.   In addition, and as discussed later in Chapter Four, managerialism is not 

necessarily a direct outcome of any particular model. 

3.4.5: Model stability 

In Chapter Five, the concept of the inherent stability of models is discussed.  For the 

purpose of this dissertation, the stability of models refers to resilience a model has to 

fundamentally change given certain conditions.  The most important of these 

conditions are adverse commercial outcomes and changes to the university’s 

preference for centralisation or decentralisation.  It will be proposed that due to some 

models being easier to change than others, primarily due to their organisational 

structures, these models are likely to be less stable. 

3.5: Research Questions  

To achieve the aim of the project, it was necessary to formulate a number of key 

research questions.  These were determined to be as follows: 

a. Is there a range of identifiable satellite campus management models, and if 

so, what are their key differences and characteristics, such as required levels 

of autonomy and inherent degrees of collegiality or managerialism? 

b. What are the internal and external variables that may influence the choice of 

management models, and how influential are they? 

c. Are there inherent stability issues that stem from implementing a particular 

model? 

d. Is there a campus maturity or life cycle model that may be applicable, and 

would this suggest that management models should change over time when 

certain conditions are met? 

The purpose of these questions was to provide enough information to allow the 

creation of the decision matrix identified in the project’s aim.  The first question, 

dealing with identifying the range of models, their differences and their 

characteristics, was needed to scope the alternatives open to a university and to 

provide a framework for categorising the models.   

Flowing on from this question was the need to identify those variables that influence 

the choice of a management model for a particular campus, and the degree of impact 

each variable had.  A key issue was whether these variables were identifiable.  Some 

would be very obvious, such as those of a physical nature, but some may also be very 

subtle, or their relevance and influence on the development of a management model, 
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 Note that this has not included the issue of satellite campuses. 
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long forgotten.  As such, I needed research methods that could uncover these.  There 

was also the issue of whether these variables had any effect at all.  However, based 

upon the design process I had undertaken for the business unit management model, 

and the influencing factors that had shaped it
31

, I was confident that there was a 

causal relationship between the internal and external environment of a campus and 

its management. 

By determining the degree of impact a variable had, it should also be possible to then 

prioritise its significance.  This would be essential if a decision matrix could be 

created, as otherwise, if variables were to be considered in no priority order, not only 

would the decision matrix become very complicated and confusing, it would also be 

quite random with little apparent reasoning behind it, and hence open to warranted 

criticism. 

The next question was based on the concept that a model may be appropriate at a 

point in time, but that this may not be the case in five, ten or fifteen years.  From my 

own observations and experiences, I was well aware that management arrangements 

often fluctuate between centralisation and decentralisation.  Galbraith and Kates 

(2008, p. 141) when discussing these predictable oscillations state that, where an 

organisation’s structure is on the centralisation-decentralisation spectrum at a 

particular time, “more likely than not, is a response to the excesses of the previous 

incarnation”.  While this was certainly true in many cases, I assumed that this 

variability was not solely due to bad experiences and I investigated the possibility 

that there could be predictable changes to certain variables or inherent instabilities in 

models that may require changes to occur.  If this pressure was predictable and 

significant enough, it could mean that some models may best be avoided, or that a 

change be planned for, once certain conditions are met in the future.  The fact that 

some individuals within my own university were expecting the Springfield 

management model to change back to a more ‘normal’ model once the campus was 

commercially viable, and my own knowledge that other campuses had changed their 

management models over time
32

, led me to believe that this issue could be important.   

The culmination of the project would be the creation of the decision matrix.  This 

was of course, totally dependent upon successfully answering the previous questions.  

Although not trying to pre-empt the outcomes of the research questions, I 

commenced the project confident that this could be achieved, as my own experience 

in designing a management model had been totally driven by the identification and 

accommodation of key influencing factors.    

3.6: Research Philosophy 

The subject matter for this project clearly fell into the realm of social sciences and 

hence, needed to draw on the research philosophies and methodologies associated 

with this discipline.  These are wide and varied and appear to be in a continual state 

of evolution.  Somekh and Lewin (2005, pp. 1-11) list a range of contexts for social 
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 As discussed in Chapter Two, the design of the Springfield governance model was highly 

influenced by the geographic separation from the main campus, internal budget mechanisms, 

differentiated markets, management styles and community engagement expectations. 
32

 At the time I was aware of the changes to governance models that had occurred with the HAM1 and 

AFM1 campuses. 
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science research, including education, and management and business studies.  While 

my project pertains to educational institutions, it could not be classified as 

educational research, as this focuses on issues such as teaching, learning, pedagogy 

and curriculum.  My project is very much about the management of a type of 

educational institution, not the act of educating itself.  As such, research philosophies 

and methods applicable to the study of management were more applicable. 

In the early days of management research, natural science principles were used, 

however after 1945, the concept of organisational behaviour began to strengthen 

(Thorpe, 2005).  Natural science principles are often associated with positivism, 

which emphasises a cause and effect relationship.  According to Crook and Garratt 

(2005, p. 208), positivism requires that “the researcher does not allow values and 

interests to interfere with the disinterested observation of events.”  They then proceed 

to point out the difficulty with this, and referring to the concepts of Smith (1995), 

they state that “it is impossible to know when what is inside of oneself leaves off and 

when what is on the outside begins, since such issues are lost to infinite reflexivity.”  

Given these criticisms of positivism, the concept of post-positivism evolved, which 

Crook and Garratt state, requires researchers to embrace “the need for more subtle 

approximations of ‘truth’, where they have acknowledged that in the absence of the 

possibility of absolute truth, modern science may still adopt a fallabilistic approach 

to knowledge.”  

This does not mean that social science research is unable to come to any robust 

conclusions, and if this were the case, the aims of my own project would not be 

possible to achieve.  What it does mean is that in social science research there is a 

need to avoid absolutes.  This is supported by Gage (1996, pp. 14-15) who states 

that: 

Being positive can mean being certain or being affirmative.  Behavioural 

scientists should indeed reject trying to be positive in the sense of seeking a 

certainty that tolerates no exceptions to generalisations, a certainty that is 

logically unattainable not only in the behavioural sciences but also 

(according to Popper, 1965) by the natural sciences.  But behavioural 

sciences should not reject trying to be positive in the sense of affirmativism, 

an attitude that affirms the value of generalisations and theory thus far 

achieved and the value of the search for more. 

The consequence of this approach is that, while I aspired to offer a prescriptive 

‘decision matrix tool’ that could be used by any university for determining the 

optimum management model for a particular satellite campus, it should best be seen 

as providing a recommendation.  The influence over the study’s conclusions from 

both my own experiences and beliefs, and those of the other heads of campus 

interviewed, cannot be ignored, and hence will lead to subjectivity in the 

determination of any truths. 

A common form of post-positivism is termed critical realism, which accepts that 

there is a reality independent of our thinking that can be studied (Trochim, 2006).  

Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Lowe (2002, p.33) describe critical realism as being based 

on a realist ontology with an interpretive thread, making it a compromise between 

the extreme positions of realism and relativism.  A relativist would hold that all 
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realities exist only in the mind while a realist holds that truth is external and 

concrete.  In the case of my study of satellite campus management models, I believed 

there were observable and identifiable characteristics for each model.  These could 

be compared, and from my early experiences, there were identifiable influencing 

factors that would lead to the choice of a particular model.  As such, I firmly 

believed that there was a reality that I could study; hence a critical realist philosophy 

could best describe the approach I adopted for the study.   

Trochim (2006) provides a further description of the post-positivist, critical realism 

philosophy:  

Positivists were also realists. The difference is that the post-positivist critical 

realist recognises that all observation is fallible and has error and that all 

theory is revisable. In other words, the critical realist is critical of our ability 

to know reality with certainty.  Where the positivist believed that the goal of 

science was to uncover the truth, the post-positivist critical realist believes 

that the goal of science is to hold steadfastly to the goal of getting it right 

about reality, even though we can never achieve that goal! 

This could appear to be a front-loaded excuse for not being held accountable for the 

validity of the results of my research; however, I did not see it as this.  When dealing 

with the behaviour of people and organisational politics, I believed it would be an 

audacious claim to say that I had found the absolute truth, however, I held that 

guiding principles could be prescribed and this was consistent with the philosophy of 

post-positivist, critical realism. 

3.7: Epistemology and Research Methodology 

Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Lowe (2002, p. 34) list three social science 

epistemologies, being positivism, relativism and social construction.  Initially, it 

would appear that the post-positivist, critical realism philosophy I adopted would 

lead to an epistemological approach that could be described as relativist.  This, 

according to Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Lowe, would subsequently lead to a 

research methodology designed around triangulation rather than experimentation and 

using surveys as the primary technique rather than measurement.  In reality, while 

this was the initial intention, as the study progressed, methodologies more consistent 

with social constructivism were incorporated, such as conversation as a research 

technique, and sense-making as a form of interpretation. This subsequently led to the 

downplaying of triangulation as a research methodology, as the comprehensiveness 

and breadth of information gained from the interviewees, combined with my own 

experiences, provided the necessary information to achieve the aims of the research. 

Where hard data was available, this was also used, being more consistent with the 

positivist position.   

The net result was that the research methodology utilised, while primarily relativist, 

consisted of mixed methods.  Easterby-Smith, et al (2002, p.41) state that 

“increasingly, authors and researchers  who work in organisations and with managers 

argue that one should attempt to mix methods to some extent, because it provides 

more perspectives on the phenomena being investigated.”  While they caution 

against using mixed methods simply to get a richer picture, in my own particular 
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case, the mixed method approach was adopted more out of necessity to utilise 

whatever data was available, in what was a relatively subjective research area. 

3.8: Data Collection Techniques 

The nature of the project necessitated gathering data on what had been the actual 

experience across a range of satellite campus management models.  It was also going 

to be important to develop a classification system for the various models.  To do this 

it would be important to identify the key points of difference across the models being 

used in Australia.  It would have been useful if universities made their internal 

management arrangements available to the public, but a search of university websites 

did not provide any descriptions of the management models used for their satellite 

campuses.  During the subsequent interview phase, at no time was I able to ascertain 

that any university had this information in a single document, or if it was written at 

all.
33

  Based upon the frankness of the interviewees, I determined that the individual 

management arrangements were more an accepted agreement between the respective 

parties, rather than a formalised policy or document such as had been created for the 

USQ Springfield management arrangements.   

It has been subsequently suggested that the position descriptions of the heads of 

campus would offer insights into the management models used at each campus, or at 

least the theoretical autonomies held by heads of campus.   I would agree with this, 

and if I were to conduct the research again, I would attempt to obtain and review 

these prior to each interview to compare the actual situation with what was written.   

I considered whether observation was an appropriate method to be used for this 

research, but concluded it would have very limited utility.  This was due to the 

dispersed nature of candidate campuses and that the operations of a campus are 

usually too broad, complex and occur over an extended period, to allow them to be 

accurately interpreted by an external observer.  I did, however, use this in the case of 

the HAM1 campus.  Although I knew the head of the campus well, due to the 

competitive nature of the campuses with USQ, I considered that my personal 

observations were a more appropriate methodology, albeit with subsequent 

limitations as to the depth of any conclusions that could be drawn.  

 Focus groups were also not considered practical as these would have required the 

simultaneous gathering of multiple heads of campus from dispersed locations.  Not 

only would this has been expensive and administratively difficult, coordinating a 

group of very busy people around my own schedule was unlikely to be achievable.  

Another consideration was that, just as I had avoided using other campuses in South 

East Queensland due to the ethical issue of discussing operational issues with my 

own competitors, forming focus groups with heads of campus who may be 

competing with each other in other markets, may have hindered their openness.  In 

addition, my own budget and time limitations were significant constraints on what 

could practically be done, and neither focus groups nor observation would have been 

practical. 
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 After the research had been conducted I found that the Australian Catholic University did have a 

written campus management model but the university had not been included in the sample and I have 

not been able to gain a copy of the document. It was also suggested, that it did not realistically 

describe the actual management arrangements in place. 
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Given the lack of management documentation, and impracticality of observations 

and focus groups, I determined that the best research tools in addition to my own 

practitioner experience would be to use one on one interviews supplemented with a 

literature review.   

One on one interviews have advantages and disadvantages.  Robson (2002, pp.272-

273) states that when compared to observations, “it is a short cut in seeking answers 

to our research questions.”  He identifies advantages of interviews including the 

“possibility to modify one’s line of enquiry, following up interesting responses and 

investigating underlying motives,” plus the ability to pick up on non-verbal cues.  

The disadvantages he raises include the implied lack of standardisation and hence 

concerns on reliability, the difficulty in ruling out biases, and that they are time 

consuming.  Despite these disadvantages, Robson states that the interview “has the 

potential of providing rich and highly illuminating material,” which was the main 

reason why I considered it to be the most appropriate research tool for this 

dissertation.   

3.9: Qualitative versus quantitative data 

The adoption of a post-positivist research philosophy, and the consequent need to 

research the experiences of other heads of campus, meant that qualitative data would 

form a key element of research.  Quantitative data would have been very useful for 

my research, but this was not sought at a campus level.   The reason for this is that it 

would almost invariably be treated by institutions as ‘commercially sensitive,’ and 

seeking it may have led to excessive caution by the interviewees. Examples of 

quantitative data could include student and staff satisfaction rates at each campus, 

and commercial performances over time.  Some university level data in the form of 

extracts of tentative DEEWR Course Experience Questionnaire results were 

obtained.  This provided some useful institutional level information, but this was 

very limited as it could not be specifically attributed to either the parent or satellite 

campuses. 

To overcome the difficulty of gaining campus data in a quantitative form, the 

opinions of the interviewees were sought on what they considered to be the measure 

of their campus’s success.  It is appreciated that this could, and probably would, be 

subject to bias, as it is natural for an individual to ‘talk up’ their organisation and 

personal efforts.  The emphasis placed upon opinions of success was therefore 

downplayed, with greater emphasis placed upon the operations of the campus, for 

example, by clarifying whether the head of campus could prevent faculties from 

delivering teaching in modes that the head of campus may see as detrimental to the 

student experience.   

Where feasible, these questions were initiated by a yes or no answer to a statement, 

which proved to very beneficial in categorising the type of management model being 

used and its key characteristics.  These yes or no questions included whether the head 

of campus had ultimate control over the mode of academic delivery and academic 

portfolio, and whether they line managed their academic and professional staff.  

Consistent with the semi structured interview approach, the answers to these 

questions then allowed more in depth questioning, as most campuses had differing 

permutations and combinations of these factors.  The yes or no response also 
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provided greater ease for comparing the actual situation at a campus, as usually I was 

given access to a range of staff at each campus I visited for an interview.  These 

additional staff included campus business managers, heads of school, administrators 

and academics, who all of course would interpret the situation on the ground from 

their own perspective and experiences.  Although these other discussions generally 

validated and gave greater depth to the responses of the head of campus, there was 

one instance where there was a significant contradiction in relation to control over 

the mode of academic delivery.  This allowed re-clarification of the head of 

campus’s response, from which I concluded that in that instance, the head of campus 

had initially given a response which slightly exaggerated their level of autonomy.   

Along with the fundamental principles of the post-positivist, critical realism research 

philosophy, a qualitative approach to research emphasises the subjectivity of 

meaning.  Merriam (1988, p. 17) described the key assumptions that underpin 

qualitative research as follows: 

Qualitative research assumes there are multiple realities – that the world is 

not an objective thing out there but a function of personal interaction and 

perception.  It is a highly subjective phenomenon in need of interpreting 

rather than measuring.  Beliefs rather than facts form the basis of 

perception.  Research is exploratory, inductive, and emphasises processes 

rather than ends.  In this paradigm, there are no predetermined hypotheses, 

no treatments, and no restrictions on the end product.  One does not 

manipulate the variables or administer a treatment.  What one does is 

observe, intuit, sense what is occurring in a natural setting – hence the term 

naturalistic inquiry.  

These characteristics of utilising qualitative data meant that the experiences and 

interpretations of the interviewees would be as valid as my own, despite the 

differences in management models I would encounter.  As such, it was important that 

I did not try to drive conclusions that supported my own model, but instead focussed 

on why their models had evolved to meet the context they were in.  

3.10: Interview Approach 

In designing the interview process, it was firstly necessary to identify the subject 

audience. Heads of campus were chosen, as I saw them to be the individuals who 

would have the most comprehensive appreciation of how the management model 

applicable to their campus not only functioned, but also of its strengths and 

weaknesses.  I also saw them as the focal point of the campus, so they would be able 

to provide me with most, if not all, of the information I sought from a single 

interview.
34

   

There were, however, many other stakeholders that would have valid opinions as to 

the success or otherwise of a particular campus management plan.  These included 

vice-chancellors, deans, campus staff and the students of the campus.  While I did 
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 On some occasions, campus heads also arranged interviews for me with their business managers to 

gain more detailed understandings of the operational aspects of their campuses.   
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access other staff on an ad hoc basis during each interview visit, and in some cases I 

had deliberate follow up interviews with campus business managers and other 

university executives, I did not extend my interviews to the broader stakeholder 

groups for the following reasons: 

a. Vice-chancellors can be very difficult to access, and there could be 

significant ethical issues that arise in questioning them on their thoughts on 

the success or otherwise of a campus, as this could involve opinions on the 

personal performances of individual heads of campus. 

b. Similar ethical issues would arise in discussions with deans and campus 

staff, plus it would most likely be a very random process in accessing those 

with enough knowledge of a campus management arrangement to be able to 

add a worthwhile insight. 

c. Student opinions, not of the specifics of a management plan, but of their 

overall experience pertaining to those factors controlled by a management 

plan would be invaluable. Unfortunately, this data would be almost 

impossible to gather in a multi-university data collection process, and would 

need to identify campus by campus variations.  It is highly unlikely a 

university would allow this to occur and the logistics and expense would be 

prohibitive.   

Another reason for choosing to interview fellow heads of campus was that I believed 

that my own personal experience would provide me with a degree of credibility with 

the interviewees.  It would also allow me to identify key issues for further 

investigation, allowing me to penetrate any ‘glossing over’ of problematic aspects of 

a given management arrangement.  This shared common experience with the 

interviewee allows an interview to become an interactive experience, where the 

establishment of a personal relationship encourages the exchange of information 

from both parties, which I would hold, would not normally occur without the ability 

to understand each other’s situation.  This is not inconsistent with current thinking 

and Ellis and Berger (2003, p. 159) state that “interviews now are a commonly 

understood as collaborative, communicative events that evolve their own norms and 

rules.” The interactive interview process is also recognised as offering “opportunities 

for self-conscious reflection by the researcher as well as the respondents” (Ellis & 

Berger, 2003).  There were indeed multiple times during the interviews where I 

gained insights into my own model, leading to further discussions on these issues.
35

  

Another benefit of interviewing peers is the ability to inculcate a sense of trust.  This 

is critical when dealing with the head of an organisation, who is ultimately 

responsible for and affected by the perceptions of that organisation, as these are seen 

as a reflection of their own performance.  Trust is essential to penetrate some of the 

concerns of both parties in an interview. Barbour and Schostak (2005, p.42) list these 

as “What does the interviewer want? What is it that the interviewee is keeping 

secret? What is the interviewer really going to do with the data collected? In whose 

interests will it be used?”  The establishment of this trust also requires an implicit 
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 An example of this was in the interview with the head of campus for the DAM1 campus, when it 

became apparent that deep community engagement was not a university priority (at the time) for the 

campus.  I had not expected that this would be the case for a satellite campus, leading to considerable 

discussion on the reasons for this and why it was considered so critical for the USQ Springfield 

campus. 
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obligation by me not to jeopardise the interviewee’s position through presenting 

compromising material which had been gathered in a sense of mutual openness.  It is 

recognised that this obligation has the ability to impact upon on how, rather than 

what, would be written in this study. There were instances where very pertinent 

information was provided, but with the caveat that it would not be included in the 

report.  Despite this restriction, the information was useful for gaining a better 

understanding of the issues and challenges confronted by the interviewee.   

To provide further protection to the interviewees, a coding system has been 

incorporated for identifying the universities and campuses incorporated in the 

interview phase of the research.  Generic descriptions of the locations of the 

campuses have been used, being regional, peri urban, or metropolitan. Where a 

university belongs to the Go8, this has been identified, as it was found to have a 

significant impact on how satellite campuses were treated.  In other areas of this 

dissertation, universities and campuses are identified by name if their characteristics 

are required to highlight key lessons and issues, and where this information has not 

been gained through the research phase interview process. The Monash Parkville 

Campus has not been de-identified as it is that unique, that it is easily identifiable and 

the interview focussed primarily on the mechanics of its establishment.  

The allocated codes have been used throughout the dissertation where the discussion 

refers back to the information gained in the research phase. 

When coding the campuses an alpha numeric system has been used. The universities 

are identified in the order they were visited, starting with the letter A.  To assist the 

reader in understanding the nature of the campuses as they are referred to throughout 

the dissertation, the next two letters relate to the management model employed at the 

campus. The letters SC relate to a study centre, AM for administrative model, BU for 

business unit, FM for faculty model, and FC for federal campus.  The campuses are 

then numbered based on the number of campuses incorporated from a particular 

university and operating under a particular management model.  As an example, the 

first administrative model campus from the second university I included would be 

listed as BAM1, and if there were a second campus operating under an 

administrative mode, this would be coded as BAM2. 

3.11: Interview Approach 

With the interview subject audience identified, I undertook the following steps to 

gather the interview data: 

a. Firstly, based on my own experience and observations, and discussions with 

colleagues, I identified an initial list of the possible variables that may 

affect management models at satellite campuses, including those that could 

be quantified, such as distance from the parent campus, and those that were 

qualitative, such as university management philosophy.  

b. I identified a number of candidate institutions with one or more satellite 

campuses that I could practically visit. This list changed over time due to 

additional opportunities for visits, and when I became aware of some 
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particularly interesting campus models.
36

 

c. I developed a series of interview questions and approached heads of 

campus to determine whether they would agree to be interviewed. 

d. I conducted the interviews, and where needed, conducted follow-up 

interviews in the event that new factors were identified during this process.   

The interview phase was divided into two phases.  The first of these was during a 

visit in October 2008 to three interstate campuses. This visit was organised by my 

doctoral supervisor, but at that stage its purpose was merely to look at differing 

campus models from a professional perspective.  I was still formulating the plan for 

the doctoral project, but the visits allowed an opportunity to conceptualise the scope 

of possible campus models and what had been the influences on their creation.  

Rather than describing these meetings as interviews, I would classify them as 

discussions.  While pertinent observations were made, it was after this that a more 

comprehensive and consistent set of interview questions was developed.  Data 

gathering using this new set of questions was the second phase. 

The selection of universities used in this second phase was based on opportunity and 

availability, due mainly to resources and time.  There were ethical issues in 

interviewing competitors in South East Queensland and hence, unless there was a 

specific issue I wished to discuss with a given head of campus, I excluded these from 

my list of candidates.  The selection of campuses wasn’t all by chance, though, and 

where there was a unique model or situation that I became aware of, I deliberately 

endeavoured to visit or conduct a telephone interview with the campus’s head.  As 

my concepts for the main categories of management models crystallised, I also 

ensured that I included every one of these categories at least once, if not more, in my 

interview list.  The inclusion of different campuses within the same category was 

designed to provide opportunities to provide greater depth to my research.  The only 

examples of what I was to categorise as the business unit model were, however, my 

own campus and that of my doctoral supervisor. I also was only able to identify one 

example of the federal campus model, being the Monash University Parkville 

Campus. 

Part of my strategy was to present my findings publically as early as possible in order 

to draw comment and help me identify additional campuses that may be of interest.  I 

presented my research at the University Governance Conference in Sydney in March 

2010, the Regional Universities Heads of Campus Conference in Burnie in July 

2011, the Regional Tertiary Education Conference in Coffs Harbour in August 2011, 

the Student Demand Driven Conference in Sydney in March 2012 and the Australian 

Universities Heads of Campus Forum Conferences in July 2012 and 2013.  Each of 

these opportunities encouraged other current or previous heads of campus to discuss 

with me their experiences, and direct me towards novel models, as occurred for the 

DFM1 and Monash University Parkville campuses.  While there was a degree of 

chance in this approach, it proved to be the most successful means of identifying 

unique models, compared to selecting campuses on an opportunity basis. 

A total of six heads of campus were interviewed in the second phase, although it 

should be noted that in the case of University F, which had multiple campuses, these 
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 The Monash Parkville Campus and DFM1 campus were included only after I was informed by other 

campus heads of their novel nature. 
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had no heads of campus and the responsible Pro Vice-Chancellor alone was 

interviewed, as that position was responsible for coordinating the operations of the 

university’s campuses. Combined with the first phase, a total of nine heads of 

campus or equivalents were interviewed, covering seven universities. This covered 

approximately one third of the public Australian universities with a parent-satellite 

multi-campus structure, excluding those in Queensland. Discussions were held with a 

further two heads of campus or equivalents from within Queensland, and two in 

other states.  This was to clarify some specific and interesting aspects of their 

operations.  The information gathered from these latter interviews was not 

documented as a formal interview, but is referred to and referenced throughout this 

study. 

Robson (2002, p. 270) identifies three common styles of interviews, being structured, 

semi-structured and unstructured
37

.  A structured interview involves the same 

questions being asked in the same order to every respondent.  A semi-structured 

interview still uses the same set of questions, but these can be more flexible and 

additional questions added to explore issues further.  An unstructured interview is 

exploratory and flexible with questions being modified depending on previous 

answers and to pursue new concepts (Quong, p. 80). 

Given that no two heads of campus were going to have undergone an identical 

experience, it was intended from the outset that a semi-structured approach would be 

used.  This is how each of the interviews in the second sub-phase commenced. 

However, once this process was completed, due to the sheer diversity of each of the 

individual campus situations I was presented with, the interviews invariably moved 

to being relatively informal.  While this originally concerned me, the greatest 

insights were able to be gained through the appreciation of the subtle historical, 

environmental, managerial and personality-driven differences that each campus was 

presented with.  This led to my being able to crystallise a priority ranking order for 

the influences on campus management models, which would not have been possible 

with a rigid interview structure. 

Robson (2002,) and Murray and Lawrence (2000) recommend audio recording of 

interviews, however, I deliberately chose not to do this, opting for note taking 

instead.  This decision was consistent with Murray and Lawrence’s (2000, p. 121) 

qualification to their recommendation, where they identify that there can be 

resistance to audio recording as “an interview is an intensely personal and ethically 

problematic encounter.”  The key reason I decided not to make audio recordings of 

interviews, was that I wanted to avoid any concerns the respondents may have had 

with having statements on record that could be seen as compromising.  This could 

occur, for instance, if the relationship between a campus-head and their vice-

chancellor was dominated by conflict.  The knowledge that their responses were 

being audio recorded, could possibly constrain the respondents and limit the research 

value of the interview.   

During the actual interviews, what invariably occurred once the set questions were 

dealt with was a progression into narrative and storytelling, consistent with the semi-

structured interview technique.  The interviews tended to become a two-way 
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 Also termed ‘in-depth qualitative’. 
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exercise, in that the raising of issues common to both of us allowed an exchange of 

stories that often could be used to identify key differences and similarities and lead to 

spontaneous reflection. This occurred more often in the face-to-face interviews rather 

than the phone discussions, as it was easy to develop a relationship as a colleague or 

peer with interesting experiences to exchange.  This relationship development is not 

uncommon in narrative research and Quong (2003) experienced this in his interviews 

with school principals, a situation not unlike my own, and attributed it to the ability 

to develop levels of trust and acceptance. 

Quong identified potential problems in narrative-based research, including 

misinterpretation, through ‘reading into scripts a greater meaning than is reasonable;’ 

and ‘make believe’, through fictionalisation and embellishment.  Despite this, there 

have been a number of studies into educational leadership which have been primarily 

based on narrative, including Hurty’s (1995) study of female elementary school 

principals; Meltzer’s (1997) study into the socio-cultural and contextual meanings 

and understandings of school leadership; and Sawyer’s (2001) study into teachers 

who grow into collaborative leaders.   

Once the interview had moved into the narrative stage, the ability to challenge 

assumptions and preconceived strengths and weaknesses of a model was greatly 

enhanced.  In future, if I am conducting interviews at a peer level, I will recognise 

from the outset the value of narrative as part of the information gathering process. 

3.12: Research Scope 

The research for the dissertation focused on satellite campuses of Australian not-for-

profit universities that operated under a parent-satellite campus structure.  While for-

profit universities exist to a limited extent within Australia, none have satellite 

campuses.  Limited research was also conducted into non-education sectors, 

examining whether lessons could be learnt from companies with multiple operational 

facilities.  This was the focus of the literature review which, amongst other things, 

was used to identify whether utilising existing taxonomy and models, such as 

centralised functional, decentralised multidivisional and matrix forms (Galbraith & 

Kazanjian, 1986), would be useful as a way of categorising campus types.  While I 

found this not to be the case, and I chose to create my own categories, many of the 

organisational issues found in these structures were found to be applicable within 

satellite campus models.  

One of the reasons commercial entities were examined rather than other public 

institutions was that universities operate in a competitive commercial environment, 

similar to that of service and retail companies.  Universities have a product which 

they must sell to a consumer, who has the ability to exercise considerable discretion 

in choice of institution and mode of study.  The only real difference is that the 

government sets the price of the undergraduate education and the ability to 

differentiate based on this factor is almost non-existent.  Up until the implementation 

of the Bradley reforms, the government also placed caps on undergraduate and some 

postgraduate numbers, interfering with the operation of a truly competitive market.  

Many of these caps have since been removed with the purpose of providing students 

greater choice, hence, encouraging competition between universities.  
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3.13: Interview Questions 

The refined question list used in the second sub-phase included but was not limited 

to: 

a. Identifying the fundamental operations of each campus’s model and the 

types and extent of the autonomies held by the head of campus. 

b. Identifying whether the models evolved or were planned.  If models 

evolved, identifying the motivation behind the changes that were made over 

time, and an attempt to identify whether this was done through a deliberate 

planning process or on an ad-hoc basis. 

c. Identifying the key variables that would influence the choice of model and 

determining their effect on either the design of the model, its 

implementation or both.  In particular issues, such as the age of the campus, 

proximity to parent campus, managerial culture in the parent campus, 

attitudes towards autonomy and accountability, and competition were 

specifically investigated. 

d. Attempting to gauge the degrees of success or optimisation of goals of the 

campus, which could be traced to the impact of the management model 

being applied.   

One thing I encountered during the interview process, was that while there was a 

variety of models that I was able to categorise quite early in the research, based on 

levels of autonomy, the degrees of difference within the model categories could be 

quite large, particularly for the administrative management model.  Much of each 

interview invariably was spent in identifying and discussing these differences.  It also 

became clear that the personality of the head of campus had a significant part to play 

in what actually happened on the ground, regardless of the model. 

Some questions were also difficult to get clear and meaningful answers to.  Initially, 

when trying to gauge the success of a campus, I sought to identify if the campus was 

profitable in its own right or, if models had changed, what this had done to its 

profitability.  It quickly became clear that in many cases heads of campus had no 

clear visibility of this issue, due mainly to university budget processes and diffusion 

of commercial information across their respective institutions, particularly in models 

of minimal campus autonomy.   

3.14: Ethical Considerations 

There were two main ethical considerations when designing the interview questions 

and candidate list.  The first of these related to the competitive nature of the higher 

education environment and the possible access to commercial information that may 

be seen as sensitive if I were made aware of it.  This was a two-way consideration, as 

interviews with peers may often need a discussion of comparisons.  The way this 

ethical issue was addressed was to interview only the heads of satellite campuses that 

specialised in on-campus delivery in markets that did not intersect with those of any 

of the USQ physical campuses.  This strategy was also designed to encourage the 

heads of campus to answer all questions honestly.   
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The next significant ethical issue was in the discussion of relationships and 

individual management styles of those who line managed the heads of campus.  

Often this was their vice-chancellor, and I considered it to be inappropriate to discuss 

these issues in this particular study.  This was due to the possibility of questions 

relating to this topic making the interviewee cautious and suspicious, hence reducing 

the candidness of their answers to other questions.  To deal with this, I focussed on 

the corporate management behaviour, dealing mainly with the degree of 

centralisation or decentralisation exhibited by the university.  In most cases this issue 

did not even need to be explicitly discussed, but could be determined through an 

analysis of the levels of autonomy and control the head of campus had in issues such 

as the academic portfolio, delivery modes, marketing and community engagement.  

All interviews and associated discussions were undertaken with the interviewee 

aware that the purpose of the exercise was to gather information to be used in my 

doctorate, and that it would be published in a dissertation. In the research chapter of 

this dissertation, individuals and campuses have been de-identified, however, due to 

the small number of satellite campuses in Australia, each with their unique 

characteristics; it is highly likely that campuses can be identified.  Consequently all 

interviewees had the right to withdraw any comments if they saw fit. No interviewee 

ever requested that any comments be withdrawn, but by highlighting the purpose of 

the interviews up front, it is reasonable to expect that responses were tempered where 

they saw the need. 

3.15: Literature Review 

The literature review uncovered a range of works on universities at a corporate level, 

particularly dealing with the conflict between managerialism and collegiality, but 

nothing in the area of satellite campuses.  The review therefore, focussed on 

management literature dealing with centralisation and decentralisation and the 

politics and structures of organisations.   

The applicability of this could be questioned, and Edward Gross (1968, p. 518) stated 

that “universities are not usually viewed as formal organisations” and that they are 

either perceived as institutions, doing something good for society, or as communities 

where individuals set their own goals, or as a mixture of both.  Noting this, while I 

have utilised a range of texts and articles dealing with organisational structure and 

behaviour, I have tempered their use with my own experience and knowledge of the 

peculiarities of the university sector.  The results of the literature review have been 

woven into the text throughout this study, although this primarily occurs in Chapters 

Four and Five where it is used to expand on the findings of the interview phase of the 

research. 

3.16: First Phase Interviews 

As previously discussed, the first phase interviews primarily served the purpose of 

identifying the range of issues and influencing factors that other heads of campus 

were exposed to, and to broaden my appreciation of the variety of campus 

management models that existed.  It was for all intents and purposes a scoping 

exercise, but was still able to provide some very valuable data. Data was gathered in 

note form, but at this stage a common set of research questions had not been 
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developed, necessitating some later follow up questioning.  The following is a 

summary of the information gained from the interviews, including key characteristics 

of the campuses, a discussion of their management models and arrangements, and 

significant issues they were confronted with. This section concludes with a summary 

of key findings from the first phase interviews.     

3.16.1: Campus AFM1 

I visited campus AFM1 on 6 October 2010 and interviewed the head of campus.  

This interview was followed up with phone conversations on 26 September 2011 and 

21 March 2012, to clarify specific issues and assess the success or otherwise of the 

campus. 

University A has three campuses, with two in relatively close proximity in the 

metropolitan area of the state capital.  The AFM1 campus is two hours’ drive from 

the other campuses and in a regional area.  There are no competitors within easy 

commuting distance of the AFM1 campus.  The campus is comprehensive in nature, 

in that it has a wide range of programs and it is not designed to focus on a single 

specialisation. 

The AFM1 campus is interesting in that it transitioned from being controlled from 

the parent campus, under an administrative model, to a new management 

arrangement which granted considerable autonomy and transformed the campus to a 

stand-alone business unit with the head of campus responsible for delivering an 

operational surplus.  This occurred in 1997, although the university itself had only 

been in existence since 1992.  In a discussion
38

 with the previous head of campus 

who engineered the transition in 1997, this transition stemmed from a frustration 

with the lack of autonomy at a campus level.  This resulted in a failure to adequately 

engage with the local community and a perceived over-control by the faculties at the 

parent campus.  

