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ABSTRACT


Marketisation, globalisation, an increasing number of stakeholders and the need to generate third stream income are developments that have thrown the university into an unfamiliar and more business orientated environment. As a consequence conflict arises between those who see the need to respond to environmental changes and those who feel that this is not the role of the university. Many management theories have been used in an educational setting in an attempt to shed light on how the ‘university’ might respond and so 
many universities have adopted ‘market-like’ behaviours that derive from more traditional management and marketing theories. 
This approach serves to reinforce the conflicts that exist between the academic principles of the university, and the drive to entrepreneurialism in responding to market changes. However, this paper suggests that a ‘relational’ approach to business and marketing be considered that may have congruence between the underlying values of the university and the need to respond to changes. 
The paper consists of desk based research that considers the literature examining the way in which universities are responding to environmental changes, and the approaches that they currently adopt based upon traditional marketing theories. It then analyses key Relationship Management theories within this context in an effort to present an alternative approach. The conclusions drawn are that using a traditional business and marketing approach may not be appropriate for a university with its academic principles and that a newer paradigm that is being adopted by more progressive businesses is worthy of consideration. 
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INTRODUCTION
The environmental context within which the university now operates is continually changing. This shift is a result of both internal factors, and external factors including the global nature of change particularly in respect to knowledge-based innovation. (Laukkanen 2003). This has a knock on effect, as the university, as a centre for knowledge production is beginning to play a greater role in industrial innovation (Etzkowitz et al, 2000) moving the emphasis away from the government or industry. As the university becomes an important part of the innovation system,  so the public, private and academic arenas become more intertwined. Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (1999) identify the ‘triple-helix’ model of university-government-industry relations where the knowledge sector plays as equally an important role as the economy or policy making. So much so that knowledge is becoming commodified for the knowledge economy giving rise to the need for universities to become more ‘entrepreneurial’ and developing a ‘third stream’ of income generation in addition to research and learning and teaching. 
If the university is to be successful in its attempt to become ‘entrepreneurial’ then it needs   to respond to global developments  and become more ‘market-focused’. The issue confronting the university is that this approach can appear to fly in the face of the traditional notion of a university where academic freedom and ethics are upheld and where high level research and the transmission of knowledge are key (Laukkanen, 2003). This conflict is reinforced with the adoption of traditional business management approaches and increasing use of managerialist language. However, over recent years, management theories and research have progressed from what can be called the ‘traditional’ approach often used by universities to newer management theories that may be of relevance to a university. This research therefore explores  these developing theories in business and management in an effort to shed light on ways in which they may be considered within the context of the changing university..
Consequently this paper asks the following question;
Can developments in relationship management theory shed light on the way in which a university might respond to its increasingly ‘entrepreneurial’ context?

In so doing it addresses the following;

What has been the managerial response to environmental developments, and what conflicts has this created?
 In answering this question, the paper draws upon the body of educational research literature that examines the changing nature of the university, its contexts and the resultant impact upon the university and its cultures. This has included literature relating to change and culture within HE institutions specifically and draws on studies that provide cases of how that change has been implemented. A further body of literature to be examined is that relating to business and management and specifically Relationship Management or Relationship Marketing (RM). Many of the groundbreaking papers relating to RM emanate from the late 1980’s to the beginning of the 21st Century over which time RM philosophy, its theory and principles have been researched. Papers have been selected based on their relevance and choice of authors relates to their credibility within that particular discipline. 

METHODOLOGY

This research is not attempting to provide solutions , but instead identifies the themes and ideas from disciplines other than educational research that can form the basis for further exploration in relation to the pursuance of academic enterprise in Higher Education institutions. Consequently this study takes an inductive approach (Saunders et al, 2003) and as such requires a close understanding of the research context. This paper will therefore explore existing research (as discussed above) to shed light on the themes of the project and raise issues for further debate. As Jankowicz (2000) states, knowledge does not exist in a vacuum, and so it is important to establish the significance of the wider project, based upon the differences or similarities to other people’s work. Such a study helps to make judgements regarding the value of previous research undertaken across different disciplines in relation to this study (Dees, 2000) and consequently allows the reader to make judgements about the relevance of this particular piece of research. The research is dependent upon a number of areas of knowledge, and these are brought together in such a way that the development of particular issues, such as university responses to academic enterprise, can form the focus of this paper. In developing the themes to be considered, the project draws upon literature from education, business, marketing and organisational change research, and it is only possible to encapsulate a review of such a range in a paper that is devoted to that review. It is anticipated that in setting the literature relating to the changing nature of the university within the context of the literature relating to Relationship Marketing,  further insights might be gained as regards the different management approaches that may be adopted and their relative applicability.
BACKGROUND

The Lambert Review (2003) has been an important driver in transforming the focus of the university, and illustrates how policy making is encouraging these linkages at industry, regional and national levels. This reflects how the university is increasingly expected to play a role in regional development and economic growth which can result in joint projects and funding, development of new ventures and other activities that are geared to improving the economic attractiveness of a region. This changing role leads to the development of entrepreneurial activities with the objective of improving regional or national performance as well as apparently providing the university with a financial advantage.  Such an advantage becomes all the more important as public funding of the university is now inextricably linked with the ability of the university to make a direct contribution to the economy. As Slaughter and Leslie (2001) point out, the reduction of research funding, and the changes to student funding have meant that universities have had to actively seek out other means of funding or income generation. Consequently they identify that universities are shifting from a grant to an exchange economy where activities such as licensing patents, the establishment of innovation centres, and general provision of services become almost commonplace. 
Changes fuelling the drive to entrepreneurialism

