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Aims

• To provide a background to the 
challenges facing a business school 
under the dual pressures of external 
accreditation and research evaluation 
• To illustrate the (ongoing) approach 
taken to changing the culture of the 
school to meet its task demands 
• To frame this process within the 
underpinning theories drawn from 
systems approaches and ergonomics



About Glasgow

• The University of Glasgow was established 
in 1451, making it the fourth oldest 
university in the UK  

•In 1737 Adam Smith, the father of modern 
economics and author of The Wealth of 
Nations, enters the University at the age of 
14 (Economics has a history at Glasgow) 

• ASBS is triple accredited (AMBA, AACSB, 
EQUIS) 

• the University is a member of the Russell 
Group and Universities 21 

• the Adam Smith Business School was 
formally created in 2010 

• it had existed since the 1980s in various 
forms 

• Our 130 academic members of staff come 
from 23 different countries  

Research Research in the business school is carried 
out in ten research clusters:

ASBS

Accounting Finance 

Macro 
Economics

Micro 
Economics

Strategy & 
Decision-
Making

Marketing Operations 
Management

International  
Business

Entrepreneurship HRM & OB
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• there are five key strands to the 
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} Multiple levels of 
systems structures 

• Interactions between 
elements occur in a 
dynamic manner and 
across multiple levels  

• These dynamic 
relational processes are 
not designed into the 
system 

• Toxic leadership is part 
of this process

"The concept of emergence refers to 
the possibility that, when certain 
elements or parts stand in particular 
relations to one another, the whole 
that is formed has properties 
(including causal powers) that are not 
possessed by its constituent elements 
taken in isolation"



- the rules of the exercise 
determine the behaviours 
within the sector: 

- 4* papers determine the 
UoA GPA 

- Judgements around the 
nature of those papers 
are varied 

- Theoretical research can be 
seen as having a higher value 
within some disciplines 

- Market mechanisms inflate 
salaries in some areas 

- "Market supplements" 
create a distorted market 

- Some high performing REF 
staff are "mobile and 
mercenary" 

- Papers are transferable 
impact is not!

The REF is configured 
around the following 
rules:
- 1.0 fte staff need 4 outputs 

for submission 
- These are judged to be on a 

scale of 1*-4* 
- For each submission, UoAs 

need to submit 3 impact 
cases 

- Every 10 staff submissions 
over 30 require another 
impact case 

- Each submission has to 
show how it's environment 
supports research (grant 
income, PhD submissions 
etc)



The REF was assessed 
according to the 
following weightings: 
  
• Research outputs 65% 
• Impact 20% 
• Environment 15%

• "this is a game....not 
an accurate reflector 
of research in any 
absolute sense” - REF 
sub-panel chair 

• Purpose:  funding, 
accountability, quality 
indicators 
(benchmarks and 
reputational 
yardsticks)



- assessed in terms of originality, 
significance and rigour 

- Journals often seen as surrogates 
for, but not absolute Indicators of, 
quality 

- Research outputs are often seen 
as the primary focus of 
appointments and university 
strategies for research

- assessed in terms of reach and 
significance (beyond the 
academy) 

- likely to be more important in 
REF2020 

- Also considered the impact 
template as an indication of the 
UoAs strategy in developing 
impact



- assessed in terms of vitality and 
sustainability 

- Capable of sustaining a world 
class/internationally excellent/ 
internationally recognised 
environment (delete as 
appropriate)

A precautionary tale



• “About half the outputs got the same 

grade as their ABS journal rank, 

slightly more than a third scored 

below and about one in seven scored 

above. 

• Given that most outputs were in ABS 3 

or 4* journals, there was more room 

on the scale to score them lower than 

their ABS ranking than there was to 

score them higher.  
 

Quote from a REF panelist
An output in an ABS 4 journal was less 

likely to be scored a 4 than many 
thought beforehand (39% chance). 
There’s a 20% chance it will be a 2.

• However, it’s likely that an ABS 3 will 
score at least a 3 (67% chance).

• ABS 2s have a 30% chance of being 
a 3, and only a 10% chance of a 1. In 
future, it might be worth institutions 
being moderately bold about 
submitting 2s. [However, the ABS 2 
articles submitted to REF may have 
been carefully selected, and therefore 
not typical of outputs in ABS 2* 
journals]”.

Risks of Prediction!

Why do organisational 
decisions fail?