The new levels of campus autonomy included control over the budget, academic 

portfolio, academic delivery and very importantly, the line management of academic 

staff.  Academic oversight was still provided by the faculties in the parent campus, 

but campus unique programs could be developed.  Corporate services belonged to the 

parent campus and were purchased by the campus.  The campus had considerable 

control over its budget and received all the tuition fees, remitting 51% to the 

university.  This model of line management of the academic staff by the head of 

campus, and control over and accountability for commercial outcomes, I categorised 

as a faculty management model.  Of note, is that the other satellite campus of 

university A, located 25 km from the parent campus, had no head of campus; hence 

there were two satellite campus management models operating within the one 

university.  

Although the AFM1 campus was operating as a stand-alone business unit, unlike 

USQ Springfield, it had no ability to undertake local campus-based marketing which 

was controlled centrally.  This restricted the head of campus from controlling a key 

input to the commercial outcomes he was accountable for.  I was advised by the new 

                                                 
38

 Telephone discussion on 23 March 2012. 



74 

 

head of campus that in 2014 this would be changed to give the campus authority to 

undertake its own marketing.
39

 

The local line management of staff overcame many issues resulting from their 

remote management under the previous administrative model, and there appeared to 

be a high level of support for this model from the head of campus and staff.  One of 

the key issues I was trying to ascertain was whether, under the new arrangement, the 

profitability of the campus had increased.  From my own perspective, I saw that 

giving high levels of control over commercial outcomes and the associated authority 

to a campus would increase its ability to cater for its immediate market.  The 

consequence of this, provided capable people are in key positions, would be an 

improved commercial outcome when compared to the centralised decision making 

processes under an administrative model.  At the time of the initial discussion, the 

head of campus seemed uncertain about whether there had been any change in 

commercial viability stemming from the change in management models.  In the 

subsequent discussion with the head of campus in September 2011, he appeared to be 

far more positive about the commercial outcomes of the model, with the caveat that 

as a regional campus, profitability is always challenging.  Importantly, in 2011 there 

had been a 5% increase in student course enrolments over the previous year, leading 

a commercial break-even scenario.  In my final discussion held in 2012, the load had 

increased a further 10%, leading to a commercial surplus, and the head of campus 

firmly believed that the management model was the key to this success. 

I enquired as to the cause of the 2012 growth, given that it was generally thought in 

the higher education sector that the removal of student caps by the federal 

government would allow more students to attend capital city campuses.  This would 

lead to a fall in regional campus enrolments. The head of campus believed there had 

been no change in the demographics of the area, but that it had been “word of 

mouth” marketing amongst students and their peers that was leading to the growth in 

students, although this still needed to be confirmed.  Importantly, there had been a 

significant increase in demand by school leavers over previous years.  I noted that in 

the preliminary 2010 DEEWR Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) data
40

, 

university A had achieved very high rankings for overall satisfaction (4
th

 out of 39) 

and good teaching (5
th

 out of 39) when compared across all universities in Australia.  

While this data is not broken down into campus responses, the head of campus 

indicated that the internal CEQ data put the measures for the AFM1 campus well 

ahead of the rest of the university.  This was particularly the case for student ratings 

for teaching, campus and staff.  The voluntary response rate from students was also 

around 50%.  This compares to the USQ response rate of around 5%.  In the head of 

campus’s view, these responses were indicative of a high degree of campus 

ownership by the students, most likely due to the responsiveness to their needs 

afforded by the faculty model.  

Under the management model, the head of campus reports to the Deputy Vice-

Chancellor (Academic), and is hence one level of management removed from the 

Vice-Chancellor.  The campus has a Regional Advisory Committee, which is a 

formal subcommittee of the University Council.  The chair of the regional advisory 
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committee is a member of the University Council, which would appear to be a good 

mechanism for ensuring that campus issues are raised at a council level.  As a 

contrast to this, the USQ Council has no representatives from the Springfield or 

Ipswich region, despite the Springfield campus having an on-campus student load of 

over 40% of that of its parent campus.  The Regional Advisory Committee includes 

the leaders of the major business and government groupings within the area, along 

with key community groups.   

Although this was the first campus model I examined in detail, it proved to be one of 

the strongest and most carefully considered that I came across.  Clearly University A 

had been able to transition from a centralist approach to management to one of 

accepting the value of decentralisation.  The lack of competition for the campus 

reinforced that the key drivers for this change were internal, and were to improve 

community engagement and reduce the frustrations caused by over-control by the 

parent campus, as the previous head of campus had described.  What was very 

interesting, and would appear to validate the concept of decentralisation, was the 

campus’s increasing commercial success in what is essentially a market it owned, 

except for leakage to competitors in the capital city.  Given there is no significant 

population growth in the region, the campus must therefore either be increasing the 

retention of students within the region, increasing higher education participation 

rates, attracting students from outside the region, or a mixture of all three.  

Importantly though, in this case, there would appear to be a significant time lag 

between changing models and changes to commercial outcomes.  There has been a 

14-15 year lag since moving to a faculty model and the apparent commercial success 

stemming from the model.   

I gained a number of insights through researching the AFM1 campus.  The evolution 

of the management model and increasing autonomy at a campus level was due to a 

need to better engage with, and cater for, the local community.  This was facilitated 

by the campus’s market being quite distinct from that of the parent campus.  The 

separation of the campuses also did not allow the sharing of academic staff across 

campuses, hence a self-contained arrangement, with staff directly line managed at a 

campus level, was able to be employed.  These two issues of community engagement 

and geographical separation were clearly key influencing factors when choosing a 

management model. 

Finally, and this may seem a peculiar measure, but it became increasingly significant 

as I interviewed other heads of campus, the faculty management model seemed to be 

the cause of the head of campus being one of the most positive and least frustrated 

amongst all those I interviewed.  He was also very content with the model and was 

not seeking to change it. 

3.16.2: Campus BAM1 

I visited the BAM1 campus on 8 October 2008 and interviewed the head of campus.  

I conducted a follow up phone conversation on 3 March 2012 with the same 

individual, who by then had left the position and was no longer employed by 

University B.  I also gained additional information from the office of the then head of 

campus in February 2012, although I was unable to interview the new incumbent. 
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The BAM1 campus has had an interesting history, which aligns closely with that of 

its region. The city it is located in what was, and still is, the location of a major steel 

smelter. It was also at one stage a major manufacturing site, however, this essentially 

ceased in 1978.  The regional population peaked at 33,000 in 1976, and although 

there were plans for a city of 100,000, by 2006 the population had fallen to 21,600.  

The BAM1 campus was originally a campus of an institute of technology, founded in 

1965.  It was amalgamated with the University B in 1992.  Anecdotally, student 

numbers peaked in the 1990s
41 

and have been declining since then.  There were no 

campuses of competitor institutions within commutable distance.  The campus was 

comprehensive in nature, in that it had a range of programs and was not designed to 

focus on a single specialisation. 

In 2006 University B established another regional campus elsewhere in the state, and 

the head of campus of the BAM1 became responsible for the management of the 

academic and professional staff at both the regional campuses.  This is similar to the 

faculty management model employed at the AFM1 campus.  Unlike the AFM1 

Campus, however, I noted that there were significant differences in the control over 

the program portfolio and responsibility for commercial outcomes.  While the head 

of campus for the BAM1 campus was ostensibly accountable for ensuring the two 

regional campuses did not run at a loss, he had very little control over the budget.  

The head of campus described a process where different departments in the 

university would attribute costs to the campuses without his authority or knowledge.  

He also had no control over the program portfolio, and was continually frustrated in 

his attempts to create new programs specifically tailored for the regional 

communities, and which offered the only hope of growing student numbers.  In 

reality, the line management of the academic staff by the campus was more a human 

resource function, rather than operational control over their activities. 

A key challenge for the head of campus was that the BAM1 campus had a small and 

almost stagnant population base from which to draw its students.  Being in an 

isolated area as well, most students, if they had the means, would prefer to study at 

the much larger campuses in state capital.  The limited offerings of the campus also 

meant that many students could not be catered for.  In 2012 the total student head 

count across the two regional campuses was only 500.  From a corporate perspective, 

the campuses were probably not viable; however, politically it is unlikely that the 

state government would allow their closure. The head of campus found himself in the 

difficult position where he believed he needed additional autonomy to make the 

campus grow, while the schools (faculties) at the parent campus, who ultimately 

controlled the commercial outcomes, did not want to be exposed to additional risks.  

This led to a situation of commercial stagnation. 

In 2008 the head of campus reported directly to the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Strategy 

and Planning).  This changed to the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Organisational Strategy 

and Change) and then to the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Participation and Engagement) in 

the space of two and a half years.  A problem with this was that the various roles of 

the Pro Vice-Chancellor did not align with the responsibilities and accountabilities of 

the head of campus.  In 2009, with increasing levels of frustration with the 

management arrangements and lack of campus autonomy, the Vice-Chancellor 
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commissioned an external review into the issue.   The report was delivered in 2010, 

and recommended higher degrees of autonomy for the campus, but this was not acted 

upon.  In June 2010, the only change that did occur was that the head of campus 

reported directly to the Vice-Chancellor.  According to the head of campus, this was 

primarily due to the departure and non-replacement of the Pro Vice-Chancellor 

(Participation and Engagement) rather than as a deliberate management decision.  I 

proposed to the head of campus that this was a desirable outcome as it would allow 

direct access to an authority able to override the schools and other departments.  

While he agreed with this, and had used it at times, the downside was that the head of 

campus now had little contact time with their line manager.  Frustrated with the 

failure to resolve the autonomy issue, the then head of campus the resigned. This 

frustration was also felt by staff, and Ellis and Penman (2006, pp. 27-39) in a study 

on the relationships of the campus with its communities and parent campus, stated 

that: 

Because courses and programs offered at [the campus] are often coordinated 

through a metropolitan-based school and division (formerly faculty), the 

ability of [campus] staff to make changes has had constraints put upon it. In 

this respect power resides in the metropolis. This power asymmetry occurs 

when the [campus] community is not considered and consulted in decisions 

that affect it, lack of communication about such matters can lead the 

community to perceptions of being regarded as inferior in some way, and to 

rumours threatening the continued existence of the campus some or of parts 

of it such as the library (p. 34). 

These observations were consistent with what I encountered while examining 

administrative management models, and to a lesser extent, what I encountered at the 

Springfield Campus.  The separation of the satellite campus from the parent campus 

did have benefits, however, and Ellis and Penman (p. 34) stated that for the BAM1 

campus, “its distance from the central campuses also provides space for independent 

activities and allows initiatives to develop out of the different regional situation”.   

Taking all these factors into account, this campus became the hardest to categorise 

amongst all those included in my research.  With the head of campus having line 

management control over academic and professional staff, and control over the 

modes of academic delivery,
42

 structurally it was a faculty management model.  The 

head of campus’s lack of control over commercial outcomes, budgets and program 

portfolio, were all indicative of an administrative management model.  This 

mismatch was the cause of the head of campus’s departure, and I agreed with him 

that the best description of the BAM1 campus management arrangements was an 

administrative or a ‘dysfunctional faculty’ model. 

The insights I gained from my examination of BAM1 campus, primarily relate to the 

frustrations that a lack of autonomy can have at a campus level.  This extended to 

both community engagement and the inability to realise perceived commercial 

opportunities.  My observations were that the University B had a highly centralised 

management culture, possibly due to 95% of its students being located at its capital 

city campuses.  This observation has been supported by other members of University 
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B that I have spoken to.  The fact that the consultant’s report recommending greater 

autonomy was rejected in its entirety lends weight to this concept.  Significantly, I 

concluded that in the case where a university’s management culture and procedures, 

primarily being budget control, are centralist in nature, allocating autonomies to a 

head of campus that cannot be practically exercised, will only cause frustration and 

dissatisfaction.  As a consequence, whether a university is centralist should be a 

significant, if not ultimate consideration, as to the type of management model 

employed at a satellite campus. 

3.16.3: Campus CAM1 

I visited the regional CAM1 campus on 10 October 2008, and interviewed the head 

of campus.  I conducted a subsequent follow up discussion with the campus business 

manager on 2 March 2012. 

University C’s main campus is located in the state capital, having been established in 

the late 1960’s.  The main campus had approximately 24,000 students in March 

2012.  Like most of the universities in that state, it expanded through amalgamations 

ushered in by the Dawkins reforms, and in 1991 the CAM1 campus amalgamated 

with University C. There are a number of other minor campuses that have since been 

created.  In March 2012 and the CAM1 campus had 954 students.  The campus was 

comprehensive in nature, in that it had a wide range of programs and was not 

designed to focus on a single specialisation. 

The CAM1 campus shared its campus with the local institute of TAFE, with which it 

also ran a number of combined programs.  Importantly, and unlike most regional 

campuses, the CAM1 campus had some nearby competition in the form of another 

regional university.  Being only 20km away, the competitor’s campus provided a 

very accessible alternative for students.  Both campuses had designated full time 

heads of campus. 

The head of campus at the CAM1 campus had little control over the programs 

offered at the campus and no control over their delivery mode.  This was all decided 

upon by the faculties, principally located at the main campus.  Faculties were also 

responsible for commercial outcomes.  In the follow up discussions with the business 

manager, I enquired as to how such a centralised decision making process would 

allow the campus to be competitive against the local alternative.  It was clear that, 

although the campus did try and influence faculty decisions, its competitiveness was 

being hampered by this centralisation, and it was difficult to compete.  Importantly 

though, what had started to occur was that the regional TAFEs were taking market 

share by working with other universities
43

 that did not have the same centralist 

approach.  I also received similar feedback from the Deputy Director of the TAFE, 
44

  

being that, although TAFE had been successful in collaborating in some programs 

with the campus, it had found that the lack of any autonomy at the local level meant 

they had to deal with the parent campus, which was generally not successful.  With 

University C’s highly centralised management culture, most initiatives languished 

and the CAM1 campus was alienated from potential partners and the community. 
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The only staff directly line managed by the head of campus were the business 

manager and the office staff directly supporting him.  The campus administrative 

staff were line managed from a regional support unit.  The head of campus did, 

however, ostensibly have responsibility for community engagement, although apart 

from his own efforts, this was through staff not line managed by him.  This 

management arrangement clearly was an administrative model, and a weak one at 

that. 

The line management for the head of campus was through the Pro Vice-Chancellor 

(Regional), responsible for marketing, community engagement and regional 

priorities; through to the Deputy Vice –Chancellor (International and Future 

Students); and then to the Vice-Chancellor.  Of all the campuses I researched, this 

demonstrated the greatest degree of management separation of a head of campus 

from a vice-chancellor.  The head of campus is arguably the figurehead for a 

university at its campus; hence, this separation had the potential to reduce the status 

and authority of the position.  In the subsequent interview with the campus business 

manager, it was indicated that the campus Regional Advisory Board, made up of 

members of the local community, would, for the first time, be given access to the 

Vice-Chancellor.  My understanding is that this was a response to feelings of 

disconnectedness amongst the community.  How this would work, given the 

disconnect between the head of campus and the Vice-Chancellor, will have to be 

seen, as it is conceivable that considerable friction could be generated if the head of 

campus is excluded from discussions between the Chair and Vice-Chancellor, yet is 

seen as responsible for meeting the expectations of the university and the 

community.   

Interestingly, though, the head of campus did have a form of service level agreement 

with the faculties, which, amongst other things, guaranteed that their staff on the 

campus were provided with teaching materials prior to the commencement of the 

semester.  As the course delivery was all centrally controlled by the faculties, if staff 

did not receive teaching materials in adequate time to thoroughly understand and, if 

necessary, personalise them, the teaching could result in lecturers simply delivering 

someone else’s lesson.  This is de-motivating for the lecturers and flows through to 

the students. From my own experience at USQ Springfield, I had already found this 

to be a significant issue in some faculties, and I was to later take this concept and 

include it in the second version of the governance and operational procedures.
45

   

With the delivery of the courses at the campus being controlled by the faculties 

located at the parent campus, I confirmed in the subsequent interview that the 

students at the CAM1 campus were often subjected to televised lectures.  This was a 

common source of complaint from the student body, who expected an on-campus 

experience.  I specifically raised this issue in the interview, as it appears to be a 

failing of almost every model where the campus did not control teaching modes. This 

student dissatisfaction can then lead to a reputation for a poor on-campus experience.  

During my follow up interview with the campus business manager, he raised the 

concern that many students left the area to study in the capital city.  While studying 
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in a bigger city may be an end in itself, it could also be due to a belief that students 

receive a poor on-campus experience at a regional campus.  The AFM1 campus is 

useful to compare with, in that it too was a regional campus, but managed to increase 

student demand, with the head of campus attributing this to the high levels of 

autonomy possessed by the campus. The CAM1 campus business manager also 

believed that students were drifting to local competitors, which could possibly be 

attributed to issues with the on-campus learning experience.  

My initial interview highlighted the centralist nature of University C and lack of 

autonomy possessed by the head of campus.  Despite this, the campus seemed to be 

reasonably successful, according to the head of campus.  The further information I 

gathered, given the progress of time and changing market, would suggest that the 

model was, however, not able to respond well to the market or to its community.  

Although there were differences in line management of staff and access to the vice-

chancellor, the centralised control and lack of commercial autonomy of the campus 

had many similarities to the BAM1 campus previously researched.  I later had the 

fortune to discuss my observations and conclusions with the Senior Manager, 

Regional Operations for University C, who validated the issues I raised.  The study 

of this campus gave me further evidence that, for a comprehensive campus, distant 

from its parent campus, seeking to effectively engage with its community and 

importantly, subject to a competitive market, an administrative management model, 

particularly one as weak as that being employed at the CAM1 campus, is unlikely to 

lead to an optimal commercial outcome or effective community engagement.   

3.16.4: Key findings from the first phase interviews 

By researching the AFM1 campus, with its highly autonomous faculty model; the 

BAM1 campus, also with an apparent faculty model, but where its operations were 

essentially being controlled by centralised faculties; and the weak administrative 

model of the CAM1 campus, I was able to identify a number of key factors that were 

interrelated to the choice of campus management model.  The first of these was that 

choice of management model could have a significant effect on the campus’s ability 

to engage with its community, and to be commercially successful in a competitive 

market.  The second factor was that where the geographic separation of campuses 

from the main campus resulted in a separation of markets, this allowed greater 

business autonomy to be devolved to a satellite campus, and in the case of the AFM1 

campus, this appeared to be very successful.  Finally, the degree of centralisation 

displayed by the university’s management culture and practices seemed to be the 

dominant influence when designing satellite campus management models, to the 

extent that in some cases, what would appear to be suboptimal commercial outcomes 

were being achieved, but that this was considered preferable to devolving business 

autonomy to a head of campus. 

I reflected upon these three factors and how they related to my own experiences, and 

this allowed me to refine the key questions to be researched in the second phase of 

interviews.  Importantly though, the variety I encountered in just the three campuses 

researched in the first phase, highlighted that each new campus researched may have 

its own unique influencing factors.  This reinforced the need for the semi-structured 

approach to the interviews to create an opportunity to identify any new influencing 

factors.  
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3.17: Second Phase Interviews 

The first phase interviews allowed me to construct the questions for the semi-

structured second phase interviews conducted over a number of visits and phone 

discussions between August 2010 and October 2011.  These were also subject to 

ongoing discussions to clarify or further investigate specific issues.  The questions 

used were those listed in section 3.5, however, as previously discussed, the 

uniqueness of every campus meant that additional information was always provided.  

The results of the interviews are contained in the following section and have been 

synthesised to focus on the key aspects of each campus.  Seven campuses were 

included in the second phase interviews.  The interview summaries have been placed 

in chronological order based on the initial visit or interview. No second phase 

interview summary is provided as the key findings of the first and second phase 

interviews, and observations of the HAM1 campus are combined at the end of this 

chapter.   

 

3.17.1: Campus DAM1 

I visited the DAM1 campus, located in a peri urban area on 12 August 2010.  I 

interviewed the head of campus whose responsibilities included another campus, 

however, the discussions centred on the DAM1 campus.  

At the time, University D had six domestic campuses.  It also had two overseas 

campuses operating as wholly owned subsidiaries.  Importantly, University D was, 

and is, a Go8 university with strengths in medical research.  The parent campus was 

located in a metropolitan area and it acquired four of its other five domestic 

campuses as a result of amalgamations flowing from the Dawkins reforms in the 

1980s and 90s.  The DAM1 campus was located in a low SES region, approximately 

40kms from the parent campus, and was originally a State Teachers College prior to 

amalgamating with the University D in 1990.  The campus was comprehensive in 

nature, in that it had a wide range of programs and was not designed to focus on a 

single specialisation.  However, the campus was themed to focus on ‘Healthy 

Communities’ and all programs, regardless of field of study, were based around this 

theme. 

The head of campus line managed the executive staff only.  He did not control the 

administrative or academic staff and had no ostensible authority over the activities of 

the faculties on campus.  He reported directly to the Deputy Vice-Chancellor 

(Education) and was one level of management removed from the Vice-Chancellor. 

At the time of the interview, the head of campus also appeared to have little authority 

to engage with the local community.  The management model for this campus was 

clearly administrative, and given the head of campus’s lack of commercial control 

and line management of staff, it would best be described as a weak administrative 

model, similar in many ways to the CAM1 campus management model. 

A key issue that was identified in the interview was that, under this management 

model, the head of campus essentially had to manage the activities on the campus 
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through political influence with the parent campus.  The head of campus had no 

direct control over the operations of the campus.  The deans within University D 

essentially drove the campus agenda and were highly influential.  Even the Vice-

Chancellor had to be conscious of their influence.  The DAM1 head of campus had 

no control over the student academic experience or the portfolio of programs on 

offer.  He had the ability to review teaching standards, but only through an informal 

course evaluation process.   

What was very interesting, though, was that unlike the other administrative models I 

had encountered, this campus was successful.  Just from walking around, it had a 

very positive feel.  Despite its peri urban location, it attracted students from all over 

the capital city, with over 50% coming from well outside the local area.  The tertiary 

Entry Ranking or ATAR for the campus programs was high and consistent with the 

Go8 status of the University.  In the seven years that the head of campus had been in 

that role, student numbers had grown from 3000 to 4000 with an objective to grow 

this to 5000, making it larger in terms of on-campus student load than the USQ 

Toowoomba Campus.  There were 100 postgraduate research students, with the goal 

of raising this to 400. 

The campus had a very clear part to play in the maintenance of the Go8 status of the 

University, and this appeared to be the key determinant of how much autonomy the 

head of campus had, or didn’t have.  Too much autonomy, particularly through 

catering for the needs of the local community, was clearly contrary to the parent 

campus’s plan for the DAM1 campus’s contribution to the corporate goal of offering 

unique programs which entailed a research focus.  The proximity of the campus to 

the parent campus appeared to be a factor.  The parent campus was within 

commutable distance and it is highly probable that the centralised control of the 

program portfolio was designed to ensure that the campuses complemented rather 

than duplicated each other’s programs.  

There was no evidence that the management model had been deliberately planned.  It 

appeared to have been the natural outcome of the absorption of a small institution 

with limited ability or will to maintain its autonomy, into a much larger one with a 

very clear vision of its brand.   

The head of campus displayed a very positive outlook, and, while desiring greater 

autonomy, was able to work effectively within the administrative model.  This 

campus provided quite a challenge to my assumptions on the criticality of autonomy 

to campus success, and, as I reflected on its situation, I could see how and why the 

administrative model was effective in this situation.  The key difference, particularly 

when compared with BAM1 and the CAM1 administrative models, was that the 

primary motivation for University D was to ensure the DAM1 campus contributed to 

its Go8 status.  To do this, it had themed the campus along healthy communities, and 

controlled its program portfolio centrally with an emphasis on research.  While it was 

still a comprehensive campus, this theme allowed a cross-discipline approach to 

program design. The consequences of this were that the campus did not have the 

discretion to create its own programs or focus on responding to the needs of its 

immediate community.   
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Also, unlike the situation with the BAM1 and CAM1 campuses, the ease of 

commuting between the DAM1 campus and its parent campuses meant that the 

campus markets intersected. This could justifiably lead to limitations on the satellite 

campus’s autonomy, so that both campuses were not competing for the same 

students.   

In summary, the DAM1 campus highlighted that an administrative management 

model for a comprehensive satellite campus could be successful if the campus’s role 

in the overall university objectives was well defined, and where catering for the 

requirements of the local community was not seen as critical.
46

 

3.17.2: University E 

On 13 August 2010 I visited the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Planning, Marketing and 

External Affairs) of University E at its main campus in a metropolitan area.   The 

PVC was responsible, amongst other things, for the management, planning and 

operations of all the university’s campuses. 

Unlike the other universities I visited as part of this study, this was a dual sector
47

 

institution and had been formed in 1990 through the amalgamation of a number of 

TAFE colleges.  The student make-up was evenly split between university and 

vocational education. At the time of the visit the University had 11 campuses.  The 

student body essentially had a high proportion of low SES participants. 

University E provided quite a different model to examine, as, despite the number of 

campuses it had, there were no heads of campus.  Campuses were controlled 

centrally from the parent campus, but unlike most other centralised universities, the 

deans of faculties had very limited autonomy.  I conducted the interview with the 

PVC, as in his role he was essentially the head of all campuses.   

It is worthwhile noting that the topography of metropolitan area University E catered 

for is essentially flat and sprawling, and to all intents and purposes every campus was 

within view of the PVC’s office.  This of course is not justification for the degree of 

centralisation exercised by the university, but this feeling of being able to observe the 

complete domain may have been a factor when the campus model was created.  It 

was also very clear that University E dominated its region, whilst in the other areas 

of the city it was a highly competitive market, housing five major universities.   

The public transport infrastructure in the region had evolved to almost exclusively 

move workers to and from the city in an east-west fashion, with very little provided 

for north-south transport.  What that has meant is that it is far easier for many 

students to travel into the city to study than to actually study in the western suburbs.  

As a consequence, University E also had three major campuses in the CBD. 

Importantly, the model of not having heads of campus and severely restricting the 

autonomy of the faculty deans was strategically planned.  Much of this stemmed 
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from the dual sector nature of the University and the history of multiple 

amalgamations.  In some cases, the University had campuses almost adjacent to each 

other, and clearly this proximity had the potential for significant conflict if these 

campuses operated autonomously.  The University had structured itself around three 

higher education and two VET faculties, but was seeking to achieve much greater 

integration by moving to what was described as a cluster model, designed to bring 

together both levels of education based on industry needs rather than traditionally 

defined academic disciplines.  These clusters would have cluster champions and the 

intent would be that half would be from higher education and half from VET.  

Cluster champions would be responsible for community and industry engagement.  

To avoid confusion and duplication, clusters would only exist on a single campus, 

although multiple clusters could exist on a single campus.  Based on this design, 

University E did not believe that heads of campus would have a function.  

The three campuses located in the CBD could best be described as activity or study 

centres, with administrative staff but no on-site leadership.  At the time, the cluster 

model had not been implemented and there was clearly no scope for meaningful 

community engagement at these campuses, and my understanding was that this was 

not attempted.  This model provided scope for commercial efficiency by not 

requiring management structures at the campuses.  In addition, it guaranteed 

standardisation of operations across all campuses, although I wondered who was 

responsible at each site for ensuring that this occurred.    

The problem with this approach is arguably that communities are not homogeneous 

and rigorous standardisation tends to breed discontent rather than a satisfying staff 

and student experience.  Also, without leadership at each site, some of which catered 

for thousands of students, it would be hard for students to associate themselves with 

their institution.  Interestingly, the tentative DEEWR Course Experience 

Questionnaire (CEQ) for 2010, which ranked all universities across a range of 

student satisfaction factors, rated University E last out of 39 Australian universities 

in overall student satisfaction, and second last on the good teaching scale.  While 

there could be many causes, it was consistent with my own observations of the 

possibility of inferior teaching and student experience outcomes resulting from 

centralised management models, and University E was the most extreme version I 

came across in the whole study.   

The CEQ results are not identified by campus, and would normally be difficult to 

associate with management models, as most university’s results will be skewed to the 

parent campus which would usually have the majority of graduating students.  In 

University E’s case, however, in 2011, 75.5% of the student population of 51,800
48

 

were enrolled at its satellite campuses. These figures do not change rapidly, and it 

could be assumed that the same ratios applied in 2010. This would suggest that much 

of the university’s poor ranking could be attributed to the student opinions at the 

satellite campuses.  I would hold that the common denominator was the lack of heads 

of campus and the ability to exercise campus autonomy.  Even if it is argued that this 

is not the cause of these ratings, the very poor results would suggest that the 

University E highly centralised model does not provide any evidence that it is 

superior to any other model. This poor ranking for teaching quality and overall 
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student satisfaction was repeated in the 2013 Good Universities Guide (Lane, 2013, 

p. 32). 

My research into University E provided evidence of why a highly centralised system 

may be created for strategic reasons, rather than being constructed to deliberately 

disenfranchise satellite campuses as part of an internal power play.  In this case it 

was very much about forming a corporate entity from a disparate amalgamation of 

campuses across both sectors of higher education. The domination of University E in 

its region, brought about by the very amalgamations themselves and its low SES 

nature made it unattractive for competitors, and also allowed the centralisation of 

community engagement activities.  Uniquely, however, the treatment of community 

engagement as an industry engagement strategy was also a novel approach.  My view 

is that this will only go so far, and that it would be vulnerable to a competitor that 

sought to build relations with local communities through an on-site leadership 

presence.  This is the very strategy that the competitor university is seeking to 

employ by moving into University E’s northern region to steal market share. 

Importantly, though, the CEQ data would suggest that student satisfaction across the 

institution is poor, and from the evidence gained elsewhere in my research, the lack 

of any autonomy or even leadership at campus level is highly likely to be a major 

cause of this. 

3.17.3: University F: FBM1 and FAM1 campuses 

I researched the management arrangements of the two satellite campuses of 

University F, although I was unable to visit them.  Initially I conducted a telephone 

interview with the then Chief Operating Officer of the University, on 6 August 2010.  

This was in relation to the FBM1 campus located in the state capital city.  On                       

2 February 2012 I conducted a telephone interview with the head of campus for the 

FAM1 campus, located in a regional area. 

Unlike the other universities researched to this point, University F was headquartered 

in a regional area.  In 2012 it had approximately 40,000 students, double the number 

of USQ.  Like USQ, it had a significant distance teaching operation (10,000 students) 

and multiple (four) physical campuses.  It had two campuses located in a major 

regional city, including its parent campus, one in the state capital city, and one in a 

remote regional area.  This was not dissimilar to USQ, where the original campus 

was located in a major regional city (Toowoomba), with new operations extending 

into the capital city (Springfield) and a more remote regional location (Fraser Coast).  

Unlike USQ, however, University F acquired these campuses through mergers, 

whereas USQ raised its satellite campuses itself.  Of particular interest was that the  

FBM1 campus located in the capital city, had 19,000 students, which was 

significantly larger than its parent campus.  

In my initial interview with the Chief Operating Officer, he described the corporate 

operations of the university, which were clearly based on a highly centralised model.  

With the exception of the FAM1 campus, none of the university’s campuses had a 

dedicated head of campus.   In the case of the FBM1 campus, it was in fact, the Chief 

Operating Officer who was responsible for the campus, and hence was acting as the 

head of campus, although not with that designated title.  He spent as little as two 
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days a week at the FBM1 campus, with the remainder of his time spent at the parent 

campus.  

In what would appear to be an extreme version of a centralised decision making 

model, second only to my observations of University E, all business decision making 

was undertaken centrally by a very small executive group.  This consisted of the 

Vice-Chancellor; Deputy Vice-Chancellors Research, Academic, and International 

and Development; Vice President Enterprise; and the Chief Operating Officer.  It 

should be noted that by 2012, there was no longer a Chief Operating Officer; 

however, there was a Chief Financial Officer who undertook a similar role.  It was 

explained to me that the deans were not involved in business decision making, 

although they controlled their own budgets, and hence made decisions on how their 

programs were taught.  There was no dedicated campus representation in the 

executive group, with the concerns of the two satellite campuses, FBM1 and FAM1, 

being put forward by the Vice President (Enterprise) and Chief Operating Officer.    

Despite there being no on-site, dedicated head of campus for the FBM1 campus, it 

was the largest and most successful of all the campuses.  This made me question my 

underlying concept for campus success, which was that a campus needs to engage 

and be owned by its community to be successful, and that the only way this could be 

done effectively was to have a head of campus with enough autonomy and the 

resources to create strong relationships with its community.  This concept had 

already been challenged by the apparent success of the DAM1 campus, although it 

was a themed campus of a university with a strong brand and with no local 

competition.  In the case of the FBM1 campus, a key difference was that it had a 

major Go8 competitor only 10km away by road, and an adjacent tram line made 

another Go8 University accessible, albeit one hour away. Both these universities 

have significantly higher brand status than University F.  Based on this, one might 

have thought the FBM1 campus should be struggling, yet this was clearly not the 

case. 

Prior to finalising this study, I sought to review how the FBM1 campus model was 

faring, and attempted to re-interview the Chief Operating Officer.  I found that he 

had since left the university and so, in an interview with the head of campus of the 

FAM1 campus on 2 February 2012, I enquired about who was now the nominal head 

of campus for FBM1 so I could conduct a further interview. To my surprise, I found 

that there was now no one who could be classed as fulfilling this role.   

I asked the head of campus of FAM1 for his thoughts on why the campus was 

successful without an apparent localised head of campus.  In his opinion, it owed a 

good deal of this to the international student cohort, which he believed was in excess 

of 40% of the student population.  The capital city is a highly desirable student 

destination, and the high entry standards for the competitor Go8 universities allows 

second tier universities to still attract large numbers of international students. I put 

forward the proposition that for a campus to be successful, particularly in competing 

for domestic students, it would normally need to engage closely with its community, 

particularly with the proximity of quality competition. The lack of a resident head of 

campus would seemingly severely limit this engagement.  While we were in 

agreement on this, particularly in relation to his campus, the key difference with the 

FBM1 campus compared to regional campuses was that in its market, the population 
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is fairly homogeneous with an expectation of university attendance, and strong 

regional or community boundaries are not evident.   

A critical element to the campus’s success would appear to be a strategy to cater for 

the domestic students in this market, who were unable to attend the Go8 competitors.  

As an example, the 2011 Australian Tertiary Admission Rank (ATAR) scores for the 

Bachelor of Commerce
49

 at FBM1 were 78.75 and for the nearest competitor it was 

90.40
50

.  The competitor’s score is consistent with a Go8 university, representing the 

top 10% of students, while the FBM1 score, whilst still very respectable, caters for 

the next 11%.  This does not mean that students with an ATAR of 90.40 or greater 

would go to the competitor instead of FBM1, but it is a clear indicator of the market 

the FBM1 campus is targeting.  With the high population density in its market and its 

middle class nature, and hence expectations of a university education, the FBM1 

campus appeared to be in a situation where the lack of a head of campus, and lack of 

focused community engagement, did not inhibit the commercial goals set for the 

campus.  I would hold that the achievement of social and community engagement 

goals, if they existed, would be hampered, along with the ability to grow past the 

existing target market.  Without visiting the campus and discussing these issues, 

which is difficult due to the lack of a head of campus, it was not possible to test these 

opinions.  

In the interview with the Chief Operating Officer, I also suggested that the university 

decision making model was one of the most centralised I had encountered.  While he 

did not disagree, he stated that, corporately, they believed they were highly 

decentralised.  In some aspects, this could be a reasonable interpretation, as the lack 

of a head of campus at FBM1 may require the devolution of authority to a low level.  