It is not only these broader changes that are fuelling the drive to entrepreneurialism. Many other changes are taking place that are impacting on universities and are encouraging the adoption of business like behaviour. One such change is the 
increasing number of stakeholders, from governments, policy makers, and regional authorities, to industry, and private organisations that the university is confronted with. Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (1999) point out that industry is now often present within the university and is almost becoming a co-partner in knowledge production. The increasing number  of stakeholders means that the university has more demands placed upon it as it is expected to meet the needs of such varied groups.  
Tied in with this is the  further significant development of ‘massification’ of the university (Trow, 1970 cited in Becher and Trowler 2001, McNay, 2006) with more and more students entering into Higher Education from different backgrounds and cultures. Student needs are becoming increasingly diverse as universities attempt to attract students from all parts of the globe, bringing with them cultural differences in terms of learning approaches as well as differing expectations. Universities are confronted with the problem of how they should meet these ever changing needs at a time when students are becoming more ‘active’ stakeholders with the introduction of tuition fees.  
In response to the changes outlined above organisations are needing to restructure, to position processes, products and services to specific markets, and establish managerial rewards and incentives on the one hand and penalties and disincentives on the other hand (Slaughter and Leslie, 2001). So too is there the need for competitiveness, differentiation, rewards, and positioning if the university is to survive the changes. The use of such terms now holds relevance for universities and is  an indication of the way in which they are adopting what Slaughter and Leslie (2001) call ‘market like behaviours’ (P154) in response to changes taking place. In adopting such language and behaviours they are in effect mimicking business activities in order to be able to compete effectively in a changing market.
The adoption of market like behaviours and language
As universities are expected to respond to market forces so must they recognise the values of the market place and the economy whereby ‘customer delight’ is now an important feature of ‘competitive advantage’ (Reeves, 1998, cited in McNay, 2005). Again the use of strong marketing discourse illustrates this move. Becher and Trowler (2001)  talk about ‘marketised knowledge’ and stress how economy, efficiency and effectiveness are vital factors in the management of today’s university – again terms related to managerialism and traditional business principles. Shattock (2003) stresses how important it is for a university to ‘differentiate’ itself and to present a clearly defined and individual ‘mission statement’(p147) that is meaningful to all stakeholders. The competitive nature of universities is a result of (amongst other issues already mentioned) the pressure that universities are under to respond to the funding system that now exists and the competition for income generated from external grants, contracts, endowment funds, university-industry partnerships and so on (Slaughter and Leslie, 2001) and this is often perceived to be a strait jacket that restricts the creativity and individualism that once existed amongst universities. And yet conversely Etzkowitz et al (2000) see these developments as being indicative of a move from a grant to an exchange economy, implying again market like behaviours whereby a relationship exists that might be presumed to be mutually beneficial. 
The view of the student as a consumer and the university offering a product or service develops further the notion of the university as a ‘business,’ emphasised more so as student fees come to fruition thus increasing buying power and in turn stimulating market-like competition (Slaughter and Leslie, 2001). Slaughter and Leslie also identify how in the United States, restructuring has taken place to take advantage of new market opportunities, and yet the changes made imply a negative impact on the ‘customer’. They say that marketing budgets are set in place at the expense of service budgets that would have related to student support; bottom line revenues take priority over from moral development. And they talk about the development of a marketing discourse that includes emphasis on ‘getting the right mix,’ quality and value, and buying into a university brand name. Sharma (2004) talks about ‘performance-based funding’,  the importance of measurement tools for areas of performance, and again the need for accountability as stakeholders become increasingly influential thus creating the ‘entrepreneurial university where universities become more self reliant in nature’.

And yet the discussion regarding the development of market like behaviours very much assumes a traditional approach to business and markets that focuses on the delivery of a product rather than on the needs of the market. Emphasis within the university in marketing terms is on the 4 P’s or the ‘marketing mix’(Borden, 1964) a notion that had become an almost undisputed paradigm in academic research up until recently. Kent (1986) refers to the Four Ps of the marketing mix as “the holy quadruple…of the marketing faith…written in tablets of stone” (p. 146). Universities are adopting this language as the ‘product’ of knowledge is offered and as universities begin to ‘promote’ themselves. The issue of tuition fees brings the ‘price’ of the offering to the foreground and so the concept of the marketing mix becomes absorbed into the university language. Slaughter and Leslie (2001) talk about ‘getting the right mix’. Sargeant et al (1997) too point out that universities are traditionally product orientated focusing their efforts on the delivery of the product rather than on the needs of the market.

The hard ‘enterprise culture’ (McNay 2006) linked with the corporate quadrant in his model of organisational culture is a clear indication that enterprise is associated with a traditional approach to marketing where the drive is often financial (p163). The ‘new’ managerialism (Pollitt, 1993) also identifies a generic package of management techniques including strict financial management, emphasis on productivity, extensive use of quantitative performance measures, the development of consumerism and the discipline of the market, and the assertion of managerial control and the managers right to manage. Slaughter and Leslie (2001) state that ‘market behaviours refer to for-profit activity on the part of the institution’ (p154). Many universities are attempting to respond to the changing face of the market by adopting such an approach that is traditional in its short termism.

