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Preface

Governance as a sine qua non of higher education policies
A word from the series editor

Sjur Bergan

Welcome to the fifth volume of the Council of Europe higher education series.
We are proud that only a year and a half after launching the series in December
2004, the Council of Europe can already present its fifth substantial contribution
on higher education policies and practice in Europe.

The Council of Europe higher education series aims to present issues of concern
to higher education policy makers in ministries, higher education institutions and
governmental and non-governmental organisations as well as to all those inter-
ested in and concerned with the further development of higher education in
Europe. We hope that the higher education series will continue to be of interest to
higher education policy makers and practitioners all over Europe — and beyond.

Where does a volume of higher education governance fit in this picture? Firstly,
the higher education series reflects the commitment of the Council of Europe —
and also of the European higher education community — to the basic values of
democracy, human rights and the rule of law. The Council of Europe is dedicated
to good governance, based on democracy, human rights and the rule of law. It is
one of the very positive developments of Europe that this mission now unites 46
countries as members of the Council and 48 as party to the European Cultural
Convention.

In 2005, we completed the celebration of the 50th anniversary of the European
Cultural Convention. The year 2005 also marked the 50th anniversary of the
Higher Education and Research Committee, which has been through a number of
organisational incarnations but which has always remained focused on develop-
ing higher education policies for Europe. Furthermore, 2005 was the European
Year of Citizenship through Education (EYCE). No short formula can better
describe this key aspect of education, and the present publications, as well as the
higher education forum on which it is based, are important contributions to the
year and to making sure that its core concerns will be on the agenda well after the
year itself is over.

Beyond this, governance is what in current language is often referred to as a
“transversal issue” in higher education policies, an issue that cuts across political
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and administrative devices like action lines, specific objectives, log frames and
immediately quantifiable “deliverables”.

Higher education governance is a key aspect of maintaining and developing the
democratic culture without which democratic institutions and democratic legisla-
tion cannot function. The importance of democratic culture was recognised by the
heads of state and government in the action plan they adopted at the 3rd Council
of Europe Summit held in Warsaw in May 2005.

At the same time, higher education is crucial to developing the knowledge, skills,
values and attitudes that modern societies need. It is crucial to enabling higher
education institutions and systems to address the core issues of higher education.
The Council of Europe higher education series aims to explore higher education
policies with regard to the full range of purposes of higher education, which we,
in the second volume of the series,' described as:

* preparation for the labour market;

* preparation for life as active citizens in democratic societies;

* personal development;

* development and maintenance of a broad, advanced knowledge base;
and to put them in their proper context.

Higher education governance is also at the heart of the Bologna Process, in which
governments, higher education institutions, students and other partners aim to
establish a European Higher Education Area (EHEA) by 2010. Put simply: this
endeavour is unthinkable without good higher education governance.

As with most complex topics, there are a few pitfalls along the road, and I would
like to mention six.

Firstly, we are dealing with higher education governance as a whole. Student and
staff participation in governance is of supreme importance — and it was already
addressed in the first volume of this series* — but there is more to the topic.
Institutional governance is also vital, but there is more to the topic — system gover-
nance, for example. Democratic participation is essential, but again there is more
to the topic — such as the ability to make decisions, the ability to implement them
and the time and effort we invest in doing so. Participation by actors within the
higher education community is important, but there are other considerations such
as the role of the wider society.

Secondly, as members of the academic community or as policy makers with a
close affinity to it, we understand the need for basing systems and actions on
sound theory. What is perhaps less evident is the need for theoretical under-
pinnings when taking action. Our deliberations must be theoretically sound — and

1. Weber, L. & Bergan, S. (eds.), The public responsibility for higher education and research, Council
of Europe higher education series, No. 2, Council of Europe Publishing, Strasbourg, 2005.

2. Bergan, S. (ed.), The university as res publica, Council of Europe higher education series, No. 1,
Council of Europe Publishing, Strasbourg, 2004.
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they must lead to practical policy recommendations. Ultimately, higher education
policies and the governance arrangements and procedures that define and adopt
them will be judged on their practical and political value.

Thirdly, and closely linked to the first two topics, the term “higher education gov-
ernance” is both complex and somewhat fuzzy. It is perhaps more widely used
than understood. The issue is real: this is not an easy topic. I hope that one of the
virtues of this book will be a clearer picture of what higher education governance
entails. We do not aim for a common model for governance but we should try to
move toward a common language.

Fourthly, decisions once made and strategies once defined must be implemented.
Today, many academics complain about the time they spend on governance bod-
ies and committees, and probably rightly so. Yet, they are often unwilling to del-
egate the implementation of their strategies to professional administrators, and in
some systems there may even be a lack of adequately qualified administrators.
For our purposes, it seems important to consider the line to be drawn between
governance and management. Perhaps it is not always easy to draw a neat line, but
if we do not attempt to draw one at all, we may easily be confused.

Fifthly, the 3rd Summit refers to the importance of democratic culture, and we
are, as already mentioned, contributing to the EYCE. Governance is important in
this respect, and not only because of the composition of the governance bodies.
Rather, governance should also be thought of as a set of practices and attitudes
that encourage transparency, participation, interest and commitment on the part
of all members of the academic community. As such, good governance will help
develop not only skilled representatives but a much wider group of committed,
interested citizens who will feel that their contribution to society matters.

Sixthly, higher education governance has a purpose. It is an instrument to help us,
as academics and policy makers, fulfil the goals of higher education. While the
temptations of single issue politics and policies are numerous, we must think of
governance in terms of the full range of purposes of higher education as well as
the context of society as a whole.

Modern society is characterised not only by a high degree of complexity, but also
by an extent of bewilderment and lack of overview. In societies like ours, charac-
terised by technological complexity as well as wide participation, the ability of
political decision makers to guide and steer the overall development of society is
far less obvious than it was a generation or two ago. If there is competition or ten-
sion between centripetal and centrifugal forces, the latter often seem to gain the
upper hand. This has both positive and negative consequences, but one of the neg-
ative consequences is a general disrespect — not to say disdain — for those who
embark on a political career.

The issue is, of course, more complex than can be expressed in a paragraph or two,
and most readers will have no shortage of examples of politicians who have fully
earned the disrespect with which they are treated. When disrespect is turned from
individuals who deserve our scorn rather than our admiration to our political



Higher education governance

processes and systems as a whole, there is, however, every reason to stop and
think, because this touches at the core of democratic society. “Politics” is hardly
a term of endearment in modern parlance, a fate it shares with the term “bureau-
cracy”. Like bureaucracy, however, politics is essential to democratic society.
Max Weber, one of the foremost theorists of bureaucracy, underlined® that a true
bureaucracy makes impartial decisions according to transparent procedures,
based on facts, and with predictable outcomes once the facts and procedures are
known.

Politics is about how societies are governed and — in its democratic variety —
about how decisions are made, legitimised and accepted. No society can function
without politics, and the ones that have tried to be “apolitical” are not ones we
would wish to emulate. Scorn of politics and politicians, therefore, ultimately
challenges democracy itself.* Politicians should of course behave in such a way
that they earn the respect of their fellow citizens, but higher education institutions
can also do much to develop democratic culture. Higher education governance is
an important part of what institutions can do, for teaching the values of democ-
racy does not lend credibility unless they are also reflected in the practice of gov-
ernance.

When people ask me whether higher education is politically important, I some-
times answer by asking how many governments have had to resign in the face of
student protests. Luckily, the question is normally treated as a rhetorical one,
which saves me from actually trying to find the answer.

There are, however, much deeper reasons why higher education is politically sig-
nificant. Perhaps the most important is that higher education plays a vital part in
developing the kind of society in which we would like future generations to live.
Can we really imagine that society as:

* one not built on high quality education and the advancement of knowledge?

« one that does not seek to combine economic development with democratic
achievement?

* one not built on the premise that intellectual discovery is of intrinsic value
and that learning is one of our greatest pleasures?