In addition, the Chief Operating Officer’s de-facto head of campus role could have 

actually placed campus matters directly into the senior management grouping, with a 

collective rather than a singular approach to decision making.  

In 2013 I sought further clarification of the FBM1 campus model from the Vice 

President (Enterprise).
51

  While there was still no head of campus appointed, both he 

and the Vice President (Advancement) spent some time located on the campus, along 

with two faculty Pro Vice-Chancellors (dean equivalents).  This allowed for the input 

of contextualised knowledge into the centralised business decision making for the 

university as a whole and for the campus in particular.  The community engagement 

role, normally undertaken by a head of campus, was essentially being shared 

amongst these four key university executives and supplemented by regular visits by 

the Vice-Chancellor.  The management arrangements for this campus had appeared 

to have evolved to actually be a form of the business unit model, with faculties 

accountable to the executive rather than one designated head of campus. 

The other satellite campus of University F was the FAM1 campus, and is 

approximately 250 kilometres from the capital city and 180 kilometres from the 
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parent campus. This remoteness has been the basis for allowing the campus to have a 

head of campus, the only one in University F.  The head of campus was directly line 

managed by the Vice-President (Enterprise).  He had no ability to control what or 

how programs and courses were taught on the campus, although, theoretically, he 

was responsible for community engagement.  I use the term ‘theoretically’; as, 

although this was the case, he recounted many incidences where individuals from the 

parent campus had engaged with, and ultimately confused his campus stakeholders 

and community contacts, without any reference to himself.  He was starting to gain 

control over this at the time of the interview, but it was an issue I could sympathise 

with. 

The head of campus stated that the lack of control over teaching was a serious 

concern for students, and he received many complaints concerning students being 

forced to undertake distance study or televised lectures against their wishes.  

Unfortunately he had no authority to resolve these issues.  This also had an impact on 

the experience of the academic staff, and in a recent survey, the lack of campus 

autonomy was seen as a major issue by them.  Despite all this, the smaller class sizes 

and sense of community resulted in consistently high scores for student satisfaction 

and experience.  

The head of campus stated that the ability to control the teaching mode at a campus 

level would be the key operational issue he wished to change.  The campus also had 

no control over its budget, and hence had little authority to realise the community 

engagement responsibilities the head of campus had.  To progress initiatives, he had 

to undertake a bureaucratic and unresponsive approval process through the main 

campus.  Many of the administrative and facilities functions were controlled 

centrally, which in his opinion, often led to poor solutions to issues at the campus.   

It was clear in this interview that the FAM1 campus was operating under what I 

categorised as a weak administrative model.  This was able to be ascertained very 

quickly by asking questions about the head of campus’s authority to influence the 

program portfolio and teaching mode.  Despite this, it was obvious that, like all heads 

of campus I interviewed, the head of campus was passionate about his students and 

sought to maximise their experience and sense of community, regardless of the lack 

of control over some aspects of this.   

The key insights from researching the two University F satellite campuses were 

different for each one.  In the case of the FAM1 campus, it reconfirmed that 

administrative models have a common flaw of compromising the on-campus 

teaching experience, and that frustrations arise from an inability to address this issue 

at a campus level.   The FBM1 campus was confronting, in that its success appeared 

to be contrary to what I would expect from a campus without a head of campus, 

particularly in a competitive market.  Its success could, however, be adequately 

explained by having the fortune of being in a region of high expectations of 

university attendance but with a local competitor that sought to take only the top 

10% of students, leaving the FBM1 campus to cater for the next tier of students.  It 

could also cater for large numbers of international students who sought to study in 

the capital city but did not meet Go8 entry standards.  The lack of a singular head of 

campus was also slightly deceptive, as the presence of multiple senior executives at 

the campus allowed the input of contextualised information into the centralised 
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decision making processes of the university, ensuring that the campus would be able 

to respond to its market.  I ultimately came to the conclusion the FBM1 campus was 

a special case of the business unit model, where the formality required from having a 

singular and dedicated campus head did not exist, but the inherent power possessed 

by the university executives located at the campus still resulted in an integrated and 

coordinated business operation. 

3.17.4: Campus DFM1 

I visited the DFM1 campus on 10 June 2011 and interviewed both the head of 

campus, and the Campus Manager.  Although not originally on my list of campuses 

to research, I included it based upon numerous recommendations from other heads of 

campus that its management model deserved particular attention.  The campus also 

presented a situation where radically different management models existed in the one 

institution, and I perceived that this could give some good insights as to why a 

particular model is chosen for a given campus. 

The campus is located in a small regional town, approximately one and a half hours 

drive from the parent campus.  There were around 2000 on-campus students, and 

unusually for a satellite campus, it also managed its own distance education 

programs with approximately 2350 students.  There were 400 staff and the majority 

of these, including all academic staff, were line managed by the head of campus. In 

essence, this was a faculty management model, however, this had only been the case 

since 2008 and before that, faculty deans from the parent campus essentially 

controlled the DFM1 campus under an administrative model.  This move to provide a 

more autonomous arrangement for a satellite campus replicated the AFM1 campus 

transition.  The essence of both of these transitions was to recreate the campuses as 

stand-alone business units with the heads of campus responsible for generating an 

operational surplus, which had not been possible under previous management 

models. 

The DFM1 campus commenced life in 1928 as a technical school, becoming a 

technical college in 1958.  It became part of an institute of advanced technology in 

1968, with it finally becoming part of University D in 1990.  Due to its geographic 

isolation from the main metropolitan student market, and highly regional focus, the 

DFM1 campus had a much higher degree of association with its local community 

than the DAM1 campus I had previously researched.  Its remoteness also meant that 

it needed to have a much more comprehensive range of programs to remain viable.  

At the time of the visit, it offered a wide range of programs in art and design, arts, 

education, medicine, nursing, science, engineering, information technology, business 

and economics. 

The key issue for the DFM1 campus was that it needed to cater for students with a 

wide range of ATARs if it was to be viable in its market.  There were no other 

universities in the area to cater for students with low ATARs, and there were 

insufficient high achieving students to allow a commercially viable program to be 

run catering solely for them.  This immediately put the campus in conflict with the 

Go8 entry standards of its parent campus unless it could find a way to manage both 

requirements.   
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Prior to 2008, the campus operated with academics belonging to campus schools.  

Each of the schools was controlled by faculties at the parent campus, but with widely 

varying management and budget models, creating a sense that the campus was 

unable to manage its own affairs.  Anecdotally, I received reports that this resulted in 

a poor ability for the campus to engage with its community.  The net result was that 

the administrative model being employed was neither satisfying the university’s or 

community’s requirements.  In particular, significant resentment was generated 

within the community when the campus’s engineering program was unilaterally 

withdrawn from the campus in the early 2000s.  Despite being poorly subscribed, this 

program had significant relevance to the community, given the history of the DFM1 

campus.  The 2014 head of campus, who was present at that time, described this as 

the low point in relations with the community, and something that the community 

has never forgotten
52

. 

To its credit, University D took a very brave step, and in 2008 gave considerable 

autonomy to the head of campus.  Along with that, the university retitled the head of 

campus position to that of PVC and President.  The term president is very significant, 

as it normally refers to the position of the vice-chancellor of a university.  Giving the 

head of campus such status was a clear indication that the position had considerable 

authority, and in the formal hierarchy of a university, it ‘outranked’ those of faculty 

deans. 

This move was also facilitated by the university having previously moved to activity 

based costing, which allowed faculties to buy services from corporate departments 

through service level agreements.  The argument was put that this model could be 

extended to the campus.  This was successful, and along with this, budgetary 

procedures also changed, with the campus gaining control over its revenue.  This 

removed the concerns from faculties that their operations at the campus were loss 

making and placed commercial risk and portfolio management with the PVC.  This 

was a fundamental principle of the Springfield business unit model, but unlike the 

Springfield model, the campus now employed its own academic staff and established 

its own schools.   

There was, however, still a problem with standard ATARs across all of University 

D’s programs.  The way to accommodate this was through the creation of distinctly 

named programs unique to the DFM1 campus.  These had similar structures and 

outcomes to those at the parent campus and allowed articulation pathways should a 

student receive a designated GPA.  This solution was not ideal, as there can be some 

market acceptance problems; however, it significantly reduced the points of friction 

with the faculties at the parent campus.  An observation that the head of campus did 

make was that, despite being only an hour and a half away, visits by the parent 

campus deans became almost non-existent once the new model was in place. 

Probably the most significant aspect of the campus model, was that since University 

D took over the campus in 1990 up until 2008, it never made a commercial surplus.  

In 2011, three years after giving autonomy and business ownership to the campus, it 

managed to return its first surplus.
53

  Engagement with the community had also 
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significantly increased, due to the ability of the head of campus to engage without the 

fear of being contradicted, and being able to work collaboratively towards solutions 

that the campus saw as being in its best interests. 

As a general observation, the feeling of ownership for campus outcomes appeared to 

permeate across all staff I encountered during the visit, and there was a vitality about 

the campus which seemed to stem from empowerment. 

Researching this campus provided a number of new insights and confirmed others I 

had already arrived at.  Firstly, in the case of the DAM1 campus, which was within 

the catchment area of the parent campus, the University had chosen consistency with 

brand aspirations over community engagement as the reason to apply an 

administrative model.  For the DFM1 campus, where it was clear that there were not 

the numbers of students with the appropriate ATARs to meet the university’s Go8 

aspirations, they realised that the solution was to differentiate the campus and 

empower it so it could effectively engage with and cater for its market.  This 

realisation came about after continued commercial failure.  Importantly, at the time, 

the university sought to find a solution while retaining it within its brand, rather than 

closing the campus or leaving it with an administrative management model and 

forever having to support it, as was the case for the BAM1 campus.  Critically, the 

move to the new model brought about a rapid change to the commercial viability of 

the campus. 

In a follow up interview with the Campus Manager, on 27 March 2012, he indicated 

that as a result of a review by the state government, even greater program 

differentiation was being considered.  This was designed to better respond to the 

education needs of the region and even greater levels of autonomy for the campus 

were to be investigated.  The net result of the review appears to be something very 

different, however, and the University decided that the best solution was to transfer 

the campus to another regional university while possibly still retaining some 

programs and research at the campus.  This clearly indicated that in the end, brand 

consistency rather than the commercial viability of individual campuses will 

dominate.  This is not irrational, however, as from a corporate perspective, the 

apparent compromising of the brand could be seen to have more deleterious 

commercial impacts on the whole institution compared to the relatively small 

surpluses a satellite campus with limited growth potential could generate. 

3.17.5: Campus GAM1 

I visited the GAM1 campus on 13-14 July 2011.  During the visit and in telephone 

discussions prior to and after the conference, I interviewed the head of campus.  I 

also had unstructured interviews with the Campus Business Manager. 

The GAM1 campus had approximately 1000 students, and was located in a major 

regional centre four hours drive from its parent campus.  The head of campus had 

been in the role since 2009.   

                                                                                                                                          
withdrawing from Open Universities Australia.  This will result in the loss of $6m in revenue as it is 

the provider of on-line education for the university.  Importantly this decision was made centrally 

without any consultation with the campus creating further impetus for greater commercial autonomy 

at the campus level. 
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During my initial visit, it was clear that the head of campus was a very dynamic and 

proactive leader, and she had a reputation for strongly engaging with the community. 

This was a significant issue, as it appeared that much of the success of the campus 

could be attributed to her strong leadership rather than having an optimum 

management model.  

Prior to the head of campus taking on the role, the GAM1 campus operations were 

focussed primarily on the administrative activities required to allow the centralised 

faculties to undertake teaching at the campus.  In the words of the head of campus, 

“it functioned as a study centre”.  It did, however, differ from the study centres I had 

encountered at University E, in that it had a head of campus.  Although not able to 

observe its prior operation, my understanding was that the campus had no control 

over what occurred at its premises and had little engagement with its community.  It 

was what I would categorise as a weak administrative model rather than a study 

centre, with similarities to the CAM1 campus. Unlike the CAM1 campus, however, 

the head of campus did line manage the administrative staff, but this also became its 

prime focus, with a wide separation between the academic and administrative staff. 

Upon the retirement of the previous their predecessor
54

, the current head of campus 

was appointed to the position, and sought to change the operations of campus.  With 

an academic background, including roles as an associate dean and head of school at 

other universities, she decided to place the focus on the students and teaching staff, 

causing some strained relationships as this was progressed. In addition, she had been 

awarded a $2.2M grant for a project titled ‘unlocking talent through new regional 

engagement’.  While this was through obtained under her previous role, which she 

retained as well,  with these dual roles she had the discretion to instigate campus 

projects, not previously possessed by the head of campus as a result of the restrictive 

budgetary allocations of the university.  In the head of campus’s opinion, these 

projects were able to motivate academic staff and the focus of the campus moved 

from administrative operations to teaching and research.  Unfortunately, this funding 

was due to cease at the end of 2012, which would create an issue if alternative 

discretionary funding is not allocated. 

The head of campus also believed that her understanding of the politics of 

universities, based on her previous employment, greatly assisted her in achieving the 

outcomes she desired for the campus.  She also had the strategic benefit of being on 

the seven person university senior management team, which included the vice-

chancellor.  This provided her the authority and ability to overcome internal 

bureaucratic resistance.  While she reported directly to the senior deputy vice-

chancellor, this direct involvement in senior decision making was a powerful tool in 

influencing others. 

Importantly, though, this change of emphasis for the campus, including a very high 

degree of community engagement and ownership, did not involve any formal change 

of management arrangements than what existed under the previous head of campus.  

The parent campus based faculties still determined what would be taught and the 

mode in which it was to be delivered.  This was a source of frustration both for the 

head of campus and academic staff.  In one case I became aware of a class of over 
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 In a discussion with, the current Head of Campus of the CQU Bundaberg Campus, he believed that 

the retirement stemmed from a frustration with the lack of autonomy under the administrative model. 
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100 students was required to watch lectures televised from the parent campus, as the 

faculty was not prepared to hire a lecturer for on-campus delivery.  This, more than 

anything else, reinforced to me that despite the passion and efforts of the staff at the 

campus, and its high level of community engagement, the campus still fundamentally 

operated under an administrative management model.  The head of campus also 

confirmed that the campus had no responsibility for business outcomes and that the 

individual faculties made these decisions. 

Other key frustrations experienced by the head of campus included a lack of 

budgetary control and purchasing, with much of this done from Hobart with little 

understanding of the context or requirements of the campus.  The imposed semester 

delivery structures were also not considered appropriate to meet the requirements of 

the local market.  On this latter point, in the opinion of the head of campus, the 

extended summer layoff suited parent campus students, who could take holidays or 

summer jobs, whereas the low SES student population of the GAM1 campus did not 

have these opportunities and would prefer to spread their study load over the whole 

year. 
55

  The head of campus highlighted that the university participation rate in the 

local area was only 7.4% compared to a state average of 13% and a national average 

of 19%.  An assumption could be drawn that the teaching models designed for the 

parent campus needed to be altered for the regional community to encourage an 

increase in participation. Again, the lack of autonomy at the campus level prevented 

any significant local initiatives, such as summer semesters, or a four semester year,
56 

from occurring. 

From the time of the initial visit in July 2011, to the follow up discussions in March 

2012, a significant development occurred, in that the head of campus was also 

appointed the head of campus for the university’s other satellite campus.  What was 

peculiar about this was that this campus, with approximately 5000 students, had 

previously not had a head of campus.  It also was never allocated a budget, had no 

business planning and was essentially run by the Provost for the university, 200km 

away.  The campus was essentially a very large study centre, and the fact that it had 

grown to the size it had, was more due to the complete absence of competition rather 

than the result of any deliberate strategy.   Again there was no local control of what 

was taught and how.   

A key issue that the head of campus raised was the difficulties of a centralised 

facilities or campus services department.  In her view, they acted as a law unto 

themselves, which was a similar opinion to that of virtually every head of campus I 

had spoken to during my research.  Up until 2011, my own campus had utilised local 

service providers for these functions and avoided these problems.  This was replaced 

by a centralised university services structure, managed from the parent campus, and I 

would now totally agree with her sentiments. 

It was clear from the interviews and visit, that while the GAM1 campus employed an 

administrative model, with all its frustrations over the lack of control of the on-
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 USQ Springfield offers an on-campus summer semester for the same reasons but is able to achieve 

this by having enough budgetary control to be able to purchase this teaching from the faculties. 
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 A four semester year is the head of campus’s preferred solution, although from the USQ experience, 

having misaligned semesters across the year, whilst achievable, adds significant costs in assessments 

and administration. 
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campus teaching experience for students, a strong leader with discretionary funds 

and inclusion in the university’s senior executive group could turn it into a strong 

model with high levels of community engagement.  The impending cessation of these 

discretionary funds will provide quite a challenge, but, the personal drive of the head 

of campus, and ability to operate within the university system, may find ways of 

overcoming this.  The implicit authority by being part of the senior executive team 

provides considerable power to the position.   

3.17.6: Monash University Parkville Campus 

After I had completed my visits to campuses in phase two of the research, I was 

made aware that the Monash University Parkville Campus was operating under a 

highly autonomous management model which was worth examining.  I was unable to 

organise a visit to the campus but was able to have a lengthy telephone conversation 

with the Faculty Manager, Marian Costelloe on 21 October 2011.  Ms Costelloe was 

not the head of campus, but had a wealth of knowledge on the operations and 

creation of the campus.   

The campus is the sole domain of the Faculty of Pharmacy and Pharmaceutical 

Sciences, and its entire academic and professional staff are line managed through the 

campus.  It is a stand-alone business unit and the campus executive makes all the 

decisions relating to its operations.  This campus exhibited a level of autonomy 

greater than the faculty models I had previously encountered.  It appeared to have 

total control over its facilities and being its own faculty, self-managed its academic 

standards and research outcomes.   

Of interest was how the campus attained such a high level of autonomy and how it 

has retained it.  In the late 1990s, the then State Government of Victoria determined 

that the campus, which had been operating as a separate entity, should amalgamate 

with one of the major Melbourne based universities.  The campus is located in close 

proximity to Melbourne University and it was assumed that it would merge with it.  

It was, however, seen as a highly desirable addition to Monash University due to 

both its offerings and its central Melbourne location.  The campus executive were 

given freedom as to which institution they would amalgamate with, and Monash 

University was prepared to offer almost complete autonomy to the campus, 

something which Melbourne University was not prepared to do.  The campus was 

obviously in a strong bargaining position, and when the amalgamation occurred, this 

high level of autonomy was enshrined in the Victorian State Government’s Monash 

University (Pharmacy College) Act 1992, which amended the Monash University 

Act 1958 section 24b, and which included the following clauses (2002, pp. 61-62):  

(1) There shall be a College of the University called “Victorian College of 

Pharmacy”. 

(6) Subject to Statutes and regulations the College and the College Board may 

regulate their own proceedings.  

Importantly, these clauses prevented Monash University from unilaterally altering 

the management model.  This high level of autonomy does not appear to have 

restricted the campus from achieving quality outcomes, with it being ranked sixth in 
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the world for the study Pharmacy and Pharmacology, and the highest ranking of all 

Monash University discipline areas in the 2012 QS World Rankings for 

universities.
57

 

The protection of having campus autonomy levels incorporated into government 

legislation, was, however, not as secure as it seemed.  The legislation was repealed in 

2009.  I have been unable to confirm whether the head of campus was consulted on 

this.  Despite this, up until 2014 the management model of the campus had not 

fundamentally changed from what had been instituted in 2002.  The campus is, 

however, now vulnerable to being amalgamated with other faculties and losing its 

autonomy, or even its identity, completely.  Its ranking success may, however, 

provide a degree of reliance to this occurring in the short term.  

3.18: Observations of the HAM1 campus 

In addition to the interviews conducted, I took the opportunity to investigate a 

number of other campuses to look at specific aspects of their operations.  These 

included the QUT Caboolture Campus with regards to its budget model and Griffith 

University Gold Coast Campus regarding its relative size to its parent campus. As 

these were not in the form of the second phase interviews, the findings on these 

issues will be referred to later in the dissertation. I did, however, spend considerable 

time observing the HAM1 campus due to its proximity and availability of 

information from past staff.  Importantly, I found that there were considerable 

similarities between the start-up phases of the HAM1 campus and USQ Springfield, 

far more than I had initially suspected.  

When I first observed the HAM1 campus in 2006, it offered undergraduate degrees 

in nursing, business, education, arts and human services.  The campus had been 

established in 1999.  I found it very difficult to ascertain the exact numbers of 

students at the campus in 2006, but it had, according to previous HAM1 campus 

staff, around 2000 students at its height in 2005.  I was fortunate to have the verbal 

accounts of a number of staff who had also worked at the HAM1 campus.  Their 

recollections were that the campus was in a difficult situation for three reasons, the 

first being that University H was a member of the Go8, and the HAM1 campus was 

in a low SES catchment with aspirational students.  The second reason was that 

University H operated under a highly centralised university management culture not 

sympathetic to satellite campuses; and the third reason was that the HAM1 campus 

was seen to be taking students from the parent campus’s market.   

When the campus was originally established, the then head of campus, titled the Pro 

Vice-Chancellor (PVC), was given considerable autonomy, and the campus was very 

successful.  The management model being used, although not documented, appeared 

to be very similar to the business unit model, although without full control over the 

program portfolio.  As a consequence, a complaint raised by numerous ex-staff of the 

campus, was that once any individual program became successful in its own right, it 

would be repatriated back to the parent campus, seriously detracting from the ability 

of the HAM1 campus to grow.  In one case, a faculty removed a program because it 
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claimed the maths pre-requisite was too low, then, when the program was re-

established at the parent campus, the faculty retained the reduced maths pre-requisite. 

 In 2004 the head of campus was replaced, and it appears that around this time the 

university took the opportunity to reduce the level of autonomy at the campus level 

and change the business unit model to an administrative model.   

In 2006 the USQ Springfield Campus opened, and became the HAM1 campus’s 

major competitor.  Although USQ Springfield offered competing programs in all 

disciplines except nursing and human services, the status of the USQ brand was 

significantly below that of University H; hence it should not have been a significant 

commercial threat to the HAM1 campus.  Despite this, and possibly because the 

University H brand was perceived as elitist, the USQ Springfield Campus took 

significant market share from the HAM1 campus.  I noted at the time that the HAM1 

head of campus, now operating under an administrative model, appeared to have 

little ability to counter the activities of the USQ Springfield Campus. 

In 2010, rather than contest the market, University H decided to change the HAM1 

campus from being a comprehensive campus and moved to specialising in health 

sciences, concentrating on nursing and postgraduate medicine.  This obviously suited 

USQ, but it was also a better match for the HAM1 campus given University H’s 

centralised management structure.  It removed the perceived conflict of the parent 

and satellite campuses operating in the same market and gave certainty to the 

program portfolio, as the programs offered were the domain of one faculty and either 

not offered, or were being phased out at the parent campus.  It also avoided the need 

for the campus to compete with USQ Springfield, justifying the removal of almost all 

commercial autonomy at a campus level.  The formalisation of this administrative 

management model for the HAM1 campus reduced the internal organisational 

conflict that resulted from the mismatch of brand and management culture.   

3.19: Key Findings from the Research  

The interviews conducted were designed to identify the types of campus 

management models that exist, key features and characteristics of these models, and 

whether there were identifiable cause and effect relationships between the many 

variables they were subject to and the model adopted.  From the research, I 

concluded that management models could be grouped into categories that were based 

around the range of management autonomies devolved to the campus, with the most 

important of these autonomies being the control of academic activities on the 

campus. 

The lowest degree of autonomy was held by study centres, which held little or no 

decision making authority and usually no on-site individual that could be classed as a 

head of campus.  This was the model employed by University E.  

The administrative model did have a head of campus and varying degrees of 

autonomy, but did not control the academic activities on campus.  The influence of 

the head of campus over academic activities did vary significantly in administrative 

models, leading to their ability to be further classified as strong or weak.  The 

administrative model was the most common, and of the institutions included in the 
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research, it was employed by Universities C, D, F, G and H plus the Queensland 

University of Technology.   

The faculty and federal campus models had considerable autonomy with direct 

control over academic activities through the line management of campus academic 

staff. University D employed the faculty model at its DFM1 campus, with University 

A employing it at its AFM1 campus.  Monash University employed the federal 

model at its Parkville Campus 

Between the faculty and administrative model was the business unit model with its 

indirect control over academic activities but high levels of autonomy and 

accountability.  It was employed by USQ at its Springfield and Fraser Coast 

Campuses, and possibly by the HAM1 campus up until 2004.  It was also used, in a 

form, at the FBM1 campus, albeit without a designated head of campus.   

Importantly though, the research and my own experiences identified that autonomy 

was multi-dimensional and this aspect, along with a full examination of the 

categories of models, is dealt with in greater detail in Chapter Four.   

The interviews identified that it was also possible to isolate the factors that 

influenced the selection of campus management models, and that despite variability 

within each model, there were key characteristics that allowed them to be effectively 

grouped into categories.  This would therefore suggest the feasibility of developing a 

tool to assist in determining the optimum campus management model for a given set 

of conditions.  These variables are explored in greater detail in Chapter Five along 

with an examination of their consistency with management theory.  A summary of 

these variables is provided below.  

3.19.1: Management Culture 

The overarching determinant identified was the management culture of the 

university, which could best be categorised as a preference for centralisation or 

decentralisation.  Centralist universities, by definition, are not comfortable with 

devolved autonomy and utilise management models such as study centres, as in the 

case of University E, or weak administrative models, as for universities C, F, G and 

H.  Decentralist universities seemed to be comfortable with multiple management 

models across their satellite campuses, and extended campus autonomy to faculty or 

federal campus models if considered appropriate.   

3.19.2: Geographical Influences 

The geographical separation of satellite and parent campuses appeared to be an 

important driver of management models.  If campuses were too far for staff to be 

easily shared, such as was the case of the AFM1 campus, DFM1 campus, and, 

although not included in the research, the three campuses of the University of Notre 

Dame, the faculty model becomes feasible if the university management ethos is 

comfortable with decentralisation. Geographical separation also affects competitive 

behaviour, and if the satellite campus is within the parent campus’s natural market, 

such as the DAM1 and HAM1 campuses, greater control through an administrative 

model is likely to be applied.   
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3.19.3: Campus Specialisation 

If a campus is specialist rather than comprehensive, that is it focusses on only one 

discipline; it is usually the domain of a single faculty.  If that faculty’s executive is 

not present on the campus, then commercial decisions are likely to be made centrally 

and an administrative model is appropriate.  If, on the other hand, the faculty is 

totally contained at the campus, it is likely to be a stand-alone business unit.  In these 

situations, high autonomy models naturally flow, such as for the Monash University 

Parkville Campus.  

3.19.4: Brand Aspiration  

Campuses will have problems if they are not consistent with the brand aspirations of 

their university.  In the case of the HAM1 campus, this was addressed by converting 

it from a comprehensive to a highly specialised campus.  University D has managed 

this issue for its DAM1 campus, which like the HAM1 campus, is located in a low 

SES catchment, by also specialising the campus through theming its programs and 

operating it under an administrative model.  In the case of the DFM1 campus, its 

unavoidable requirement to cater for its local market to be commercially viable 

resulted in the opposite approach of granting it high levels of autonomy.  In the long 

run though, even moderate profitability has not been enough to counter the brand 

mismatch, hence the impending transfer to another university which is more adept in 

catering for regional markets. 

3.19.5: Community Relationships 

The desire for effective community engagement was also a key driver, particularly if 

it was linked to commercial success. This appeared to be the main reason for the 

DFM1 and AFM1 campuses moving from administrative to faculty models.  The 

irony was that, in other cases, despite claims of high levels of community 

engagement at a campus level, the limited campus autonomy stemming from an 

overriding centralist philosophy meant that weak administrative models were 

employed, resulting in ineffectual community engagement. 

3.19.6: Market Competition 

While many of the campuses researched were in regional areas with limited local 

competition, the CAM1, FBM1, and the HAM1 campuses were all subject to 

significant competition, as was USQ Springfield.  The existence of this competition 

was a key driver for creating the high autonomy business unit model for USQ 

Springfield.  The lack of similar autonomy for the CAM1 campus and the post-2004 

HAM1 campus could be interpreted as the reason for their inability to compete 

effectively in their markets.  The issue of market dynamics and autonomy will be 

investigated further in Chapter Five, however, the level of competition within a 

campus’s market should influence how and by whom, commercial decisions are 

made.    
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3.20: Chapter Summary 

By adopting a post-positivist, critical realism philosophy towards research, and using 

a semi-structured interview process across a range of satellite campuses, it was 

possible to identify a range of influencing factors that drive the adoption of a 

particular management model for a given satellite campus.  Six key influences were 

observed, being the management culture and practices of a university, usually 

evidenced through the degree of centralisation of decision making; geographical 

influences, including physical and market separation; whether a campus is 

comprehensive or specialised in nature; the consistency of a campus with the 

university brand aspiration; the importance of community engagement for a campus; 

and the extent of market competition.   

Importantly, for any given campus the state of these influences could change over 

time. Some could vary rapidly, such as university culture and practices which are 

highly influenced by the changes in key personnel.  Others, such as geographical 

influences may vary slowly, but they too will invariably change over time. As such, 

when examining the impacts of these influences, they should be considered to be the 

influences prevailing at a point in time.  These influences are examined in greater 

detail with reference to management literature in Chapter Five, however, in the next 

chapter the types of management model will be categorised and analysed in greater 

detail.    
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CHAPTER 4: SATELLITE UNIVERSITY MANAGEMENT 
MODELS 

Chapter Three dealt with the research conducted in support of this study and 

identified a number of campus management models and the prevailing influences 

that could lead to their implementation. The first part of this chapter seeks to utilise 

this research to further define and characterise these satellite campus management 

models.  Chapter Five will investigate the relationship that the prevailing factors 

have with these models. 

The second part of this chapter, will investigate the concepts of managerialism and 

collegiality, and whether the choice of management model drives a preference to 

either style of management.  I also examine the concept of whether the two 

philosophies are mutually exclusive or whether they can coexist within a campus.       

4.1: Categories of Campus Management Models 

During the research interviews that were conducted, it was clear that the ability for 

the various heads of campus to manage their campuses was, not surprisingly, 

determined by the varying degrees of autonomy they possessed across a range of 

areas.  These levels of autonomy, or devolved authority to make decisions, invariably 

became the key point of discussion during the interviews and were the differentiators 

when trying to categorise the management models being employed. While degrees of 

collegiality and managerialism could conceivably be used to classify models, these 

seemed to be more outcomes of a particular model or style of leadership rather than a 

deliberate design of any model. 

Based on the research, I identified five clearly separable categories of management 

model, differentiated by a number of key autonomies vested in the head of campus.    

The autonomies were identified through the interviews with heads of campus and my 

own experience, and related to business decision making, academic program design, 

staffing, community engagement, academic and commercial partnerships, research, 

operations, and local branding. These are described in detail later in this chapter.  

The five management models identified in order of increasing overall autonomy are 

the study centre, the administrative model, the business unit model, the faculty model 

and the federal campus model. Rather than being discrete models, however, they are 

located along a continuum that can contain many variations within a given category. 

There are, however, some significant step levels in autonomy that allow any campus 

to be confidently placed in a given category.  The characteristics of each model are 

as follow: 

4.1.1: Study (Activity) Centre  

A University Study Centre, also often referred to as an activity centre, is a campus 

where usually, teaching-only activities are undertaken. These campuses can vary 

widely in their mode of operation.  In some cases, these are facilities that may even 

be shared with another operator, but which provide an outreach capability to remote 

areas for students wanting more than a distance learning experience.  An example of 

this is the ‘Deakin at Your Doorstep’ model, whereby teaching is undertaken using 



101 

 

TAFE facilities but with no localised university head of campus.  Other cases exist, 

where campuses are very close geographically and no functional purpose is served in 

allocating a head of campus to a facility, as it can be managed adequately from 

another campus.  Study Centres have no ability to significantly engage with their 

community in their own right, as there is no head of campus to facilitate this, and are 

totally controlled by the parent campus. 

4.1.2: Administrative Model  

This is the most prevalent model in Australia and is where the head of campus has 

the responsibility for ensuring the operations and services of the campus are 

undertaken in a manner that allows faculties to carry out their activities as they best 

see fit.  The head of campus has no real influence over business and programming 

decisions and can vary from merely being a figure head, (weak administrative model) 

to examples where they have considerable standing in the local community and a 

degree of political influence within the university (strong administrative model).  

Faculties are responsible for business decisions and the associated commercial risks 

are worn by the faculty and not by the campus, as are commercial successes. As the 

campus has no ultimate control over the program offering or delivery modes, there is 

little scope for campus-specific marketing or brand development except at a 

university and faculty level.  The head of campus usually rarely reports directly to 

the vice-chancellor and often comes under another executive with limited ability to 

control all the operations on the satellite campuses, such as a pro vice-chancellor 

(community engagement) or the like. Research that occurs on the campus will 

ultimately be directed by centralised faculties.   

A common issue with this model is the constant risk of centrally-made decisions 

adversely affecting student and community outcomes, making it very difficult for the 

head of campus to guarantee delivery on a promise to their community.  The head of 

campus’s line management authority usually extends only to senior position holders 

and direct support personnel such as their executive assistant, business manager and 

project staff. In some cases it can also extend to campus administrative staff.  

Examples of this model are the DAM1 campus and the USQ Wide Bay Campus pre-

2008.  A variation of this model is where the head of campus is also a dean or head 

of a faculty and is responsible for the administration of the campus, which includes a 

range of other faculties, and for the business of the campus programs across other 

campuses.  This is the model utilised by Western Polytechnic, a major multi-faculty 

and multi-campus TAFE in Western Australia.  

4.1.3: Business Unit Model 

The business unit model places the authority and accountability for the business 

outcomes of the campus with the head of campus. No other party can make unilateral 

decisions that would affect these outcomes.  As such, faculty commercial risks are 

worn by the campus, otherwise faculties would by default be making the business 

decision affecting their programs.  Programs can only be added or removed as a joint 

decision between the campus and faculty.  Responsibility for academic staffing and 

teaching rest with the faculties, who are accountable to the head of campus for 

teaching quality.   
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This model requires a form of contract between the faculties and campus, with 

associated dispute resolution and possibly even penalty provisions.  Campus 

management and operation is via a matrix management structure, requiring a 

partnering approach and very clear delineation of intents and expectations. Marketing 

and brand management are done at both a university and campus level under this 

model.  The head of campus’s line management authority includes the campus 

executive and administrative staff.   

The head of campus usually reports directly to the vice-chancellor under this model, 

or to a senior executive specifically responsible for satellite campuses.  The reason 

for this is that, as a stand-alone business unit, they are responsible for a component of 

the commercial bottom line which the vice-chancellor is ultimately responsible for, 

and the satellite campus contributions could be relatively quite large. They also are 

seen as the university’s representative in the community, and hence should be 

speaking with the authority and support of the vice-chancellor.  Research that occurs 

on the campus will ultimately be directed by centralised faculties as this is not 

directly related to short-term commercial outcomes.   

Examples of this model are the USQ Fraser Coast Campus from 2008-2012, the USQ 

Springfield Campus from 2006-2012, and possibly the HAM1 campus during its 

start-up phase. The FBM1 campus displays characteristics of the business unit model 

but differs in not having a singular, dedicated head of campus. 