 And so the language that is being used is supported by actions that are seen to be alien to the traditional approach of the university. To onlookers these actions represent ‘market-like’ behaviours. Consequently conflicts arise as the response to market changes appears to result in behaviours that do not sit well with university and represent a huge shift from the traditional academic culture.
Clark (1998) encourages universities in adapting to the changing environment to ‘operationally reconcile new managerial values with traditional academic ones’ (p6) But what are those managerial values? According to Sheth et al. (1988) the so-called “managerial school” has been the dominant school of thought within traditional business. It has generated several universally accepted constructs, such as marketing mix, market segmentation, product life cycle, and strategic market planning. Based on this definition, it appears that universities, in adopting a managerial approach to respond to the changing environment are reflecting values based upon traditional business literature. These values encourage conflict with the academic rather than recognising the differences and responding accordingly. 

The market like behaviours that are being adopted are causing conflict amongst its stakeholders. This reflects the conflict that is experienced in the more traditional businesses such as conflict between functional departments – sales versus marketing, production versus quality control, front of office activities versus back of office activities, between buyer and seller. The market like behaviours that the university is adopting reflect this conflict. The conflict between administrative departments and academics; the conflict between the demands of other stakeholders and the university – the RAE, the government, industry, students. So how can these conflicts be reconciled when the objectives of each are incongruent?

Cultural conflicts
The traditional marketing and business concepts as discussed above can appear alien to a more traditional university culture which values rationality, scholarly engagement, shared decision making and relates to the service needs of clients and partners (Berquist, 1992, Knight and Trowler, 2001, Mcnay, 1995). At grass roots level it is difficult to see how the related activities of a university adopting an entrepreneurial approach, can lie easily with academic tasks when the objectives of each are apparently so disparate. The traditional market and business related aspect of the entrepreneurial university creates conflicts with the academic and can lead to friction and problems. On the face of it the traditional values and culture of academe do not sit well with the traditional concepts of business and marketing (Laukkanen, 2003). Conflicts arise as the appropriateness of shifting emphasis of the academic mission from dissemination to capitalisation of knowledge is questioned (Etzkowitz et al 2000), and because entrepreneurialism is ‘grafted’ onto academic structures that represent values alien to entrepreneurialism. 
So too conflicts exist because of priorities that lie elsewhere. This new drive to entrepreneurialism arises from the need to generate what is so called ‘third stream funding’ as opposed to the first and second streams of traditional student recruitment and research; streams that many see to be the bread and butter of the university. It can be argued that all three have their competing tensions.

 Of course the conflict could be due to resistance to change, or a result of other barriers to encouraging an acceptance of entrepreneurialism. Issues as straightforward as unclear guidelines, lack of skills or a lack of resources can all encourage a negative view of entrepreneurialism. Often the changing landscape is not recognised and understood by those who may be required to implement policies agreed by management (Laukkanen, 2003). Underlying these issues there are also concerns regarding the production and dissemination of knowledge for the public good or the generation of the value of knowledge as a private good. Shattock (2003) also identifies other ‘inhibiting factors’ to the development of an entrepreneurial university, namely the state, organisational culture and tradition, too many layers of authority and the absence of a strengthened steering core. 
There are more specifically marketing-related conflicts as many academics feel that marketing should not be needed and that it is incompatible with the purpose of education which is good in its own right (Kotler and Fox ,1985 cited in Sargeant et al, 1997). There is a conflict in terms of providing and imparting knowledge, developing analytical skills and reflection on the one hand and giving the customer what he/she wants on the other hand, so giving the customer what is best for them, whether they want it or not. 
Kotler and Fox (1985) also state that many feel that all should want education for its own sake and so demand will always be there. However, increased competition nationally and globally for both students and funds make it clear that this is not the case, again bearing in mind the introduction of tuition fees causing the student to be a more discerning consumer. Fuelling these suspicions is the concept of private gain and profiteering as being suspect and so seen to be ‘bad’ (Slaughter and Leslie 2001). Fears of diluting values such as academic freedom and ethics exist as well as concerns that the commercial gain may take priority over integrity and the true focus of teaching and research. Again conflicting objectives between the collegial and the entrepreneurial nature of the university and the and lack of clarity of the university’s role reinforce the problematic nature of responding to the market changes.
THE CHANGING NATURE OF BUSINESS
Campbell and Dealtry (2003) point out that the nature of businesses and organisations today is such that ‘classical management theory and organisational paradigms are no longer capable of providing effective frameworks for the cultural and structural adjustment that are necessary in a modern, highly competitive business environment’ (p368). They go on to say ‘Everyday we see both operational and functional managers who are trying to achieve outcomes from ‘‘half-understood’’ organisation situations that are almost untenable’ (p 368). The same applies to marketing theory and over the past 15 years some of the basic principles of marketing have been questioned. Businesses have recognised that there is now greater choice due to globalisation and new sources of competition. Many markets have matured with little or no growth and consumers are more sophisticated. Consequently brand loyalty is weaker than it used to be (Marketing 2001)  and 4Ps marketing as previously discussed above is unlikely to win or