« one that does not value the individual as well as the community?

* one that does not take education to be a lifelong endeavour about which
nobody can speak from the perspective of a fully accomplished learner?

* one that does not value coherent prose and institutions that by their very
nature take the longer view, but that lives by sound bites alone?

« one that does not combine the need for speedy reactions and rapid results
with longer term reflections on who we are and a principled view of the pur-

3. In Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, originally published in 1922.

4. As one example among several, see Augusto Pinochet Ugarte, Politica — politiqueria — demogagia,
Editorial Renacimiento, Santiago de Chile, 1983, written while the author held political office as
President of Chile.
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pose of what the Swedish author Wilhelm Moberg called “your time on
earth™?

If we cannot imagine this kind of society, we urgently need good higher educa-
tion governance.

I hope you will enjoy this fifth volume of the Council of Europe higher education
series.

Sjur BERGAN
Strasbourg, 20 March 2006

5. Din stund pd jorden (Stockholm, 1963: Bonniers).






A word from the editors

Jiirgen Kohler, Josef Huber

This book on higher education governance, the fifth volume of the higher educa-
tion series published by the Council of Europe, is not only the direct result of a
conference on higher education governance held in Strasbourg in September
2005, but also the outcome of a project launched in 2003 by the Council of
Europe’s Steering Committee for Higher Education and Research, in response to
the strongly felt need to address and publicly discuss an issue which although
underlying much of the current debate on higher education reform has not been
fully discussed at an international level.

The publication attempts to depict features and to highlight current challenges of gov-
ernance matters in higher education and to link them to basic issues debated in soci-
ety at large and to the Bologna Process in particular. In doing so, the publication
intends to contribute well-founded arguments to a necessary ongoing discussion
rather than to present finite conclusions. Furthermore, this discussion is bound to gain
in importance and relevance as the transformation process of the EHEA is intensify-
ing and issues of sustainable governance of change will move up the agenda.

It is to be seen as part of a continuum of issues currently debated in the same con-
text, thus following the recent publication The public responsibility for higher
education and research (Council of Europe higher education series No. 2, 2005),
the previous investigation in Concepts of democratic citizenship (Council of
Europe Publishing, 2000), and the EYCE, but ultimately it is intent on providing
a solid base for further investigation, namely with regard to questions concerning
interdependencies between public responsibility, governance, management, qual-
ity and quality assurance, and recognition.

Higher education governance as a topic requires definition of scope, identifica-
tion of issues and among these particularly of values and necessities, and assess-
ment of opportunities and risks. Last but not least, the topic demands limitation
of ambition as far as tackling the vast array of its features, connotations, practices,
choices, value judgments, economic and political environments and demands,
challenges of fact finding and of methodological approaches is concerned. That
is why this book cannot be expected to be a comprehensive and exhaustive man-
ual of good practice which could be seen as providing a blueprint ready for copy
in order to ‘manage’ — good — governance of higher education.

Instead, this publication offers a survey of topical approaches to governance
issues related to higher education on the backdrop of a blend of concrete practi-
cal experience and of more systematic and theoretical analysis. Bearing the com-
plexity of the issue and the diversity of backgrounds of contributors to the debate
in mind, this publication tries to find an optimal balance between integration of
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different approaches, completeness of survey, concreteness of dealing with
issues, in-depth scrutiny, and clarity of message, in order to facilitate further
exploration. Finding a common language for future debate and exploration is an
essential step forward, and we hope that this publication contributes to it.

Dealing with higher education governance in the framework of the Council of
Europe promises to be particularly rewarding due to the fact that its committee on
higher education and research, under whose auspices the project leading to this
publication was launched, is composed both of representatives of governments
and of members of the academic community, and that there is stakeholder repre-
sentation on the committee. This made the debate more comprehensive in that
various perspectives could be included. In addition, it was obvious that matters of
governance in higher education had to be, and were in fact, considered as issues
of steering at institutional, at systems — national or regional —, and at interna-
tional, particularly European, levels, including multi-faceted approaches and
interests that reflect the multitude of roles of those involved.

The inclusion of political interests also meant that the proceedings were not only
concerned with a mere analysis of higher education governance per se but also
tried to put emphasis on identifying elements, core principles of what might con-
stitute ‘good’ governance, without attempting to come up with “one-size-fits-all”
notions of best practice to be copied all over Europe.

Finally, an assembly representing the full array of those involved in higher edu-
cation policy making in Europe, and indeed in some cases beyond Europe, makes
sure that the full span of the topic is covered, both without neglecting issues and
without focusing on just a few issues, thus trying to sketch — rather than fully
elaborate — an all-embracing picture of the matter at stake.

This overall approach has transformed into a subdivision and aggregation of con-
tributions leading from an initial outline of the issues in an introductory chapter
by Jiirgen Kohler (co-editor) to setting the scene by placing the issue of higher
education governance into a wider societal context of change with contributions
by Pavel Zgaga, Luc Weber and Virgilio Meira Soares.

The second chapter sets out to illustrate and clarify concepts of higher education
governance thanks to the review and discussion of the relevant literature by
Jochen Fried, and contributions by Dijana Tipli¢, Robin Farquhar and Josef
Huber (co-editor).

This is followed by a chapter on studies of concrete cases gathered from Georgia by
Aleksander Lomaia, Estonia by Jaak Aaviksoo, Serbia and Montenegro by Radmila
Marinkovié-Nedu ¢in, and the University of Uludag, Turkey, by Erdal Emel.

The final part is devoted to the conclusions and suggestions for further development
containing the general synthesis and report of the September 2005 conference by

12
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Martina Vukasovic and the concrete considerations and recommendations adopted
by the participants at the conference.

Put in a nutshell, the view of good governance of higher education, which under-
lies much of the contributions and discussions, could be described as follows:

Good governance in higher education could be seen as a method of reaching
agreement on valid objectives and orientations of higher education (fitness of
purpose) and of developing strategies and instruments to implement them in
practice (fitness for purpose). In order to accomplish this aim, it should offer
a space for the negotiation of interests of the diversity of stakeholders respect-
ing the multiple mission of higher education to best serve the interests of the
whole of society and should be a participative process as well as a model of
and preparation for life as an active citizen in a democratic society. Such a
process should be based on transparent procedures and tasks and contain the
capacity to reach, win acceptance for and implement decisions (legitimacy and
efficiency) and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to diverse contexts on the basis
of common principles.

The articles in this publication speak for themselves. At this stage there may be
just one observation concerning the article “What does it really mean? — The lan-
guage of governance”. Unlike the other contributions, this article has emerged as
a direct spin-off from the conference, reacting to the observation that the mean-
ing and accompanying notion of the English term ‘governance’ is not necessarily
easily understood in, or transferable into, other European languages. Fortunately,
the presence of people with a great variety of languages not only highlighted this
difficulty but also made it possible to gather possible modes of translation, which
indeed are modes of understanding, on the spot, even though the findings do not
pretend to be all-embracing or valid research into the language complications
involved.

This publication, or indeed the conference, on higher education would not have
been possible without the valuable support of a number of people. Above all, sin-
cere thanks are extended to all those who contributed by providing presentations
for the conference and ultimately articles for this book. In addition, throughout
the project’s duration and during the preparation of the conference, the working
party underwent a period of intense reflection on the content of the issue and the
format that seemed feasible for dealing with it within the limited scope and time-
frame provided by the conference. This also applies to the staff of the Higher
Education and Research Division of the Council of Europe, namely Sjur Bergan,
Can Kaftanci, Sophie Ashmore and Mireille Wendling, who have facilitated the
preparatory work and support for the conference and for this publication.
Particular thanks go to Sjur Bergan, Head of Division, who has made invaluable
contributions to the content of this project. Last but not least, special thanks are
owed to Martina Vukasovic, who has been a tremendous help both with preparing
the conference, while working within the Council of Europe, and later for accept-
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ing and brilliantly mastering the challenging role of general rapporteur of the con-
ference.