4.1.4: Campus Faculty Model 

In the campus faculty model, the campus has all the attributes of being a separate 

business unit, but it also hires and line manages the academic staff.  These staff 

usually still report to a parent faculty for content, processes and procedures.  The 

responsibility for teaching quality now rests with the campus, as it has employed the 

staff. Marketing and brand management are done at both a university and campus 

level under this model.  The campus can create its own academic programs with the 

approval of the parent faculty, and sometimes this can be a desirable solution to 

address conflicting entry standards across different markets.  The head of campus’s 

line management authority includes the campus executive, administrative and faculty 

staff, and may also include student services and other support staff.  The head of 

campus reports directly to the vice-chancellor, commensurate with the authority and 

autonomy of the role.  The campus will exert greater control over the research 

undertaken at the campus compared to the business unit model, but usually, to ensure 

optimum university ranking results; it will be in focus areas determined by the 

centralised faculties.  

Examples of this model are the DFM1 and AFM1 campuses, and all three campuses 

of the University of Notre Dame. 

4.1.5: Federal Campus Model  

The highest levels of campus autonomy are contained in a federal campus.  Blondel 

(1995, p.234) states that federalism is regarded as “the pre-eminent means of 

achieving decentralisation within a state, as well as a means of unifying states 

without destroying the identity of each of them.”  While federalism is normally 
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associated with political systems, it can also be applied to organisations including 

universities.  Some universities, such as the University of Western Sydney, even 

describe their campus structures as a federation, although this more reflects the status 

at is creation through amalgamation of a number of separate institutions, rather than 

how it currently operates.  Blondel (1995, p. 229) points out that the challenge of 

trying to define federalism is that it takes many forms “perhaps as many as there are 

federal states.”  What the various forms of federalism do have in common, though, is 

a centralised governing body and multiple federal states.  While not universal, the 

federal states are generally assumed to have high degrees of autonomy and very clear 

delineations of responsibilities, particularly those that apply in a local context.   

For this reason, the term federal campus model is used to describe campuses with 

very high levels of autonomy.  There are campuses which exhibit these 

characteristics within a totally federated structure, such as the MCD University of 

Divinity, but, surprisingly, they can also exist in multi-campus structures where the 

federation concept only applies to some specific campuses.  

The federal campus management model is similar to the campus faculty model, but 

has high levels of control over its academic programs and research, being either 

independent of the need to comply with the requirements of a faculty at a parent 

campus, or being subject to additional local accreditation requirements that take 

precedence over faculty decisions.  As the corporate entity ultimately underwrites 

this operation, the campus is, however, still commercially accountable to the vice-

chancellor and needs to be consistent with the overall corporate brand.  These high 

levels of autonomy associated with a federal campus can either be legislated by a 

third party or devolved from the centre.  The head of campus reports directly to the 

vice-chancellor commensurate with the authority and accountability of the role. 

A legislated federal campus such as the Monash University Parkville Campus
58

, has 

its autonomies enshrined in legislation or a constitution that the parent campus 

cannot unilaterally change.  Centralisation of powers can only occur if the campus 

agrees to cede these to the centre, and only if this were permissible under the 

legislation that applies to the campus.  The situation could also apply to Australian 

offshore university campuses, which are subject to the accreditation rules applying to 

higher education in the country in which they are located.   

The other way of achieving a federal campus is where high levels of autonomy are 

devolved by the centre, which is the case for the MCD University of Divinity.  In 

reality, this applies to all the other campus management models, but in the federal 

campus model it is to a very high level and is linked to being part of an overall 

federated university structure.  Importantly, this arrangement allows autonomies to 

be unilaterally withdrawn by the centre, although in the case of MCD University, the 

power of the campuses and the churches that own them, would ensure that this would 

never occur.  
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 Up until its repeal in 2009. 
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4.2: Management models as cost or profit centres 

The literature on organisational structure uses broad categories to categorise 

elements of the firm. Where a manager is appointed to a subunit of an organisation, 

with specific responsibilities, Horngren, Datar and Foster (2003) define this as a 

responsibility centre.  With the exception of the activity or study centre, which by 

definition does not have a manager, all the management models proposed would be 

classed as responsibility centres. They further break down responsibility centres into 

four categories, being cost centres, revenue centres, profit centres and investment 

centres.  The two categories of relevance to the models are the cost centre; where 

managers are accountable for costs only, and the profit centre; where managers are 

responsible for revenues and costs. 

 All satellite university campuses are designed to provide academic programs to the 

market and generate revenue, hence have the potential to be classified as profit 

centres.  The key issue is whether it is the head of campus who has the necessary 

authority to make decisions and have actions undertaken to deliver on that 

accountability. Under the business unit, faculty and federal campus models, this is 

the case by their very nature; hence all three models are profit centres. In the case of 

weak administrative models such as the USQ Wide Bay Campus pre 2006, where the 

head of campus had no control over business decisions, it was clearly operating only 

as a cost centre with the faculties in Toowoomba undertaking the role of discrete and 

uncoordinated profit centres.  

It becomes a little bit grey when strong administrative models such as the QUT 

Caboolture Campus are examined. In this case, once the academic program offering 

has been determined by the faculties, due to the budget control the head of campus 

has, along with their control over functions such as marketing, it would be reasonable 

to class this as a profit centre, noting that it is an exception under administrative 

models. 

The categorisation of cost and profit centres is useful to align the proposed categories 

to contemporary theories on organisational structure, however, it does not allow for 

the identification of the distinct differences in the models, particularly the business 

unit, faculty and federal models.  This is primarily due to its focus on accounting 

mechanisms rather than management procedures.  Consequently, the taxonomy 

proposed in this chapter will be retained as the prime means of describing the various 

management models. 

4.3: Summary of Management Model Characteristics 

The key characteristics of each of the campus management models are listed in Table 

4-1. 
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 Study 

Centre 

Administrative Business Unit Faculty Federal 

Head of 

Campus 

(HOC)  

 No HOC 

but may 

have an 

administrat

or 

 Designated HOC 

with limited 

executive 

authority usually 

covering 

administration and 

operations 

 Usually 

accountable to a 

DVC or PVC 

 Designated HOC 

with significant 

executive authority 

over business, 

administration and 

operations. 

 Ideally accountable 

to VC 

 Designated HOC 

with extensive 

executive 

authority over 

business, 

administration, 

operations, and 

academic staff. 

 Ideally 

accountable to VC 

 Designated HOC 

with comprehensive 

executive authority 

over business, 

administration, 

operations, 

academic staff and 

research. 

 Accountable to VC 

Business 

Management  
 Centrally 

controlled 

 Centrally 

controlled by 

faculties with 

varying input by 

HOC 

 Controlled by HOC 

in collaboration 

with faculties 

 Controlled by 

HOC 

 Controlled by HOC 

Wearer of 

Commercial 

Risk  

 Faculty  Faculty  Campus  Campus  Campus 

Academic 

Management 
 Programs 

owned by 

faculties 

 

 Programs owned 

by faculties 

 

 Programs owned by 

faculties 

 Campus portfolio 

controlled by HOC 

 Deliverables 

managed through 

SLAs 

 Programs owned 

by faculties  

 Campus portfolio 

controlled by 

HOC 

 Campus specific 

programs common 

 Programs and 

portfolio owned by 

HOC 

 Campus specific 

programs are the 

norm 

Teaching 

Quality 
 Managed 

by faculty 

 

 Managed by 

faculty with loose 

accountability to 

HOC 

 Managed by faculty 

 Strong 

Accountability to 

HOC via SLA 

 Managed by HOC  Managed by HOC 

Teaching 

Modes 
 Determine

d by 

faculty 

 

 Determined by 

faculty 

 

 Determined by 

HOC in conjunction 

with faculties, 

detailed in SLA 

 Determined by 

HOC 

 Determined by 

HOC 

Management of 

academic staff 
 Line 

managed 

by faculties 

 Line managed by 

faculties 

 Matrix managed 

 Localised faculty 

line management  

 Line managed by 

HOC 

 Line managed by 

HOC 

Management of 

campus 

professional 

(non-academic) 

staff 

 All staff 

line 

managed  

centrally 

 Corporate staff 

line managed by 

HOC 

 Administrative 

staff usually line 

managed centrally 

 Administrative and 

corporate  staff line 

managed by HOC 

 Specialist staff 

matrix managed 

 Administrative 

and corporate staff 

line managed by 

HOC 

 Specialist staff  

usually matrix  

 Administrative and 

corporate staff line 

managed by HOC 

 Specialist staff 

usually managed by 

HOC  

Community 

and 

Professional  

Engagement 

 Not 

applicable 

 Limited to 

extensive, but 

HOC usually 

lacks authority to 

guarantee delivery 

 Extensive 

 HOC guarantees 

delivery through 

SLA  

 Extensive 

 HOC guarantees 

delivery through 

resource control 

 Extensive 

 HOC guarantees 

delivery through 

resource control 

Table 4-1: Key characteristics of campus management models 
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4.4: Categories of Campus Autonomy  

The management models I have defined are differentiated by the level of autonomies 

attributed to them, and the operational functions to which these autonomies can be 

applied.  

Through the process of developing and implementing the business unit model at 

USQ Springfield, and negotiating what I was and was not permitted to do as the 

campus head, the range of these autonomies became clearly identifiable.  In reality, 

they primarily relate to the functions of a manager and the operations of a business, 

namely planning, organising, controlling and directing (Mark, 2007); however, these 

functions cannot be used to totally categorise the autonomies of campus heads, as 

campus operations need to be contextualised in the blended role of a university 

which provides a social good, ostensibly on a not for profit basis, while selling a 

product in a competitive market.  

In combination with my own experiences, the autonomies of the various campus 

heads interviewed in the research were used to identify the key autonomies relating 

to satellite campuses.  The autonomies identified were  those relating to the campus’s 

business operations: being control over the program portfolio, marketing, teaching 

mode, and teaching quality; the ability to design academic programs tailored for  a 

market; the ability to hire and line manage academic and professional staff;  the 

ability to locally manage a campus’s community engagement; the ability to create 

and manage academic and commercial  partnerships; the ability to undertake 

localised research; the control of operations at a campus level; and the ability to 

establish a local brand within their market.  

Significantly, in all these categories, there appeared to be a wide divergence of 

authorities across the various management models encountered in the research. These 

autonomies are explained in greater detail below, along with how they apply to each 

of the campus management models.  The study centre model has not been included in 

this analysis, due to it by definition having no campus head to exercise any 

autonomy.  

4.4.1: Business or Commercial Autonomy 

All satellite campuses, regardless of management model, have business outcomes 

that are to be delivered either corporately or to faculties.  The business autonomy that 

a campus has relates to the ability of the head of campus to determine how these will 

be achieved.  For a satellite campus the key elements to achieving any commercial 

outcome are the program portfolio; the marketing of this portfolio; the quality and 

costs of its delivery and associated support services; and the ability to monitor and 

improve the academic program mix and delivery.  These encompass both supply and 

demand issues, and could be applied to almost any commercial operation.  The most 

significant difference in an Australian context is that, unlike a normal business, there 

is little if any ability to differentiate on price for the domestic market.  This is due to 

federal government legislation and provides significant challenges in being able to 

alter demand in the short term, and why reputation or status, which is only developed 

over the long term, plus a differentiated product mix, are critical for determining 

demand for any comprehensive campus.  While status is often linked to university 
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rankings, which is highly influenced by research funding and output to the exclusion 

of student satisfaction, a reputation for a quality on-campus educational experience 

has a strong impact upon local demand.  For this reason, models that provide this are 

best suited where there the key market is local, although where there is a lack of 

competition; it is conceivable that this may not occur.   

4.4.1.1: Program Portfolio   

In the tertiary education sector within Australia, the ability a head of campus has to 

achieve business outcomes in the short term (12 months) relates to the setting of load 

targets
59

, the entry levels needed to achieve these (which are often centrally 

controlled), and localised marketing.  Importantly, however, the head of campus 

must have a program portfolio that appeals to the market.  Where a satellite campus 

shares a market with its parent campus, there will be restrictions on what the program 

portfolio may include, to avoid taking load from the parent campus for no net 

increase in total university load.  With greater separation, however, these restrictions 

are not required.  Greater separation also invariably leads to a head of campus being 

the best person in the university to understand the needs of the local community, and 

hence the program portfolio that best suits the market.   

Deciding to offer a program is a critical aspect in a campus’s relationship with its 

community.  More importantly, removing a program can be seen as a breaking of 

trust and may cause reputational damage across the complete campus operation.  

From discussions with the head of campus, it is my understanding that problems 

caused by this behaviour were a significant factor for the DFM1 campus moving 

from an administrative model to its current faculty model.    

Other issues arise where campuses do not have control over their portfolio.  These 

include an ongoing uncertainty of what to market, and an inability to provide reliable 

budgetary or load estimates.  As such, where heads of campus are directly 

accountable for business outcomes, such as the business unit, faculty and federal 

campus models, control over the program portfolio is essential.   

4.4.1.2: Marketing  

Marketing is an interesting challenge for any satellite campus.  There appears to be 

an ever present tension between centralised or corporate marketing, and local area 

marketing.  Keeping ‘on brand’ is often a point of conflict and seems to relate more 

to concepts of power rather than practicality.  Regardless, communities are invariably 

parochial and can be easily offended by what they may see as inappropriate messages 

coming from a remote parent campus.  Added to the mix is faculty specific 

marketing, which can also conflict with a local message.  Where markets between the 

parent and satellite campuses do not intersect, there may be very little friction, but an 

interesting case can exist where distance education marketing from a parent campus 

can compete with local area marketing as has occurred frequently for the USQ 

Springfield campus.   

                                                 
59

 A load target is the Effective Fulltime Student Load (EFTSL) for a campus. It does not equate to 

student headcount as many students take reduced load. One EFTSL is eight course enrolments and a 

campus will have a target of a certain number of EFTSL in a given year. 
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Where a head of campus is accountable for business outcomes, he or she must have 

control over the campus marketing, as it is an essential component of achieving 

demand.  As such, for the business unit, faculty and federal campus models, the head 

of campus must have the authority and funding to determine and execute the campus 

marketing strategy consistent with the corporate strategy.  A key element of this is 

that the campus may need its own on-site marketing manager although, for brand 

consistency, it is advisable he or she be responsive to or be line managed by the 

university’s corporate marketing. 

4.4.1.3: Teaching Mode  

The ability to control the mode of program or academic delivery is one of the most 

significant differentiators of the models.  The quality of the on-campus learning 

experience is fundamental to the success of a satellite campus, particularly if students 

have alternatives which offer a quality experience.  There are many examples I have 

come across in my research where students at satellite campuses are given 

experiences which are significantly inferior to those that students receive on the 

parent campus.  These poor experiences can contribute to poor retention and 

completion rates, local brand damage, staff and student frustration and vulnerability 

to competition.  Importantly, students can consider that the institution is treating 

them as second-class students.  

Lack of control over program delivery manifests itself in three ways.  The first and 

most serious problem is when the on-campus experience is not delivered to 

expectations or as promised.  Through the use of technology, too often there is a 

temptation to conduct televised lessons with little or no genuine staff-student 

interaction.  There are often claims made that this mode can offer superior teaching 

outcomes by allowing the expert within the institution to be the sole deliverer of 

content.  Even if this is the case, these benefits can be completely nullified by the 

impersonal nature of this mode for those students seeking an on-campus experience.  

Where it was permitted to be trialled on the USQ Springfield Campus, there was a 

rapid disengagement of students in the classroom leading to their early departure. 

Usually this model is employed to save money or minimise the need to travel by 

academic staff.  The criticality of the mode of delivery issue and its impact upon the 

long term viability of a satellite campus is the fundamental basis for the need for a 

service level agreement with faculties in the business unit model, and the direct line 

management of faculty teaching staff in the faculty and federal campus models.   

The second aspect of lack of control over program delivery relates to where courses 

are offered.  If some core courses are offered only on-line or at another campus, the 

ability for students to engage and form strong bonds with their fellow students and 

the campus is seriously constrained.  The establishment of relationships in a physical 

environment can be a key determinant for students attending on-campus.  Control 

over where courses are offered is essential if a campus is to have control over and be 

accountable for its business outcomes. 

The last aspect of program control relates to the ability of faculty staff to cancel 

classes without reference to or approval from the head of campus.  Again, this can be 

seriously damaging to the student on-campus experience, but, surprisingly, it can 

also be quite a common occurrence.  All heads of campus, regardless of model, 
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would find this behaviour unacceptable, but in the case of the administrative model 

little can be done if this occurs.  The business unit model allows financial penalties to 

be applied, whilst the faculty and federal campus models have the necessary line 

management control to rectify this issue. 

In summary, the importance of program delivery to business outcomes cannot be 

understated, leading to the business unit, faculty and federal campus models 

requiring high levels of control.  By definition, the administrative model does not 

allow this control, which is its major weaknesses.
60

 

4.4.1.4: Teaching Quality   

The quality of on-campus teaching is critical for the long term sustainability of a 

satellite campus.  If there are distance alternatives available, a poor quality face-to-

face learning experience, which will also entail the impost of associated transport 

costs and travelling time, may lead students to take this alternative.  If there is an 

accessible on-campus alternative from a competitor, they may also choose this.  

Unfortunately, where a campus is remote and there are no alternatives for students 

who are seeking the face-to-face nature of on-campus learning, the result could be 

that the students may be treated by the institution as a captive audience.  With the 

increasing quality of distance alternatives, however, this cannot be assumed to be a 

valid reason why students would stay enrolled at a campus which was not meeting 

their expectations for on-campus teaching.  As a consequence, quality on-campus 

teaching is, and will remain, a fundamental component of being able to achieve short 

and long term business outcomes for a satellite campus.  

The administrative model has no control over the faculty staff or their teaching; 

hence, it has little or no control over teaching quality.  The faculty and federal 

campus models own the academic staff, and thus have full control.  The business unit 

model uses a partnership arrangement to manage this issue.  The head of campus 

reviews all student course evaluations and works with the faculty campus 

representatives (Associate Directors) to address issues.  The USQ Springfield and 

Fraser Coast experience has shown this can work well, but only when the Associate 

Directors have the required leadership qualities and internal faculty authority to 

address issues with the other members of their faculty, particularly at the executive 

level. 

4.4.2: Academic Program Design Autonomy 

Program design autonomy is the level to which a campus can develop and accredit its 

own programs.  In all management models, bar the study centre, the ability to 

develop programs at a specific campus can exist, and the degree of reference back to 

the parent campus for accreditation is the main variable.  This can also be affected by 

the strength of the faculty structure and accreditation requirements pertaining to the 

location of a campus, particularly if international operations are conducted.   
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 The one exception I discovered was the QUT Caboolture Campus, which, while an administrative 

model, provides the campus head with considerable control over the budget and what is paid to the 

faculties.  This ensures agreed standards of teaching delivery are delivered. 
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There are occurrences where programs are required to specifically address a 

community requirement.  These may not have large student cohorts but can achieve 

considerable community support.  The administrative model can suffer a significant 

weakness in this situation, as it does not have the ability to prevent a program’s 

closure if that is the decision by the faculty.  This could be a very logical decision by 

the faculty if the program is loss making, but as part of the overall strategic 

positioning of the campus, it could be catastrophic.  The ability to distribute funds 

across the portfolio of programs offered in the business unit, faculty and federal 

campus models is a tool used to prevent this occurrence, by underwriting non-

commercial but strategically important programs. 

Another program design issue arises when campuses service differing socio-

economic cohorts.  University D provides a good example of this where its parent 

campus focuses on its Go8 status and has corresponding strong demand with students 

possessing high Australian Tertiary Admission Ranks (ATAR)
61

.  Its DFM1 campus 

serviced a regional market, but to maintain the status of its programs, the University 

did not allow variation in ATARs across campuses within the same program.  This 

resulted in Go8 ATARs being applied in a regional market with subsequent 

unsustainably low enrolments.  The solution was to give the campus the ability to 

create and manage its own programs, within the constraints of faculty rules.  While 

this is not without its own issues, it led to the campus regaining market share and 

becoming profitable after nearly 20 years of operation. 

The ability to create programs is also important if a campus is to differentiate itself 

either against its competitors or even its parent campus.  Where a campus is a 

specialised campus, it is likely to offer only programs which are determined by the 

faculty rather than the campus itself.   

4.4.3: Staffing Autonomy 

Staffing can be broadly categorised as academic or professional.  For the purpose of 

this dissertation, academic staff are all those faculty staff members involved in 

teaching, management and research.  Professional staff are campus executive and 

administrative staff and other non-academic staff, often classed as university or 

student services; such as counsellors, learning support, ICT and facility services, and 

marketers.  Staffing autonomy relates to the ability to hire and line-manage these 

staff. 

Academic staffing autonomy is fairly clinically delineated in the management 

models.  In the administrative and business unit models there is no ability to hire or 

line-manage academic staff.  In the case of the administrative model, the teaching 

activities are clearly controlled by the faculties, without accountability to the satellite 

campus, although there may be a de facto influence under strong administrative 

models.  In the business unit model the faculties are accountable to the campus 

through the SLA, but the model deliberately avoids line management and hiring 

responsibilities to ensure that it does not become entangled in the accountability for 

academic quality. 
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 In Queensland this is termed an OP score, standing for overall placement. 
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In the case of the faculty and federal campus models, the campus takes responsibility 

for teaching quality and is the direct employer and line manager of the faculty staff, 

and hence has full autonomy.  This may be tempered through involvement of the 

parent faculty either through the application of standards or participation in the hiring 

and promotion process. 

Professional staffing has far more variations than academic staffing autonomy.  For 

all models, the executive staff, with the exception of the head of campus, are usually 

employed and line managed by the campus.  Executive staff are those directly 

supporting the head of campus and could include campus business managers, 

executive assistants and purchasing officers.   

Campus administrative staff are usually directly employed by faculties in the 

administrative model, although there is no reason why these cannot be campus 

employees.  In the business unit and other models, the administrative staff are 

campus employees.  This may seem unusual in the business unit model given the 

emphasis on holding faculties accountable for academic quality. However, the 

advantage is that they form a system of checks and balances for monitoring the 

practical application of the SLA.  Greater redundancy is also provided through the 

ability for the campus to manage absences utilising a pool of staff.  In addition, they 

perform key campus administrative activities, along with faculty support, and form a 

key interface between the head of campus and staff and students on campus.   

University service staff are employees of their parent unit in the administrative 

model.  This also applies in the business unit model, as there are far greater 

efficiencies and consistency of service through having these staff line-managed by 

their parent unit and responsive to the head of campus.  An essential requirement for 

this to work effectively, though, is that there is a team leader appointed for each 

service, with the authority to speak on behalf of the heads of their section at the 

parent campus.  Failure to do this fractures the team-based nature of the matrix 

management model and invariably leads to frustrations at all levels.  The faculty 

model can also use this structure, as the same efficiencies apply, and while they are 

all key contributors to the business and operations of the campus, they are not in 

themselves the core business of the campus.  For the same reason, a federal campus 

model could choose to either directly employ university services staff or utilise those 

from the parent campus. 

4.4.4: Community Engagement Autonomy 

Although not always realised, one of the most important functions of a satellite head 

of campus is to foster and manage relationships with the community.  In some cases 

this may just be as a good neighbour, such as in the case of a specialist campus that 

does not attract significant student demand from its immediate community.  In most 

cases, however, servicing the educational requirements of the local community is a 

satellite campus’s prime function and its acceptance within the community is critical. 

As previously stated, communities tend to be parochial, and the management of 

relationships from a distant parent campus can be seen as insulting rather than 

inclusive. 
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Community engagement autonomy consists of two elements: the ability to determine 

and prioritise community engagement objectives and activities from a campus 

perspective; and the ability to have them undertaken.  Given that community 

engagement activities are primarily undertaken by academic staff, the line 

management arrangements are a key determinant of whether they are actually 

undertaken.  The business unit model has these requirements included and funded 

within the SLA.  

From my own personal observations, and from discussions with other heads of 

campus, the quickest way to damage these relationships at a satellite campus is from 

intervention from the parent campus.  This is often done by individuals who, in the 

context of their role at the parent campus, have been given authority which overlaps 

those of the satellite heads of campus.  The subtleties and nuances of these 

relationships, and often their importance to the commercial operations of the satellite 

campus are often not fully appreciated, with detrimental consequences.  All models 

require considerable corporate discipline to prevent this occurring. Importantly, I 

consider that this specific problem can stem from a lack of a campus head at the 

parent campus, with the subsequent failure by individuals to realise how they should 

interact with such a position at a satellite campus.  

Satellite campuses, with the exception of specialist or niche campuses, are ostensibly 

established to engage with and satisfy the requirements of their local community.  It 

is challenging to manage these relationships from a remote location. Hence, it is a 

fundamental requirement of business unit, faculty and federal campus models that 

the head of campus has this responsibility if the campus is to be successful.   

An important differentiator within models, and something which is not standard, is to 

whom the head of campus reports to.  There are generally two options, being to the 

vice-chancellor or to the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Enterprise) [DVC(E)] or similar.  

The position of DVC(E) position does not exist in all universities, but where it does, 

its focus is on the commercial outcomes of the institution.  The challenge where the 

head of campus reports to the DVC(E) relates to the conduct of community 

engagement.  The head of campus in the administrative and business unit models, 

and arguably in all models, can only undertake community engagement activities on 

behalf of the vice-chancellor, or an appropriately delegated individual.  If this 

authority is not contained within the DVC(E) there is the potential for a mismatch 

between the roles of line management and the responsibilities of the head of campus.  

If the head of campus is seen as the vice-chancellor’s representative within the 

community, and community engagement is seen as important, then the optimum 

arrangement is that there is a direct line management relationship between the two, 

regardless of the management model. 

4.4.5: Academic and Commercial Partnerships 

Closely aligned with community engagement autonomy is the ability to form and 

manage academic and commercial partnerships.  Clearly, these need to be done in the 

context of a university’s legal framework, but who can negotiate and sign these, and 

the level of financial delegation, is a significant measure of autonomy. Most risk 

managed institutions would have a series of delegations implemented to limit 

financial exposure; however, the ability for a campus to be able to enter them in the 
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first place will be determined by the management model in place.  Any contractual 

partnerships that are agreed to, must involve the ability for the campus to guarantee 

delivery on its obligations, and it is hard to see that this would be possible in a weak 

administrative model, with no real control of budgets and resources.  It may facilitate 

the agreement, but this would ultimately be signed and owned by the parent campus.  

Other models have a greater capacity as they inherently contain an increased ability 

to manage resources, but it is hard to see that any campus would have total autonomy 

in this area due to the potential financial impacts upon the corporate entity.   

4.4.6: Research Autonomy 

Research is predominantly an activity controlled by faculties or research centres 

managed under a corporate umbrella.  There are benefits if research on a satellite 

campus is focussed on its community to increase the campus’s relevance, profile and 

contribution to its market.  Under an administrative model, there is no capacity for a 

campus to direct research, unless the campus can fund it directly, although it could 

obviously try and persuade the parent campus to focus research on issues pertinent to 

the local community.   

Under the business unit model, there are two possible scenarios.  At USQ 

Springfield, research is controlled by faculties and research centres, with staff 

funding provided by the campus.  The philosophy behind this holds that research 

efforts are best focussed upon university strengths and desired outcomes.  Giving 

control over this to a campus could dilute effort, having a negative influence on 

university rankings, which are not campus-based.  An alternative model could have it 

that the campus buy research effort rather than donate it to faculties and hence 

control research effort.  This may allow greater community focus but with the risk of 

losing university concentration of effort.  Selection of either alternative may be 

influenced by factors such as the university research strategy, the criticality of local 

issues requiring research, and the geographical separation of the parent and satellite 

campuses, which may impact on the coordination of effort and relevance to the 

community.  Neither variation of this mode would prohibit project-based research 

funded directly by the campus, nor the location of research centres on the satellite 

campus. 

Both the faculty and federal campus models would automatically infer campus 

control over research, albeit with a need to be consistent with corporate strategy.   

4.4.7: Operational Autonomy 

For a campus to be able to function, the head of campus must have a degree of 

operational autonomy to allow the efficient and effective use of resources and 

facilities.  This is essential when there are multiple faculties represented and where 

facilities are used on a shared basis.  There may also be statutory obligations, such as 

that of the ‘Chief Warden’, that demand overall control of issues such as security at a 

campus level.  With greater levels of commercial autonomy, there is also an 

associated need to have greater operational autonomy to ensure that optimum use of 

facilities and resources are achieved, and that the actions necessary to fulfil 

commercial goals are undertaken.    
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In cases where faculties have control over their teaching operations, such as in a 

weak administrative model, operational autonomy may be as little as providing 

cleaning, power, security and other services.  Greater levels of operational control in 

strong administrative, business unit, faculty and federal campus models may include 

scheduling, line management and provision of administrative support. Centralised 

campus service organisations have a significant effect over campus operations, and a 

common complaint from fellow campus heads operating under administrative 

management models is that many actions undertaken by campus services are done 

with little, if any, consultation with the campuses. In other cases, consultation occurs, 

but the opinions of the head of campus are subsequently ignored. 

Many elements of campus operations are key components of the student and staff 

experience, which in itself, will have an impact upon satisfaction levels and business 

outcomes.  As a consequence, it is a fundamental requirement for the business unit, 

faculty and federal campus models to have high levels of operational control.  

Depending on the management philosophy of the parent campus, administrative 

models can have a large variation in the levels of operational control. 

4.4.8: Local Brand Autonomy 

A key aspect of any brand is consistency of delivery on the brand promise, but the 

sheer existence of a satellite campus will involve some degree of differentiation from 

its parent campus.  This stems from differences in campus infrastructure and 

services, academic and non-academic support and program offerings.   

The differences in market demographics may also mean that a campus needs to 

establish its own sub-brand, particularly if that of the parent campus is not a suitable 

fit in the satellite campus’s market.  The DFM1 campus previously described, is a 

good example of this.  

To establish a local brand within the market, it is essential that the head of campus 

has control over the delivery of the campus promise to the community.  The inability 

to prevent unilateral decisions by faculties, interference in local relationships from 

the parent campus, and unsatisfactory delivery of programs are all potentially 

damaging to the local brand.  Despite this, there are many cases of administrative 

models where a strong head of campus has been able to establish a solid local brand, 

albeit with the ever-present threat of business decisions made elsewhere causing 

serious damage. The faculty and federal campus models have control over their local 

brand, and while the business unit model can come close, my personal experience 

has shown that it is still subject to the whims of the parent campus. 

4.4.9: Summary of Autonomies 

Based on the research and the derived campus management models previously 

identified, a tabular summary of these autonomies and how they apply to each model 

is shown in Table 4-2.  The study centre model has not been included as, by its 

nature, it has no autonomies attributed to it. The key autonomy areas that were 

observed in the research are listed in the left hand column. The category of business 

autonomy is broken down into its elements to highlight its breadth, although these 
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are not individually ranked. Each model is ranked against the categories of autonomy 

on a scale of nil, low, medium and high. 

AUTONOMY  Administrative  Business 

Unit  
Faculty  Federal 

Campus  
Business  

-Program Portfolio  
-Marketing  
-Teaching Mode  
-Teaching Quality  

Nil – Low  High  High  High  

Program Design  Nil  Medium  Medium -

High  
High  

Academic  Staffing  Nil  Nil  High  High  
Professional Staffing  Nil-Medium  Medium-

High  
Medium- 

High  
High  

Community 

Engagement  
Nil-Medium  Medium-

High  
High  High  

Academic 

Partnerships  
Nil-Low  Medium - 

High  
High  High  

Research  Nil -Low Nil-

Medium  
Medium-

High  
High  

Operational  Medium-High  High  High  High  
Local Brand  Nil-Low  Medium-

High  
High  High  

Table 4-2: Categorisation and levels of autonomy for campus management models 

From the table, it can be seen that, in general, levels of autonomy increase from the 

administrative model through to the federal campus.  This is a consequence of using 

autonomy as the driver for categorising campus management models.  

Looking at specific autonomies, in the case of the business unit model, the key 

differentiator from the faculty model is that of academic staffing. This lack of line 

management impacts upon the other autonomies that relate to academic staff 

workload, such as research and community engagement.  The key differentiator 

between the administrative and business unit model is in the area of business 

autonomy, due to business decisions being made centrally.  This requires that many 

of the other categories of autonomy are also restricted, otherwise conflicting 

management decisions could result.  Table 4-2 can be used to attribute a management 

model to a given campus by examining the authorities and autonomies possessed by 

its head of campus. 

4.5: Managerialism and Collegiality in Campus Models 

One of the most significant changes over the last 40 years in the management of 

Australian universities, and for that matter in most Western nations, has been the 

trend to migrate from a collegial approach to managerialism
62

. This has coincided in 

a shift of higher education from an elite to a mass process.  From 1955 to 1995 

student numbers increased tenfold in Australia (Lindsay, 1997).  It also coincides 

with a period of increasing consumer rights and, with the introduction of HECS in 
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 Concepts of collegiality and managerialism are discussed in section 3.4. 
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1989 and growing financial contributions by students, increased expectations of 

accountability. 

The issue of managerialism and whether it is a natural consequence of adopting any 

particular campus management model is important, as, regardless of its increased 

application within the university sector, it is still often viewed with suspicion and 

considered to be inconsistent with academic culture. This can initially lead to 

negative perceptions of management models, simply based on an assumption that the 

more business-focussed the model, the less collegial it had to be. Managerialism at 

the institutional level can also be associated with centralisation of power, which as 

previously identified, can be a key driver in the choice of satellite campus 

management model. 

Collegiality still has strong roots within universities and there are still institutions 

where the vice-chancellor appears to govern with the tacit agreement of the deans 

rather in a role of CEO.  How long these remnants of collegiality remain at the 

highest level of decision making is probably more an issue of governmental policy 

objectives and the leadership style of the vice-chancellor.  Professor Alan Lindsay 

claims that even in the 1970s  “the idea that universities were, or could be, managed 

was a matter of contention,” (1997, p. 3) but that this changed with the Dawkins 

Revolution of the late 1980s.  In 1994, Smith and Sachs (Lindsay, 1997) argued that 

collegiality had been “historically outflanked” and that a range of factors “render 

futile attempts to re-establish the idea of universities as collegial communities”.  

It is not surprising, therefore, that under managerialism; the subsequent perceived 

disenfranchisement of the academic community of a university can lead to resistance 

and contempt for this style of control.  This negative attitude towards the 

managerialist approach is reflected in the opinions of Considine and Painter (1997), 

where it is seen to place emphasis on comprehensive corporate planning, based on 

centrally determined goals.  They espouse that the managerial university has failed to 

forge creative forms of organisation that uniquely reflect their purposes or to 

engender locally contextualised learning cultures (1997, p. 5).   

Managerialism is often characterised by its tools, listed by John Alford (1993, p. 

153) as “corporate planning; grouping of activities by outputs or outcomes; a 

divisionalised organisational structure; coordination by performance monitoring; 

generalist managers; and results oriented remuneration.”  A degree of scepticism 

exists in most managers who have endured the operation of these tools, which in 

many cases seem to be a matter of going through the action rather than adding real 

value.  These tools can also restrict innovation by becoming an end in themselves.  

From a satellite campus perspective, where innovation to cater for its own market 

can be critical to its success, anything that retards this can be seen to be non-value 

adding at best and highly constrictive at worst. 