retain customers either in consumer or industrial markets. The relevance of this conventional type of marketing has been challenged by many marketing theorists such as Gronroos (1996), Gummesson (1987), Payne et al (1995).
These changes in the marketplace apply to the University equally as much as to business organisations.  And yet, although many businesses have recognised these changes and are coming to the conclusion that classical management and marketing theory can no longer provide the appropriate framework for today’s business environment, the university in its attempt to become entrepreneurial appears to be mimicking inappropriate traditional business approaches and fuelling conflict.
A NEW MARKETING PARADIGM
In this environment of new thought, there have been claims of a new marketing ‘paradigm’ and the revised framework relating to this new approach has been given the title of ‘relationship marketing’. Relationship Marketing (RM) shifts the focus away from what is the transactional nature of exchange in marketing (a notion that has been used in marketing discourse relating to the university) to a relationship focus. This relationship focus corresponds with Fullan’s discussion (1999) regarding the changing organisation. Quoting de Gues (1997) he states that ‘the living company was characterised by much greater sensitivity to the chemistry of people within the organisation and to the evolution of and relationships with its external environment’ (P13).  This approach recognises that conflict and diversity exist. In fact Fullan states that ‘conflict and diversity are our friends. Long lived companies are tolerant of differences’. He  goes on to state that if individuals (and organisations) want to be effective then they need to develop relationships with people you might not understand and might not like. Kotler (1992) states that “A paradigm shift …..occurs when a field’s practitioners are not satisfied with the field’s explanatory variables or breadth…What I think we are witnessing today is a movement away from a focus on exchange – in the narrow sense of transaction – and toward a focus on building value-laden relationships and marketing networks...We start thinking mostly about how to hold on to our existing customers...Our thinking therefore is moving from a marketing mix focus to a relationship focus” (p4).

There have been many attempts to define RM (Harker, 1999) which have evolved overtime, but as RM thinking has developed and there has been the recognition that profit is not always a primary objective for many organisations, a useful definition in understanding its appropriateness for the university is that proposed by O’Malley et al (1997) cited in Harker (1999)  which states that ‘Relationship Marketing involves the identification, specification, initiation, maintenance and (where appropriate) dissolution of long-term relationships with key customers and other parties, through mutual exchange, fulfilment of promises and adherence to relationship norms in order to satisfy the objectives and enhance the experience of the parties concerned.’ It is suggested, then that this new marketing paradigm is worthy of consideration in order to assess its appropriateness to universities as they attempt to adapt to the changing environment, 
The following section provides a background to the developments of Relationship Marketing thought which attempts to portray the relevance to the university of today.
BACKGROUND TO RM

In addressing the theoretical background to RM, there are two key developments that have influenced thinking. Firstly a gradual realization of the importance of relationships, which originated mainly in service marketing (Berry and Parasuraman, 1991) and secondly through the recognition that businesses are changing due to rapid and radical changes in the environment. Aijo (1996) identifies that these changes resulted in an emphasis on service, close customer contact, and a holistic view of the parties and processes involved in marketing and business. 
Grönroos (1994) is of the Nordic School of thinkers around marketing theory and suggests that crucial elements in the development of RM include: interactivity; network approach; long-term perspective; internal marketing; trust; and exchange of promises. Christopher et al (1991) classed as being from the Anglo-Australian body of thinkers emphasise the integration of quality management, services marketing concepts and customer relationship economics.

Webster (1992, p14) too, recognised that “from an academic or theoretical perspective, the relatively narrow conceptualization of marketing as a profit-maximization problem, focused on market transactions or series of transactions, seems increasingly out of touch with an emphasis on long-term customer relationships and the formation and management of strategic alliances”. These original frameworks for marketing action were devised in a unique environment. They emerged from the United States during a period of unprecedented 
growth and prosperity, focusing on fast-moving consumer goods and so were an alien concept to Higher Education. Therefore it is not surprising that this ‘corporation’ (McNay, 2005) culture of business and marketing that has been adopted by some universities causes conflict.
So too may conflict arise as a result of confusion over what has been traditionally understood as the concept of marketing and the notion of ‘marketing orientation’.
Today’s marketing-oriented companies are actually ‘market driven’, in the sense that they are structured, organised and managed with the sole purpose of creating and delivering value to chosen markets. Narver and Slater (1990:21) defined market orientation as “the organisation culture that most effectively and efficiently creates the necessary behaviours for the creation of superior value for buyers, and thus, continuous superior performance for the business”.  This suggests that increasing customer satisfaction by providing customers with superior value will, in turn, improve an organisation’s performance. So what is the notion of value to the student? McNay (2005) quotes Marjorie Reeves (1998) , who believed that ‘delight’ in transformative learning had sadly disappeared. Ideas and phrases such as customer intimacy, customer delight and customer focus summarise the new concept of marketing and business as the organisation seeks to deliver value to carefully selected market segments. The focus shifts from a ‘product offering’ often alien to educational culture to ‘delight and value’ to the customer. Not so far removed from Reeves’ ‘delight in transformative learning’ and the university’s role in delivery of that value to the student. 
RM PRINCIPLES AND THE RELEVANCE TO THE ENTREPRENEURIAL UNIVERSITY