Clark (2013) outlines three main 
reasons for decision failure: 

•  the failure to share the information 
needed to make the decision

•  codified nature of the information 
(elaborated vs restricted codes) 
(Bernstein) 

•  number of steps needed to decode 
information (Boisot) 

•  the failure to analyse available 
information correctly

•  cognitive bias/heuristics (Tversky 
and Kahneman) 

• distorted science (Collingridge) 
•  the failure to act on the information 

that is available
•  early warnings and weak signals 

(Turner, Reason) 
•  paradigm blindness (Fischbacher-

Smith)Clark, R.M. (2013) Intelligence Analysis. Los Angeles: SAGE



Changing the research 
culture

"Minds	don't	stay	in	the	past...	they	can	find	the	truths	of	the	past,	come	
back	to	the	present	and	look	forward	to	the	future.	That's	not	ge>ng	
lost.	The	present	is	when	we	get	lost	—	if	we	forget	our	past	and	have	
no	visions	of	the	future"	(Ayi	Kewi	Armah,	The	Healers,	1979)

Cited	in:	Samatar,	A.	(1988):	The	state,	Agrarian	change	and	crisis	of	hegemony	in	Somalia,	
Review	of	African	PoliBcal	Economy,	15:43,	26-41

- the	processes	around	we	we	make	intuiBve	
decisions	(system	1)	reflects	our	experience	and	
experBse	(Kahneman)	

- system	1	processes	can	be	seen	as	fast	and	
automaBc	in	coming	to	a	decision	

- systems	2	approaches	require	the	allocaBon	of	
mental	processes	(explicit	beliefs,	choices	etc)	and	
are	invariably	slower	

- system	1	processes	feed	system	2			
- we	have	a	problem!	We	are	in	danger	of	being	
blinded	by	our	own	paradigms/sensemaking



- System	1	assump-ons:		
- our	research	is	important	and	has	value	to	
end-users	and	impacts	on	their	
behaviours........	

- good	research	transcends	audience	needs	
- Impact	on	the	academy	is	all	that	counts	

BUT	

- Systems	2	challenges:		
- How	do	we	measure	the	extent	and	nature	of	
that	effecBveness?	

- As	a	professionally-oriented	and	scholarly	
discipline,	we	need	to	speak	to	mulBple	
audiences	-	Different	audiences	require	
different	forms	of	communicaBon	(Berstein's	
noBon	of	elaborated	codes)

Post-REF assessment

- Academic leadership 
- Structures 
- Outputs 
- Processes

ASOP's tales?
Four broad-based issues



• 95% of the submitted 
outputs consisted of journal 
articles 

• published in over 1000 
outlets 

• 1300 outputs were cross-
referred to the Economics 
panel (in addition to the 
2600 submitted to UoA18)

- the ABS list was created as a means of 
improving RAE (and now REF) scores 

- indicates how good a journal is but 
says little about how good an individual 
paper is 

- often used as a surrogate for quality 
but must be subject to caveats around 
originality, significance (relevance and 
impact) and rigour

•  in some contexts the ABS list has 
assumed a level of importance that 
distorts behaviours 

•  used by some as an indication that 
a paper is ‘X*’ in business and 
management even if the B&M 
content is low or non-existent  

•  used to claim expertise in a 
subject (“but its on the ABS list”) 

•  tends to ignore one of the core 
purposes of research (ie to change 
and inform practice) - do  
managers read 4* journals?



Outputs (ABS vs REF)
Does the list have predictive validity?

Outputs (ABS vs REF)
ABS 4 ABS 3 ABS 2 ABS 1 Not on ABS 

list Book Chapter Total

REF 4 94 80 4 2 3 6 1 190

REF 3 95 296 29 1 6 4 2 433

REF 2 47 150 54 9 37 4 2 303

REF 1 3 28 10 6 21 2 4 74

Total 239 554 97 18 67 16 9 1000



ABS 4 ABS 3 ABS 2 ABS 1 Not on ABS 
list Book Chapter Total

REF 4 94 80 4 2 3 6 1 190

REF 3 95 296 29 1 6 4 2 433

REF 2 47 150 54 9 37 4 2 303

REF 1 3 28 10 6 21 2 4 74

Total 239 554 97 18 67 16 9 1000

• highlights the game playing 
aspects of the REF 

• no real sense of research 
strengths in a school as there is 
no need to submit ALL research 
and teaching staff for the REF 

• is accreditation a more 
meaningful indication of quality?