Managerialism stemmed from the private sector, and there is an argument that it 

should not apply to the public sector, although this has essentially been lost.  Alford 

(1993, p. 155) quotes international literature to contrast the public sector against the 

private sector in that “most areas of public service and administration have distinct 

political, ethical, constitutional and social dimensions, which render it different from 

the public sector.”  He goes on to state that others (Parker 1989; Nethercote 1989, 
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Bryson 1986; Yeatman 1987; Bayne 1989) concluded that it was undesirable to 

apply it to the public sector in that it “unduly elevates the value of efficiency at the 

expense of other important values, such as impartiality, probity, equity and 

participation”.  Alford holds that the “fundamental problem of the managerialist 

position is that it sees politics as external to the public manager’s job,” (1993, p. 

155), but that in reality this separation of politics and administration is extremely 

difficult to achieve.  Glyn Davis, the current Vice-Chancellor of the University of 

Melbourne, was previously also highly critical of managerialism, claiming that it 

removed “an idyllic older bureaucratic world….reducing every relation to a mere 

money exchange” (1997, p.305).  

With all this negativity towards managerialism, it is a wonder it still exists within the 

university sector, let alone is now well established.  The key reason for its increasing 

prominence is that the universities are now primarily business operations, actively 

competing with their sister institutions.  In many cases, they are no longer confined 

to limitations of the on-campus geographic market but increasingly competing at a 

national and international level.  Failure to keep a close eye on the bottom line results 

in significant risks to the autonomy and management of an institution.  This does not 

conflict with the altruistic objectives of a university, but it can no longer be 

considered to be able to depend on the benevolence of governments.   

Managerialism has also evolved over time, with a move away from an original 

emphasis on administration and policy to an emphasis to one of management.  

Fitzsimons (1999) describes this form of managerialism as New Public Management 

(NPM).  Under NPM he states that amongst other things, it requires a reconstruction 

of accountability relationships, something which was at the core of the Business Unit 

model.  Contrary to Alford’s negative view of managerialism, Fitzsimons states that, 

“managerialism assumes an autonomous, individualistic, transparent and self-

interested, rational individual at its core that is admonished to ‘take responsibility’, to 

be ‘self-motivated’.”  In actuality, this position would suggest that managerialism is 

a key tool in the empowerment of individuals, a position I would agree with.  

I believe therefor, that the negativity towards managerialism in the university sector 

to be somewhat misplaced, due to it not being clearly understood, with the ‘hard’ 

managerialist approach being seen to be the complete definition.  Collegiality can 

still play an important role in this in advising the decision maker, but, in the end, in a 

managerial institution, the accountability for a decision and outcome can be traced to 

one individual.  The fixation on performance management and centrally determined 

goals, is not a given under managerialism but is more a reflection of how it is 

interpreted.  There is certainly a need to have well-defined processes and clarity of 

purpose under a managerialist model, but the key really is in how much ownership 

for outcomes is devolved to lower levels.  This is itself more a reflection of trust and 

willingness to accept risk amongst the differing levels of management than in 

managerialism in itself. 

Managerialism and collegiality can co-exist within universities, but Lindsay provides 

an interesting proposition that “leadership can contribute to the integration of 

collegiality and managerialism” (1997, p. 17).  He also proposes that leadership is 

often seen as a one-person activity but “leaders can build teams, and teams 

themselves can provide effective leadership”.  Using this concept, the importance of 
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inclusive leadership is a way in which the traditions of collegiality and the 

decisiveness and accountability of managerialism can be welded together to meet the 

requirements of all stakeholders.  The challenge is selecting leaders who can walk 

this fine line and, having grown in a collegial environment, be willing to be decisive 

and accountable whilst retaining the propensity to trust and accept the risks from the 

delegation of ownership.  Lindsay claims that  

Higher education’s major need is not for managers who can steer 

institutions to achieve known objectives with known techniques, but for 

leaders who can foster quality, organisational learning and cooperative 

change, and most importantly who can ‘blaze a trail’ into unchartered 

territory. (1997, p. 22) 

In conclusion, managerialism within universities is a reality of the modern higher 

education sector.  It does not, however, mean that it cannot coexist with collegiality.  

Collegiality as the dominant management philosophy within an institution is, 

however, increasingly rare due to the challenges it presents in the areas of 

accountability and speedy decision making in the highly commercial business 

environment that universities operate in.  As discussed in the following section, the 

choice of a campus management model can have a significant impact upon this 

interplay of managerialism and collegiality within a university. 

4.5.1: Management Models and Collegiality 

When considering campus management models, the interaction of collegiality and 

managerialism needs to be considered at two levels: intra-campus, being the 

relationship between the head of campus and campus staff; and intra-university, 

being the relationship between the head of campus, the deans and other senior 

executives of the university.   

The line management of campus academic staff by the head of campus in the faculty 

and federal campus models gives these models significant levels of independence 

from the faculties at the parent campus.  This reduces the necessity, although not 

necessarily the desirability, for collegiality for both intra-campus and intra-university 

management relationships.  This is not to say that managerialism dominates the intra-

university relationships in these models, and other factors such as the relative power 

status of the head of campus and deans are likely to have a significant impact.  This 

was evident in the case of the head of campus of the DFM1 campus who reported 

directly to the vice-chancellor.  This gave the head of campus an implied legitimate 

power (French & Raven, 1959) and the ability to structure their relationships with 

deans  around a managerialist approach, but it also gave them the ability to initially 

operate collegially and only revert to a managerialist style if that was unsuccessful. 

It is interesting to note that at the DFM1 campus, campus services and ICT support 

were provided centrally.  These services were controlled by very detailed SLAs and 

hence were highly managerial. This was fairly common across most models, but 

many heads of campus saw these arrangements as inflexible, unresponsive and non-

consultative.  
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 The business unit model uses managerial tools such as SLAs and the Operational 

and Management Procedures to define and manage both intra-campus and intra-

university deliverables.  Importantly, though, the SLAs in this model are deliberately 

brief and lack detail beyond the absolutely essential requirements. While this may 

appear to be very managerialist, particularly with the authority for decisions being 

held by the head of campus, its matrix structure strongly encourages, if not 

necessitates, a collegial style of internal decision-making to ensure the commitment 

of all staff to achieve the campus goals. This also flows through to the relationships 

with the parent campus faculties.  My own experience would indicate that, again, 

relative power structures are important for determining behaviour.   When the heads 

of campus reported directly to the vice-chancellor and were members of the VCC, 

this provided an environment that facilitated communication and common 

understandings.  When the heads of campus were removed from the VCC this 

resulted in a need to rely on managerialist tools to ensure that deliverables were met.  

Interestingly, though, where specific personal relationships and levels of trust 

developed, the natural tendency was to work collegially with the managerial tools 

used mainly as a means of gaining a common understanding of expectations.   

In the case of the administrative model, collegiality dominates the intra-campus and 

intra-university relationships, as the head of campus has no ability to direct the 

activities of the faculties and must use political influence to ensure that deans support 

the campus and that on-campus academic staff deliver what is expected.
63

 From my 

research, the persuasiveness, expert and referent power, and political acumen of the 

head of campus are critical in this model.    The heads of campus of the BAM1, 

DAM1, and FAM1 campuses, all administrative models, stressed that this was how 

they were forced to operate.  The ultimate problem with this mode of operation is 

that collegiality can be thwarted by parties unilaterally exercising power, usually for 

commercial gain, and almost invariably it is the head of campus who is in the weaker 

position under an administrative model.  In the case of the AFM1 campus and DFM1 

campus, the move of both from administrative to faculty models can be explained 

partly due to the failure of collegiality to deliver satisfactory outcomes in the 

parent/satellite campus relationships.  

From my research, it was evident that collegial administrative management models 

were instituted for campuses such as  the DFM1 and HAM1 campuses as a means of 

limiting the autonomy of the heads of campus.  The weakness of relying on 

collegiality alone as a way of driving optimum outcomes for a campus, particularly 

with regards to business performance and community engagement, did however, 

result in the development of the more managerialist faculty models for the AFM1 

campus and DFM1 campus. This did not negate the ability to utilise collegiality as a 

means of engaging at an intra-campus and intra-university level; it just provided a 

fall-back for the campus in the event it was not productive.  

The choice of management model for a given campus was always based on a variety 

of reasons, but once a model was chosen, its associated autonomies could in some 

cases force, and in other cases just encourage, maintaining collegial relationships at 

both intra-campus and intra-university levels. Notably though, collegiality and 
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 The QUT Caboolture Campus is the one exception I have found, where although operating under an 

administrative model, the Campus Head has almost complete control over teaching revenue and 

allocates it the faculties based on agreed performance. 
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managerialism align themselves to certain corporate cultures which may exist within 

universities. An examination of the types of cultures and how they affect campus 

management models is outlined in the next section. 

4.6: Management Models and Internal Organisational 
Cultures 

Within any organisation there are cultures of how business is done, and these are 

likely to vary between businesses and the sectors they operate in.  This section 

examines the types of organisational culture at a university level and how they relate 

to the implementation of the various campus management models. 

Within the university sector, Ian McNay (1995) proposes that factors including 

traditions, mission, leadership style and external pressures can lead to four different 

organisational cultures being, collegium, bureaucracy, corporation and enterprise.  

He proposes that all are justifiable and even coexist within most universities.   

McNay’s model can be represented on two axes, the horizontal being the levels of 

policy definition, and the vertical being the level of control of its implementation.  

Both of these are measures of overall autonomy, hence can be applied to the 

categories of management model proposed in this dissertation. McNay’s model is 

displayed in Figure 4-1. 

Control of 

Implementation 

Tight Bureaucracy Corporation 

 
Collegium Enterprise 

Loose  Tight 

          Policy Definition 

Figure 4-1:  McNay’s categorisation of university corporate culture. 

Although this model was not specifically designed to examine satellite campuses, 

and appears to focus primarily on the operation of faculties and units within the total 

university, it would hold that a satellite campus could be seen as one of these units.   

Study centres and weak administrative models, would, under McNay’s 

categorisation, display the characteristics of being part of a corporation.  There is 

very little authority held at campus level, with both policy definition and 

implementation being tightly controlled centrally.     

The business unit and strong administrative management model are subject to 

centralised policy definition, but with mechanisms for on-campus control and 

implementation.  Using McNay’s model, this is tight policy definition and loose 

control of implementation, which equates to an enterprise culture.   
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The faculty management model is most likely a cross between an enterprise and 

collegium model, depending upon the degree of control over academic processes 

exercised corporately.   

This concept of an enterprise university, particularly in a modern Australian context, 

has been expanded by Marginson and Considine.  They believe that the term 

‘enterprise’ captures “both economic and academic dimensions, and the manner in 

which research and scholarship survive but are now subjected to new systems of 

competition and demonstrable performance” (2000, p. 5). They go on to add that, 

“Enterprise is as much about generating institutional prestige as about income”.   

Based on the research and my own experiences, this is consistent with the motivation 

of USQ, Edith Cowan University and Monash University in moving selected satellite 

campuses to business unit or faculty administrative models, although I believe that 

income was the primary driver.  Also, and contrary to Marginson and Considene’s 

concept of enterprise, Monash University’s also had a desire to increase institutional 

prestige by distancing the corporate entity from its satellite campus in Gippsland.   

The federal campus model is the extreme situation where there is little centralised 

control, and corporate policy definition and implementation would be classed as 

loose.  Under McNay’s categorisation this would be classed as a ‘collegium’ 

relationship. 

McNay’s model is a useful tool for determining whether a proposed campus 

management model is consistent with a university’s internal management culture, but 

as McNay (1995) points out, all four cultures co-exist in most universities.  McNay 

also gives an example where, what appears to be the culture within a university may 

not in fact be the reality, citing an example where a group of individuals thought they 

would gain control of a university by dominating the committee system 

(bureaucracy), only to find that power actually resided in the senior management 

team (enterprise) (1995, p. 110).   

It is interesting to reflect on the internal workings of a satellite campus and relate it 

to McNay’s models, focussing on the concept of line management of the academic, 

support and administrative campus staff.  At a higher level I would propose that both 

the campus business unit and faculty models require an enterprise culture within the 

university and are themselves, reflections of this.  At a campus level however, the 

differences in line management between the two campus models require different 

internal cultures.  In the faculty model, the head of campus has line management 

over faculty and most, if not all, support staff.  This means that policy definition 

could be looser than models where control is exerted from a distance.  The scope for 

an internal collegium culture is greater, with the knowledge that if the organisation 

starts to drift from the vision of the head of campus, they have the authority to bring 

it under control.   

In the case of the business unit model however, faculty and support staff are not line 

managed by the head of campus but are accountable to the head of campus.  To be 

accountable without line management there is a need for a clear understanding of 

what is expected to avoid conflict and misunderstanding.  As such, tools such as the 

service level agreement and campus procedures become critical.  These can be seen 

as the policy definition axis of McNay’s model.  It is not necessarily the case, 
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however, that the control of their implementation needs to be tight, and this is 

determined by levels of trust and individual managerial behaviour.  Where the 

control is tight this is a corporation culture under McNay’s model, and where it is 

loose it is a bureaucracy.  In the case of the USQ Springfield business unit model, 

where emphasis is placed on team leaders to make decisions and report by exception, 

this tends to suggest that the internal management culture would be classified as a 

bureaucracy, a necessity with the matrix management structure of the campus. 

McNay proposes that, in the UK, “the competitive demand for students, the 

development of consumerism and government charters, of student’s awareness of 

their value to university budgets and the shift towards paying more of their own 

costs” (1995, p. 111),  pushed universities towards an enterprise model.  All these 

factors exist in Australia, hence, if we accept McNay’s proposition, enterprise 

models will become more common.  This is consistent with Marginson and 

Considene’s (2000) study of 17 Australian Universities from 1997 to 2000, where 

they observed that the organisational changes towards an enterprise model were 

happening in every university they visited. 

McNay went on to propose that within the UK, the normal evolution for university 

management cultures is from collegium to bureaucracy to corporation to enterprise, 

although this is not universal.  McNay (1995, p. 117) stresses the client focus of the 

enterprise model, which is consistent with the business unit and faculty models as 

they seek to cater for their market.  With the implementation of the Bradley Review 

in Australia, and the move to student demand-driven funding, the client will become 

even more difficult to ignore, so it may very well be that government policy will be a 

major driver in forcing the wider scale adoption of the enterprise model.  If this is the 

case, then over time, strong administrative, business unit and faculty management 

model should become more common. At this stage, however, it is still too early to 

identify any such consistent trend.  

4.7: Chapter Summary 

There is a range of campus management models that can best be categorised by the 

degree of autonomy and accountability vested in the head of campus.  The types of 

autonomy are extensive, but are fundamentally related to what is required for the 

head of campus to meet agreed business outcomes and non-financial campus goals, 

and engage with the local community.   

Although some models may imply that they are managerialist, this is not necessarily 

the case and collegiality and managerialism should not be seen as competing 

ideologies for the management of a campus.  The various management models give 

the head of campus differing authorities to make and execute decisions, and may 

even force collegiality at both intra-campus and intra-university levels, as is the case 

to differing extents for the administrative and business unit models.  For any campus 

it is likely to be the leadership style of the head of campus that will determine the 

optimum mix of collegiality and managerialism within the constraints of what is 

permissible.  

Ian McNay proposed a number of categories for internal management culture within 

universities.  These are useful to consider whether a given campus management 
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model is a good fit with the prevalent culture, but they can also be used to determine 

the culture required at a campus for a given model.  The enterprise culture, which 

focuses on both commercial success and research prestige is predicted to become 

more dominant, and this would suggest that higher autonomy campus models may 

also become more common to support this trend. 

In the following chapter, the influencing factors that drive the adoption of a 

particular model that were identified in the research, will be examined in detail and 

compared against the categories of management model proposed in this chapter.  The 

stability of models over time will also be examined to determine whether this should 

be considered when choosing a model to apply to a campus. 
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CHAPTER 5: FACTORS INFLUENCING THE CHOICE OF 
MANAGEMENT MODEL 

In Chapter Four the five types of campus management models that were identified in 

the research were identified and characterised based upon their levels of autonomy.  

In this chapter, the prevailing factors that influence the choice of adopting a 

particular management model will be examined in detail.  These six factors were 

identified in the initial research and were listed in Chapter Three (pp. 179-181).  

They are university level management culture and practices, the degree of 

specialisation of a campus, the geographical separation between the satellite and 

parent campus, brand consistency, the commercial environment, and the requirement 

for community engagement.   These factors could all be classified as prevailing, and 

are dynamic influences that can change over time, leading to the possibility of having 

to change management models to cater for their variability.  

In this chapter, a further two factors that specifically impact the choice of 

management model at the point of inception of a campus are also examined.  These 

are campus amalgamations as a means of creating a satellite/parent campus 

relationship, and campuses established through specific government grants with the 

aim of meeting a government social objective. These differ from the six previously 

identified prevailing factors in that they are considerations at the time of establishing 

a campus, but may or may not have an ongoing impact upon the selection of campus 

management models.  

The second part of this chapter examines whether there is evidence that models will 

predictably evolve over time as well as the inherent stability of each of the 

management models.  The trigger for examining this was based upon the evolution of 

the management models for the AFM1 and DFM1 campuses, plus my own 

experiences at USQ Springfield.  If there are life cycle and stability influences, these 

could possibly be used to inform the selection of an appropriate model for a campus, 

or at least anticipate how a campus model may need to adapt in the future. The 

impact of campus growth or lack of it, and the increased cost of higher autonomy 

models are also considered. 

5.1: Management Culture and Practices 

Satellite campuses cannot choose their own management models, as by their nature, 

with the exception of a legislated federal campus created under government 

legislation, the autonomy they possess must be devolved from the corporate structure 

of the university.  As a consequence, and noting the importance of all the influencing 

factors previously identified, the range of allowable management models open to a 

campus will firstly be constrained by what is considered acceptable within 

management culture and practices that exist in the university.  This can be broken 

down into a number of elements, but based upon my research, the elements that had 

the most recognisable influence were the propensity of a university towards 

centralisation or decentralisation, and its budget mechanisms.  Each of these will be 

addressed in greater detail.  
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5.1.1: Centralisation and Decentralisation 

The terms ‘centralisation’ and ‘decentralisation’ are used frequently throughout this 

dissertation and are well established concepts in the organisational management 

literature.  In the context of parent and satellite university structures, a centralised 

university is one where decisions that affect satellite campus operations, particularly 

with regard to its interaction with its market and business operations, are being made 

at and by the parent campus.  Based on McNay’s taxonomy of university corporation 

culture discussed in Chapter Four (pp. 219-223), this would be classed as a 

corporation.   

Fulop, Hayward and Lilley (2004, p. 130) define a centralised organisation as one 

which “maintains tight control of authority at or near the top of the organisation,” 

and they argue that “those which delegate decision making closer to where the work 

is performed are said to be decentralised”.  

Centralisation of non-operational decisions at the parent campus, such as policy 

development or university strategy, is assumed to be normal business practice and is 

not inconsistent with decentralisation.  Galbraith and Kates (2008, pp. 149-151) 

identify the structure of an organisation as consisting of the corporate centre and 

operating or business units, and, regardless of the degree of decentralisation, list the 

critical functions of the centre as business performance improvement, shared services 

and compliance.  Importantly, a degree of centralisation is almost always required, 

and having centralised or university-wide departments and faculties that provide 

services to a satellite campus can ensure greater efficiencies, discipline expertise, and 

standardisation.  This corporate centre is evident in both high and low autonomy 

management models.  The key issue is whether these departments and faculties are 

responsive and accountable to a satellite head of campus for the services they 

provide.  If this is the case, this is characteristic of a decentralised model, even 

though the head of campus may not have line management control over these 

services.  If there is no accountability, this suggests a centralised model applies. 

There are arguments for and against decentralisation. Henry Mintzberg (1979, p. 

182) lists reasons for centralisation as focussing all decisions with one individual, the 

need for coordination, and the lust for power.  Hornegren, Datar and Foster (2003) 

identify the arguments against decentralisation as being suboptimal decision making 

due to a lack of harmony between the goals of the company, subunit and decision 

makers; subunit managers wasting their attention on internal competition; dispersed 

information; and duplicated activities.   

There are equally strong arguments for decentralising and Mintzberg provides the 

three key reasons as to why an organisation should decentralise.  These are as 

follows, and include my comments on how they might apply to satellite campuses: 

a. All decisions cannot be understood at one centre, in one brain: 

The operation of any campus, whether parent or satellite, is complex, 

with new issues arising on a daily basis.  Having one individual 

responsible for multiple campuses, removed from the context of the 

issues as they occur, would simply be overwhelming, resulting in the 
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lack of timeliness in decisions and possibly inappropriate solutions 

given the campus context . 

b. It allows organisations to respond quickly to local conditions: 

Comprehensive satellite campuses usually operate in their own market 

and respond to their community needs.  These markets are often 

different to those of the parent campus due to factors such as age 

profile, socio-economic status, industry related employment 

aspirations, and cultural groupings.  In the increasingly competitive 

environment of tertiary education, campuses must be able to 

understand their market and respond quickly to address issues, 

counter or exploit the behaviour of competitors, and exploit growth 

opportunities. 

c. It is a stimulus for motivation: In the words of Mintzberg “creative 

and intelligent people require considerable room to manoeuvre” 

(1979, p. 183). It would be hoped that universities attract these sorts 

of people and over-centralisation will possibly stifle initiative with a 

consequent reduction in job-satisfaction and retention.  

Galbraith and Kates (2008) also include the need to preserve justifiable differences 

as a reason for decentralisation.  They give the example of a company expanding into 

a new geographical market, not dissimilar to the establishment of the USQ 

Springfield Campus, where it will be: 

at some disadvantage against local competitors.  For all the expertise and 

superior products it may possess, the expanding company will not know the 

local market and tastes as well as the established local competitor does.  

These local differences may be subtle but important (2008, p. 157). 

There is a further reason for decentralising, and this relates to maximising customer 

satisfaction.  Prescott and Edelshain state that decentralisation “assumes that greater 

decision-making flexibility through local autonomy permits a higher degree of local 

sensitivity” (2005, p. 625),  and observe that in business, sales and distribution, 

which is akin to the operations of satellite campuses, the importance of  “closeness to 

the market and local responsiveness dominate”.  Fulop, Hayward and Lilley state that 

“historically, organisations move into decentralised modes because of factors such as 

size, market demands and geographical dispersion, where the referral of matters to a 

head office or a central administration might mean costly delays or poor customer 

service” (2004, p. 130).  Galbraith and Kates state that one of the disadvantages with 

centralisation is that managers with a top-down view “may become disconnected 

from the needs of constituents and lose touch with real customers” (2008, p. 159).  

Mintzberg, quoting Ansoff, provides a concise description of the issue and the 

importance of decentralisation as follows: 

The intuitive feel of the manager, his special knowledge of the customer as 

well as the competition and local culture, political developments, and local 

trends, all are difficult to code for transmission to a centralised decision 

point and to be understood in these remote and detached head offices, beset 

with competing problems (1979, p. 284). 
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Technology has influenced the ability to centralise decision making and Fulop, et al 

state that “the need to decentralise, based on increasing size or geographical 

dispersion, has minimised because of online computing and improved 

telecommunications” (2004, p. 130), factors that were not present at the time of 

Mintzberg’s writings.  There is no doubt that greater centralisation of some services 

within universities, such as student management, has been facilitated by advances in 

IT systems, with improved responsiveness, efficiency and effectiveness.  My own 

experience is, however, that there are some functions best provided on a face-to-face 

basis, and removing operational decision making from the ‘coal face’ is usually at 

the expense of student and staff satisfaction, and seriously compromises relationship 

building.  

Customer or student satisfaction is essential for the long term sustainability of a 

satellite campus, particularly where there are accessible alternatives.  For this to 

occur, though, students must be able to receive responsive and contextualised 

solutions to the issues they face, be taught and serviced by well-motivated staff, and 

feel a sense of ownership of their campus.  From my own experience, over-

centralisation, often justified by claims of ensuring all students have an identical 

experience, fails to provide for these needs.  It is virtually impossible, and probably 

inappropriate, to provide identical experiences across different campuses and 

cohorts, and attempts to do so usually result in the stifling of initiative or creativity at 

anywhere but the centre.     

An alternative approach is to focus on the equivalency of outcomes, rather than 

having identical inputs.  This would allow greater operational control and 

responsiveness at the individual campus level.  Resistance to this can be driven by 

the belief that brand consistency means that everything is identical within an 

organisation, rather than the application of its core values and outcomes.  In the case 

of universities, this can lead to marketers, as perceived gatekeepers of the brand, 

having an undue influence on the contextualised teaching approaches applied at 

differing campuses, something which they inherently have little knowledge of.   

The issue of centralised decision making having the potential to adversely affect 

business outcomes at satellite campuses is not confined to Australian universities.  

Charles Bird, who has had 35 years of experience in US satellite campuses (titled 

branch campuses), including twice being a head of campus and having been a past 

president of the National Association of Branch Campus Administrators, provides 

the following advice to the US vice-chancellor equivalents: 

It is absolutely poor leadership to say that you want to see enrolment grow at 

your branch campuses (or in your online programs) and then allow decisions 

that require the knowledge of the local community and branch students to be 

made at the main campus.  The main campus does not know best when it 

comes to recruiting and serving branch campus audiences that, by definition, 

are different from the audience on your main campus (2014, p. 70). 

In summary, whether a university’s management culture is centralist or decentralist 

is a major determining factor in what management model a satellite campus can 

have.  This is because autonomy is devolved from the centre, and high autonomy 

models will be unworkable in a centralist university if authority is not devolved.  As 
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a consequence, if a university’s management culture is centralist in nature, a satellite 

campus should only expect to operate in an administrative model, noting that there is 

still room for differing levels of influence between the weak and strong versions of 

the model. 

5.1.2: Budget Processes 

Budgets are often said to drive behaviour, as they restrict certain behaviours and 

incentivise others.  A budget mechanism can have unintended outcomes, but if it is 

well thought out, it can also drive desired outcomes.  For this reason, the budget 

mechanism for funding campuses must fit the management model adopted. 

A key budget factor from my research is whether the faculties are business units 

within a university, as is often the case.  If faculties are profit centres at the parent 

campus, their behaviour is understandably driven by a desire to maximise this profit, 

as it is often seen as a measure of the competency of the dean, plus it provides funds 

to allow new initiatives, research, and improved facilities. These are generally seen 

to be positive outcomes for a university, but, depending on how the satellite campus 

budget models are established, the faculty business unit structure can be detrimental 

to satellite campuses.  

Where faculties are treated as the key business units, the remoteness of a satellite 

campus separates its students from the decision makers within the faculty at the 

parent campus.  Where an administrative model is in place, in order to save 

resources, students at the satellite campus may receive a pared down teaching 

experience compared to the students on the parent campus.  The remoteness of the 

students appears to make this more palatable than imposing this on the students at the 

parent campus.
64

   

From my research, the greatest frustration for heads of campus in the administrative 

model is that the very organisation responsible for ensuring academic quality, the 

faculty, is incentivised to provide the bare minimum at a satellite campus,  and the 

head of campus has no budgetary mechanism or authority to prevent this occurring.  

Having mechanisms to deal with this problem is one of the fundamental reasons for 

instituting the business unit, faculty and federal campus management models.
65

 

An essential aspect of the business unit, faculty and federal campus models is the 

ability to manage and distribute load revenue amongst the portfolio of programs on 

campus.
66

  This removes faculty budgetary considerations from the decision making 

process, and ensures that business decisions are made in the best interests of the 

satellite campus.  Under the faculty and federal campus models the academic staff 

are employed by the campus, and combined with a high level of autonomy over their 
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 This occurred frequently at the USQ Wide Bay Campus through televised lectures or providing core 

courses by distance education as the only study mode option.  The GAM1 campus, while being a 

much stronger administrative model and having large class sizes, also finds that delivery modes are 

dictated by the faculties at the main campus. 
65

 The service level agreement in the business unit model dictates teaching modes while the direct line 

management of academic staff in the faculty and federal campus models removes the ability of 

external parties from determining optimum teaching modes.  
66

 There appears to be one exception to this, being QUT Caboolture.  Although being an 

administrative model, the campus head has control over all revenue after paying a corporate overhead. 
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program portfolio, heads of campus only have to focus on their internal campus 

operations and corporate returns.  Under the business unit model, the campus needs 

to reimburse the faculties for staffing effort and also needs to work collaboratively 

with the faculties to have programs included on the campus.  Faculties would 

normally only do this if they see it is to their benefit; hence, the business unit model 

is also designed to return revenue and surpluses to the faculties to ensure they are 

motivated to cooperate.
67

  Importantly, the model guarantees to cover the staffing 

and delivery costs for faculties, thus removing all risk to faculties and the associated 

rights to unilateral actions, plus, through the SLA process, it also has provision for 

penalties for non-compliance, essential to give the ultimate control for the student 

learning experience to the campus. 

In the case of universities that also offer external or on-line education alternatives, 

the way funds are allocated for this student load can also drive perverse behaviours 

from a satellite campus perspective.  As an example, at USQ, external student 

income was previously paid at the same rate as that for on-campus load at the 

satellite campuses.  This on-campus income needed initially to be distributed across 

the faculties to ensure all staffing and delivery costs were met prior to surpluses 

being distributed.  This invariably meant that faculties could make more revenue by 

having their on-campus load at the satellite campus shift to distance mode.  The 

campus was still obligated to pay all staffing and delivery costs, but faculties could 

also gain extra revenue from this load shift.  Thankfully this behaviour was rare, but 

there have been significant instances where faculties deliberately encouraged 

students to enrol in distance mode, while at the same time encouraging them to 

attend on-campus lectures funded by the campus.  

The process of allocating revenue also has a significant impact on what a satellite 

campus is able to do, particularly with regard to discretionary funding, which is 

essential for growing the campus and managing its community engagement.  The 

weak administrative model requires that funds are allocated centrally and the campus 

bids for what it requires to operate the services it provides.  Under this model, where 

the head of campus has little ability to engage meaningfully with the local 

community, it is unlikely there will be much in the way of discretionary funding 

allocated.  A strong administrative model would, conversely, require enough 

discretionary funding to allow it to make good its engagement with its community.  

A particularly interesting case exists at the QUT Caboolture Campus.  Although an 

administrative model, the campus is provided with all teaching revenue and pays a 

set proportion to the university as a corporate overhead.  The head of campus has full 

control over the remainder to pay faculties for teaching services, market the campus 

and to undertake initiatives.  Although not having ultimate control over his program 

portfolio, he has considerable influence over the behaviour of the faculties at his 

campus, and hence would be classified as operating under a strong administrative 

model, bordering on being a business unit model. 

In the case of the faculty and federal campus models, a corporate overhead or 

dividend may be charged, but the head of campus has considerable discretion to 

allocate the remainder.  With the business unit model, whilst there is no reason why 

the same process could not be used, in the case of USQ, funds are allocated centrally, 
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 If a university was to no longer treat faculties as business units, the focus would then become 

meeting corporate goals and targets and the surplus redistribution would be treated differently. 
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albeit as proportion based on load.  The problem with this is that the allocation can 

be arbitrary, leaving the satellite campuses exposed through their commitment to 

guaranteeing a no-risk operation for the faculties. This allocation model requires that 

centrally allocated core funds be zero-based, or at least at a minimum level 

determined by the campus.  In reality this does not occur, and tends to be based on 

corporate priorities, making medium to long term planning challenging.  

A criticism of a centralised system of resource allocation, which occurs in the 

administrative and USQ business unit models, was put forward in ‘The Impact on 

University Management of Financing and Control Systems for Higher Education 

Report’ published in 1978.  The report analysed a number of university models from 

various countries and concluded that when dealing with resources: 

it would undoubtedly be a mistake to want to channel this kind of 

information showing the links between resources and activities into a single, 

highly centralised body or department of the institution.  Such a body would 

tend either to remain at too general a level in its decisions, or by trying to 

settle all details at the top, treat them in much too abstract a manner, quite 

divorced from everyday realities (1978, p. 86). 

In the modern era, where electronic management accounting systems allow far 

greater visibility, it could be argued that this is not as significant now.  The report’s 

conclusion goes on to say: 

The more the basic units are given the means permanently to criticise the 

allocation of resources for their activities, the better the chances of 

achieving a better overall use of resources. The logical answer to the 

stagnation of resources is undoubtedly decentralisation.  

For this to work, however, there is a need for well-defined procedures, delegations 

and authorities.  More importantly, there is a need for trust.  When resources tighten, 

however, it is often the case that, with increasing risk, this trust diminishes and 

instead of providing clear directions, decision making is drawn back to the centre. 

In summary, university budget mechanisms as they apply to campuses, must be 

structured in a way to allow a chosen satellite campus management model to operate 

as intended.  If this does not occur, the campus may not have the ability to exercise 

the autonomies it requires to optimise its commercial outcomes.  The other 

alternative is to choose a satellite campus management model to suit existing budget 

mechanisms, possibly with the main objective of not upsetting the status quo of 

existing faculty business units.  This may lead to disregarding other factors that could 

suggest that high autonomy management models are more appropriate, resulting in 

sub-optimised commercial outcomes.   

5.2: Comprehensive or Specialist Campus 

Satellite campuses can be broadly categorised as comprehensive or specialist.  A 

specialist campus is one where the programs being offered are limited, sometimes to 

just those of one faculty or specialist discipline, and most students are usually not 

recruited from the surrounding community.  The UQ Gatton campus, which now 
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primarily concentrates on offering veterinary science, is an example of a specialist 

campus.  Due to the ATAR score required, very few local students would be 

recruited but, as veterinary science is not done anywhere else in UQ, the campus 

fulfils the role of offering these programs for the whole university.  For a specialist 

campus, community relationships focus on being a good corporate citizen, and on 

research interactions if the location of the campus allows these opportunities.  

Marketing, strategic planning and program management are invariably controlled by 

the parent faculty.  In some cases, this faculty could even be headquartered at the 

satellite campus, as is the case for the Monash University’s Faculty of Pharmacy and 

Pharmaceutical Sciences at Parkville.  

From my research, it is apparent that in cases where the campus and faculty are not 

collocated, it is not in the interest of the parent faculty to allow the head of campus of 

a specialist campus to have too much autonomy.  Engagement with the immediate 

community by the head of campus will provide very little return from the effort 

invested, and the scope for entrepreneurship at a local level is restricted.  These 

specialist campuses are clearly best suited to the administrative model and the 

examples I have seen within Australia, such as the HAM1 campus, conform to this 

proposition.  Where the satellite campus and faculty are co-located, much higher 

degrees of autonomy are possible, as the two entities could operate as the one 

business unit.   

Unlike a specialist campus, a comprehensive campus seeks to offer a range of 

programs across a variety of disciplines, determined by market demand from 

surrounding areas.  Usually programs are at the undergraduate level but can also 

include postgraduate programs.  The complete range of programs offered at the 

parent campus does not have to be offered at the satellite campus, and there is also 

scope for programs unique to the campus. As opportunities present, a comprehensive 

campus would normally seek to meet the local market demand for new programs.  It 

is usually the case that a comprehensive campus recruits its students from its 

surrounding market; hence, it is beneficial to the university that the satellite head of 

campus has the ability to strongly and authoritatively engage with their local 

community.  

A key aspect of a comprehensive campus is that, given there are multiple faculties 

represented, they and the campus are all dependent upon each other to maintain their 

brand within the local market.  This brand primarily relates to the university 

represented by the campus, and not individual faculties; thus, from a head of 

campus’s perspective, unilateral actions by faculties have the potential to be 

commercially damaging for the whole campus. The consequence of this is that the 

management regimes utilised for comprehensive satellite campuses should provide 

the head of campus with the necessary authority to ensure that all actions are 

coordinated and taken in the context of the campus’s best interests.  This suggests 

that as a general rule, the business unit or faculty model would best suit a 

comprehensive satellite campus, however, there are still other factors that will 

influence the choice of management models.  
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5.3: Geographic Factors 

A key determinant of the degree of autonomy a satellite campus should have is the 

segregation of its market from those of its parent or other satellite campuses.  The 

greater the market segregation, the less chance there is of campuses of the one 

university competing for the same students, or undertaking activities that may 

compromise the commercial operations of the other.  Segregation of markets can be 

achieved through three main methods: geographic separation, different target 

markets, and program differentiation, all of which will now be discussed.  