So we are seeing the conflicts that universities face. Some are either not responding to the changes in the environment or as Etzkowitz (2000) stated, some universities are addressing the conflicts and developing new rules and roles that adapt to the demands. But how effective are the new rules and roles? Some are adopting a culture such as the ‘corporation’ culture (McNay, 2005) that reflects traditional business which is at odds with their core values. Clark (1998), McNay, (2006) Sharma (2004) and Shattock (2003) attempt to recognise the changing nature of the university and propose approaches that might address these conflicts, whilst maintaining some of the core values of the university. Just as businesses have recognised the need to address the conflicts that exist through a new approach to marketing and management, so might this approach be a shift from the ‘new managerialism’ that many universities have begun to adopt (which in effect is the traditional approach that had been adopted by businesses) to the relational approach to business with its paradigmatic shift. 
It is therefore important to consider in more detail the principles of Relationship Marketing and draw parallels with the issues confronting universities. This does not attempt to propose recommended actions that might stem from the adoption of a RM philosophy, but merely identifies the key principles of RM to consider the relevance of such an approach bearing in mind the need to respond to market developments whilst at the same time attempting to retain the collegial values which Clark (1988), McNay (2006), and Shattock (2003) see as characterising the ‘best’ institutions.
Shared values and objectives, clarity of mission, leadership
The climate and culture of organisations are being recognised as critical determinants of an organisation’s ability to deliver superior service (Payne et al 1995). RM  recognises that in organisations such as universities, the organisational dynamics have a direct impact on the people the organisation serves as well as on employee performance and attitudes. Consequently management’s approach to the orientation of the organisation will influence not only employees but also others that are served by the organisation. Laukkanen (2003) believes that there must be public clarity about the appropriate roles and behaviours and clear statements by leadership as to the mission of the university. But from a RM perspective, all need to buy into the mission, and into the values for the university to be effective. Shattock (2003) states that mission statements of universities are too similar to each other to be able to offer any differentiation, but should unite stakeholders in clearly outlining the values of the university. Too often in attempting to respond to the changing environment, many universities will adopt a culture of ‘corporateness’ and launch entrepreneurial policies that conflict with the traditional academic values. And yet Etzkowitz et al (2000) acknowledge that although universities may now feel that they are competing with organisations such as consulting firms, the generation and reproduction of knowledge could be identified as being their differentiating factor as well as a guiding principle. Laukannen (2003) also suggests that universities can stay in the ‘core of the knowledge sector  mainly by retaining their unique research and educational missions’ (p381) i.e. a competitive advantage (something Shattock (2003) believes is missing from today’s university). This approach is supported by McNay (2006), Shattock (2003) and Burton-Clark (1998) who all identify that the ‘best’ institutions have ‘a strong sense of identity/mission and a culture where collegial culture is the norm’ (McNay p162). 
What the principles of RM attempt to identify is that there must be some overarching value system that provides a common purpose within an organisation. Fullan (1999) calls it the ‘moral purpose’ but recognises that this is ‘complex and problematic’ (p 19). Within all organisations there will be dissent, but again linking with Fullan, if there is to be progress then it should be recognised that ‘conflict and diversity are our friends’ (p22).  Although various theories are proposed to understand the very many different cultures that can exist among universities (Kezar and Eckel (2002), McNay (2006), Alvesson (2002)),   so too must it be recognised that every organisation is unique and that each has their own different culture as recognised by Tierney (1991) cited in Kezar and Eckel (2002). RM does not necessarily promote any one particular culture, but rather recommends a clear understanding of what an organisation’s basic values are, echoing Kezar and Eckel (2002) as they say that ‘comprehensive change, …might best be examined through a framework in which values and beliefs are a focus because major alterations to an  organisation usually impact underlying belief systems’ (p437). 
Clark (1998) in his discussion regarding the characteristics of successful entrepreneurial universities, too stresses the importance of shared values as he states that ‘academic groups can ensure that academic values will guide transformation. Effective collective entrepreneurship does not carry a university beyond the boundaries of academic legitimacy, setting off a down-market cycle of reputation, resources, and development’(p4). He also discusses the importance of a ‘strengthened steering core’ that must be flexible and able to react to changing demands and must be able to reconcile new managerial values with traditional academic ones, without losing sight of the ‘academic heartland’ where ‘traditional academic values are most firmly rooted’ (p.7). Etzkowitz too recognises that the traditional roles and functions need to be ‘reinterpreted and expanded in the light of new goals’ (p316). However, many still see these ‘new’ goals as being marketing driven in the traditional sense rather than attempting to establish a ‘moral purpose’ or shared academic values which in itself and in its language perpetuates the conflict. 
Universities do not have to adopt the traditional business values to compete, but as RM as the new paradigm in business would suggest, can maintain their uniqueness and shared values thus enabling them to compete more effectively in the changing market place.
Internal marketing

The principles of RM identify that the culture and the values of the organisation, can impact upon the attitudes at ground level, especially employee satisfaction which in turn directly influences ‘customer’ satisfaction (Greene et al, 1994). Some key proponents of RM suggest that there should be an emphasis on employee satisfaction, or ‘internal marketing’ i.e. recognising that the employee is as much a customer as the external customer (Greene et al 1994, Ballantyne 2003, Naude et al, 2002). Gronroos (1994) too recognised that internal marketing is of vital importance in relationship marketing if an organization is to be well prepared for its new marketing tasks. How much more will that apply to the university in its attempts to become an entrepreneurial university? Ballantyne (2003)also emphasises the critical links between internal customers and internal suppliers in creating value for the external market.