Developments
• Research clusters established 

• Workload policy revised 
(removal of 1000 hours for 
research and reversion to 
university norms) 

• Research clusters subject to 
formal reporting lines via the 
research committee 

• Professors charged with 
research leadership 



Research"I have my REF return and so I 
don't need to worry about 
research" - New Business 

School Dean

"I don't need to come into the 
office to do the good stuff" - 

Professor of Economics, 
Russell Group University 

"these 4 star researchers are 
special, we can't ask them to 

do core tasks" - senior 
administrator, RG business 

school  

- the REF obsessed 
environment has led to a 
range of odd behaviors 
that have eroded 
collegiality  

- Research income from the 
REF invariably does not 
pay the (inflated) salaries 
of some REF "stars" (who 
avoid teaching and 
administration)

Overarching approach
~ school seen as a socio-technical 
system 
~ approach taken based around soft 
systems approaches to problem 
framing: 

- who are the customers of our 
research (by cluster)? 

- What are the main 
transformations that need to be 
made to deliver a higher level of 
researcher performance? 

- Who are the owners of the 
systems that support research 
research? Who can shut the 
research process down or inhibit 
it? 

- Who are the main actors? 
- What are the different worldviews 

held by different groups? 



"Systems are particularly prone to 
failure when the person guarding 
them is not the person who suffers 
when they fail" - Anderson & Moore  
p. 610

Anderson, R. and Moore, T.
(2006) 'The Economics of 
Information Security'. 
Science 314, 610-613.

•  Challenge around who 'owns' the system 
and over what time frame: 

•  Different teaching (accreditation) and 
research (REF) timelines  

•  Homogeneity of research requirements 
is not always self-evident  

•EQUIS sees research in a broader 
context than the REF 

•  Focus on 4* scholarly journals not 
always compatible with demands of 
executive education and teaching  

•  Shapes recruitment strategies at 
different times 

• ‘published’ outputs must precede 
impact (can’t have impact with no 
output!) 

• work must satisfy the 2* minimum 
threshold  

• 4* research papers do not guarantee 4* 
impact cases 

• papers need to be written with an impact 
audience in mind (can be seen to run 
counterintuitive to the ‘normal’ ways of 
working) 

• must be able to evidence both reach 
and significance in defining the nature of 
the impact  

• not seen as a consultancy process 
(examples within the UoG submission 
only rated as 2*) 

• consultancy can be considered to have 
impact but it needs to be carefully 
argued to show: 

• reach and significance 
• clear research pathways to impact

Main Elements



• impact demonstrated at different levels 
and across different organisations 

• Extended periods of engagement - NOT 
consultancy related activities 

• work underpinned by RCUK grant 
income (including impact award) 

• clear evidence of pathways to impact: 
• secondments 
• extended periods of activities (over 

three years for both impact case 
studies) 

• sustained but varied forms of impact 
activities 

• workshop facilitators 
• ‘hands-on’ assessments 

• effective impact development starts in 
the previous RAE/REF period 

• publications need to be tailored to the 
demands of the end-user (i.e. it needs to 
be a real-world problem)  

• context in search of answers NOT 
research in search of impact

Main Elements

REF	Impact

The	published	work	is	
used	by	an	organisation	
that	is	external	to	the	
academy	to	shape	

organisational	activities

An	organisation	(business,	
government	or	public	sector)	takes	
that	published	output	and	begins	to	
engage	with	the	content	/	
recommendations	to	shape	their	
own	activities.	

Impact	is	about	the	effects	of	our	
work	on		business,	government	and	
other	such	external	bodies	(not	the	
academy).		

The	organisation(s)	then	act	on	the	
findings	/	recommendations	(output)	
in	a	way	that	can	be	seen	to	show	
depth	of	effect	and	scope	of	effect	
coming	directly	from	the	research	
output.