5.3.1: Geographic separation   

The concept of geographic separation relates primarily to the ease with which 

students can travel to different campuses to undertake the same academic program 

without having to relocate residences.  Given that there is no ability for price 

differentiation in the Australian higher education market at the undergraduate level, 

many students will choose the campus of any university that is easiest to reach. 

Surveys of USQ Springfield commencing undergraduate students from 2011-2013 

have shown that approximately 60% chose the campus for this reason
68

.   

If students can easily commute to either the parent or satellite campus from their 

residence, then the campuses are essentially competing for the same students.  There 

are two key factors here, though.  The first is that, if the markets of the two campuses 

do intersect, what is the relative size of the market in this intersecting area.  USQ 

Springfield and Toowoomba Campuses could be seen to be competing for the same 

students in the Lockyer Valley region of Queensland, but in reality these student 

numbers are small in comparison to both campuses’ main markets, which are quite 

independent of each other; hence, the commercial actions of either campus will have 

little impact upon the other. The second factor relates to the mobility of students.  It 

is conceivable that, although one campus may be geographically closer to a student, 

public transport or road networks may make it quicker or cheaper for a student to 

travel to the further campus.  The socio-economic status (SES) of the target market 

could have an effect also, as low SES students are likely to be very price sensitive to 

the upfront costs of transport or the need to minimise travel time to maximise outside 

work opportunities.  

In the case where a satellite campus offers competing programs, the three possible 

market interactions are: complete independence of markets; overlapping markets; 

and subset markets, where the satellite campus caters for a part of the parent campus 

market. These are shown diagrammatically below in Figure 5-1: 
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 Demographic and market surveys are conducted for all commencing Semester One and Semester 

Two undergraduate students on the first day of their orientation programs. 
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Independent Markets  Overlapping Markets           Subset Markets 

Figure 5-1: Types of geographical market interactions between parent and 

satellite campuses. 

In the case of independent markets, all management models are feasible, although I 

would hold that the administrative model is suboptimal, as it can restrict the ability of 

the head of campus to effectively engage with the local community.  In the case of 

the overlapping markets, there is an argument to move towards less autonomy for the 

satellite campus. This needs to be weighed up against the size of the non-overlapping 

market.  Over-control by the parent campus, with a focus on the intersection, may 

ignore the non-overlapping market and destroy the ability of the satellite campus to 

appeal to this segment.  It could be argued that in this case the best thing to do is to 

gain agreement on which campus will target or interact with different parts of the 

market, and accept there will be some degree of market ‘cannibalisation’. Where the 

geographic market of the satellite campus is predominantly a subset of the parent 

campus, then an administrative model or even the study centre model is most 

appropriate, except where there is significant program differentiation. 

5.3.2: Different target markets   

Even in situations where a satellite campus’s market could be seen to be a 

geographical subset of the parent campus’s market, there can still be significant 

differentiation due to demographic variances.  As an example, low SES students may 

be intimidated by Go8 universities and a satellite campus may be established to 

alleviate this concern. The dilemma for a highly centralised university is how to 

accommodate such a campus.  In the case of the HAM1 campus, which satisfied this 

criterion, it commenced with a high level of autonomy but this was wound back, as it 

did not fit with the corporate management culture.  With increased government 

revenue associated with low SES students there has been a renewed impetus by 

University H to recruit these students.  Rather than give autonomy back to the 

campus, the solution has been to create an independent and highly autonomous 
69

 

university college, designed solely to provide academic pathways to the parent 

campus for low SES students.  This high level of autonomy is essential if any 

organisation is to cater for a specific target market, regardless of its location. 
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 The university college is fully autonomous but the Board of Directors is solely made up of 

university employees or individuals closely associated with the university. 
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5.3.3: Program differentiation 

The previous discussion dealt with geographical and target markets as a way of 

separating parent and satellite campus markets, but if neither of these are present, a 

way of avoiding competition between campuses is to ensure that programs do not 

compete.  For this to occur, the parent campus would invariably have first call on its 

portfolio of offerings and the satellite campus would be limited in what it can offer.  

This loss of control over program offerings tends to lead to the satellite campus 

having much less business autonomy.  The simplest way to accommodate this is by 

making the satellite campus a specialist campus.     

5.3.4: Cross-campus staff sharing 

Where academic staff can feasibly travel between campuses on a daily basis, there 

are potentially greater workforce efficiencies that can be achieved by utilising staff in 

this way.  Given that travel time is generally non-productive, anything over two 

hours each way is probably not feasible for sharing staff, as over half the working 

day is wasted.  Travel times of an hour or less are probably the more practical limit.  

USQ Springfield is one and a half hours from the Toowoomba campus but still 

utilises shared staff for about 10-20% of its teaching.  This is primarily in highly 

specialised disciplines, or where it is not possible to justify full time staff for limited 

course offerings, and where part time employees are either unavailable or create 

quality assurance issues.   

Where shared academic staff are utilised, their line management by each campus at 

which they teach, whilst technically feasible through multiple employment contracts, 

is likely to be confusing and inefficient.  In this case the faculty model would be 

difficult to implement.  This changes as distances become greater, or the size of the 

satellite campus is large enough to justify a sizeable full time faculty staff.  This is 

the case for the AFM1 campus, which uses the faculty model and is over two hours 

by car from its main campus.  

Shared staff can create additional difficulties, as individuals can leverage the 

difficulty of accounting for their time between campuses to their advantage.  While 

this may occur only amongst a minority, the impact on team morale can be 

significant. Staff on the satellite campus can also appear to be given inequitable 

workloads when compared with those on the parent campus, which can lead to 

jealousy, resentment and friction.  Whether this is reality or a perception, my 

personal opinion has changed over time to a position that, for all but the study centre 

model, academic staff should be line managed by senior academics located at the 

satellite campus.  This already occurs in the faculty and federal campus models, but 

it is not the case for the administrative model.  My own experience with the business 

unit model has shown that, while this campus based line management exists in 

theory, it is often overridden by deans and heads located at the parent campus.   

There would appear to be a travel time that could be used for optimising models for 

satellite campuses that ties together the concepts of markets and staff sharing.  If 

travel times between the parent and satellite campuses were an hour or less, this 

would apply to students as well as staff. In this case, it would not be unreasonable to 

think that for a comprehensive satellite campus, it would be competing in the parent 
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campus’s market, and an administrative model should be used.  For distances over an 

hour, then the market separation, combined with the economy of sharing staff, would 

suggest a business unit model would provide an optimal outcome.  For travel times 

over two hours, staff cannot feasibly be shared and markets are clearly separated, and 

thus a faculty model may be more appropriate.  In reality, though, it is not as simple 

as this, as the size of markets, the extent of markets on the non-parent campus side of 

the satellite campus, and internal management cultures and practices will all have a 

very strong overriding influence.   

5.4: Commercial Environment  

The next factor that will influence the choice of campus management model is the 

commercial environment it is situated in.  The significance of the environment that 

an organisation operates in, as a driver of structure, has long been recognised in the 

organisational literature.  Often this is analysed in the terms of centralisation or 

decentralisation, and hence feeds back into the discussion of the university’s 

management culture. It is, however, greater than this, and also requires consideration 

of mechanisms for managing the interactions between the elements of a given 

structure, and in the case of multi-campus universities, this includes the management 

model for satellite campus universities. 

5.4.1: Environmental Variables 

Mintzberg states that “environmental variables can have a profound effect on 

structure, often overriding those of age, size and technical system.” (1979, p. 287)   

He classifies four characteristics of the environment, these being, “stability, 

complexity, market diversity and hostility” (pp. 268-269).  A summary of these is as 

follows: 

5.4.1.1: Stability:  

Environments can vary from being stable to dynamic.  The term dynamic is related to 

unpredictability, not cyclical variability.  Unpredictable changes in the economy, 

government policy, consumer demand, and competitor supply are factors that lead to 

a dynamic environment, and which a satellite campus, particularly in a metropolitan 

area, may find itself subject to. Mintzberg states that there is evidence that “a 

dynamic environment will drive the structure to an organic state despite forces of 

large size and regulating technical system that act in the opposite direction” (1979, p. 

272).  The term organic structure does not seem to be well defined, but is associated 

with less formalised coordinating mechanisms, increased flexibility and decreased 

bureaucratisation. It is notable that Mintzberg does not specifically link this to 

decentralisation, although the implied requirement to delegate decision making 

would infer this to be the case. 

5.4.1.2: Complexity 

The environment can range from simple to complex, with complexity being a 

function of the level of sophisticated knowledge required on subjects such as 

products and customers.  In the case of university campuses, particularly where they 

cater for distinct cohorts, understanding and effectively engaging with their markets 
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is likely to entail a substantial degree of complexity.  Mintzberg proposed that when 

designing organisations, “the more complex the environment, the more decentralised 

the structure” (1979, p. 273).   

5.4.1.3: Market Diversity 

 Markets can be integrated or diversified, where diversification can be a result of the 

range of clients, or products and services. Where a university’s campuses cover a 

wide geographical area, including inner and outer metropolitan and regional 

locations, it is likely that its market will be diversified.  Mintzberg proposed that “the 

more diversified the organisation’s markets, the greater the propensity to split it into 

market-based units” (1979, p. 278).   Due to their usual geographical dispersion, and 

hence the need to cater for distinct markets, these market-based units within a multi-

campus university are its campuses. 

5.4.1.4: Hostility 

The environment can range from munificent to hostile.  A hostile environment can be 

one where every business action is subject to extreme competition.  Mintzberg (1979, 

p. 281) justifies identifying hostility as separate from market stability, in that at the 

extremes of hostility there is drive for an organisation to temporarily centralize its 

structure.  The prime reason for this is to allow it to respond in a quick and integrated 

manner.  This concept of speed and integration through centralisation as a way of 

addressing extreme competition is, however, not universally accepted, and Galbraith 

and Kates  propose that decentralisation fosters “the speed, creativity, and innovation 

needed to compete against nimble, highly adaptable competitors” (2008, p. 141).  A 

key issue here would appear to be the degree of localisation of the market hostility, 

with more global changes possibly needing a centralised response, while local 

market volatility could best be handled through decentralisation.     

5.5: Campus Competition 

The stability of the environment for the Australian university sector is highly subject 

to government policy, and in the past, could be described as benign, but this is 

changing rapidly.  The Federal Government had an objective of increased 

competition between universities when it adopted Recommendation 29 of the 

December 2008 Bradley Review of Higher Education, which stated:  

That the Australian Government introduce a demand-driven entitlement 

system for domestic higher education students, in which recognised 

providers are free to enrol as many eligible students as they wish in eligible 

higher education courses and receive corresponding government subsidies 

for those students (2008, p. xxiii).  

Recommendation 29 also stated that while the new arrangements would initially 

apply only to public universities, they would be extended to other providers.  This 

‘removal of enrolment caps’ and opening up of student places to other providers was 

fundamentally about driving a competitive market.  This allowed students to choose 

the institution at which they wished to study, rather than being forced in a particular 

direction due to the government restrictions on individual university and program 
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places. It removed the security that campuses had of being almost guaranteed a given 

student load due to restrictions placed upon the students.  Now other providers can 

enter a market without the previous restriction of having to be granted HECS places 

by the Federal Government.  This means that existing market monopolies can no 

longer be guaranteed.  Given that Australian universities cannot, in practice, charge 

differential tuition costs for undergraduate programs, these changes would suggest 

that universities should become focussed on the total student experience to maintain 

or increase market share.  This is particularly the case if they do not have Go8 status.  

The initial reaction from universities appears to be a lowering of entry standards and 

a proliferation of programs in already saturated discipline areas.  In 2013 this 

prompted the then Federal Minister for Education to raise concerns that this 

behaviour would lead to reduced quality, hinting that intake restrictions could be 

reintroduced.
70

   

The effects of policy changes could be dramatic for the higher education sector.  In 

an address to the National Press Club, the Chair of Universities Australia Professor 

Glynn Davis, said in relation to the effects of the student demand driven reforms 

announced by the government in Transforming Australia’s Higher Education System 

(2009)
71

: 

from now universities must compete for students. Should they fail to attract 

sufficient load, amalgamation or closure must follow.  The effects of the 

change have been immediate and dramatic. Record numbers of students 

found places in tertiary study for 2012. Indeed, almost every candidate who 

applied anywhere in Australia was offered a chance to study.  For individual 

institutions to go on growing at this rate, they must win students from each 

other. Australia’s universities have been set on the path to fierce 

competition.
72

 

Within Australia the ability to operate as a university and access Commonwealth 

assistance for student fees is very tightly controlled by both the State and 

Commonwealth governments.  For this reason, there is not the proliferation of 

private not-for-profit and for-profit institutions as in the US and other parts of the 

world.  For instance, the city of Puebla in Mexico, with a population of 2.1 million, 

has 284 degree conferring institutions.  The extended Brisbane catchment area of 

South East Queensland has a population of approximately 3 million, and has only 6 

discrete universities. Without this ability to set up a university campus at will, the 

existing universities in Australia usually have little competition in regional areas, 

where most satellite campuses may be found and provides some level of commercial 

protection. 

The creation of the Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA) in 2011, 

which flowed from the 2009 Bradley Review, has the potential to increase the 

number of non-university institutions that offer degrees in Australia.  TEQSA allows 

new providers, who are not self-accrediting, to accredit courses through TEQSA.  

Australian universities are self-accrediting, so this new provision could encourage 
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non-university institutions to enter into markets seen as profitable.  If this does occur, 

the obvious markets to enter are those where there is little competition and where 

students have been poorly serviced.  As such, it would behove universities to re-

examine their current satellite campus management models to determine whether 

they provide the necessary responsiveness to any new competition.    

The net result of the increasing competition for students is that the commercial 

environment that many campuses are subject to is becoming less stable and 

significantly more dynamic.  This implies a need to rapidly respond to the market 

through greater levels of business autonomy at a campus level.  This will not be the 

case for every satellite campus, particularly those with small markets, but where a 

competitive market exists or where it would be attractive for a competitor to enter a 

market, business unit or faculty management models with their greater business 

autonomy have the potential to be better equipped to handle these situations.   

5.6: Brand Aspirations 

What a University aspires to as a brand can have a significant influence on the degree 

of autonomy a satellite campus is permitted.  If, for instance, maximising 

international rankings is a key driver for corporate behaviour, a research-intensive 

posture will be adopted, as this is the prime determinant of rankings.  To achieve 

maximum research effort, it is likely that there will be a high degree of central 

coordination and control.  Research areas of interest to regional or outer metropolitan 

satellite campuses are unlikely to feature highly in resource distribution decisions.  

This may result in these campuses being run as administrative models.  The Monash 

University Peninsula Campus is a good example of this. 

Gaining the academically highest ranked students is an aspiration that usually 

accompanies a desire for high international standing.  These students generally 

require less support and would theoretically be the most likely to become research 

academics, further increasing the possibility of an increased international ranking.  

Satellite campuses are often in outer metropolitan or regional areas, and if they are of 

a comprehensive nature, it is highly unlikely that they will attract enough students of 

a Go8 ATAR standard to make their programs commercially viable.  Decreasing 

academic entry standards are likely to compromise the perceived status of the parent 

campus and problems can arise, particularly in the Australian system, where 

programs of the same name are usually university-wide, as opposed to campus-

specific.  The solution to this dilemma is to change the satellite campus from 

comprehensive to specialist, as University H did for its HAM1 campus, or allow 

different campus-specific named programs with lower academic entry standards, as 

occurred with the DFM1 campus.  

Where a university has more of a teaching rather than a research focus, separate 

markets are highly likely to have very specific requirements.  The best way to cater 

for this is through giving greater autonomy to satellite campuses to allow them to 

interact and respond to their local markets, without the problem of agreements being 

overridden at the whim and changing priorities of the parent campus. 

In Australia, there is usually a strong internal desire for universities to maximise their 

research rankings.  Even Monash University, which is currently a member of the 
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Go8, began by being a university designed primarily to increase higher education 

participation rates.  Many external accrediting bodies, such as the Association to 

Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (2012, pp. 42-45) require at least 50% of 

academic staff to hold doctoral qualifications and to be actively engaging in research. 

Research output is often also the main influence over an academic’s promotion 

prospects. The net result is that most, if not all, universities are trying to improve 

their international ranking and brand status, and, at some point, this may come into 

conflict with the operation and purpose of its satellite campuses. 

5.7: Community Engagement 

A fundamental element of any relationship is trust, and, for a satellite campus, there 

are few things worse than establishing agreements and understandings with its 

community, only to have them over-ridden later by the actions of its parent campus.  

This is not only demeaning for the head of campus, but creates confusion and 

uncertainty in any future engagement activities.  The link with the community can 

be severely damaged, with consequent loss of market demand.   

With the exception of specialist campuses, it is essential that a satellite campus be 

able to manage its own community engagement without the threat of it being 

undermined.  This is particularly the case if it is in a competitive market, as 

communities can rapidly switch their loyalties if they feel that they are not dealing 

with their local campus.  Communities, by their very nature, are parochial, and are 

likely to react negatively to dictates from a parent campus in a remote locality.  A 

case in point is USQ Springfield’s interaction with schools for the placement of its 

education students.  When correspondence originated from the parent campus in 

Toowoomba 100km away, engagement was poor, as schools sought to prioritise 

placements for students they perceived to be from their community and hence 

favoured other universities.  This was despite that the placement request was for 

students at the local USQ campus.  When this correspondence was changed to 

originate from the Springfield Campus, and when staff from that campus were 

authorised to establish relationships with school principals, the quality of 

engagement and availability of placements improved markedly. 

Much of the relationship with the community involves the building of trust with 

potential and existing students, and providing assurances that they will receive a high 

quality academic experience.  This includes teaching quality, mode of offer and 

program continuity.  None of these can be guaranteed under an administrative model, 

due to the lack of control the head of campus has over academic delivery. This issue 

was one of the major concerns raised during the research interviews by heads of 

campus operating under administrative models.  In particular, on-campus students 

being forced to undertake study in on-line or televised modes, was identified as the 

greatest cause for student dissatisfaction. This student dissatisfaction leaves 

campuses operating under administrative models exposed to competitors who may be 

able to provide a student experience that better matches the expectations of the local 

community. 
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5.8: Start-Up Influences 

The influences identified so far relate to conditions which are ever-present and can 

change over the life of a campus.  There are, however, two conditions that I have 

identified which affect the start-up of a campus, and while they will continue to 

impact on a campus throughout its life, they are for all intents and purposes, 

invariable.  These conditions relate to government funding specifically designed to 

allow the creation of a campus, and campus amalgamation arrangements. 

Importantly, these factors would not apply to every satellite campus, as many are 

created by their parent campus specifically for the purpose of expanding into new 

markets. 

5.8.1: Government grants 

In this dissertation I have assumed an underlying principle that, ultimately, a satellite 

campus must be financially viable, and hence this should drive the choice of 

management model, subject to the influencing factors I have already identified.  

There are, however, cases where this may not be so.  Satellite campuses may be 

established through government grants for specific objectives, and subsidisation for 

operational losses may be deemed acceptable over an extended period.  A reason for 

this could be to provide higher education opportunities to disadvantaged or remote 

communities.   

This was the basis behind the establishment of the USQ Wide Bay Campus and the 

HAM1 campus.  The University of the Sunshine Coast (USC) also received funding 

through the Federal Government’s Structural Adjustment Fund (SAF) for the 

establishment of its Gympie Campus in 2013.  It will be challenging to make this 

campus commercially self-sustaining, although not impossible.  Importantly, though, 

having bid for and accepted the funds, USC will be obligated to maintain this 

campus, noting that SAF funds are for capital works and not ongoing operations. The 

obligation to maintain the campus has become a university corporate responsibility, 

and although this could be delegated to a faculty, unless it is financially underwritten 

by the university, this arrangement could become a burden on that faculty.  If multi-

faculty operations are to be conducted, which is likely to occur in the future, an 

administrative model, with each faculty making independent commercial decisions, 

is likely to compromise the viability of the campus and consequently the explicit 

obligation the university assumed to provide higher education within the Gympie 

community.  As a consequence, during my discussions with the university, I 

recommended that a business unit model would be the best way the vice-chancellor 

could deliver on the university’s obligations to government.  The business unit model 

would also provide the greatest chance for commercial success by allowing the 

campus to effectively engage with the Gympie community without being overridden 

by faculty decisions.  As discussed later, though, the perceived greater cost of the 

model led to the university adopting an administrative model.  

It is worth noting how over time, the original ‘social good’ objectives can be 

replaced by commercial imperatives.  This has occurred for both the USQ Wide Bay 

(now Fraser Coast) and the HAM1 campuses, whose strategic directions are being 

driven by their ability to deliver surpluses to their institutions.  Regardless, when 

selecting a satellite campus management model, non-commercial objectives need to 
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be considered if they are applicable, particularly to ensure that university obligations 

are met, if for no other reason than to ensure access to future government funds.  

5.8.2: Campus amalgamations  

The discussion so far has been based on the assumption that satellite campuses are a 

creation of the parent campus. Where this does occur, there would be an expectation 

of a consistency of corporate brand and academic experience.  There are instances, 

however, where existing, stand-alone campuses are amalgamated for a variety of 

reasons.  The most common reason for this would be to maintain the commercial 

viability of at least one or possibly both institutions, but it was also a major political 

objective of the Dawkins Reforms in Australia in the 1990s.   

Campus amalgamations occur often in the US system due to commercial takeovers in 

the private-for-profit or not-for-profit sectors.  This allows growth into new markets 

and access to existing markets and students.  With the possibility of increased 

numbers of private for-profit or not-for-profit US institutions being established in 

Australia, this form of amalgamation may be seen here as well. 

The objectives behind any amalgamation must be clearly understood, as they impact 

significantly on the corporate brand and appropriate levels of campus autonomy.  

Where institutions are to be subsumed into an existing brand, which sees itself as the 

dominant party, it is unlikely that they would initially allow campuses any 

autonomies that may jeopardise this.  If, on the other hand, they saw that the new 

campus may enhance their reputation, they are likely to be more open to 

accommodating greater autonomy.  

It is possible, however, that, with the focus on the commercial and HR aspects of 

amalgamation, the selection of an optimum management model may be neglected or 

compromised.  The need to minimise disruption to existing workforces and 

community relationships to allow a seamless continuation of operations during 

amalgamation, may see a tendency to continue business-as-usual rather than address 

the structural change required.   

The bargaining power a campus has in the amalgamation negotiations is critical in 

determining the resultant autonomies it retains.  The expansion of Monash University 

in the early 1990s provides a good example.  While the new campuses were all 

initially subjected to a centralised system of administrative models, there was one 

campus which was able to essentially maintain its independence and operate under a 

federal campus model. 
73

 This was the Parkville Campus, housing the Faculty of 

Pharmacy and Pharmaceutical Sciences.  This campus is located in close proximity 

to Melbourne University, which had assumed it would be absorbed into its own 

health sciences faculty.  This was not the aspiration for the Parkville Campus, 

however, and corporately they decided to negotiate with Monash University.  It was 

seen as a highly desirable addition by Monash, giving it a Melbourne CBD presence 

plus a new high status faculty.  To ensure that this occurred, Monash was prepared to 

incorporate the campus under a legislated federal campus model.  
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 It has been suggested that the Caulfield Campus also had a large degree of commercial autonomy, 

stemming mainly from its substantial size.  This is still to be verified. 
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In contrast to the Parkville Campus situation, the Frankston State Teacher’s College, 

which had previously been amalgamated with the Caulfield Institute of Technology 

to form the Chisholm Institute of Technology, did not have the same bargaining 

power.  Its programs were not unique and the campus was located in a low SES area, 

essentially finding itself in a buyers’ market.  The net result is that when it was 

amalgamated as the Monash University Peninsula Campus, it was under an 

administrative model arrangement. 

In summary, the arrangements that exist when campuses are amalgamated can have a 

significant impact on the autonomy a campus has later on.  If the amalgamation is 

into a truly federal structure, these autonomies cannot vary without the satellite 

campus ceding powers.  In most cases the amalgamation will be into a devolved 

autonomy model, where autonomies can be unilaterally altered.  Where this occurs, 

the influence of the arrangements at amalgamation are likely to diminish, if not 

disappear, over time, but the bargaining power of the campus can have a major 

impact on the initial management model adopted. 

5.9: Growth, Size and Cyclical Influences on Management 
Models 

The previously identified factors that influence the choice of campus management 

model relate to those that prevail at a given point in time.  The states of each 

influencing factor are subject to continual variations and they may drive the need to 

adopt different campus management models as they change.  This need to 

periodically re-evaluate whether a given management model is still appropriate is not 

unique to universities and Galbraith proposed that organisational design is a 

“continuous process, not a single event” (2002, p. 154), and that “in today’s world, a 

good organisation is one that lasts long enough to get you to the next one”.   

The catalyst for change could originate from variations to any of the previously 

identified factors that influence campus management models.  These could include 

amongst many others, the employment of a new vice-chancellor and the management 

culture they bring, changes to transport infrastructure and campus accessibility, 

changing brand aspirations, and the introduction of new competitors.  These changes 

can be accommodated by reviewing the situation faced by a campus at a given point 

in time and making changes as appropriate.   

There is, however, also the possibility of a planned life cycle evolution for campus 

management models, where the start-up phase is deliberately managed differently 

than for the steady-state operation.  As a consequence, it may be appropriate to plan 

to use different management models over the life of a campus, particularly as it 

grows in size.  This section will examine the issues of the life cycle of a campus and 

its relative size compared to the parent campus. The cost of increased autonomy is 

also examined, as the ability to justify putting in place a campus management 

structure is closely linked to the size and anticipated growth of a campus. 

5.9.1: Campus Life Cycles 

As a campus ages, it is possible that there could be a life cycle or evolution of 

management models to optimise its performance, noting the previous discussions on 
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the diverse interpretation of what this may mean.  The concept of life cycles for 

organisational structures is not new and Mintzberg (1983, p. 503) identified a 

convergence of these concepts, and summarised them as predicting, but not 

guaranteeing, that organisations transition from simple structures
74

 through to 

machine bureaucracies
75

 and then to a divisionalised
76

 form.  He also identified that a 

final form, being a matrix structure or adhocracy, may also exist. This concept is 

useful when examining the corporate structure of a university as a whole, and may 

suggest that over time, satellite campuses will trend towards greater autonomy as the 

university transitions through this life cycle.   

The establishment of a new campus is a very distinct stage of its life cycle, 

particularly if it is considered as a project in its own right and managed as such.  In 

the case of USQ Springfield Campus, all elements of the project; including the 

construction, administration, academic portfolio and operations, were controlled 

through the project rather than being distributed throughout the university.  In cases 

like this, the project manager needs to have the appropriate authority to ensure that 

requirements are prioritised and coordinated to ensure an outcome that delivers the 

project’s aim and objectives.  

Almost all project teams are formed on a matrix management basis, as the alternative 

of line managing all the contributing resources is often inefficient and politically 

unacceptable. This is certainly the case within universities, where there are likely to 

be a myriad of stakeholders in the establishment of a new campus.  This occurred for 

the USQ Springfield Campus, although, the matrix management structure continued 

through the project phase and into the operational phase, becoming the basis for the 

business unit model.  It has been proposed that the start-up phase of the project was 

always anticipated to extend to the time when the campus became commercially 

viable, possibly to allow a project management approach to close the campus in the 

event it was not successful.  This was not the stated position when the project was 

being established, but is a valid strategy.  

This continuation of start-up project arrangements into the operational phase is not 

the norm, however, and in the case of the USQ Wide Bay Campus, the administrative 

model was employed once operations commenced.  This centralised model led to 

problems in the campus’s operation and eventually it adopted the business unit 

model.  Regardless of the management model adopted during the operational phase, 

the establishment or start-up phase of a campus will require granting the project 

manager the necessary autonomy to ensure that the project is delivered on time, 

within scope and on budget, and this could be through a matrix structure not 

dissimilar to the business unit model. 

Looking at the USQ Springfield experience, the business unit model allowed 

faculties to commit to the campus on a risk-free basis during the early operational 

phase.  As the campus became successful, there had been pressure within the 

university management to move it to an administrative model, as occurred at the 

HAM1 campus.  This transition was formerly completed in 2014, although for all 

intents and purposes, it occurred in 2013.   
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This move from high autonomy operations to low autonomy, occurred seven years 

after the establishment of the USQ Springfield campus, despite the model delivering 

on the planned growth targets for the campus.  Interestingly, the Monash Parkville 

Campus lost the legislative protection to its federal model at the seven year mark 

after amalgamation.  The HAM1 campus lost its autonomy at the six year mark after 

establishment, despite it also being very successful. The AFM1 campus moved from 

a low autonomy administrative model to a high autonomy faculty model six years 

after it was established, due to a realisation that the low autonomy model could not 

deliver on the desired commercial outcomes for the campus.  While the similarities 

in time frames could be a coincidence, there is the possibility that there could be a 

pattern to enact change to campus management models at the six to seven year mark 

since the last major change, or after a campus’s establishment.  Unfortunately I 

detected this phenomenon quite late in the research and was unable to clarify if it 

aligned with the life-cycle of senior management positions, the time it takes for 

management to accept that a model is not working, or the time it takes for internal 

organisational politics to triumph over the initial desire to grant satellite campuses a 

specific level of autonomy.  Regardless, it does suggest that there could be a cyclical 

nature to any life cycle model. 

The key focus of this dissertation is, however, on the management models during the 

operational phase of the campus life cycle.  Within the operational phase of a 

campus, there can be periods of high growth, as is currently the case for the 

Australian Catholic University (ACU) Banyo Campus in Brisbane.  With the closure 

of QUT Carseldine, which was its only real competition on the northern side of 

Brisbane, and a subsequent realisation in the market that students do not have to be 

Catholic to attend, for the last four years it has consistently posted annual growth 

rates of around 20%.  Although the head of campus, termed the Associate Vice-

Chancellor, has considerable authority, business decisions are made by centralised 

faculties, showing that in high growth, low competition environments, strong 

administrative models are not necessarily detrimental and can produce good short-

term outcomes for comprehensive satellite campuses. 

Eventually both USQ Springfield and ACU Banyo will likely move to a steady state 

phase, where there is limited or stagnant growth.  Many regional university campuses 

already find themselves in this situation, and if they are satellite campuses operating 

under administrative models, they are almost invariably subject to the removal of 

courses and programs by faculties located at their parent campus as they seek to 

manage their own budgets.  These cuts reinforce themselves, often impacting 

negatively on other offerings at the affected campus.  This can lead to the campus 

becoming unviable and being seen as a liability to the university.  This is what 

occurred at the DFM1 campus, leading to the adoption of the faculty model.  Most 

universities simply retain an administrative model in this situation while their 

satellite campus atrophies.  If and when ACU Banyo’s high growth phase ceases, 

which may occur if a new competitor enters the market, the existing administrative 

model may prove to be detrimental to the campus and a higher autonomy model may 

become essential to retain competitiveness, although this may not necessarily be 

palatable to the faculties. 

Linking management models to stages of demand growth suggests that life cycle 

considerations may be appropriate when choosing a management model.  The key 
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questions from my perspective are whether one model can be appropriate for the 

whole of life of a campus, and whether the real determinants of an appropriate model 

are the prevailing influencing factors previously identified in this chapter.   I would 

hold from my own experience and observations that, at the high risk commencement 

and steady state phases, high autonomy models offer the best solution.  If there is a 

high growth phase, and this is not always a given, administrative models may work, 

but there is no evidence that I have found that they will result in better outcomes than 

business unit or faculty models.  Importantly, if a transition between models is 

planned, determining the optimum time will be an issue and, due to institutional 

inertia, it is unlikely that changes will occur when they should.  It could also be that 

the application of an administrative model during a growth phase may in fact be the 

very catalyst for creating commercial stagnation later on.  The AFM1 and DFM1 

campuses are good examples of where high autonomy models were the answer to 

stagnant growth.  

5.9.2: Campus size 

If a satellite campus grows to be significant in size compared to its parent, it could 

become difficult to retain centralised control over its operations.  The commercial 

power of the satellite campus may change the political power dynamic within the 

university, and the frustrations caused by a lack of autonomy could lead to pressure 

to give the satellite campus what it requires to optimise its success.  This could be the 

case if it is unable to match its competition due to centralised decisions being taken 

without a full appreciation of the context of the satellite campus.  The greater the 

dependence of the parent campus upon the income stream from the satellite campus, 

the greater will also be the imperative to ensure that its commercial success is not 

hindered by the lack of appropriate autonomy.  This scenario occurred at Griffith 

University, where the Gold Coast Campus grew to such a size compared to the 

Nathan and Logan Campuses that it has begun to dominate the operations of the 

university, and has evolved to have a high degree of autonomy within the university. 

A satellite campus increasing in size may lead to another possible reaction: elements 

of the parent campus may try to remove autonomy due to a fear that the changing 

power structure may reduce the status and relevance of existing power structures.  

This can take the form of marginalising key campus, faculty and student support 

team leaders.     

5.9.3: The cost of autonomy 

Closely linked to the concept of campus size is the cost involved in implementing a 

management model versus the expected income from a campus.  In 2012
77

 I was 

involved in discussions with the executive of the University of the Sunshine Coast, 

as it contemplated what management model to apply to the new Gympie Campus.  

During these discussions, the cost of implementing the business unit model was 

raised.  In particular, the increased autonomy of the business unit model over the 

alternative administrative model would require the development and management of 

SLAs with faculties, and the need to employ staff with higher levels of 

accountability, and management and leadership skills.  This was, not surprisingly, 
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seen to be more expensive, and the university finance officer questioned why these 

costs should be accepted when the administrative model could save money by 

utilising existing leadership and management structures at the parent campus.  This 

was not a question that could be unequivocally answered.  The argument for the 

business unit model is that the commercial success of higher autonomy models, such 

as, the AFM1, DFM1 and USQ Springfield campuses, would suggest that these costs 

would be offset through increased student load, although the degree to which this 

would occur is difficult to estimate.   

For what was likely to be a campus with a small student load potential, the USC 

Gympie Campus did provide an interesting cost-benefit case as to whether a business 

unit model is preferable to an administrative model.  The cost of running the two 

models could be accurately calculated; however, estimating the increased income 

resulting from the business unit model would be highly conjectural.  This 

commercial comparison is, however, only one aspect of increased autonomy, and the 

ability to establish strong community links is a clear benefit given the purpose of the 

campus.  Regardless, it is clear that for campuses with limited growth potential, the 

perceived costs of higher autonomy are likely to be a deterrent to its implementation. 

 

5.10: Inherent Stability of Management Models 

Along with predictable life cycle and size considerations, there may be inherent 

issues of stability for any given model, particularly if the selection of a given model 

is personality based or the underlying and unstated university culture is inconsistent 

with a particular model.  This was the case for the case for both the original HAM1 

campus and USQ Springfield business unit models, which were always susceptible to 

increased centralisation, leading to their ultimate reversion to weak administrative 

models. 