The principal behind this thinking is that staff find out how each contributes to the work of the other,  with links through to the external customer (Christopher et al., 1991). Emerging from this thought is the idea that inter-functional staff teams might work on improving the everyday work processes in which they are involved and that there are critical links between internal customers and internal suppliers in creating value for the external market.
As with universities and other organisations where the external market requirements are rapidly changing, or where the right responses to external market requirements are complex, Ballantyne (2003) recommends that a collaborative, or team based learning approach may be tried, bringing together different minds with a common purpose whereby energies are renewed, by both the learning activity itself and by the personal relationships which develop in the process.
The strands of relationship development for internal marketing are learning activity, knowledge renewal, and a spontaneous participant community of employee “actors”. This type of approach encourages employees to cross boundaries; a point recognised in a university context by Vogel and Kaghan (2001). They state that ‘..if as social scientists we hope to shape the academic environment in which many of us work we need to work harder to understand the ‘administrative other’.’ Vogel and Kaghan are stressing the importance of understanding the roles of university administrators and how it is important to work in partnership within the new entrepreneurial university, recognising the benefits of working across boundaries, in a way that would increase knowledge, understanding and relationship development. This approach is reinforcing the RM notion of the benefits of internal marketing and cross functional team work; provided of course that the values are shared along with key objectives, to provide a unifying mission.
Rowland (2004) cited in McNay (2006) lists the conflict that can exist between parties involved in academe, such as teachers and managers, teachers and students, teaching and research, disciplines and sub disciplines etc. stating that these factions have been made worse by policy initiatives. Businesses are no strangers to this sort of conflict and the tensions between buyer and supplier have long been problematic as buyers strive to buy at the lowest cost and suppliers strive to sell at the highest price. However, Payne et al (1995) stress the importance of buyers and sellers working together to find a common ground so that goals are shared thus creating a win-win situation. So a shared aim could be to deliver excellent service to the end user. This is likely to result in increased purchases on the part of the end user which will increase sales for both buyer and seller, so creating a win-win situation. Gronroos (1996) too states that relationship marketing is based on cooperation rather than an adversarial situation. Consequently organisations will not view one another from a win-lose perspective, but will rather benefit from a win-win situation, where the parties involved will be best off as partners.


Process  versus function 
A further cornerstone of RM thinking, which relates to the concept of shared values,  is identified by Gronroos (1996) as the ability to look at the organization from a process management perspective and not from a functionalistic perspective. He explains that ‘an ongoing relationship with customers,

where customers look for value in the total service offering, requires internal collaboration among functions and departments which are responsible for different elements of the offering. The whole chain of activities has to be co-ordinated and managed as one total process’. In relation to university and entrepreneurial activity there are very distinct divisions such as those between academics and brokers and bureaucrats (Vogel and Kaghan, 2001) and also between different academic disciplines. Clark recognises the importance of academic departments and their disciplines, but also sees the need for other units that could provide the processes that work cross departmentally. Etzkowitz et al (2000) also recognise that there is a shift from ‘the economics of the production function to the socio-economic processes of the contemporary innovation system — with universities part of a new knowledge infrastructure’ (p236), and that in a truly entrepreneurial university institutional spheres overlap and ‘rules for interaction are more easily understood and negotiated’ (p316).
Long term relationships versus short term transacions
 A RM philosophy places emphasis on the long term rather than the short term (Christopher et al, 2002), particularly in the consideration of appropriate measures of effectiveness. The principles of RM advocate measures that would relate to the long term effectiveness of the organisation and would be judged in relation to the value perceived to have been received by those being served, as opposed to quantitative measures such as student numbers or numbers of patents etc. Short term performance criteria and overemphasis on quantitative measures tend to create a climate similar to that identified as the ‘corporate university’ (McNay 1995) and are often at the expense of customer service and satisfaction (Payne et al 1995). The emphasis on short term measures that currently exists contradicts the values of the traditional university. This is supported by Schneider’s comments (1996) in Payne et al (Eds) who states that it is inappropriate for service organisations (and universities in this case) to adopt short run, accounting orientated, productivity related frames of reference. And yet how are universities to respond to initiatives such as HEIF3, when its primary measures are short term and relate to easily countable performance measures? Laukkanen (2003) suggests that alternative measurement tools should be used that measure attitudes and beliefs of key actors. Certainly RM thinking as identified by Bruhn (2003) suggests qualitative measures of satisfaction that are assessed over longer periods of time. Slaughter and Leslie (2001) identify within universities the lack of clear measures of customer satisfaction as an issue when on the other hand any engagement in ‘market-like’ activity will generate institutional support. This is an interesting statement that distinguishes customer satisfaction as not being a ‘market like behaviour’ when in fact customer satisfaction is a key principle in relationship marketing.  Again the misinterpretation of business-like activity implies short term measures whereas a more relational approach would be in line with approaches that consider the experience and value delivered to the university’s client or partner – whoever they might be. 
Service Business