The editors hope that this publication will serve as a useful thought-provoking
and stimulating source of reference in the context of the continued debate on

higher education governance in Europe. If this has been achieved, this publication
has met its purpose.

Jirgen KOHLER and Josef HUBER
Greifswald/Germany, and Strasbourg, 30 January 2006
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Higher education governance —
Background, significance and purpose

Jiirgen Kohler

I. Higher education governance:
significance of the issue and confusion of words and emotions

Higher education governance is an issue permeating almost all matters of higher
education dealt with both by higher education and research institutions, but no
less by state authorities involved in higher education and research. Catchwords
such as optimising institutional structures, internal and external participation and
communication, democratic, legal and monetary steering mechanisms, public
responsibility and autonomy, ensuring quality while minimising cost, to name just
a few of the hotly-discussed topics concerning higher education governance,
determine much of the current debate in higher education and research. This indi-
cates that higher education governance is indeed seen as being crucially impor-
tant both at institutional and systems level.

However, issues of higher education governance are not necessarily explicitly and
coherently debated under this very headline and name. Instead, in many a case
there is a piecemeal approach to addressing issues of higher education gover-
nance which, in order to enhance full comprehension of the structural and proce-
dural overlaps, should rather be viewed under a common headline which denotes
the interdependence of all the issues mentioned. There are several reasons for this
observation of a significant shortcoming: the term itself, or an equivalent, may
not even exist in a number of languages, and so the entire concept seems strangely
outlandish. The notion of higher education governance appears to be hard to
understand. It is seen as being complex and abstract. Rightly so; and yet, as men-
tioned, it shows itself in very concrete forms and modes of cultures and tech-
niques to be found with regard to autonomy and external stewardship, to internal
leadership and steering, to communication and inclusion, to collectivism, stratifi-
cation and individualism, be it in relation to political setup, administration, deci-
sion making, implementation, or monitoring of higher education institutions and
their activities.

There may be a deeper reason for not fully addressing the issue of higher educa-
tion governance as such which reaches beyond sheer linguistic non-existence of
the concept and intellectual capitulation in view of complexity. Arguably there is
also an emotional barrier to taking up the term unequivocally in the context of
higher education since it smacks of belonging to the realm of politics and busi-
ness management. For many an academic, governance in higher education may be
seen as an intrusion of a different world into the sanctity of academia. The term
seems to hail the arrival of entreprencurial outlook on universities, and of the

17



Higher education governance

intervention of non-initiated stakeholders in matters of academic expertise. So,
possibly, approaches to higher education governance under this very name, par-
ticularly when identified or confused with “higher education management” only,
could be seen as a threat to traditional values and cherished styles of collegialism
or individualism rather than a positive challenge.

Bearing in mind the significance of the higher education governance issue on the
one hand, but also on the other hand both the vagueness and the implicit cultural
challenges of notions which go along with the term and subject matter, this pub-
lication is intended to shed light on the ever-present yet not necessarily fully
understood or even fully appreciated notion of higher education governance.

1. Multiple purposes: a survey

What does this rather general statement encompass in more concrete terms? In
short, the answer is: this publication is meant to address a number of purposes
behind, and related to, the notion and the value of higher education governance,
and it is about clarifying the concept of higher education governance with a view
to promoting what could be considered to be “good” governance.

Subsequently, and this may be called the overriding purpose, the publication is
about formulating visions of good governance in view of our understanding of the
mission, cultures and even, if one may say so, of the “mechanics” of three aspects:
higher education and research per se, higher education and research from the
viewpoint of the institutions dedicated to them, and the — local, regional, national,
and international — political systems within which they operate and which expect
them to serve, i.e. to be “useful” in as many ways as possible. Obviously this
endeavour encompasses the need to first of all lay open our preconceived notions
of the concept, of which there will be a number of different kinds due to differ-
ences of national traditions and political creeds.

These purposes, and their expected outcomes, can roughly be summarised and
specified under the following three main categories:

* One set of purposes behind scrutinising the issue of higher education gover-
nance relates to the need to identify the link between this issue and both cur-
rent and permanent political contexts, agendas, cultures, traditions, or
perhaps mere trends or even fashions. A suitable headline to summarise this
aspect could be ‘contextuality’.

* Furthermore, a major driving force and purpose behind investigating the
notion of higher education governance is the need to explore the practical
“hands-on” elements of the issue and its long-term effect, such as under-
standing the characteristic substance of “good” higher education governance
as well as the qualitative and procedural challenges of implementing ade-
quate higher education governance in a given environment. If there was to be
a summative line for this facet, it might be: “understanding and implement-
ing ‘good’ governance”.

* Last but not least, dealing with higher education governance is intended to
answer pressing practical issues of policy design with regard to sharing roles
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and responsibilities between higher education institutions and national gov-
ernments, between central institutional steering and decentralisation, and
between higher education institutions and their members and stakeholders; in
the end, the basic understanding of the role of higher education and the prin-
ciples steering higher education institutions is essentially at stake here. This
aspect, finally, might succinctly be put under the caption “job sharing
between state, institution, sub-institutional structures, and the individual”.

All these aspects, if not more, appear to be essential when dealing with higher
education governance. They should, therefore, be scrutinised more closely, while
the sequence in which they are dealt with hereafter does not indicate any kind of
priority in importance.

2. Purpose I — Proper sharing of roles and responsibilities:
identification of demands, choices and their challenges

a. Understanding the core of the issue

To start with the latter aspect: the question of proper job sharing is about investi-
gating the buzzwords of legal, political or economic gravity fields shaping higher
education policy debates. In that respect there are a number of archetypal ques-
tions and choices on the table which make dealing with higher education gover-
nance a burning issue. In essence, they revolve around models of institutional
steering, and these are largely concerned with different ways of attributing
responsibilities inside a complex system of tasks. Discussions on “autonomy’ and
“public responsibility”, “overall institutional orientation” and the “principle of
subsidiarity”, the role of “central planning” and of “individual freedom of
research, teaching, and learning”, fuel the debate here at the level of traditional
terminology.

The overarching issues behind all these items of formal structuring of responsi-
bilities and rights are, in terms of substance, the perennial questions of “regula-
tion” versus “independent choice”, of “competence” versus “representativity”,
and of “efficiency” versus “legitimacy and consensus”. This may be said at this
stage irrespective of whatever these notions may really mean. However, it may
even at this stage be fair to assume that the term “versus” between these buzz-
words should rather be replaced by the word “and” in the course of any substan-
tial debate on the governance issue, and that the quest for a fitness-for-purpose
approach towards a properly blended balance of these concepts of would-be
extremes should appear to be the actual job to be done.

b. Multitier differentiation of roles and their (traditional and new)
institutionalisation

When considering these buzzwords, at least at this stage, it becomes obvious that
the entire governance debate needs to address the issue from a multitier approach
laid out along the lines of types and purposes of the major actors in the field.
There are at least two traditional and perhaps two more recent tiers which must
be identified as such for the purpose of understanding the issue, although the
real challenge lies in bringing them together by moving from a fragmented
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understanding of duties and rights to an integrative concept of facing a joint
responsibility and effort.

Traditionally, and hence first of all, the debate needs to differentiate between
higher education governance issues and viewpoints related to steering higher edu-
cation and research institutions at their individual level, and to those related to
steering entire higher education and research systems. Both worlds may consider
the challenges more or less differently, and findings of relevance to one level may
not necessarily translate into relevance to the other. That is why this differentia-
tion of institutional and system levels will have to be borne in mind throughout
the governance debate, as well as the need to define the interfaces in order to
avoid confrontational attitudes and to proceed to fruitful co-operation.

Moreover, there certainly is another tier structure underlying this traditional set-
up, and it applies to both system and institutional levels. The emergence of the so-
called civil society — stakeholders of various kinds — must be considered here, not
just as a menacing challenge but also from the angle of the potential gained from
integrating the civil society and its representatives into higher education gover-
nance; the issue of addressing the role of boards and private funding of activities
fits into this category. Last but not least, inclusion of internal partners is at stake
and still a challenge in various ways across Europe; the issue of student partici-
pation is the major, but not necessarily the only item to consider here.