In the case of satellite campuses, the stability of models can often be viewed as a 

struggle between the forces of centralisation and decentralisation.  This is not an 

unusual scenario and exists in many multi-unit organisations to the extent that the 

oscillations between the two states can become almost predictable.  Henry Mintzberg 

wrote of this phenomenon: “Throughout this century, the swings between 

centralisation and decentralisation at the top of large American corporations have 

resembled the movements of women’s hemlines” (1979, p. 294).    

Throughout this dissertation, the influence of organisational politics and the 

variability of other key influencing factors has been a common theme.  It has been 

proposed that the various management models are all results of, or solutions to, these 

influences.  I propose in this section that some management models are better suited 

than others to handling internal and external changes without having to move to a 

fundamentally new model.  This propensity to change, or inherent stability, is 

common in most organisations and in his work, Power in and Around Organisations, 

Mintzberg concludes that: 
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some of the forces working to destroy each configuration
78

 (organisational 

structure) arise from its very own nature. In other words, each configuration 

helps sow the seeds of its own destruction.  In the long run, therefore, all 

configurations of power are unstable (1983, p. 467).   

From my research, this concept is not unreasonable, but instability does not 

necessarily lead to destruction. In accordance with this concept, I propose that each 

of the different management models has inherent qualities that either support or work 

against their long term stability.  The influences for change can come from internal 

or external forces.  Of these, the more important in the short term are internal, as 

changes to campus management models can only be made by the institution, and, if 

need be, these can be done quite swiftly if there is the will at the vice-chancellor 

level.   

External pressures, such as those from competitors, markets or the community, are 

likely to take longer to have an impact that cannot be ignored.  It can also take longer 

for external stakeholders to realise a problem, arrive at a coherent acceptable 

solution, and determine how change can be lobbied for.  In the long run, however, 

external stakeholders may not be able to be ignored, particularly if their 

dissatisfaction leads to a negative market perception which could be exploited by a 

competitor. The following analysis looks at each of the campus management models, 

under a number of scenarios, and seeks to identify their inherent stability as 

influencing factors change over time. 

5.10.1: Administrative model 

If a satellite campus is close enough to its parent campus so that it shares the same 

market and interacts with the same community, the tight rein afforded by the 

administrative model will likely ensure that this model in this situation is very stable.  

If the campus were to be granted a degree of autonomy to make its own business 

decisions, this would be at the expense of the parent campus.  Even if this were 

allowed at some point, it is unlikely that it would be tolerated over successive 

administrations.   

If, on the other hand, the separation of the campuses is such that the markets of the 

parent and satellite campuses are clearly differentiated, an administrative model 

could alienate the satellite campus from its community.  Unless it is a specialist 

campus, or there is a long term commitment to allowing the satellite campus to be 

given greater autonomy, it is best that universities do not even contemplate opening a 

satellite campus using an administrative model in this situation as, in the long run, it 

will arguably underperform.  As such, for a comprehensive campus with a 

differentiated market from the main campus, an administrative model will be 

unstable in the long run, as has been witnessed in the DFM1 and AFM1 campuses. 
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 Mintzberg (1983, pp. 306-319) proposed six power configurations for organisations; instrument, 

closed system, autocracy, missionary, meritocracy and political arena 
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5.10.2: Business unit  

The business unit model suffers from a number of issues that could make it unstable 

over time, particularly if it fails to deliver on expected commercial outcomes.  In the 

weak business unit model, where faculty staff are line managed from the parent 

campus, as opposed to faculty schools located at the satellite campus, there is 

significant scope for the undermining of the management structure by the faculties.  

Dismantling the management structures and transferring control back to individual 

faculties can be done with little effort, as there is no change in line management 

structures. This weakness provides considerable encouragement for the head of 

campus to work closely with the faculties however, and this in itself can be quite a 

positive outcome. The campus may conversely seek to increase autonomy and move 

to a strong business unit
79

 or a faculty model, as the lack of line management of 

faculty staff can interfere with the ability to deliver quality teaching and meet 

community engagement expectations.  Politically, however, this is likely to be far 

more difficult than a move to an administrative model.   

In the case of the business unit model employed at USQ, the ability to underwrite the 

commercial risks of faculties and allow them to share in surpluses are key strategies 

for reducing the incentive for individual faculties to lobby for an administrative 

model.  The irony is that the greater the commercial success of the satellite campus, 

depending on the surplus distribution methodology, the greater can be the impetus 

for the more successful faculties to want to dismantle the model and gain more of the 

spoils.  This as an end in itself may seem counterproductive, but it is consistent with 

Yuchtman and Seashore’s concept of organisations establishing a ‘bargaining 

position’ as a measure of their ultimate criterion for effectiveness.  They propose that 

rather than the achievement of specified goals, organisational success is achieved 

through “the ability of the organisation, in either absolute or relative terms, to exploit 

its environment in the acquisition of scarce or valuable resources” (1967, p. 898).  In 

some cases, I have had to deal with this type of behaviour, but generally, what I have 

witnessed is a general commitment to achieving jointly held goals and objectives.   

5.10.3: Faculty model  

The faculty model, with its campus line management of the academic staff, has an 

inbuilt resilience against over-control by the faculties at the parent campus, due 

predominantly to its line management organisational structure which provides 

control of academic activities and avoidance of external interference in HR issues.  

As such, the frustrations of centralised decisions that do not cater for the operational 

or strategic situation at the campus are mostly avoided.  The budgetary separation of 

the campus from the faculties also helps reduce the anxiety of faculties.  The biggest 

danger to this model is if the campus cannot reach a commercial surplus.  In this 

situation it would be seen as a drain on the corporate purse and there may be a 

tendency to regain control corporately.  I have not seen this in either of the two 

examples of this model I have identified, and based on the DFM1 campus 

experience, the only explanation for the campus becoming profitable has been the 

move to the faculty model.  Another reason why attempts may be made to regain 
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 A strong business unit model would involve greater control of budgets and faculty staff belonging 

to a faculty school or department based at the satellite campus. 
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control is if the academic standards or processes are being seen to compromise the 

brand.  The ability for this to occur would only arise from a lack of corporate quality 

control, and this would be highly unlikely in a university setting, where processes are 

usually well defined.   

As previously discussed, Monash University has proposed to merge the campus with 

Ballarat University as a way of accommodating the lack of fit of the Gippsland 

Campus with the corporate brand aspiration, while retaining the medical school and a 

research presence.  While the details of the campus management model is still to be 

made public, the stated objectives are to “pursue greater flexibility in entry 

requirements” and “respond more quickly and effectively to the demands of the local 

community, tailoring education to better meet the needs of students who live, work 

and engage in a regional setting” (Maiolo, 2013).  While a good part of this may be 

achieved through introducing Ballarat University’s corporate experience, it also 

suggests that a faculty model will be retained to allow this ability to meet the 

demands of the local community.  

5.10.4: Federal campus   

A key issue of a federal campus is maintaining brand consistency with the university 

as a whole.  In an extreme case, a federal campus may evolve so that it differs from 

its parent campus to the extent that it may best become a new university in its own 

right.  This is provided it has a large enough revenue base to service the corporate 

overhead.  If the campus is seen by the university as a commercial, administrative or 

reputational liability, this may be the preferred option.  If there are strong reasons to 

retain the campus, however, the model may need to be wound back to a faculty or 

business unit model, although, this may not be possible under a legislated federal 

arrangement.  If the federal campus has achieved its autonomy simply through 

devolution from the centre, it is hard to see how in the long run it could avoid either 

one of these two outcomes.  

5.11: Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, the impacts of internal and external influences on campus 

management models were examined in detail.  These included university level 

management culture and practices, the degree of specialisation of a campus, the 

geographical separation between the satellite and parent campus, brand consistency, 

the commercial environment, and the requirement for community engagement.  Each 

of these influences has the property of being able change over time, possibly leading 

to the need to have to change campus management models to accommodate these 

variations.  Due to this possibility of change, and the need to consider these 

influencing factors at a point in time, they should be considered to be prevailing 

factors. While each of these prevailing factors was important, it was the propensity of 

the university management culture towards centralism or decentralism that was the 

most critical factor, as it set the allowable bounds for the devolution of autonomy. 

Two other factors were also identified that could have a significant impact at the 

inception of a campus, but which did not apply to every campus and would be fixed 

conditions at that time.  These were the arrangements around campus amalgamations, 

if this is how the parent/satellite campus relationship was formed, and where the 
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campus was established with government funding to fulfil a specific social or 

educational objective.  These influences tended to be historical and may disappear 

altogether over time; conversely, they could remain as a significant undercurrent in 

any future decisions about campus structure or operations.  

The effect of campus growth and life cycle influences on management models were 

also examined.  These were found to have an impact, but that this was not necessarily 

predictable.  Using a project management model for the creation and growth of a 

campus could provide some guidance as to what management models may be most 

successful; however, there was no evidence that this influenced the selection of 

management models in practice.  Once a campus grows to be larger than its parent, 

which is a rare event, there was evidence that power structures can change within a 

university to the advantage of the satellite campus. 

The stability of each model was also examined.  There was evidence that each 

campus management model has its own resistance and susceptibility to change, 

depending on factors such as the commercial situation it finds itself in, community 

pressures, resilient organisational structures, and organisational politics.  Provided 

they are performing well commercially, both the faculty and federal campus models 

would be expected to be quite stable, however, both would be at risk if their 

commercial performance deteriorated.  The administrative model is stable if it is 

being utilised for a specialist campus or where the satellite campus market is shared 

with the main campus.  If this is not the case, over time, there would be pressure to 

move to a model with greater autonomy to maximise the chances of commercial 

success.  The business unit model is probably the most unstable due to its 

dependence upon a matrix management structure and associated lack of line 

management over campus employees, leading to the ability to easily change the 

model to an administrative arrangement if a more centralist university management 

culture was adopted. 

In the next chapter, the prevailing influencing factors identified in this chapter will 

be prioritised to create a decision matrix that will allow them to be considered in an 

ordered manner to select an optimum model or models for a campus in a given 

situation.  
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CHAPTER 6:  SELECTING AN OPTIMUM MANAGEMENT 
MODEL 

In the previous five chapters of this dissertation, I have covered the journey that led 

to the formulation of the business unit model utilised at USQ Springfield, the 

experience of implementing it, and the findings from my research into other satellite 

campuses utilising different management models.  I have categorised these models 

along a continuum of low to high autonomy, and identified those factors that would 

influence the choice of model.  This chapter seeks to bring all this together to provide 

a tool that will use a campus’s prevailing influencing factors to select an optimum 

management model for that campus.  As per the results of the analysis conducted in 

Chapter Three (pp. 98-107), ‘optimum’ will refer to the ability of a campus to be 

effective and efficient in achieving whatever its defined goals are, and where no 

campus goals are evident, maximising commercial outcomes will be used as the 

default.  

The first task required to construct the decision matrix was to determine what priority 

order the identified prevailing influences of university level management culture and 

practices, brand aspiration, community engagement, the commercial environment, 

campus specialisation, and geographical separation; and their sub elements, should 

be considered in.  

6.1: Determining the Priority of Prevailing Influencing Factors 

During my research, the key factor that seemed to override all others in determining 

which management model was applied to a campus was the university’s management 

culture and practices. It was evident that where a university displayed a strong 

preference to centralisation, such as in the cases of, universities B,E, F and G; and 

the University of Queensland, heads of campus, if they even existed, had very 

limited autonomy. I noted, however, that this was not the only factor that seemed to 

have a dominant influence over others.  Other prevailing factors that demonstrated 

this characteristic were whether a campus was specialist or comprehensive, which 

took priority over community engagement, and if a campus’s market was a subset of 

the parent market, where regardless of how dynamic the market was, centralisation 

of commercial decision making through an administrative model seemed appropriate.  

This suggested that if all of the prevailing influences could be arranged in an order 

determined by their dominance over others, the structure of the decision matrix 

would be greatly simplified.   

To examine whether this order of dominance existed for all influences, I undertook 

an exercise in which I compared the six prevailing influencing factors against each 

other.  As previously noted, the overall dominant influence was the university level 

management culture and practices, and, importantly, whether the university was 

centralist or decentralist.  The other factors previously identified in the research were 

the degree of specialisation of a campus, the geographical separation between the 

satellite and parent campus, brand consistency, the commercial environment, and the 

requirement for community engagement.  The factor of geographical separation had 

two key sub-elements, one being the degree of intersection of markets, and the other 

more logistical factor being whether staff would be shared between campuses. 
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When determining the priority order, the methodology used was to compare two 

influencing factors against each other to see which would drive the choice of 

management model, based upon the findings from the research, and my own 

experience at USQ Springfield. To determine this ranking, various states of a factor 

were examined, such as whether a campus was specialist or comprehensive, and the 

observed management models for these states were identified.  Using this particular 

example, the specialised campuses that were identified in the research were the 

Monash University Parkville and the HAM1 campuses. These could be categorised 

as either encompassing the complete operations of a faculty, and hence being a 

business unit in their own right, as was the case for Monash University Parkville, or 

being localised operations of centralised faculties, such as for the HAM1 campus.  

The Monash University Parkville Campus utilised the highly autonomous federal 

campus model, and when considering the other prevailing influencing factors 

identified, with the exception of the management culture of the university, there 

would appear to be none that would be able to sway the choice away from this 

model.  As a consequence, this combination of a campus being specialist and a stand-

alone business unit dominated the selection of a campus management model, hence it 

would need to be considered before the others in the decision matrix process, as the 

remainder become redundant.     

This comparison of factors had the potential to become very complex, so to simplify 

the analysis, each factor was defined so that it had a binary state.  Examples of this 

were whether a campus had significant or insignificant market intersection with its 

parent campus, or whether the campus was consistent or not consistent with the 

university brand.  There would clearly be value judgements having to be made when 

considering the answers to these questions, but this was considered acceptable given 

that each of management models identified allowed for variations within that model.   

Having this binary state of a factor, which would be achieved through yes or no 

answers to a question, was also important to allow the creation of clear decision 

points within the matrix.  Where factors did not neatly display this binary nature, or 

where there were multiple considerations relating to a factor, this was accommodated 

by consideration of sub-factors where necessary, so that a yes or no answer could 

still be justified.  An example of this was the geographical separation of campuses 

and related market intersections and the ability to share staff across campuses, both 

of which needed their own consideration. 

To remind the reader of the influencing factors identified in this dissertation, I have 

included them below in what I have determined to be their priority order, along with 

my justification, as follows: 

6.1.1: University level management culture and practices 

The key states for this factor are whether a university’s management culture is 

centralist or decentralist.   Practices and procedures, such as the budget model, will 

also have a large influence; however, these will be a reflection of management 

culture. As previously discussed, this is the dominant influencing factor, as with  the 

exception of the legislated federal model, the degree of autonomy devolved to a 

campus, and hence the extent to which any management model is possible, will be 

determined by the degree of decentralisation that the corporate entity is comfortable 
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with.  While this is usually driven by the attitudes of the vice-chancellor, depending 

on the power of the faculties and schools, they may also have a major influence on 

what autonomy is devolved to a satellite campus.  

It is recognised that using the condition of a university being centralist or decentralist 

as the first and overriding influencing factor, can distort what the optimum model for 

a given campus should be. This is discussed in detail later, along with examples of 

how, if it were to be ignored, a different model to that found in reality would be 

recommended for a number of campuses included in the study. Regardless, its impact 

is significant and must be included, and the needs of a remote campus and its 

community are not likely to be the driver for a change in level of centralisation 

displayed by a university.  Interestingly though, Charles Bird (2014, p. 37) gives a 

number of examples in the US where this intransigence to change resulted in 

campuses being stripped away from universities by state legislatures.   

6.1.2: Campus specialisation 

The degree of campus specialisation will determine whether the campus has to 

accommodate multiple internal stakeholders, as is the case of a comprehensive 

campus, or a single university stakeholder, if it is a specialist campus.  A specialist 

campus usually requires a centralised decision making approach from the faculty at 

the parent campus, and an administrative model is appropriate.  A comprehensive 

campus requires increased authority to manage conflicting demands for resources, so 

the head of campus requires greater authority compared to a specialist campus.  If, 

however, the campus is the sole domain of a faculty’s operations, with no presence at 

the parent campus, the academic staff would be line managed at the campus, and it is 

really a stand-alone business unit.  In this case the appropriate model will, by default, 

be a faculty or federal model, hence this question was required to be added to further 

refine the matrix.  Given that this specialist campus/sole domain of a faculty 

combination led to an optimum model without any further considerations, these 

questions were placed as second and third priority in the matrix.  

6.1.3: Geographical separation 

The geographical separation of the satellite campus from its parent campus had a 

number of sub-factors that needed to be addressed individually.  The most important 

of these was the degree of market intersection.  High intersection requires low 

autonomy models to avoid competing for the same students, while low levels of 

market intersection lead to the need for satellite campuses to be able to compete 

aggressively in their own market, particularly if it is a dynamic market environment.  

If this market intersection exists, campus decisions relating to the ability to develop a 

sub-brand, reacting to market dynamics, and engaging with the community at a 

campus level, all need to be taken in the context of the combined parent 

campus/satellite campus market.  Unilateral decisions by a campus could possibly 

end in conflict with the parent campus, hence high levels of market intersection will 

almost necessitate lower autonomy campus management models.  The net result of 

this dominance of market intersection was that it was placed at priority four in the 

matrix, ahead of branding, market dynamics and community engagement.  
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The other significant impact of geographical separation is the ability to physically 

share academic staff across campuses, through travel between the campuses.  

Through experimentation with the matrix, I found that the desirability of this cross-

campus employment would be over-ridden by the need to cater for inconsistency 

between the satellite campus and corporate brand aspiration, as was the case for the 

Monash University Gippsland Campus.  Consequently, it appears lower in the 

matrix’s list of priority factors.  

6.1.4: Brand aspiration 

Although the question of whether a campus is consistent with the corporate brand 

aspiration may seem peculiar, as the DFM1 campus demonstrates, there can be 

significant differences in markets between parent and satellite campuses, and this can 

flow on to the choice of campus management model.  The decision to give the DFM1 

campus greater autonomy through a faculty model, rather than constrain it through an 

administrative model, and the resultant commercial success, validated the importance 

of this factor.  Managing the other factors of community engagement and market 

dynamics are automatically catered for under the high autonomy models, and, as a 

consequence, brand consistency was placed above these two factors in the matrix 

priority order.  The long term viability of campuses displaying this mismatch of 

brands is, however, doubtful.  This can be seen in the proposed transition of the 

Monash Gippsland Campus to Ballarat University, however, corporate brand 

aspirations for all universities evolve over time, as do the environments of individual 

satellite campuses, and it is quite possible that in the future, other universities will be 

confronted with this same brand-consistency drift.   

6.1.5: Cross-campus sharing of academic staff 

Despite being logistical in nature and a sub element of geographical separation, if 

cross-campus sharing of faculty staff is to occur at a significant level, it rules out the 

faculty model, as it will result in a very inefficient and confused line management 

arrangement.  If academic staff are shared across campuses, the greatest flexibility 

and efficiency will most likely result if they are line managed centrally, which 

requires either an administrative or business unit model.  This situation is only 

feasible if travelling times between campuses are less than two hours.   

6.1.6: The commercial environment 

The commercial environment a campus finds itself in is significant when determining 

what management model should be chosen to cater for it.  If it is subject to rapid 

change or is significantly different from that of its parent campus, greater 

commercial autonomy at a campus level is likely to lead to more nimble and market 

relevant business decisions. If it is a benign market, there may be little scope or need 

for business autonomy at a campus level.  This level of market dynamism is an 

aggregation of the stability, complexity, market diversity and hostility of the external 

environment.  Although each factor could be addressed separately, this leads to quite 

a complex decision matrix.  For the purpose of the decision matrix, the question that 

is asked is whether the campus is operating in a dynamic commercial environment, 

with a dynamic environment being one which has at least one of the Mintzberg’s 

(1979, pp. 268-269) qualities of hostility, instability, complexity or diversity.  This 
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factor was prioritised ahead of community engagement, as a campus which caters to 

its community but is unable to commercially compete is likely to have its 

management model changed, or even cease operations. 

6.1.7: Community Engagement   

The degree of community engagement required for a campus was encapsulated in the 

question, ‘Does the community need to own the campus?’  This deals with how 

closely the campus is expected to engage with and respond to its local community.  

This is not always a requirement for a campus to be successful, particularly in 

concentrated markets, such as the situation for the FBM1 campus.  For most 

situations, particularly in regional areas, community engagement is fundamental to 

maximising participation rates and preventing students from drifting to the capital 

cities.  Community engagement was listed as the final factor in the priority list, as the 

research showed that, while in most cases it was important for a campus, and could 

have serious impacts if neglected, it never was the driving factor for the choice of a 

management model.    

6.2: The Effect of Other Factors 

As identified in Chapter Five, there was a range of other factors that influenced the 

choice of campus management model.  These involved obligations at start-up, 

including amalgamation arrangements and government grants, the cost of 

implementing and maintaining different management models when compared to 

anticipated revenue of the campus, and the relative size of the campus compared to 

its parent.  Where management costs were high relative to the anticipated income, 

and growth prospects were limited, there was a tendency towards centralised 

decision making and hence an administrative model.  The University of the Sunshine 

Coast Gympie Campus was an example of this.   

Where a satellite campus was approaching the size of the parent campus or is larger, 

if they were not already operating with a high autonomy management model, it was 

likely that at some stage it would achieve the political power to ensure that this 

occurs.  The Griffith University Gold Coast Campus is an example of this.  Unlike 

the prevailing factors previously identified, however, the influences of campus size, 

growth prospects, costs of management models, and start-up obligations were not as 

predictable in how they influenced the choice of management models, as they tended 

to be either unique to a campus or relative to the parent campus.  Based on this, if 

these factors are present, it is considered that they are best catered for on a case by 

case basis, while considering what the decision matrix would recommend in the 

absence of  these influences.    

The issue of management model stability has not explicitly been factored into the 

decision matrix, as the impetus to change a model will be as a result of poor 

commercial outcomes or organisational politics.  Choosing an optimum management 

model for a given set of influencing factors should, I propose, maximise the chances 

of achieving the best commercial outcomes for a campus, hence build resilience to 

change. Unfortunately, the impact of organisational politics is not so predictable, nor 

does it necessarily seek to optimise the outcomes of a campus’s operations and could 
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be deployed to optimise personal outcomes as discussed in Chapter Three (pp. 104-

105).  

Implicitly organisational politics is catered for in the addressing of university 

management culture and practices, where a centralist regime should not seek to 

implement anything other than an administrative model, as it will never be 

comfortable with devolved autonomy.  The exception to this is that if it can 

accommodate a higher autonomy model in the start-up phase of a campus and plans 

accordingly, however, if it accepts that higher autonomy is beneficial at this stage, it 

could be hard to justify that the same would not apply during the operational phase.  

This life cycle stage consideration is difficult to quantify in the decision matrix, and 

while it should be considered on a case by case basis, the matrix is primarily 

designed to be used for campuses in the operational phase of their life.  

6.3: The Decision Matrix 

With the priority order for consideration of the prevailing influencing factors now 

determined, it was now possible to consider each one sequentially to allow the 

determination of an optimum campus model or models for a given campus based 

upon the categories of model determined in Chapter Four.  These were the 

administrative, business unit, faculty and federal models. I excluded the activity or 

study centre model as an option, not because they are not viable in certain 

circumstances, but because without any on-site autonomy, they do not possess any 

inherent management functions.    

I attempted to create a number of visual structures to assists this, including flow 

charts and decision trees, but determined that a table structure or matrix worked best. 

The resultant decision matrix is contained at Appendix C.  The reader should now 

fold out the appendix to follow the discussion on its operation. 

On the left hand side in the first column of the matrix, the influencing factors are 

listed.  In the second column the questions pertaining to the prioritised influencing 

factors are listed, with the binary state given through a yes/no answer.  The questions 

are designed to be worked through sequentially from the top, commencing with the 

question on the university’s management culture.  The process for using the matrix is 

to answer each question from 1 to 8, in that order, with a yes/no answer given the 

prevailing conditions for a given satellite campus.  Once the yes or no answer leads 

to an arrow, this indicates that no further factors will influence the choice of 

management model.  The arrow is followed to the row second from the bottom titled 

‘Optimum Model/s’ which lists the recommended management model or models for 

the satellite campus being reviewed.  Where more than one model is recommended, 

the preferred model is given in capital letters with the alternate in lower case. As 

each of these combinations of prevailing factors is unique, this allows these 

combinations to be assigned a numerical category, which is done in the last row.  

Examples of specific campuses that align with these categories are provided in the 

footnotes. 

The first question deals with whether a university has a centralist management 

culture.  This can be a subjective assessment, and relates to whether major 

operational decisions are made, or are intended to be made, by others than the 
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designated head of campus.  Operational decisions can cater for a wide range of 

activities, so if the user of the matrix is still unsure of the answer to this, the question 

to be asked is whether the head of campus has the ultimate decision on the mode in 

which courses are taught at the campus.  If the answer is ‘yes’, then the assumption 

can be made that the university management culture is not centralist.  If the answer is 

‘no’ then the university management culture is assumed to be centralist.  

 

An example of how the decision matrix is designed to be used is to look at the USQ 

Springfield Campus as it was up until 2011.  USQ at that time had a decentralist 

management culture, hence the answer to the first question is ‘no’.  The campus was 

comprehensive, so again the answer to the second question is ‘no’.  The next 

question relating to whether the campus involves the total extent of the operations of 

one campus is redundant, due to the previous identification that it was 

comprehensive. There is little, if any, intersection of markets with the Toowoomba 

Campus, hence the next answer is also ‘no’.  Although the market demographics are 

different from Toowoomba, the low SES nature of the Springfield market is 

consistent with the supportive brand of the university, so the answer for brand 

consistency is ‘yes’. There are shared academic staff and the campus is in a very 

dynamic and competitive market, so the answers for these last two questions are 

‘yes’. These answers lead to the campus being classified as a ‘type 8’ campus, best 

suited for a business unit or faculty model.  The final question dealing with 

community engagement was not required to be answered, as the outcome would not 

influence the choice of the higher autonomy models.  If the matrix was 

recommending an administrative model, with lower levels of community 

engagement autonomy, this question would have become relevant. 

6.4: Suboptimal Recommendations 

I undertook an exercise of inserting each of the campuses researched as part of this 

study into the matrix, but chose to ignore the first question as to whether the 

university was centralist.  In doing so, I identified a number of campuses where the 

matrix would recommend a different model than that currently employed.  To use the 

GAM1 campus as an example, it is a comprehensive campus, so the first two 

answers in the matrix are ‘no’. There is no intersection of markets with the parent 

campus and it gets a ‘yes’ for brand consistency.  It is too far from the parent campus 

to share academic, and being the only university in the area, with little scope for new 

players, it also gets a ‘no’ for being in a dynamic or competitive environment.  It has 

very strong links with its community and would receive a ‘yes’ for ownership, 

leading to it being classed as a ‘type 12’ campus.  The matrix would suggest that this 

campus should be using a business unit or faculty model.  In practice however, the 

campus operates under an administrative model, which is probably suboptimal.  

While the campus appears to offer excellent facilities and administrative support to 

its students, there are large classes
80

 which do not receive on-campus lectures, due to 

operational decisions made by faculties at the main campus.  This is a common 

consequence of administrative models, and leads to a reduction in student 

satisfaction rates, which is detrimental to the campus.  Of interest is why the 

administrative model would have been chosen in the first place.  Was it that models 
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with greater autonomy were not even contemplated at the time, or is the university 

management culture inherently centralist?  From my discussions with the head of 

campus in the research, my belief is that it is the latter. In broader discussions, 

however, there was also a feeling that the lack of autonomy being granted to the 

other satellite campuses and that this was being driven by a greater social divide 

within the community.  While this could be considered to be a conspiracy theory, it 

was a common perception I encountered, and if true, would certainly be a novel 

influencing factor for the selection of campus governance models. 

The use of the matrix would also identify the BAM1 campus as a category 12, thus 

requiring a business unit or faculty model.  While the campus has some of the 

attributes of a faculty model, in that it employs its own academic staff, in reality, the 

control of its commercial operations from the parent campus means that it too is an 

administrative model.  The CAM1 campus of is a ‘type 10’ campus, also suggesting 

that a business unit or faculty model would be preferable, but it also operates under 

an administrative model.  This is not to say that these campuses are not successful, 

but my research would indicate that their lack of autonomy is creating issues within 

their communities and the campuses themselves, as was evidenced in the research 

interviews. 

There could of course be a problem with the matrix, however, if the answers to the 

question of whether the Universities B, C and G management cultures were centralist 

were ‘yes’, the matrix would have led to the administrative model, as is the case in 

reality.  I would hold that this is a suboptimal model given the other factors 

influencing the campus.  This suggests that considering the centralisation of a 

university’s management culture should be left out of the matrix if an optimum 

model is to be selected.  Another interpretation could be that a higher autonomy 

campus would be in continual conflict with a centralist university management 

culture, so the internal issues resulting from these models would outweigh the 

benefits of having business unit or faculty models as indicated by the matrix.  Based 

on my own experience of operating with a high autonomy model within an 

increasingly centralist culture, and the frustrations resulting from this, I believe that 

the question of centralisation needs to be retained.  I would, however, also put 

forward that if the answer to the question is yes, then it may be better to classify the 

resultant recommended model as being the most ‘appropriate’ rather than the 

‘optimum’.    

6.5: When to use the Decision Matrix 

The decision matrix is designed to be used either in the deliberations for raising a 

new campus, or at any time a review of an existing campus management model is 

considered desirable.  To emphasise this latter point, the term ‘prevailing’ has been 

used to describe the key influencing factors, as they are prone to change over time. 

The first draft of the matrix was used when Sunshine Coast University requested 

advice on the management model to be used for its new Gympie Campus, and 

Central Queensland University have indicated that they will utilise this current 

version to examine their management models to cater for its proposed new 20 

campus operation. To be of any relevance, however, the decision matrix is designed 

to be used by those with the authority to institute a particular model.  This could be a 

vice-chancellor, a deputy vice-chancellor (enterprise), or others within universities 
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who have the responsibility for the line management of campus heads. The 

respective campus heads must also be part of this process, as the prevailing factors 

driving the questions in the decision matrix are campus specific, and one of the key 

issues identified in this study is that centralised decision making often fails to 

appreciate the context, markets or issues of individual campuses. 

6.6: Chapter Summary  

This chapter provides a tool to assist the selection of optimum management models 

for a given satellite campus facing a range of prevailing influencing factors.  It relies 

on the research conducted for the dissertation that identified the types of 

management model, the factors that influence the choice of model, and how they can 

be prioritised in an order of dominance.  These factors were distilled into a series of 

questions with yes/no answers and sequenced to allow the selection of an optimised 

model, or at least a range of viable models.  The matrix provides recommendations 

ranging from low autonomy administrative models to very high autonomy federal 

models.  The dominant influencing factor is a university’s management culture, and 

where this is identified as centralist, it could be argued that the matrix’s 

recommended management model would best be described as being ‘appropriate’ for 

the political realities of the organisation, rather than ‘optimum’.  

The following chapter provides a summary of the critical reflections gained from my 

experience of undertaking the doctoral studies as a practitioner researcher.  
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CHAPTER 7: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS 

 The first five chapters of this dissertation covered my experiences in raising the 

USQ Springfield Campus and developing the business unit management model; my 

research into other campus management models; the key characteristics of each 

model; and the factors that influence their design and selection.  In Chapter Six I 

proposed a decision matrix to assist in the selection of an optimum model for a given 

campus.  In this, the final chapter, I will address whether I believe the aim of the 

study was achieved and whether the key research questions were answered.  I will 

then provide a summary of the outcomes of this study in the form of their 

contribution to academic and professional knowledge; contribution to research 

methods in a work based setting; and professional and personal learnings. 

7.1: Was the Aim of the Study Achieved? 

One of the most important issues to reflect on was whether I achieved the aim of my 

study.  The stated aim was to ‘identify and characterise the range of university 

satellite campus management models and develop a decision matrix for 

determining which should be applied, taking into account the internal and 

external influencing factors.’    

Determining whether the study’s aim has been achieved is a subjective judgement of 

the reader; however, I personally believe there is evidence to suggest achievement of 

the aim for two reasons.  The first is that my own research across a variety of 

campuses identified clear factors that had influenced, or were still influencing, 

management arrangements.  Some of these may not have been immediately obvious, 

such as the influence of corporate brand aspiration, but over time, and through cross 

referencing across all the campuses included in the research, I became confident that 

I had identified the major influencing factors.   

Due to the highly complex nature of the interaction of a wide range of influencing 

factors, including intangibles such as the personalities and experiences of key 

decision makers, the conclusions I have derived should be seen as indicative, rather 

than definitive. However, having been able to present my findings in a number of 

forums involving a wide range of heads of campus, I have been able to test the logic 

of my findings on others with extensive experience, and I have found general 

agreement with the conclusions of this study.   

The other reason I believe the aim of my study was achieved was the level of interest 

in my findings from peers and decision makers from other universities.  Up until 

April 2012, five Australian universities had requested, and had been provided, with 

my preliminary findings.  In May of 2012, I was also informed that the University of 

Tasmania had used the decision matrix to attempt to justify a change to the 

administrative model employed at its Cradle Coast Campus, with the goal of 

increasing the autonomy of the head of campus.  Also in May of 2012, I received a 

request from the University of the Sunshine Coast to advise it on the management 

arrangements for its new campus in Gympie, and in July 2013, Central Queensland 

University requested my research to assist in developing management models to 

accommodate the university’s possible expansion to 20 satellite campuses.  Although 
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I am unaware of any university adopting the business unit model
81

, the use of my 

draft dissertation suggests to me that this study has been seen as relevant by others in 

the university sector, including up to the vice-chancellor level.   

The only concern I have with my conclusions is whether I have discovered all the 

relevant influencing factors.  I previously noted that during the research phase, each 

new campus I visited provided new insights.  The question in my mind is, ‘if I 

researched even more campuses, would I find new influencing factors that would 

affect the decision matrix?’  I was confronted with this issue when providing advice 

on the University of the Sunshine Coast Gympie Campus.  As previously discussed, 

the issue of the cost of choosing a particular management model became evident as a 

consideration, something which had not previously been observed during my 

research.  I suspect, therefore, that the study of satellite campus management models 

is likely to be a continuing and evolving process, however, if nothing else, this 

dissertation has provided a common language and framework for discussion. 

7.2: Were the Research Questions Answered? 

There were four research questions identified that formed the basis for gathering the 

data to achieve the aim of this study.  I believe that each of these questions was 

answered, and to justify this conclusion, the questions and their associated findings 

are listed below.  

7.2.1: Campus management models 

The first research question was, ‘is there a range of identifiable satellite campus 

management models, and, if so, what are their key differences and characteristics, 

such as required levels of autonomy and inherent degrees of collegiality or 

managerialism?’  It was clear through the research into other campuses that it was 

possible to categorise five very distinct categories of campus management models.  

These were the activity or study centre, the administrative, business unit, faculty and 

federal campus models.  All of these models, with the exception of the study centre, 

usually possess a campus head, and exist on a continuum of levels of autonomy 

ranging from nil to very high.   If the study was broadened to include international 

campuses and federated universities, it may be possible that there are other models 

that could be included in the categorisation.  