Drawing on the notion of customer satisfaction by delivering superior service as a key principle in RM literature,  Gronroos (1996) highlights the importance of redefining the organisation as a service business if a RM approach is to be adopted. In effect he is saying that the university  offering can no longer be merely programmes to full time undergraduates or even knowledge exchange. The whole service element is important in attracting ‘customers’ and providing satisfaction. It is no longer appropriate to think of education as ‘the product’ – something that did not ring true with university culture anyway.  Gronroos says “Today the organisation which does not understand that but continues to compete as if the core product was the most important, or in the worst case the only important, element in the offering, will undoubtedly suffer hardships and eventually fail” (p.10). Christopher et al (2002) too believe that underpinning the idea of an ongoing relationship with customers there must be a greater emphasis on service and on tailoring the offer to meet their precise needs. These ideas are echoed by McNay (2006) in a university context as he stresses the importance of meeting service needs. Again a marketing concept but one far removed from the traditional marketing approach that focuses on the product offering rather than the service provision. The core product nowadays can be copied – it is no longer a point of difference and yet this traditional approach is adopted by many universities as they invest income from fees in selling their ‘product’ to an already saturated market (McNay, 2006) with the main (short term) aim being to meet target recruitment numbers. In this traditional approach there is less emphasis on quality. With a RM approach the emphasis would be to differentiate in terms of the quality of the service offering across a diverse range of customers  - something that is not so easily copied. 
Two way flow of value

Customer service is critically important in cementing relationships. In RM terms the focus is on the development of long term relationships rather than emphasis on short term transactional relationships. Christopher et al (2002) state that marketing is concerned with ‘exchange relationships’ between the organisation and its customers. They see quality and customer service as being key linkages in these relationships. The relationship marketing view is that the customer gives loyalty in exchange for their expectation that value will flow to them from the relationship. Therefore they say that the cement that binds successful relationships is the two-way flow of value. This two way flow of value is an important factor for the university and can be as important for internal markets as for external markets. Clark identifies the ‘enhanced development periphery’, where new groups cross old lines of authority and so can ‘effect reciprocal knowledge transfer’ (p138). The value that is exchanged will be different for different customer groups, but the key point is that the value received is seen to be fair exchange for the value given. The notion of the exchange of value sits much more comfortably with traditional university values than does the more transactional notion of exchange which generally refers to a product in exchange for money. And yet that transactional nature of exchange with its short-termism is pursued by universities as ‘market-like behaviour’ in response to the changing environment.
Multiple stakeholders 
One of the changes impacting on universities today is the multiple demands placed upon them by an increasing range of stakeholders. This is no different to businesses of today who now recognise that emphasis on the external customer alone is not enough. For businesses too, those who can have an impact on the success of a business are wide ranging and strategies can no longer be structured solely around the customer. Peck et al (1999) propose a six  markets model to identify the key stakeholders of an organisation. Gummesson (1995) identifies the 30Rs model in identifying the key 30 relationships for an organisation. Christopher et al (2002)identify that a differentiating feature of relationship marketing is the concept of focusing marketing action on multiple markets. In order to be more effective organisations need to define more broadly the markets that need to be addressed. Christopher et al go on to identify these markets as being suppliers, employees, influencers, distributors and alliance partners. For the university this can include employees, students (who again can be broken into distinct markets) , alumni (as referrers), funders, government, businesses, parents, regional partners and so on. It is important to recognise the diverse needs of each of these markets and plan to meet their needs in a way that is distinct from the way in which other markets needs may be met. A one size fits all no longer works. Employee satisfaction is key as employees are also targeted as a specific market (see Internal Marketing). So too the role of suppliers is just as important in the context of the university as Etzkowitz et al (2000) identify the changing relations between knowledge producers and user links through outsourcing and the rapid growth of information sourcing. However although these are suppliers in terms of knowledge, equally important are those organisations that are suppliers of services (catering, cleaning, estates etc) who are all vitally important when considering the ‘total service’ offering of a university. The discussion regarding shared values gathers importance here as the traditional conflict between buyers and suppliers is overridden by mutual goals and values.
However the changing environment has seen the university move to becoming a ‘network organisation’ where collaboration, joint ventures, lateral connections and alliances are gaining importance. The concepts and processes of relationship marketing are pivotal to understanding network organizations. Sheth, (1994) states that relationship marketing involves the creation and distribution of value through mutual co-operation and interdependence. Co-operation and interdependence are central features of many network organizations. These innovative organization forms fall clearly into the domain of relationship marketing. Cravens et al  (1994) state that the network organization may include one or more of these kinds of relationship, in which the motivation for networking is to gain flexibility within a changing and competitive workplace, develop  skills and resources needed to identify opportunities for success and to achieve operating efficiencies that are essential in providing service quality to all stakeholders. So too Gronroos (1996) stresses the need  to establish partnerships and networks to be able to handle the whole service process.
The underlying principle of RM regarding networks and other markets is equally relevant to the university as Middlehurst (2004) cited in McNay (2006) recommends models that encourage networks and engagement to build intellectual capital of individuals and political capital of institutions. This is reinforced by Etzkowitz et al  (2000) who state that there is the capacity for interface in HE organisations where the creation of new organisations, as well as cross-organisational and cross institutional entities is highly likely. Universities who recognise and act upon theses developments ‘act, not separately as in the old linear model, but through various alliances and consortia, creating ties across the triad of helixes - academic, industrial and government, whose interconnections we have begun to model and map’ (Etzkowitz et al  2000 p. 329)

Commitment and Trust

In the context of developing networks, Hunt and Morgan (1994) note that there is a certain paradox in the principles of RM, insofar as , “being an effective competitor in the era of network competition also means being an effective co-operator”. This, then, demands the existence of one of the key ingredients of relationship marketing, namely trust,  between the parties in a network; otherwise they will not feel committed to the mutual cause.