There	needs	to	be	an	evidence	trail	to	demonstrate	impact

≥	2*	output	
published	

(needs	to	be	
evidenced)	

Impact	only	
starts	with	
publication

• work	should	be	
relevant	to	the	
UoA	to	which	it	is	
submitted

The	organisation	then	
takes	demonstrable	actions	

that	are	based	on	the	
published	outputs	

This	relationships	MUST	
display	both	reach	and	

significance



Health care 
service design

Moira Fischbacher-Smith 
Denis Fischbacher-Smith

LOCAL HEALTHCARE 
Management of change around 
Community Health Partnerships 
Child protection and integration of services 

PATIENT SAFETY 
Deals with patient safety and shows an 
ongoing research trajectory from initial 
policy work on UK government expert 
committee (Organisation with a Memory - 
OWAM) 
Work based on a National Patient Safety 
Agency grant 
Task analysis in a UK hospital (Ergonomics 
- job design) 
Membership of NHS Litigation Authority 
Committee on patient safety 

CONTINGENCY PLANNING 
Assessment of NHS24 contingency 
planning processes 
involvement with NHS Winter planning 

Three Components



• Three elements to the impact 
narrative: 

• Community Health 
Partnerships/Every 
Child Matters (MFS/
DFS) 

• Patient Safety (bedside 
checking) (DFS) 

• Civil contingency 
planning (DFS/MFS) 

• Links to:  
• National government 

(Scotland and UK NHS) 
• NHS24 (Scotland) 
• NHS Litigation Authority 

(London) 
• City/Region (Glasgow and 

Bootle) - CHCP/Local 
government

The research outputs:

Fischbacher-Smith, D., and Fischbacher-Smith, M. 
(2013) The vulnerability of public spaces: 
challenges for UK hospitals under the 'new' terrorist 
threat. Public Management Review, 15(3), pp. 
330-343. (doi:10.1080/14719037.2013.769851)

Fischbacher-Smith, D., and Fischbacher-Smith, M. 
(2009) We may remember but what did we learn? 
Dealing with errors, crimes and misdemeanours 
around adverse events in healthcare. Financial 
Accountability and Management, 25(4), pp. 
451-474. (doi:10.1111/j.1468-0408.2009.00487.x)

Smith, A., Casey, K., Wilson, J., and Fischbacher-
Smith, D. (2011) Wristbands as aids to reduce 
misidentification: an ethnographically-guided task 
analysis. International Journal for Quality in 
Health Care, 23(5), pp. 590-599. (doi:10.1093/
intqhc/mzr045) 

Fischbacher-Smith, D. (2012) Getting pandas to 
breed: Paradigm blindness and the policy space for 
risk prevention, mitigation and management. Risk 
Management, 14(3), pp. 177-201. (doi:10.1057/rm.
2012.6)



The research outputs:

Fischbacher-Smith, D., and Calman, K. (2010) A 
precautionary tale - the role of the precautionary 
principle in policy making for public health. In: Risk 
Communication and Public Health. Oxford 
University Press, pp. 197-211. ISBN 
978-0-19-956284-8 (doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/
9780199562848.003.13 ) 

Fischbacher-Smith, D., Fischbacher-Smith, M., and 
BaMaung, D. (2010) Where do we go from here? 
The evacuation of city centres and the 
communication of public health risks from extreme 
events. In: Bennett, P., Calman, K., Curtis, S. and 
Fischbacher-Smith, D. (eds.) Risk Communication 
and Public Health. Oxford University Press: Oxford, 
pp. 97-114. ISBN 978-0-19-956284-8

The research outputs:
Fischbacher-Smith, D., and Fischbacher-Smith, M. 
(2009) We may remember but what did we learn? 
Dealing with errors, crimes and misdemeanours 
around adverse events in healthcare. Financial 
Accountability and Management, 25(4), pp. 
451-474. (doi:10.1111/j.1468-0408.2009.00487.x)

Smith, A., Casey, K., Wilson, J., and Fischbacher-
Smith, D. (2011) Wristbands as aids to reduce 
misidentification: an ethnographically-guided task 
analysis. International Journal for Quality in 
Health Care, 23(5), pp. 590-599. (doi:10.1093/
intqhc/mzr045) 

Deals with patient safety and shows an 
ongoing research trajectory from initial policy 
work on UK government expert committee 
(Organisation with a Memory - OWAM) 
Work based on a National Patient Safety 
Agency grant 
Task analysis in a UK hospital (Ergonomics - 
job design)



Organisational 
security 

Denis Fischbacher-Smith 
Moira Fischbacher-Smith 

• Three elements to the impact 
narrative: 

• Secondment to Scottish 
Government 

• Secondment to Police 
Scotland/Strathclyde Police 

• Links to:  
• Security Agencies 
• Merseyside Police 
• Cheshire Police 
• MoD 
• NATO

• vulnerability analysis 
• protection of critical national 

infrastructure 
• organisational learning 
• crisis response strategies

Nature of the impact



Grant Income:

1.	 Fischbacher-Smith,	 D.	 and	 Fischbacher-
Smith,	M.	 (2013)	RCUK	Global	Uncertainties	
Impact	 Support	 Fund	 2012/13.	 Award	
Value	£	4,944	

2.	 Fischbacher-Smith,	 D.	 (2010)	 ‘Self-healing,	
complexity	 and	 the	 protection	 of	 critical	
national	 infrastructure’,	 EPSRC	 Pathways	 to	
Impact	Award.	Award	value	£11,650	

3.	 Smith,	 D.	 and	 Fischbacher,	 M.	 (2008-2012)	
“Under	 dark	 skies:	 Port	 cities,	 extreme	
events,	 multi-scale	 processes	 and	 the	
vulnerability	 of	 controls	 around	 counter	
terrorism”,	 EPRSC	 EP/G004889/1.	 	 Award	
Value:	£365,156		

4.	 Dodd,	T.,	Wilson,	L.,	Sun,	T.,	Eftekhari,	M.,	and	
Smith,	 D.	 (2008-2012)	 “Cargo	 screening	 –	
Ferret”,	 	 EPSRC	 under	 the	 Cargo	 Screening	
Initiative.	 EPSRC	 EP/G004307/1	 Award	
Value:	£703,441	

5.	 Smith,	D.,	 Crawford,	 J.,	 Pidd,	M.,	 Bell,	 S.,	 and	
Win`ield,	 A.	 (2007-2011)	 “Biological	
metaphors	 and	 crisis:	 building	 self-healing,	
emergence	 and	 resilience	 into	 critical	
infrastructures”.	Funding	Source:	EPSRC	EP/
E062865/1.	 (Sept	 2007-August	 2010).	
Award	Value:	£342,988	

Total: £1,428,179

1. Boin,	A.	and	Smith,	D.	(2006)	‘Terrorism	and	
critical	infrastructures:	Implications	for	
public-private	crisis	management’,	Public	
Money	and	Management,	26	(5),	pp.	
295-304.		

2. Smith,	D.	and	Elliott,	D.	(2007)	‘Moving	Beyond	
Denial:	Exploring	the	Barriers	to	Learning	
from	Crisis’	Management	Learning,	38	(5),	
pp.	519-538.	

3. Fischbacher-Smith,	D.,	Fischbacher-Smith,	M.	
and	BaMaung,	D.	(2010)	‘Where	do	we	go	
from	here?	The	evacuation	of	city	centres	
and	the	communication	of	public	health	
risks	from	extreme	events’.	In,	Bennett,	P.,	
Calman,	K.,	Curtis,	S.,	and	Fischbacher-
Smith,	D.	(Eds)	(2010)	Risk	Communication	
and	Public	Health.	2nd	Edition.	Oxford:	
Oxford	University	Press.	pp.	97-114.	(ISBN	
978-0-19-956284-8)	

4. Fischbacher-Smith,	D.	(2012)	‘Getting	panda’s	to	
breed:	Paradigm	blindness	and	the	policy	
space	for	risk	prevention,	mitigation,	and	
management’,	Risk	Management,		14	(3),	
pp.	177-201.	

5. Fischbacher-Smith,	D.,	&	Fischbacher-Smith,	M.	
(2013)	The	Vulnerability	of	Public	Spaces:	
Challenges	for	UK	hospitals	under	the	‘new’	
terrorist	threat.	Public	Management	
Review,	15(3):	330-343.

Outputs:



• impact demonstrated at different levels 
and across different organisations 

• trans-national (NATO) 
• national (Scottish Government/Police 

Scotland) 
• regional (Merseyside, Cheshire 

Police) 
• work underpinned by RCUK grant 

income (including impact award) 
• research questions co-produced with 

the end-users of the research (Mode 2 - 
Gibbons et al) - ensured rapid 
dissemination of research findings 

• incorporated into both decision-making 
structures (committee membership) and 
policy context (assessment of National 
Risk Register) 

• challenge associated with the 
development of trust

Feedback

Designing the system 'at work'



Designing the system 'at work'
• There is a need to set out the core 

'ideology' of the school to reflect 
the strategic goals - do we practice 
what we preach? 

• The costs of getting it wrong are 
potentially high in both financial 
and reputational terms 

• The processes to support the 
goals need to be clearly identified  

• The 'rules of engagement' need to 
be established - a 'no private 
deals' culture is essential  

• The process is hazardous! 
(Research deans don't get many 
Christmas cards 😄)