Bearing this stratification of roles and viewpoints in mind, the following outline
of choices to consider may be useful to operationalise the proceedings of the
debate along concrete models and challenges.

c¢. Typology: traditional archetypology — and more choices?

From a more organisational viewpoint, but essentially reflecting the issues behind
this terminology, Burton Clark’s taxonomy comes to mind first when labelling
types of governance along the line of basic choices, and the balance of choices
within his well-known triangle may well become a focal point of the ensuing
debate. In essence, the questions thus raised are: is there a preference for the
“entrepreneurial university” versus the “collegial” type versus the “externally,
state-run bureaucratic” higher education institution? In fact, what do these terms
as such, as opposites or in a reality of various crossovers, really mean, what are
the pros and cons, what could be a wise and workable amalgam of these different
types — if there is any choice left? Why, in fact, do these questions of choice arise?

More radically, and with a view to having more choices, or at least to finding
more models in reality: are these questions really a true picture of fact, or should
there be a closer look at the role of the individual vis-a-vis the institution, in as
much as to say that there is a fourth type of higher education institution hiding
behind the so-called collegial type? Such a possible fourth type might be the anar-
chic agglomeration of individuals gathered in “freedom and solitude”, as Wilhelm
von Humboldt used to put it, and bound together not by a sense of institutional
ownership and institutional responsibility of “true republicanism” but merely, as
has been said jokingly, by a common heating system. And will this type of higher
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education institution survive, despite of or because of the prevalence of individ-
ual freedom and the absence of joint policies and institutional governance?

Finally, what about a fifth type of higher education institution, which might be
called a university of stakeholders or a civil society university, superseding the
traditional role-sharing between institutions and governments? The speedy arrival
in very recent times of boards in universities outside the Anglo-American univer-
sities heralds a type of higher education institution which might either be wel-
comed as a sign of new openness to society or condemned as falling prey to
partisan interest groups ready to make use of higher education institutions for
their individual benefits only.

3. Purpose II — Correlating the governance issue with its political context

Challenging traditional role models of higher education institutions as such and
of the actors therein takes the debate back to identifying the first purpose men-
tioned above, which is: to connect the debate on higher education governance
with the current political context. There are substantive and perhaps more proce-
dural answers to that aspect of the governance topic.

a. Elements of the Council of Europe agenda

The procedural aspect of this debate on higher education governance, i.e. its link-
age to overriding general themes of policy, is the easier one. The issue of higher
education governance blends into Council of Europe policy fields and action
lines. This is obviously true for the present Council of Europe project “European
Year of Citizenship through Education”’(EYCE), resuming the previous Council
of Europe analysis of universities as sites of democratic citizenship.® More basi-
cally, matters of higher education governance are strongly connected to the
Council of Europe’s key missions, i.e. to protect and enhance human rights,
democracy and the rule of law, it can relate to the Council of Europe’s activities
in the Legislative Reform Programme,’ and it links on to the previous Council of
Europe exploration of the issue of higher education being a public good and a
public responsibility.* Last but not least, and probably most importantly so, it may
be fair to say that in effect higher education governance should contribute to
meeting the objectives of higher education in general, which the Council of
Europe has formulated so poignantly into four items: maintaining and advancing
a solid knowledge base, being relevant to society at large, including making pro-
vision for employability, contributing to personal development and to active

6. Reference is made in particular to articles in: The university as res publica, Higher education gov-
ernance, student participation and the university as a site for citizenship, Bergan, S. (ed.), Council of
Europe higher education series, No. 1, Council of Europe Publishing, Strasbourg, 2004.

7. The Legislative Reform Programme was a project conducted by the Council of Europe from 1991
to 2000. It provided support for reform of higher education legislation in countries of central and east-
ern Europe.

8. Reference is made in particular to articles in: The public responsibility for higher education and
research, Weber, L. & Bergan, S. (eds.), Council of Europe higher education series, No. 2, Council of
Europe Publishing, Strasbourg, 2005.
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citizenship in democratic societies, and that ultimately matching these objectives
is the proper yardstick for what could be called “good” governance.

b. Exploring the concept and implementation of democratic citizenship

However, despite all these links, why is there an “EYCE” in the first place, and
why link the issue of higher education governance to it? Trying to answer this
question necessarily takes the debate back to the substantive political issues, of
which there are at least the following three items: democratic citizenship as an
educational issue in general, and institutional participation in particular; facets of
the Bologna Process; general political paradigm shifts and evolution of circum-
stantial challenges such as mass education, the advent of the knowledge society,
development strategies and funding.

The most obvious political issue connecting higher education governance to demo-
cratic citizenship is participation of university members — students in particular,
but not only them — as “university citizens” in governing “their” institutions. This
is a long-standing debate, a lot has been said and achieved, be it on paper or in
reality, and yet there may be need for more to come in a number of countries. The
specific question of integrating minorities actively into university life would be
an additional facet to that debate.

At a more subtle level, however, safeguarding “democratic citizenship” and
preparing for active citizenship in democratic societies should be considered to be
a major objective of higher education itself. The Council of Europe has been
advocating this educational purpose for years, and it is now explicitly recognised
in the Bergen Communiqué too, when stating that each level of the three cycles
serves to prepare, inter alia, for active citizenship. This approach to specific
learning outcome turns the challenge of how to integrate preparation for joining
and steering social processes, i.e. politics and policy making in the realms of
administration and government as much as of governance in a wider sense, into a
meaningful learning experience of higher education. Here the quality issue of
higher education as such overlaps with the governance topic.

The political context relating to higher education governance is also present in the
discussions pertaining to the Bologna Process even as it stood before the Bergen
conference, which addresses another substantive point of the current higher
education debate. Although the term has not yet been covered extensively as such
in the Bologna documents,’ it is an underlying theme of all aspects of the Bologna
Process — namely of the issues of participation and the social dimension, but no
less of quality and quality assurance —,' and it may require to be addressed more

9. Governance issues have, however, been dealt with in the Bologna seminar on “Exploring the social
dimensions of the European Higher Education Area” in Athens early in 2003, and in the Bologna sem-
inar on “Student participation in governance in higher education” organised by the Norwegian
Ministry of Education and Research in mid-2003.

10. As for the participatory element of the governance issue, the Prague Communiqué states that min-
isters affirm that “students should participate in and influence the organisation and content of educa-
tion at universities and other higher education institutions”, which the Berlin Communiqué seconds by
stating that students are full partners in higher education governance. With regard to the issue of qual-
ity assurance, the Berlin Communiqué recognises that quality assurance is the prime responsibility of
institutions, thus making the establishment of elements and procedures of quality and quality assur-
ance cultures and mechanisms a governance issue at institutional level.
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explicitly and coherently in the Bologna Process in future." In essence and above
all, governance issues are inseparably intertwined with the Bologna Process due
to the fact that the latter, whatever objectives and tools it entails in detail, is about
change — hopefully, in the sense of improvement — and hence are about a culture
of change and about change management, both of which undoubtedly are an
essential part of governance.

In addition, the notion of higher education being a public good and a public
responsibility has been highlighted explicitly again and again in the Bologna doc-
uments at least since Prague, and there is no denying that this topic is closely
linked to higher education governance, at least in that matching the demands
which public responsibility makes on higher education provides an indispensable
yardstick for identifying “good” governance.

c¢. General paradigm shifts in the public sector

Finally, the most blatant political impulse in the debate on higher education gov-
ernance brought about by real political context is the intertwining of paradigm
shifts pertaining to the entire public sector with new demands on higher educa-
tion and research as such.