This is not confined to networks, and Selnes (1996) states that commitment has been identified as one of the key characteristics of successful relationships. In an ongoing relationship, the parties expect each other to be committed to what they have in common. Commitment is also a way of responding to customer needs and is a key dimension of being market oriented (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). Thus, commitment is expected to be a central expectation or norm within a business relationship, hence the importance of fulfilling this expectation as a way to deliver customer satisfaction. 
It is the perception that the ‘entrepreneurial’ university in responding to environmental changes is giving rise to a culture of mistrust. Laukkanen (2003) talks about ‘secretive behaviours’ and entrepreneurial faculty being ‘secretive about their research’ which is a problem when research units, in order to function, need to be built on ‘communication and trust’ (p374). He goes on to say that in the context of academic enterprise activities all interviewees in his research ‘point to negative outcomes like a more difficult working atmosphere, more social distance, suspicions or envy, occasional mistrust and secretiveness and thus less discussion and cooperation’ (p380). This type of mistrust is usually equated with competing businesses and is not recognised as a university trait. And yet conversely Etzkowitz (2000) points out that organisations are becoming more concerned with openness as they attempt to create broader markets. He goes on to say that ‘some firms act more like universities, in developing an interest in sharing knowledge, universities have become more like firms in asserting a financial and proprietary interest in the potentially commercialisable knowledge that they produce in the course of research and teaching  activities’(p237). This statement supports the argument that universities are stepping back and adopting dated, traditional business-like approaches when business organisations are adopting 
approaches that reflect shared values and emphasise the importance of strong relationships. 

This is also true in the way differences in opinion are perceived. McNay (2006) points out that disputation, so important in progressing new ideas is seen as dissent and that blame for mistakes exists rather than lessons learned. The ‘Commitment and Trust’ model proposed by Morgan and Hunt (1994) identifies ‘functional conflict’ as being one of the outcomes of commitment and trust, namely the positive result of conflict, where lessons are learned and progress made. Fullan (1999) too states that ‘conflict and diversity are our friends’ (p22). This functional conflict is absent in a setting of secrecy and mistrust so often prevalent in this changing era of the university and yet as Etzkowitz (2000) points out, ‘the contemporary university is an amalgam of teaching and research, applied and basic, entrepreneurial and scholastic interests. These elements exist in a creative tension that periodically come into conflict. Conflict typically results in compromise and normative change in which different and even seemingly opposed ideological elements such as entrepreneurship and the extension of knowledge are reconciled’ (p236.) Such a viewpoint reinforces the applicability of the RM approach as compared with the traditional approach in encouraging functional conflict within the context of commitment and trust.
Structural Change
In attempting to address the issues facing the university today, many writers identify the need for a change in structure  (Etzkowitz, 2000, Laukannen, 2003, Vogel and Kaghan 2001) so as to facilitate innovation as well as encourage new business ventures, corporate co-operation and so on. However, many of the changes proposed in RM terms demand a change in attitude, but this cannot happen without some changes in practice. Many RM theorists including Christopher et al (2002) recommend that there also needs to be an ‘organisational change that fosters cross-functional working and develops the mindset that everyone within the business serves a customer, be they internal or external customers.’ Fullan’s discussions regarding changing organisations (1999) relate strongly to those principles held by RM theorists of shared meaning and connectedness driven by clear values and goals. He states that for organisations to be successful there should be both openness and structure with the freedom to feel uncertainty and yet looking to the resources available to differentiate themselves. This is the language of new organisations and not the language of traditional business, and yet so often the university is adopting the traditional language of business in order to respond to the market pressures. A language and philosophy that businesses are learning to lose.
CONCLUSION

The onset of Relationship Marketing as a total business philosophy has gathered momentum over the past 20 years and is being adopted by many organisations as a more appropriate response to the changing market place. This paper has attempted to identify how this approach has resonance with the changing nature of the university and the demands placed upon it from various stakeholders. So although  addressing the issue of becoming ‘enterprising’ and ‘market focused’ RM does so in a way that recognises that organisations, and in this case the university, are made up of many and varied relationships. Recognition of the conflicting nature of these relationships on the one hand and yet the importance of sharing common goals amongst stakeholders on the other hand is a key principle of RM. Its emphasis on ‘functional conflict’ but at the same time offering a two-way flow of value has resonance with the university where debate and knowledge exchange are vital.  The university is about relationships and exchange. RM stresses the importance of providing exchange that is long term and mutually beneficial with an emphasis on quality. This paper therefore suggests that 
RM theory may hold more relevance for universities than a traditional marketing discipline where short term gain,  emphasis on product and a lack of focus on stakeholders dominates. 
There have always been conflicts within the university and this paper recognises that there has never been a ‘golden age’ where harmony existed. What it attempts to do is to introduce and examine a new management discipline that recognises these factions and conflicts and attempts to work with them rather than reinforcing the conflict with overtly managerial language that fails to identify commonality. Consequently it attempts to introduce and examine new management theories that appear to be omitted from the literature relating to change within the context of higher education and as such shed some light on the way in which the university might  approach the changing environment and its subsequent response. 
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