The greatest variation within a classification was for the administrative model, which 

could be further subdivided into weak and strong.  Fundamentally both variants were 

ultimately subject to the ability of the centralised management structure to override 

what is arguably the most critical aspect of a campus’s operations, the mode in which 

teaching was delivered, however, the stronger variants had control of their budgets to 

influence proposed changes. 
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 The business unit model was recommended in a consultant’s report conducted in 2009 to be 

implemented for the Whyalla campus of UNiSA.  This was not implemented and no material change 

to the campus management model was undertaken according to the then head of campus, however, in 

July 2013 elements of this dissertation were requested to be considered in another attempt at 

redesigning the satellite campus management arrangements. 
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Autonomy was identified as having many facets, including business operations, 

academic program design, academic and professional staffing, community 

engagement, academic partnership, campus operations, research, and local branding. 

Finally, regardless of the commercial focus of any of the management models, this 

did not override the ability for campus staff to operate in a collegial manner.  The 

choice of model could strongly influence the necessity for this behaviour, through its  

inherent line management and budget arrangements.   

7.2.2: Influencing factors 

The second research question was, ‘what are the internal and external variables that 

may influence the choice of management models, and how influential are they?’  

Through the experience of analysing the internal and external environment that the 

USQ Springfield Campus was subject to, and its subsequent influence on the design 

of the business unit model, combined with the research into other satellite campuses 

and their range of management models, six key prevailing influencing factors were 

identified.  These factors were university level management culture and practices, the 

degree of specialisation of a campus, the geographical separation between the 

satellite and parent campus, brand consistency, the commercial environment, and the 

requirement for community engagement.  Some of these factors could be divided 

further.  The most significant of all influencing factors was that of a university’s 

management culture and practices.  The reason for this is that the categories of 

management models are based around autonomy, and with the exception of a federal 

campus, established under legislation, autonomies are devolved from the corporate 

entity.  The extent of this devolution is invariably a reflection of the degree of 

centralisation of a university’s management culture.   

There were other influencing factors that came in to play, but these were relative, 

such as the cost of implementing higher autonomy models, or static, such as the 

social good reasons for establishing a campus.  While they needed to be considered, 

their relevance at a given point in time was hard to determine; hence, they were 

excluded as factors within the decision matrix. 

The formulation of the decision matrix itself required the ability to be able to 

categorise campus models and identify the factors that would influence their 

implementation. Given that both of these requirements were achieved, the 

prioritisation of the importance of each of these factors was necessary to allow a 

logical sequencing of the decisions required to determine an optimum management 

model for a given campus. Thankfully, there was enough empirical evidence from 

the research conducted to provide this prioritisation.   

Given that campus management models are not determined by the campus, but are a 

product of the delegation of a range of authorities from the parent campus, the 

willingness to grant these delegations was clearly the overriding influencing factor. 

This was encapsulated in the concept of university level management culture and 

practices, which was further simplified as to whether a university was centralist or 

decentralist. By examining the specific scenarios of a range of campuses and 

inserting them back into the decision matrix, it was clear that centralist universities 

were imposing suboptimal management models on some of their satellite campuses. 
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Naturally a criticism could be made that my own philosophies have influenced the 

decision matrix with a bias towards high autonomy models, and this was the reason 

for suboptimal outcomes.  I would, however, counter this with my observations that 

every head of campus operating under an administrative model that I interviewed in 

the research phase, and those that I have met through my involvement in the 

Australian Universities Heads of Campus Forum, have expressed varying degrees of 

frustration with their lack of autonomy and consequent inability to rectify important 

campus level issues.  I am of the impression that these frustrations are very rarely 

given the opportunity to be aired within their respective universities, as the resulting 

dialogue would be very awkward and expose a significant difference between claims 

of supporting the regions and the realities on the ground.   

If a university did decide to use the decision matrix to examine existing campus 

management arrangements, and the matrix determined that these were suboptimal, 

perhaps the first action should be an honest and open dialogue between the head of 

campus and the vice-chancellor.  I would also recommend that the same be 

conducted with key members of the community, as from my observations, they also 

have strong opinions on the management and autonomy of ‘their’ campus.  

7.2.3: Stability of models 

The third question was, ‘are there inherent stability issues with any models?’  It was 

found that there was evidence that each campus management model had its own 

resistance and susceptibility to change, depending on factors such as their 

commercial viability, community pressures and internal power structures.  Provided 

they were performing well commercially, both the faculty and federal campus 

models would be expected to be quite stable, however, both would be at risk if their 

commercial performance deteriorated.  The administrative model is stable if it is 

being utilised for a specialist campus or where the satellite campus market is shared 

with the main campus.  If this is not the case, over time, there would be pressure to 

move to a model with greater autonomy to maximise the chances of commercial 

success or responsiveness to its community.  The business unit model was perhaps 

the most unstable due to its dependence upon a matrix management structure and 

associated lack of line management over campus employees, leading to the ability to 

easily change the model to an administrative arrangement if a more centralist 

university management culture is adopted. 

7.2.4: Campus life cycle 

The final research question was, ‘is there a campus maturity (life cycle) model that 

may be applicable, and whether this would suggest that management models should 

change over time when certain conditions are met?’  It was found that a project 

management model for the creation and growth of a campus could provide some 

guidance as to what management models may be most successful at a given point in 

a campus’s life.  However, after the start-up phase there was no evidence that this 

actually influenced the selection of management models in practice.  On the rare 

occasion that a campus grew to be larger than its parent, there was evidence that 

power structures can change within a university to the advantage of the satellite 

campus. 
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7.3: Contribution to Professional Knowledge  

It was clear at the commencement of the research that the study of satellite campus 

management models was fertile ground for discovery.  Not only was it not possible 

to find any literature on the subject, but as the research progressed, it became evident 

that no other campus head had the benefit of a body of knowledge to assist him or 

her in the role.  The key contributions of this study to professional knowledge relate 

to the development of a framework for discussing and analysing campus 

management models; and the development, documentation and implementation of 

the business unit model. 

7.3.1: A framework for campus management models 

The taxonomy developed in this dissertation to categorise management models, and 

the identification of the autonomies associated with each model, was of considerable 

interest to other campus heads, and in the absence of any alternatives, appears to be 

gaining some acceptance from other campus heads.  This is not to say that 

knowledge does not already exist, but it appears to be very fragmented and based on 

experience rather than research, with little opportunity for exchange across the 

sector.  Anecdotally, most of this knowledge appears to be about what didn’t work 

rather than what did. I was a beneficiary of this through the support given to me by 

the then Vice-Chancellor of USQ, who had a difficult experience as the head of 

campus of Griffith University Logan.  

Importantly, without a recognised body of knowledge as a reference, there appears to 

be a deal of instability in campus management model structures across the sector.  I 

would hold that this is because there is no accepted framework or knowledge of why 

a particular model is more appropriate for a given range of influencing factors; 

hence, a new vice-chancellor will base his or her opinions on appropriate models for 

campuses based primarily on past experiences.  The development of the decision 

matrix will hopefully encourage awareness that a campus management model should 

be the result of a deliberate analysis and design process, and not just a good or bad 

experience.   

To emphasise the currency of the issue of campus management models, in mid-2013, 

not only was the USQ satellite campus management model moving from business 

unit to administrative, but I was aware that Central Queensland University, the 

University of South Australia, the University of Tasmania, the University of Ballarat, 

and Monash University were all re-examining their models.  James Cook University 

was also trialling having their Vice-Chancellor spending equal time on its Townsville 

and Cairns Campuses to address community engagement concerns at its Cairns 

Campus.  Even the AFM1 campus faculty model was changing, although thankfully 

from my perspective, this was to give the campus greater autonomy over its 

marketing.   

Although well documented in management literature, the criticality of centralisation 

and its influence over management structures became very evident during the study.  

While this was not surprising, as management models are basically defined by the 

degree of devolution of authority, the extent of centralisation in university 

management cultures was surprising.  This is due to the perception that universities 
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tend to be collegial in nature; however, when it comes to satellite campuses, with few 

exceptions, the complaints of campus heads were how autocratic and centralised 

leadership styles were compromising their ability to successfully run their campuses.  

Importantly, the research for this study indicates that centralised management 

cultures are very common within universities.  I would predict that this is likely to be 

a significant issue in the near future, as history has shown the problems that 

centralisation may bring. 

Discussions with other campus heads and observations of other universities would 

indicate that increased centralisation is becoming the norm, with faculties, either 

being amalgamated or removed altogether
82

.  This is a possible reaction to the 

challenging nature of faculties and their power structures, or a perceived way of 

gaining greater economies.  Faculties evolved for a reason, although, as highlighted 

in this dissertation, their function as business units can be problematic from a 

satellite campus perspective.  Whether this increased centralisation is a passing fad or 

the result of fundamental changes to universities remains to be seen. Unfortunately 

from a campus head’s perspective, satellite campuses appear to be getting caught up 

in this process.  Ironically, at the same time, the Federal Government is negotiating 

new funding models for public and private schools which seek to ensure high levels 

of autonomy at a school level to ensure responsiveness to their communities. The 

issue of increased centralisation within universities, the factors motivating this trend 

and the consequences, is an area that could be further researched. 

7.3.2: Developing and Implementing the Business Unit Model 

Developing, documenting and implementing the business unit management model, 

was a significant addition to the body of knowledge for the profession.  Although, 

there was anecdotal evidence that the HAM1 campus commenced with a 

management model which had some similarities, this was not documented and was 

difficult to verify.   

I was fortunate in this task in having the support of the then Vice-Chancellor of 

USQ, who saw it as a way of addressing problems he had previously encountered as 

a head of campus.  This freedom was greatly assisted by the model being designed to 

take the commercial risks away from the faculties in exchange for the transfer of 

autonomy from the parent campus.  The model was highly dependent on a budget 

process for allocating funds to the campus, and paying the faculties on their 

satisfactory conduct of agreed teaching. While this lack of control over the internal 

operations by the faculties at Springfield initially met with their resistance, my 

observation from 2011 was that the deans of faculties accepted the model, as it 

looked after their interests and aimed to increase their revenues in the medium to 

long term.   It also allowed the campus to make a promise to its community and keep 

it by preventing unilateral decisions being made by the faculties.  By having the 

model documented and publicly available, it will hopefully form the basis for 
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encouraging the documentation of other models and the creation of a library 

accessible to the profession.
83

   

A key learning I will take away from the experience is that, at a corporate level, it 

was never fully comprehended how all the elements of the business unit model were 

dependent upon each other.  Repeatedly, for simplicity sake or to appease other 

objectives, attempts were made to change corporate budget models in ways that 

compromised the business unit model.  In my own mind, the model was quite simple.  

I have become convinced, however, that it is difficult to get others to fully 

comprehend that it is not possible to selectively keep some parts of the model while 

changing others.  I had to undertake a great deal of retrograde work over the years to 

have decisions reversed to retain the integrity of the model, although I can 

categorically say that I lost the battle in 2012.  My research into organisational 

politics such as Buchanan and Badham’s (1999)  ‘Turf  Games’ and Henry 

Mintzberg’s  (1983) ‘Insurgency Games,’ also emphasised that within organisations, 

it is not uncommon for individuals to deliberately undermine structures or policies 

that threaten their power base.  This behaviour was very evident from as early as the 

project establishment phase of the USQ Springfield Campus. 

At the time of writing, the relationship between the USQ satellite campuses and 

parent campus is in a state of flux, with the heads of campus now reporting to a 

Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor rather than to the Vice-Chancellor.  Budgets are 

being centralised and the campus now has little input into its program portfolio.  This 

reversion to an administrative model could provide an interesting research project as 

it may allow the opportunity to test the effect of differing degrees of autonomy on 

issues such as student and staff satisfaction and commercial competitiveness, noting, 

however, that the campus’s external environment is very dynamic, and that it may be 

difficult to isolate the effects of this.  

These structural changes may improve coordination across the university, but the 

campuses have been removed from almost all decision making committees, meaning 

that the subtleties of the differing market contexts will no longer be heard.  This 

change appears to be driven by the personalities of key executives, their experiences, 

and organisational politics.  This is not surprising, as my own ability to manage the 

matrix structure at the Springfield Campus was, I believe, a product of my 

personality, leadership training, and experience.  I have often reflected that, while I 

espoused the wide applicability of the business unit model, many university leaders 

may be challenged with the accountability the model demands, without the direct line 

management authority usually associated with it.   I have not included these issues of 

personalities, internal politics, and skills of the head of campus as influences in the 

selection of an appropriate campus management model, as they are too variable and 

hence unpredictable, but they would need to be considered.   

Implementing any major change needs support at the highest level if it is to succeed, 

as it invariably involves upsetting established power structures.  Ideally, this support 

needs to be reinforced with a very clear understanding of what is being put in place 

and why.  If I were to ever to raise another campus, I would ensure that the Vice-
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Chancellor was not only the champion for the management model, but also fully 

understood the detail of the model.  This would allow him or her to see the 

implications of what may be presented as seemingly innocuous changes, but which 

were actually attempts to fundamentally alter, if not dismantle, the model.  My 

experiences reinforced the need to document the management model in a plan and 

have it authorised by the highest possible authority.  While this did not stop attempts 

to undermine the model, or to change the budget system to make it increasingly 

difficult to implement, it did provide it with a degree of resilience and legitimacy. 

7.4: Action - Contribution to Research Methods in a 
Work Based Setting  

The research philosophy I adopted was post-positivist, critical realism.  The basis of 

this philosophy was a realist ontology with an interpretive thread, making a 

compromise between the extreme positions of realism and relativism (Easterby-

Smith, Thorpe & Lowe, 2002).  This philosophy implied that my research and 

concepts of the truth would be influenced by my own experiences and attitudes, and 

that this would also be the case for those I interviewed.   

The post-positivist, critical realist position accepts that all measurement is fallible, 

and emphasizes the importance of multiple measures and observations, each of 

which may possess different types of error. This philosophy led to an epistemological 

approach that could be described as relativist.  The methodology employed evolved 

over time and essentially became a mixed methods approach. This approach 

incorporated elements of positivism, relativism and social construction, in particular, 

conversation as a research technique, sense-making as a form of interpretation and 

hard data when it was available.   

It is difficult to claim that this dissertation made any significant contributions to 

research methods in a work based setting, although in specific relation to campus 

management models, the taxonomy developed and identification of autonomies and 

influencing factors would assist others in more focussed research. There are 

questions that stem from this study that I would like to see pursued, such as the 

relationship, if any, between campus autonomy levels and student satisfaction rates 

and academic success.  It would also be valuable to research the commercial success 

of campuses that undergo changes in their management models. 

As a consequence of this study, I am firmly of the belief that the post-positivist, 

critical realist approach was, and is, an appropriate way of researching a complex 

topic such as management, which is highly influenced by internal politics rather than 

rational decision making, and the unpredictability of individuals.     

7.5: Professional and Personal Learnings  

My professional and personal learnings from the study were extensive.  In particular, 

my understanding of research techniques and my research skills developed 

throughout the program.  By about midway, I found my techniques evolving as I 

progressed, which was confronting, as I tried to integrate data from the initial and 

latter stages of the research.  I do, however, believe that the finalised interview 

process was very effective, but it did rely on developing a rapport with other campus 
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heads, which in itself was a significant benefit of the study.  Other benefits were the 

realisation that there was a place for all management models, an appreciation for the 

concept of the federated university structure, and an enhanced understanding of the 

transformative learning process.  These learnings will now be dealt with in more 

detail. 

7.5.1: Developing professional relationships 

One of the major benefits of the study was the opportunity it provided me to establish 

relationships with a large number of heads of campus across Australia.  In the 

process of interviews, I was afforded a reason to engage with my peers, who in most 

cases were located considerable distances away, and if it were not for the study, I 

would probably never have got to meet them.     

What I felt during almost every interview was a sense of relief from heads of 

campus.  Not only was I interested in their story, but that I could understand their 

frustrations and appreciate the challenges they faced.  This was assisted in that issues 

tended to be common across campuses, regardless of their size or location. Although 

each had its nuances, this diversity ensured that every interview was an interesting 

process of discovery for me.  

It was very evident that the role of the head of campus was usually poorly understood 

by the parent campus.  The ability for heads of campus to talk with me, with my own 

understanding of their issues, appeared to almost have a therapeutic effect.  This 

commonality of experience was a key reason for the formation of the Australian 

Universities Heads of Campus Forum in 2012, and why its membership extends to 

all satellite campuses, rather than just the regional campuses which formed the initial 

nucleus of the Forum.   

The internal university professional relationships tended to be more problematic, 

mainly due to the politics of power and status.  The business unit model provided me 

the opportunity to hold people accountable for their activities at the Springfield 

Campus, many of whom saw this as a foreign concept in parent-satellite campus 

arrangements.  These relationship challenges were not surprising, but importantly 

from the outset, there were very few issues with the faculty and section heads located 

at the Springfield Campus.  Despite the challenges of the matrix management 

arrangements, through inclusiveness, clear and documented requirements, 

encouragement of initiative and monitoring by exception, the Springfield team gelled 

from the very start.  Ironically, many of these individuals then received criticism 

from their parent units for becoming too affiliated with the Springfield team. 

What was interesting was that by the fifth year of operation, the faculties realised that 

the business unit model was not about power for power’s sake, but existed for the 

overall success of the university, and that it appeared to be working.  At this stage, 

the professional relationships with the deans became robust and, in most cases, very 

cordial.   
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7.5.2: Key learning 

Professional relationships are highly influenced by the underlying power balance 

between those involved.  In the case of the relationships with peers external to the 

university, where there were no power implications, it was very easy to engage and 

develop honest and open communication channels.  The internal relationships were, 

however, highly subject to power politics, and were problematic at times.  Despite 

this, having the then Vice-Chancellor as a key ally, plus a documented governance 

and management plan, allowed me to maintain my authority until a sense of trust 

could be developed with the deans.  I assume that this will always be the case when 

introducing arrangements that challenge existing paradigms of power within 

universities, particularly until high autonomy satellite campus models become the 

norm, if ever.  If I were to do this again, I would therefore not expect automatic 

internal recognition of the status of the head of campus.  I would ensure that, 

regardless of the politics played, professionalism and trust are core traits in dealing 

with parent campus personalities. I believe that this will overcome suspicion and 

resentment flowing from any new arrangements.  Importantly, given this philosophy, 

I would recommend never to ‘burn one’s bridges’ in any professional relationship.  

7.5.3: A place for all models 

In the early stages of my time with USQ, my only experience of satellite campus 

models was working with the UNSW ADFA Campus, my observations of the USQ 

Wide Bay Campus, and discussions with its Provost and USQ Toowoomba staff as to 

its dysfunctional management model.  In time, I gained further insights through the 

development of good working relationships with the head of campus of the HAM1 

campus, which operated under an administrative model.   

At the time of implementing the business unit model, I was unaware of any campuses 

using the faculty model and from my limited knowledge base, considered that the 

business unit model was the most autonomous in the Australian university system.  

The campus visits I undertook in 2008 were enlightening.  They exposed me to the 

AFM1 campus faculty model, offering even higher levels of autonomy than the 

business unit model.   

The visits also reinforced my concerns for the administrative model after observing 

the BAM1 and CAM1 campuses.  It was not until I visited the DAM1 campus in 

2010 that I began to see that the administrative model could possibly serve a purpose.  

The DAM1 campus was not engaging with its community, yet it appeared to be 

highly successful, including having a significant research output.  This presented a 

challenge to my ideas, and it took some time for me to fully appreciate how the brand 

aspirations of the parent campus were driving the use of the administrative model, 

rather it being the result of centralised management.  This was further reinforced 

when I witnessed the transition of the HAM1 campus to a specialist campus. While 

my research identified many examples where the administrative model was most 

likely inappropriately being applied, it was now clear to me that in some 

circumstances, it had its place.   
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7.5.4: Key learning 

By researching these campuses, I gathered a far greater depth of understanding of 

what works and what doesn’t work in a given situation, and while I am still an 

advocate of maximising autonomy at a campus level, there is clearly a place for all 

models.  I did not see any examples of too much autonomy being granted, but I saw 

numerous examples of over-centralised management arrangements restricting the 

success of satellite campuses, by giving far too little autonomy to heads of campus.   

7.5.5: Appreciating the concept of the federated university 
structure 

As early as 2009 I had begun to appreciate that the problems I was having with the 

corporate level of USQ were due to the role confusion at the Toowoomba Campus, 

resulting from the lack of it having any clear organisational campus structure.  I 

deduced that, as the University evolved from a single campus structure, albeit with 

an increasing distance cohort, to a multi-campus structure, there was no realisation 

that this may also require a change to structures at the main campus.  This was 

understandable, as the problems this caused through university policies not suiting 

the context of each of the satellite campuses, were not being recognised at the parent 

campus.  What was occurring was that those tasked with corporate policy making for 

the whole university were inadvertently being dragged into the operational vacuum 

caused by the lack of a head of campus for Toowoomba.  I began taking the 

opportunity to point this observation out; however, much to my disappointment, the 

alternate approach to addressing the issue was adopted, being increased 

centralisation. 

At the time, I did not realise that what I was advocating was the adoption of a 

federated university structure.  It was not until 2011 that I fully appreciated the 

concept, and only after a discussion with the head of campus of the Coffs Harbour 

Campus of Southern Cross University.  This followed from a presentation I had 

given, where he was in the audience when he queried the concept of the parent-

satellite campus relationship.  He claimed that all campuses of Southern Cross 

University were treated equally, with a university corporate structure separate from 

any particular campus.  In subsequent investigations it was apparent that this was not 

the case and that it was a parent-satellite structure
84

. However, I later identified that 

Notre Dame University and the MCD University of Divinity utilise a federated 

structure and they are most likely the only examples of this currently in Australia.   

The federated university structure is rare, and that any universities were employing it 

was unknown to me at the outset of this study.  In the structure, the relationship 

between parent and satellite campus, by definition, does not exist; hence, it would 

not have been within the scope of the study, but if I were to redo the study knowing 

what I know now, I would seek to include federated universities as a way of 

contrasting management structures.  
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 Discussion with Professor Bill McGillvrey, DVC Southern Cross University on 5 July 2012. 
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7.5.6: Enhanced understanding of transformative learning 

Prior to joining the university, I already had a good understanding of the principles 

and practices of transformative learning, stemming primarily from my knowledge of 

experiential adventure-based education. This was as a result of my background in 

adventure training within the military, and having had to develop the philosophical 

background for its application across the Army. I was also very conscious of how 

adventure based activities had led to transformative learning within myself, through 

what Mezirow and Taylor (2009, p. 23) describe as epochal events and increment 

transformations.  

The process of raising the Springfield Campus and being its head of campus largely 

reinforced my philosophies and personal frames of reference.  It did, however, also 

make me realise the importance that some of my inherent principles of practice were 

to me, including those discussed in section 2.12, being relationship based 

engagement, empowerment, the ability to deliver on a promise, and sense of 

altruism.  This realisation of their importance was brought about through the 

personally epochal event of me deciding to leave the university. Naturally, I also 

incrementally gained a far greater contextual understanding of universities, and the 

major role personal and organisational politics has to play in their operation.   

Importantly though, one of the most significant aspects of my transformative 

learning was how and what I learned from fellow campus heads during the research 

phase for this study.  In my previous employments, I was already well aware of the 

importance of debriefing as part of experiential education, but invariably in these 

situations I was the facilitator encouraging reflection on a shared experience. During 

the research interviews, although I was asking the questions, the interviews would 

become a discussion of peers who had very different experiences, but shared a 

common objective.  I found that I was able to put my own experiences in a much 

broader context, and as noted previously, I gained a much greater appreciation as 

why so much diversity existed in management models.  Although I am still an 

advocate for decentralisation and campus empowerment, the realisation that high 

levels of campus autonomy were not always appropriate tempered my missionary 

zeal on the subject. In this case, I would accept that Mezirow and Taylor’s definition 

of transformative learning, being, “learning that transforms problematic frames of 

reference to make them more inclusive, discriminating, reflective, open, and 

emotionally open to change” (2009, p. 22), definitely applied to me.  

7.5.7: An enhanced understanding of self 

Personally, the most important learning I gained from the process of raising the USQ 

Springfield Campus and undertaking the study was enhanced understandings of my 

own professional identity, my ability to impact upon practice, and myself.  The 

reason why they are the most important, are they are what will remain with me every 

day from hereon, and affect the way I approach life and my behaviours.  I will now 

examine each of these enhanced understandings in more detail. 
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7.5.7.1: Professional identity 

Having come from a predominantly military background, entering the university 

sector was personally daunting, as I was essentially trying to integrate into a new 

culture which many would preconceive to be the antithesis of where I had come 

from.  While I personally had no doubts about my own ability to undertake the role, 

how I would be accepted within the organisation and profession naturally was a 

cause for doubt.  I perceived this to be primarily a credibility and style issue.  Of 

particular concern was whether I would be confronted with hostility due to 

expectations that I would display the Hollywood image of a military officer, 

possessing a strong autocratic and non-collegial leadership style.   

Thankfully, from my perspective, I did not encounter this resistance, although I 

detected that there was usually a natural degree of caution when initial relationships 

were established. I believe there were four reasons for this reception.  The first of 

these, and this may be disputed by others, is that I do believe I have a consultative 

approach to decision making, and am prepared to defer to those with greater 

knowledge and experience, regardless of their position.  I learnt this trait, gradually I 

might add, predominantly during my military adventurous training exercises, where 

rank and authority were deliberately discarded in favour of expertise and teamwork. 

The second reason was that I did initially undertake the role as head of campus, but 

started as the project manager for the campus.  This allowed members of the 

university to get used to my style, and most were highly appreciative of my 

organisational skills, albeit still doubtful that I could raise the campus in the 

timeframe allocated.  The third reason was that it was known that I had the full 

support of the then Vice-Chancellor, which is invaluable if an individual chose to be 

difficult. The final reason is that the majority of university staff I dealt with were 

professional in their relationships, and one’s background was a matter of interest 

only. 

The other professional identity that I had, was that portrayed to the wider university 

sector and the community.  With respect to the community I found I had no problems 

establishing my credibility and acceptance, as from their perspective I simply was 

part of the university.  With the university sector, and particularly my peers, I 

initially had self-doubts and a degree of arrogance which affected how I interacted 

with others.  The self-doubts stemmed from the lack of depth to my academic career.  

While I did hold a significant portfolio of academic qualifications, I had never been a 

university lecturer as such, nor had I been a researcher.  I did have extensive training 

and educational experience in a military setting, but I was very conscious that the 

context was very different.  I made the assumption, which I was later to realise was 

not correct, that all other heads of campus would have had a lifetime of experience in 

universities. The arrogance stemmed from my belief, previously discussed, that the 

business unit model was superior to all others being employed within the sector. By 

commencing the doctoral study and researching other campuses, I found that the very 

first campus I studied had a higher autonomy than the Springfield Campus, which 

was probably the start of dispelling any feelings of smugness I held.  

In the first phase of research interviews for though, I still did not feel that I was on an 

equal plane with my peers, instead, I felt like an observer.  This all changed for the 

second phase interviews though. Possibly, due to the time I had to reflect on what I 
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had learnt through the first phase interviews, combined with a interviewing a fellow 

campus head who was not only passionate about their role but open to the 

frustrations and joys of their position and their keenness to hear what I had learnt 

already, I felt as though I was truly an equal. This feeling continued on from there, 

and my own confidence continued to grow as I engaged with more heads of campus 

and found that they were almost universally very interested in my findings and how 

they may apply to them. The willingness for my peers to form the Australian 

Universities Heads of Campus Forum cemented the relevance of what I was doing in 

my mind, and my place in the wider sector. This aligns with one of my personal 

goals in undertaking the doctoral study of professional credibility which in itself 

links to improved career prospects. 

7.5.7.2: Ability to impact upon practice 

The ultimate validation of ones efforts and contribution to professional knowledge is 

the ability to impact upon the practice of others.  It also reinforces the concept of 

professional identity. As stated in section 7.1, there have been a number of 

universities that have already used the findings of the research for this study in their 

deliberation processes on existing and new satellite campus management models.  In 

the end though, those involved in these processes need to come to their own 

conclusions and it is hard to determine whether my work has had any influence upon 

this. Regardless, I intend to continue espousing a deliberative approach to the design 

of campus management models and will seek to promote this wherever possible.  

The purpose of this will hopefully not be seen about self-promotion, but for what I 

hold that it is, and that is to put in place models that will deliver optimum outcomes 

for universities, students and communities.  

Unfortunately, my own credibility in this space may have been dented with my own 

university discarding the product of my work and everyone involved in developing 

and implementing the business unit model.  This is disheartening at a personal level, 

particularly when I would hold that it was successful on many levels, not the least 

commercially. If, however, that is not the impression of others, possibly my own 

interpretation of what occurred was false.  I have reflected upon this often, and 

spoken to numerous personnel who would be entitled to have a valid, although not 

impartial, view of the model.  I have justified to myself that it really is more a factor 

of the university moving into a management culture centralisation phase rather than a 

failure of the model.  Regardless of whether I am correct or not, the radical change to 

the campus management model has the potential to provide evidence as to whether 

the management model made any difference to the commercial performance of the 

campus, noting that there are currently significant externalities
85

 which may negate 

the ability to draw any definitive conclusions.  

7.5.7.3: Understanding of self 

The journey I undertook while being the head of campus of USQ Springfield and 

completing the doctoral study was a significant chapter of my life-long learning 

story.  I have always considered myself a ‘work in progress’,  and have constantly 
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 These include the removal of fee caps in the 2014 Federal budget which may favour outer 

metropolitan campuses and USQ’s proposed takeover of the UQ Ipswich Campus. 
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sought new challenges to see how they would not only teach me about who I am, and 

what I am capable of, but how I could be continually changed to become a more 

versatile, eclectic and confident individual.  This development relies on reflexivity, 

being the process where the self ‘works’ on itself through thinking and action (Zhao 

& Biesta, 2012).  Anthony Giddens (1991, p. 244) describes this lifelong learning 

approach as ‘the reflexive project of the self’, which is ‘the process whereby self-

identity is constituted by the reflexive ordering of self-narrative’. 

Importantly, by having to extensively reflect upon my actions and experiences and 

benchmark them against my peers as part of the research interview phase of this 

study, I found that I had achieved significant personal development. I believe that 

this was far more than the combined development stemming from the numerous 

course-work graduate and post graduate programs I have undertaken. This is not 

surprising, as they fundamentally revolved the acquiring of technical knowledge 

rather than reflexively analysing myself as an agent of change. 

Giddens emphasises that change in late-modern society is at such a level that there 

are no longer the traditional ‘anchor points’ for the self, and that self-identity is 

something ‘that has to be routinely created and sustained in the reflexive activities of 

the individual’ (p. 52).  I believe that I was able to do this, but that as previously 

discussed section 7.5.7.1, I did not personally accept that this had been achieved until 

I truly felt I was a peer with my fellow heads of campus during the second phase of 

the research interviews.   

Giddens’s theories can also be applied to the very nature of the higher education 

sector in Australia, in particular his concepts of modernity being a process of 

constantly breaking traditions in an onward drive to develop the new (Zhao & Biesta, 

2012).  The changes stemming from universities being government supported, 

collegially managed institutions, to managerialistic commercial corporations 

operating in highly competitive and dynamic markets, is an ideal environment for the 

active participation of reflexive agents.  Giddens holds that this condition of 

modernity and associated anxiety helps to ‘mobilize adaptive responses and novel 

initiatives’ (1991, p. 13).  This certainly was the situation that allowed me to create 

the Business Unit model and have it implemented.  If the university had not needed 

to generate new forms of revenue to counter the ever decreasing contribution of the 

Commonwealth, it is unlikely that it would have ventured into the Brisbane market, 

particularly on the competitive south side.  That it did, gave me the opportunity to 

apply these ‘adaptive responses and novel initiatives’, leading to a situation where I 

became a very active agent, a condition required for self-actualization and self-

innovation (Zhao & Biesta, 2012).  

The opportunity I had to take a significant degree of ownership in the creation of the 

USQ Springfield Campus and the Business Unit model also personally validated me.  

This is consistent with Jurgen Habermas’s concepts of the self, where he states that:  

the creative activity of the artist or scientist serves as the exemplary form of 

self-realization; not only they, however, but all persons have the need to be 

confirmed in their self-worth by outstanding accomplishments or qualities 

(1989, p. 98). 
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In summary, my experiences narrated in this dissertation and the research conducted 

for the study, provided me with a major life-changing reflexive experience.  

Importantly, I was very fortunate to participate in this as a major agent of change, 

although towards the end of my time as head of campus this was significantly 

reduced.  Perhaps the eventual reason I felt I had to leave the university, was not the 

frustration  of losing the autonomy provided under the Business Unit model, but the 

resultant inability to continue my ‘reflexive project of the self’, which I have become 

so addicted to. 

7.6: What would I do differently? 

I have reflected on what I would do differently if I were to undertake the study again.  

It may seem surprising, but after due consideration, there is little I would change.  

The main reason for this is that while there are many elements which could have 

been executed more effectively, knowing what I know now, it was the journey that 

gave me this knowledge. Certainly being more focussed in each of the interviews 

would have reduced the number of clarification interviews, but it was each additional 

interview that allowed me to build a greater understanding of the issues influencing 

campuses.  If these changed over time, and given there was no existing research that 

I could identify to gain this knowledge, it is hard to see how the interview process 

could have unfolded in any other way.  Critically, the ability to conduct follow up 

interviews gave me a greater appreciation for how different models were performing, 

rather than using a point-in-time assessment to gauge their effectiveness.  This was 

particularly important in the cases of the AFM1 and DFM1 campuses, which 

provided considerable validation for my underlying belief that greater autonomy 

would usually lead to greater commercial success. 

Despite this, if I had the ability to change anything, it would be the process of 

arriving at the single focus of the study, which was time consuming.  Originally, I 

had approached the doctorate as a number of different projects, which was how the 

professional doctorate was structured.  This was leading to a contrived and disjointed 

study from my perspective, and thankfully, the concept of focussing on satellite 

campus management, and undertaking research external to my own workplace, was 

accepted as the way to proceed.  This I believe, resulted in a more intellectually 

robust outcome and the creation of a body of knowledge relevant to the profession.  

Getting to this single focus for the study probably resulted in a six month delay and 

hopefully future students in the program can be given the option to use this approach 

from the outset. 

I would also have liked to include more campuses in the study, but this would have 

been difficult given the resource constraints.  I did, however, cover the complete 

range of levels of autonomy, and I believe my conclusions are sound.     

Despite these issues, I am glad the learning journey transpired the way it did.  It gave 

me true ownership of the learning, and provided me with a great depth of knowledge 

and a true feeling of discovery. 
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7.7: Conclusion 

The undertaking of the doctoral study and development and implementation of the 

business unit model at the USQ Springfield Campus have been exceptionally 

rewarding experiences.  Importantly, the two have complemented each other and I 

think that one without the other would have led to a vastly inferior outcome.  My 

experiences as a head of campus, implementing a very different management plan, 

allowed me to contextualise my research and give me access, empathy and credibility 

with the other heads of campus I interviewed.   

The doctoral study itself allowed me to appreciate the range of campus management 

models that exist and when they would be applicable. While I am still an advocate 

for the business unit model, I believe the learning journey has prevented me from 

becoming a zealot. By understanding the influences on the choice of model for a 

given campus, it has also provided me with the intellectual arguments to justify the 

business unit model for the Springfield Campus.  I also believe that I have truly 

contributed to the body of knowledge for the profession.   

While, regrettably from my perspective, the business unit model at Springfield 

Campus is being replaced with a low autonomy administrative model, if anything, it 

is validating the decision matrix, and the overpowering influence of a centralist 

university management culture.  Elsewhere, however, there are other university 

campuses I encountered in my research that showed the value of high autonomy 

models.  Hopefully, over time, greater autonomy will be the default management 

arrangement, rather than being seen as an act of bravery by a select few institutions.  
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