As for embeddedness of the higher education world in the public sector, it must
be noted that the sector as a whole has been undergoing a rearrangement — or at
least a debate —under the heading “New Public Management” (NPM). In essence,
it may be said that this approach is characterised by a switch from traditionally
legalistic steering mechanisms of top-down implementation of normative formu-
lae to a more economically driven steering system based on contractual consent
on objectives to be achieved. Autonomy, as seen from the perspective of this
approach, can be understood as part of a management concept of freedom to
negotiate which, however, needs to be correlated to a strict understanding of
accountability in all its facets, not in the least economically. Despite leaving aside
the question as to where the roots of this development can be found, whether it is
a workable and fruitful concept, and what happens in reality, it may be fair to
assume that this undercurrent is shaping the more specific area of higher educa-
tion governance, and probably justifiably so since a more consensus-based steer-
ing mechanism which leaves room for local adaptation of devices is more in tune
with modern understanding of democratic state operations, with its trend towards
decentralisation, and towards enhancing motivation at grass-roots level.

This undercurrent blends into specific new challenges to higher education and
research which give rise to reconsidering adequate governance at institutional

11. There may be a starting point in the Berlin Communiqué which states that “ministers accept that
institutions need to be empowered to take decisions on the internal organisation and administration”.
12. The Prague Communiqué of 2001 states that “higher education should be considered a public good
and is and will remain a public responsibility”. The Berlin Communiqué of 2003 underlined this once
again by stating that “the need to increase competitiveness must be balanced with the objective of
improving the social characteristics of the European Higher Education Area, aiming at strengthening
social cohesion and reducing social and gender inequalities both at national and at European level. In
that context, Ministers reaffirm their position that higher education is a public good and a public
responsibility.”
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level and at national, or even European, systems level. One of these challenges is
funding, which is brought about both by the advent of an “open access” policy
and subsequent mass education paralleled by enhanced demand on quality and by
research expenses, while funding has not been keeping pace adequately. “Doing
more with less” has become a significant slogan steering the higher education
governance debate from the viewpoint of effectiveness and efficiency, the idea
being that new approaches to governance may be the answer to matching funding
deficiencies and added tasks at the same time. Looking at the case from this
angle, governance is seen as creating a “money machine” or at least a savings
bank, which is also a way of interpreting the notion of entrepreneurship in higher
education. Internationalising higher education and putting higher education into
a widely open unprotected market place of services, namely known under the
term “commodification” newly coined in the context of including higher educa-
tion in GATS, lends extra drive to a competitive-oriented outlook on higher edu-
cation operations where “output” may be more important than “outcome”,
efficiency more important than quality in absolute terms, and speed of innovation
rather than extensive deliberation on quality may have become a new essential.

The same, basically economic, motivation and objective, i.e. the drive for effec-
tiveness and efficiency, may be at the root of readdressing governance issues with
a view towards turning higher education institutions into “job machines”, which
could yet be another way of understanding the term “entrepreneurial university”.
Modern emphasis on the human capital factor, the notion of the knowledge-based
society, awareness of total competitiveness around the globe, makes the general
public and governments in particular expect miracles from higher education insti-
tutions, thus turning the governance issue into a centre-stage affair of affluence
and social peace which requires higher education governance either to adjust or
else to be adjusted in order to “deliver”.

d. Malfunctioning, misunderstanding, distrust?

At the same time there are many places in Europe where the aspiration of higher
education institutions to gain substantial autonomy, the preparedness to identify
challenges and the ambition to meet these effectively and efficiently do not match
the actual ability to “deliver”, while the question is open as to whether this is in
fact true or merely false perception. On the other hand and in return, in a number
of cases higher education institutions feel that the interventionist role of external
public or private institutions, mainly executed via financial constraints and ethi-
cal demands which may at times be seen as executing mere “political correct-
ness”, is on the increase, despite all rhetoric endorsement of the notion of
autonomy. So there is a certain element of distrust, or of misunderstanding or
doubt at least, between actors. Mutual frustration in view of growing demands
may be diagnosed, while ever-increasing expectations on conflicting objectives
such as quality, cost-effectiveness, open access, democratic participation, and
instant reaction to new requirements nourish the debate.

Thus a debate on the issue of governance may be advisable to prevent distrust and
frustration by finding out how to solve any such problems by means of wise, or
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wiser, governance at all levels concerned. This may be one of the major purposes
of a multi-level debate on governance issues in higher education. In that respect,
the Council of Europe’s composition, which provides a forum for both public
authorities and the higher education sector, is the best forum for the debate indeed.

e. A word of caution: do concepts of governance really have an impact on higher
education institutions?

Eventually, however, when correlating the issue of higher education governance
to its political context — and when understanding “political” in the wider sense of
national, institutional and personal cultures, traditions, and habits — there is rea-
son to ask to what extent a conceptual approach to governance will actually work
in higher education institutions. Institutions of higher education, but in many a
case no less ministries of education, show a tremendous amount of inertia, tend
to be at least mentally fragmented organisations with a high degree of anarchy,
working on what looks like the principles of fuzzy, if any, logic. That is why plan-
ning and “constructivism”, which tend to be the traditional approaches to issues
of governance, have failed more often than they have succeeded in matters of
higher education. Higher education institutions have seen many a governance phi-
losophy or management scheme come and go. In fact it may be argued that the
element of disorganisation characteristic of higher education institutions is part of
their talent for survival in view of many an ill-conceived, wrongly politicised and
hence short-lived concept of governance.

Bearing this in mind, the essence of the message is two-fold. First, that there is
reason to be humble as for any belief in swift and lasting change by means of
external introduction of governance concepts. And finally, and no less, that the
reality of governance in higher education institutions and in systems will only be
seen when thinking in at least two distinct layers: the outer organisational struc-
ture and operations, and the meta-level, or perhaps rather the undercurrent, of live
attitudes and patterns of behaviour which tend to survive, resist and prevail,
largely due to the type of independent minds which a good higher education insti-
tution prefers to attract as its staff in order to foster innovation, i.e. to break new
—unplanned — ground.

4. Purpose III — Exploring the concrete issues of higher education
governance: a survey

Beyond these political contexts, implications and aspirations, and bearing the
notion of cautious self-constraint with regard to expectations of success in mind
while nevertheless not abandoning a “constructivist” approach to the issue of
higher education governance, there is a wide array of permanent and substantive
debates on the notion and contents of higher education governance. This is, so to
say, the expert level of the issue which is bothered with the small print of the
nitty-gritty questions of what might be called “doing — good — governance”. In
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essence, this debate is centred around the following, which admittedly is a brave
attempt to summarise a complex issue into one question around one formula.

a. An approximate definition — a basic question
If — good — higher education governance may be roughly defined as:

« that institutional set-up and those processes at strategic level of both higher
education and research institutions and of national and international systems

e which are concerned with the identification, validation, and realisation of
those prerequisites and consequences and of that culture and those steering
devices which pertain to institutional autonomy and individual freedom in
their contexts with public responsibility of the institution to be governed,

« and which must be described and developed for the sake of maintaining and
enhancing benefits

* with regard to the well-being of individuals and society, traditional and more
recent academic values and objectives,” quality and quality assurance, insti-
tutional positioning, effectiveness and efficiency of mass higher education
and advanced research in democratic societies

* based on expert competence, on inclusion and participation, on the rule of law,
on the freedom of ethically responsible individuals, and on mutual respect,

* and, to add the notion of “good” governance to the definition of governance
of higher education as such, serves to identify and to realise these objectives
best and at least to an optimum of compromise between conflicting aims and
devices and also between expense and outcome;

what does this mean in concrete terms, and how can answering this question and
implementing the answer be put into operation? And while asking these ques-
tions, what are, and how do we define in due process, the aforementioned opera-
tional objectives of societal and individual benefit which should provide the
qualitative yardstick for judging the “fitness for purpose” of good higher educa-
tion governance set-ups and devices?

b. Itemising a few concrete questions

The full span of both basic and concrete issues unfolding from this summary view
on higher education governance is impressive, and dealing with it certainly is
unmanageable within the constraints of a single publication, thus leaving enough

13. The Council of Europe has repeatedly advocated the following itemisation of purposes of higher
education, i.e. of higher education values and ulterior objectives, which are listed here without indicat-
ing any prioritisation: personal development (which relates, inter alia, to traditional concepts of Bildung
and indicates the development of intellectual, emotional, interpersonal competences); maintenance and
development of a broad, advanced knowledge base (which denotes research activities in order to widen
knowledge as well as the preservation and promulgation of knowledge gained); preparation for the
labour market (which stands, pars pro toto, for what could be understood in a wider sense as being rel-
evant to societal needs); and preparation for life as active citizens in democratic societies (which denotes
both preparedness to take on responsibilities and accepting principles of ethics and mutual respect). The
Bergen Communiqué, in its final considerations, has now largely adopted these orientations.
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to be done later. To name just the main items which appeared in the course of
debate when preparing this publication:

* Locating and defining higher education governance as a term and as a sub-
stantive concept of culture, actors, institutions, structures, processes in rela-
tion to notions such as devising and implementing “policy”, employing
“strategy”, making use of “management” and “administration”, all these
items both with regard to differences and to overlap. This task is particularly
difficult but also necessary due to the fact that many European languages do
not provide fitting parallels to the English words “governance” and “policy”
and possibly even “management”.

Understanding the essence and notion of “good” governance by clarifying the
purpose of higher education governance beyond maintaining social harmony
and cohesion inside and outside the institution through identifying and match-
ing the institution’s mission, vision and role vis-a-vis educational, research,
services, knowledge transfer or dissemination and other individual or social
objectives of higher education in general, such as regional development, and
the given institution in particular, doing all this effectively and efficiently.
Exploring this encompasses taking into consideration that there are different
aspects and value systems of various parties — stakeholders — concerned.

Assessing, selecting, and developing the type(s) of structures, responsibili-
ties, personal competencies, and processes which best contribute to identify-
ing and achieving valid, mission-related objectives and opportunities, bearing
in mind that there may be numerous answers due to, among others, mission,
size, environment, cultures and funding structures of a given system and a
given higher education institution.

— In doing so, the point of view may need to be shifted from the rather traditional
focus on institutional layout towards a “perspective of process and interaction”
and proper definition and sharing of roles, both inside the institution and
between governmental agents or representatives of civil society, which covers
all aspects related to steering processes such as defining tasks and responsi-
bilities, setting timetables and milestones, signalling a sense of direction,
organising input of expertise, summarising and arriving at decisions.

Following on from that and, in particular, addressing the issues which arise
from the stratification of participants and institutional structures by ensuring
not only proper sharing but also proper interface structures by optimal inter-
twining of legal, economic, and political tasks and responsibilities, which
means striking a balance between “unitary”, “federalist” and “individualist”
approaches, including the aspects of institutional leadership and the princi-
ples of subsidiarity and collegiality.

— This encompasses considering who the relevant units and stakeholders are or
might preferably be, for example, institution and government, government and
society, national and international level, “internal externals™ such as boards or
trustees, but also donors and contract partners in research projects or in teaching,
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vis-a-vis the university, in addition university and departments/faculties either
in a traditional interpretation or seen as “cost centres”, and finally institution,
groups, and individuals of various kinds, what their roles, perspectives, inter-
ests and conflicts — as well as modes of solving these — are, and in what capac-
ity and to what extent they are supposed to participate in higher education
governance, and how perspectives, interests and functions of various units and
stakeholders at different levels relate to each other.

— This analysis should contribute to solving conflicts between aspirations at
overarching state and institutional and sub-institutional entity — namely fac-
ulty/department — levels, and aspirations of specific groups, namely stu-
dents but also others, and of individual members, which are noticeable
problems in a number of systems.

— This item also raises the question of due balance between democratic “lay”
participation, weighing partisan interests, and developing and employing
professionalism required to steer higher education systems and institutions;
these questions can only be answered with respect to identifying choices
between various modes of participation ranging from information via con-
sultation to decision making in a fair and workable overall system.

Also in particular: the place of the individual in a collective system which as
such is bound to define and realise institutional mission, vision, and policies,
needs to be identified with regard to individual academic freedom and to the
protection of minorities, including non-mainstream thinking, in various cir-
cumstances. It must be borne in mind that protecting the individual’s aca-
demic freedom is to be seen both as a value in its own right and a prerequisite
for true creativity in the sense of “enabling the disclosure of the unexpected
and unplanned”, and that there may be clashes with institutional policy and
the notion of “leadership” which should be resolved.

Assessing governance matters from the viewpoint of ownership and inclu-
sion, which pertains to questions such as the connection of different members
and stakeholders at different levels, how coherent strategies, policies and
convictions between top-down or bottom-up approaches and external influ-
ence are developed, and how transparency, communication and, if necessary,
mediation are organised and safeguarded in at least both a bilateral bottom-
up and top-down mode or preferably in a multilateral way.

Contextualising higher education institution governance with external fac-
tors, namely regional, national, European, global policy issues in general and
in education and research in particular, but also incentives or constraints
caused by economic factors, by location, by size, and by elements of culture
and prevalent value sets in general.

Exploring and validating modern trends of multitier institutionalisation,
either internally when considering substructures such as the position and role
of spin-offs, clinics, technology parks, etc., or externally with a view to net-
working brought about by joint programmes in research and teaching which
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develops into institutional intertwining and formation of “partnerships”,
“trusts” or “concerns” as known from the world of business.

* Assessing tools useful for designing, validating and monitoring policies and
their implementation as instrumental facets of effective governance in its
overlap with management. Here the role of law — be it top-down regulative or
based on the notion of contract management —, of economic devices — be it
market-oriented and success-driven formulation of funding or input-based
funding —, but also of cultures and in a wider and at the same time essential
sense of trust and of ensuring conviction and a sense of ownership enter into
the arena of governance considerations.

— The question may be raised as to what extent there is a shift towards the
“entrepreneurial university” as contrasted to a traditional collegial type, and
what the reasons as well as the pros and cons of such a development may be.

* Finally, assessing the validity and success of governance objectives, strate-
gies, and outcomes, thus including the role of quality assurance and quality
enhancement for higher education governance.

I1. The Council of Europe Forum on Higher Education Governance,
September 2005

The wide array of purposes illustrated above made it imperative to be selective
with regard to which aspects to address during the forum in September 2005. In
no way could all aspects be covered, and any attempt would have been a futile
overburdening of the conference and the scope that could possibly be covered
within less than two full days.

1. Emphasis on workshops

It was, therefore, decided to follow a programmatic approach which centred the
investigation on a pathway leading from the macrocosm of context and systems
level to the microcosm of the institution and of the actors therein. Thus, as for the
workshops the programme was structured as follows:

+ the mission of higher education in the changed societal context and its impli-
cations for governance;

« the governance of higher education systems;
* the governance of higher education institutions;
« the actors in higher education governance.

These four items were to be reflected upon in the light of the substantive issues
mentioned by the keynote speaker, as well as in the light of the literature survey
provided. Another itemisation that proved to be useful was the following:
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* mission and stakeholders: considering more and more diversified missions of
higher education institutions, and how these reflect governance models and
involvement of different stakeholders in the decision-making process;

« governance of higher education systems: looking into governance of “com-
plete” systems of higher education, i.e. the national — or even European and
global — level, including identification of current practices and best practices;

* autonomy and external participation: autonomy of an institution and the role
of society, state, and other “external” stakeholders in governance;

* internal participation and levels of governance and management: concepts of
governance within a higher education institution and practical implementation;

« interdependence between culture, management and governance: influence of
the overall cultural setting on higher education governance, different notions
of governance between the strategic policy level and the technocratic man-
agement approach, also related to the discussion on legitimacy of representa-
tives in governing bodies and the call for professionalism;

« stimulating stakeholder participation: from making legal provisions for
stakeholder — namely student — participation to ensuring widespread accept-
ance of opportunities to participate in democratic governance structures;

* collectivism in governance and safeguarding academic freedom in research,
teaching, and learning: considering the limits of governance and institutional
policies vis-a-vis the individual person;

« the role of higher education governance for fostering democratic culture of
tolerance and inclusion: design and examples of positive influence of higher
education governance on the wider community, especially in conflict areas;

The choice and structure of the four workshops, while admittedly not being
extravagant, allowed a number of things to be achieved. First, the topics chosen
evolved with a view to interpreting and solving their specific topical challenges
in the light of all the concrete aspects of the governance issue mentioned above.
Second, proceeding from the macro- to the microlevel helped to reflect and make
use of the specific advantage of the set-up which characterises the Council of
Europe higher education sector, i.e. to integrate both the governmental and the
academic sides, but also stakeholders represented, such as students, in fruitful
debate relevant to all concerned. Third, since the issue is rather complex it prom-
ised to be easiest for participants to address the debate from the angle of arche-
typal questions which as such are easily understood since they are basic in
structure and in political debate.

The second guiding principle of conference programme design, apart from hav-
ing to be selective and basically transparent in approach, was to try and give par-
ticipants as much of a voice as possible. It is for this reason that the allotment of
time for workshops had been extended to the utmost, bearing in mind the request
to do so by those who attended the 2004 conference on higher education as a pub-
lic good and a public responsibility. This lead organisational idea led the Council
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of Europe working party to integrate the subject-related input into the respective
workshops rather than present the general substantive remarks in the plenary at
the onset of the conference, which might have been too overburdening.

2. Input and winding up

However, in order to facilitate the debate in general the keynote presentation
served as an overarching, possibly even provocative, introduction to the chal-
lenges of the higher education governance issues at all levels, i.e. at systems, at
institutional, at group, and at individual levels. The exposition of political context
and of concrete questions provided in the previous section of this introduction
served the same purpose, especially in order to identify the catchwords and their
correlations as challenges to higher education governance. The subsequent liter-
ary review eventually cast light on what has already been thought about and
worked out in substance, showing the fields of research but also the white spots
on the map, the unknown stretches of land waiting to be discovered — hopefully
in part by the conference itself.

The panel debate on the second day helped integrate findings in the workshops
and to bring about a coherent picture of the issue.

I11. Expectations
What outcome then, by and large, can be expected from this undertaking?

1. The conference per se

Certainly the conference was expected to have results per se. It offered a forum
for exploring the topic and for debate which helped to bring the issue forward by
raising awareness of challenges, choices, and solutions. Of course, beyond the
live experience which participants shared there is value in the survey and docu-
mentation of research material available on higher education governance. Finally,
the present Council of Europe publication preserves and disseminates the presen-
tations, the essence of debates in workshops and in the plenary, and the conclu-
sions drawn from these. The Council of Europe would also like to take the matter
further by means of adequate follow-ups, such as workshops on concrete issues.

2. Political programmes, namely of the Council of Europe

Recommendations formulated at the end of a conference hopefully influence real
political decision making on governance issues at European, national, institu-
tional, and stakeholder group levels. So there is the promise of an impact on the
future work of the Council of Europe in its operations in the field of higher edu-
cation. The conference certainly was of ad hoc significance to Council of Europe
activities in a wider sense in as much as it contributed to the EYCE by advocat-
ing that higher education governance is required to ensure participation of stake-
holders and partners adequately, i.e. namely of students but also of others such as
young researchers aspiring to doctorates, and that higher education institutions
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should provide space for experiencing social inclusion and for learning demo-
cratic self-organisation.

3. The Bologna Process — the link to quality and quality assurance

Beyond reflecting on the Council of Europe’s institutional and core missions as
such, in the medium-term perspective the Bologna Process may also incorporate
the issue of higher education governance more strongly and assimilate the find-
ings outlined in this publication. This is to be expected since steering institutions
properly with regard to defining and actually “living” educational and research
missions, be it at systems or institutional level, has a profound impact on all
issues of teaching and research quality and quality assurance. The very debate on
addressing quality assurance matters either at the level of programmes or at the
level of higher education institutions and their internal quality processes indicates
the profound significance of the governance issue for matters of quality and its
certification on the backdrop of the presence or absence of trust in the quality of
proceedings in autonomous higher education institutions. Contributing to matters
of the Bologna Process could therefore be another valuable outcome.

4. Outlook on follow-ups

There is an obvious warning of caution at the end of these introductory remarks.
The topic is an enormously vast one. And since not only is ars longa a striking
truth but also vita brevis, no miracles can be expected as to exhausting the topic.
There are a few findings, hopefully, and in addition there are a number of open
questions. Inasmuch as the publication succeeds in clearly formulating these
questions, it will have fulfilled its purpose to initiate a political debate of which
there is, and must be, more to come.
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Reconsidering higher education governance
Pavel Zgaga

Governance is an old term and at first sight it seems to be simple and clear. As a
word with ancient roots it can be found in several modern languages, quite often
with a variety of meanings. Nevertheless, in various languages we can say and
understand that “a king governs (rules, controls) a kingdom well or poorly” or
that “somebody’s principles govern (influence, direct) their life” while we can
also say that “people obey — or disobey — their king” or that “somebody complies
— or does not comply — with their internalised principles”, etc.

In general, governance is perceived as the exercise of authority, control or direc-
tion. We most often associate governance with political authority (government,
but we should not confuse or equate them: governance is not government) and
with broader issues in society and politics which demand institutions and control,
yet we also associate it with the economy and organisations (for example, corpo-
rate governance). It is usually understood in relation to administrative and mana-
gerial issues; clearly governance comprises the processes and systems by which
a society, an organisation, etc., operates although it cannot be reduced solely to
this dimension. But how do we use this old term in the context of contemporary
higher education? Before answering this question we will make a short detour
into its history.

“The agents themselves must consider what is appropriate to the
occasion”

As in so many other cases, the roots of this term go back to ancient times. The
Latin ‘gubernare’ still sounds quite familiar in various modern languages. Even its
Greek background can produce a surprisingly contemporary linguistic association
for modern ears: ‘kybernaein’ — cybernetics? Not really; ‘kybernaein’ means to
steer (a vessel) while ‘kybernetike (tekhne)’ is the art of steering (a vessel).
Nevertheless, the two meanings — an old and a very recent one — call out to be com-
pared: on the one hand ‘navigation’, the old art of ascertaining the position and
directing the course of vessels at sea, and on the other hand, ‘cybernetics’, the
modern theory of control and communication in machines and organisms.

With the ancient Greeks, when human conduct was being discussed by philosophers,
the art of steering, navigation — or ‘governance’ in the sense of ‘directing the course
at sea’ — was a frequently used metaphor, often paralleled to the art of medicine.
Thus, in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (1908) we find the following statement:

But this must be agreed upon beforehand, that the whole account of matters of con-
duct must be given in outline and not precisely, as we said at the very beginning that
the accounts we demand must be in accordance with the subject-matter; matters
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concerned with conduct and questions of what is good for us have no fixity, any
more than matters of health. The general account being of this nature, the account
of particular cases is yet more lacking in exactness; for they do not fall under any
art or precept but the agents themselves must in each case consider what is appro-
priate to the occasion, as happens also in the art of medicine or of navigation.

In this paragraph, Aristotle obviously dealt with ethical problems yet “matters
concerned with conduct and questions of what is good for us” are seen as paral-
lel to medicine and navigation. Let us pursue this example and say that matters
concerned with navigation also “have no fixity”; “they do not fall under any art
or precept” but sailors themselves “must in each case consider what is appropri-
ate to the occasion”. Like doctors in medicine: they do not study ‘health itself’,
as Aristotle said, “but the health of man” (1908); doctors must also with every
particular patient “consider what is appropriate to the occasion” — just like gov-

ernors in governance?

Aristotle admonished about the uniqueness and singularity of ‘the occasion’ that we
encounter again and again in our lives and always have to decide what is most
appropriate in a particular case. He rejected ‘precepts’, that is, ready-made recipes.
He relied on his idea of phronesis, ‘practical wisdom’ as a cultivated ability — the
trained insight of man — which helps us make appropriate decisions in various
unique human situations. When considering a decision, we have to “consider what
is appropriate to the occasion”: we have to take into account the always unique mix-
ture of specific circumstances. Certainly, a sailor should be educated and trained for
reading sea maps, understanding changing weather conditions and the nature of
vessels, etc., but he has always to choose the appropriate decision in the given cir-
cumstances at sea, and not merely apply precepts learned on land. Therefore,
nobody can learn how to navigate simply by consulting a set of prescriptions for the
reason that they can never be detailed enough to be applied with accuracy to any
case and because the selection of which prescription to apply is a matter of requir-
ing a concrete insight, something that is not determined by an abstract rule. The
stress is not on “precepts”; the stress is on “the agents themselves”.

If we now change our focus from ‘governance’ as ‘directing the course at sea’ to
governance in its modern sense at least two messages emerge from these consid-
erations. Firstly, ‘given circumstances’ do not only apply to those ‘objective fac-
tors’ determined by nature: for example, buoyancy, the position of North, weather
conditions, etc. They also apply to ‘people on board’: a reasonable captain would
always take a decision after very carefully considering who he has on board —
well-trained parachute troops or a group of tourists with small kids. The answer
to this sensitive question can decisively influence the way of interpreting ‘objec-
tive factors’ and taking decisions. Furthermore, this is the point at which modern
political philosophies and their popular applications in political culture generally
established a new understanding of governance: people cannot be just an object
of governing. Good and effective governance calls for ‘ownership’; it is only
achieved together with partners and stakeholders; it presupposes broader policy
consultations and participatory processes. Here we are talking about democratic
governance.

36



(In the) Context of change

Secondly, for some — let us say relatively academic — purposes it might be
absolutely legitimate to consider governance theoretically, that is, ‘in general’, as
‘governance itself’; however, it is absolutely inappropriate to consider it in this
way when we approach the singularity of a ‘real life’. We reiterate: general pre-
cepts or ready-made recipes do not help at all when we find ourselves in the com-
plex conditions of ‘real life’ and in a position to take decisions which could influ-
ence and/or direct other people (or ourselves alone). At this point, we should be
particularly cautious today — especially within an academic context — when vari-
ous governance issues are increasingly supported by ‘theoretical counselling’
from highly specialised science and research pools and when this kind of assis-
tance has even become export merchandise. On one hand, it is sometimes argued
that the real issue is just a matter of inventing, defining and applying ‘the most
efficient model of governance’. On the other hand, it is not difficult to agree that
within this assistance as a rule “a very low value is placed on the cultural and his-
torical skills” and that “the situation observed in recent years where social scien-
tists offer advice to troubled countries while possessing minimal knowledge of
local societies, combined with the frequently poor results” does not give a reason
to be proud; on the contrary, it “provides encouragement to question the intellec-
tual status quo” (Rosovsky, 2003)." We can also talk about ‘fair governance’ and
the ‘governance culture’.

A new concept with growing frequency

Now, how do we use this ‘old’ term in the context of contemporary higher edu-
cation? In discussions on higher education, governance seems to be a relatively
new concept and at least in some European languages there can also be certain
problems of how to translate and use it in a context dominated by traditional
terms. The term ‘government’ has been used, of course, very frequently in con-
temporary policy discussions relating to higher education although this has not
been the case with higher education governance. For example, it has not been
used in any well-known and influential international documents over the last fif-
teen or twenty years; nor in the Magna Charta Universitatum (1988), the Lisbon
Convention (1997), nor in the Sorbonne and Bologna Declarations (1998, 1999),
etc.

Modern electronic search tools allow us an excellent opportunity to check lin-
guistic developments and changes. Searching for ‘governance’ within the so-
called Bologna Trends reports can help us observe its coming into use: there are
no hits at all in Trends 1 (1999), two hits appear in Trends 2 (2001), four hits in
Trends 3 (2003) and 8 hits in Trends 4 (2005). Use of the term ‘higher education
governance’ is obviously growing; however, the absolute figures do not seem to
support the claim that it is really a frequently used expression today.

14. While discussing ‘internal permeability’ and disciplinary barriers within modern universities
Rosovsky argues that “no one stands higher than theorists, today using almost exclusively the sophisti-
cated language of mathematics. This methodology — this adoration of science — means that culture and
history play almost no role in analysis. Business cycles are a worthy subject of study, but not Japanese
or Argentinean business cycles. After all, one does not study Japanese or Argentinean physics; we sim-
ply study physics” he concludes cynically (Rosovsky, 2003: 20).
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It is also interesting to see within which context the concept has been emerging.
Surprisingly (or not), both references from Trends 2 refer to higher education in
south-east Europe: with regard to the Dayton Peace Accords the “unique prob-
lems of governance and co-ordination” in Bosnia and Herzegovina are mentioned
on one hand and, on the other, “the Interim Statute” aiming “at restoring
autonomous governance at the University of Pristina” (Haug, Kirstein &
Knudsen, 1999: 47, 69). Already here it is impossible to overlook that the first
reference refers to the governance of a higher education system while the second
refers to the governance of a higher education institution. All four references from
Trends 3 stress institutional ‘governance and management structures’ (Reichert &
Tauch, 2003: 24, 73) and the need to change or improve them (for example, in
relation to quality assurance, supervisory councils, etc.). It is similar in Trends 4:
internal ‘governance structures’ are most often used in relation to institutional
leadership and internal management but also in relation to recent systemic
reforms in various countries (Reichert & Tauch, 2005: 7, 32, 41, 42, 46, 62).

Thus, the concept of governance seems to be more frequently used within the
institutional context than at the system level. In a compendium of basic docu-
ments in the Bologna Process, the earliest use of this term can be found in the
EUA’s Message from Salamanca (March 2001), this time in relation to quality
issues: these issues encompass “teaching and research as well as governance and
administration, responsiveness to students’ needs and the provision of non-
educational services” (EUA, 2003b: 64). The Message from Salamanca was
addressed to the Prague ministerial meeting but the concept of governance as
such did not find any echo in the Prague Communiqué. Nevertheless, an impor-
tant change in accent did occur: the social dimension of higher education was
recognised in Prague® and thus a new context was also provided for the emerging
concept of ‘higher education governance’.

As may already be seen from checking the Trends reports, the frequency of the
concept’s use increased during the period between the Prague and Berlin confer-
ences (2001-03). Thus, in May 2003 the EUA Graz Convention put the topic of
“improving institutional governance and management”'® firmly among its five
key themes and launched it in the middle of further discussions on the role of
higher education institutions while, on the other hand, a special Bologna seminar
was organised only a few days later in Oslo on “student participation in gover-
nance in higher education”.” This seminar broadened the meaning of higher edu-
cation governance to encompass an important dimension that was later confirmed
by ministers in Berlin: “Students are full partners in higher education governance.

15. “Ministers affirmed that students should participate in and influence the organisation and content of edu-
cation at universities and other higher education institutions. Ministers also reaffirmed the need, recalled by
students, to take account of the social dimension in the Bologna Process” (Prague Communiqué, 2001).
16. See Graz Reader (2003b: 12-14). It contains 17 such references, equally as Glasgow Reader two
years later; they are mostly related to governance structures and university management. Yet, the Glasgow
Declaration contains only a vague reference to “governing structures and leadership competence”.

17. This has so far been the only official Bologna event directly related to — a particular dimension of —
higher education governance. See Bologna follow-up seminar on Student participation in governance in
higher education, Oslo, 12-14 June 2003. Report from Council of Europe, Annika Persson. Article by Sjur
Bergan, Council of Europe. Ministry of Education and Research, Oslo, 2003. Also see Bergan (ed.), 2004.
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Ministers note that national legal measures for ensuring student participation are
largely in place throughout the EHEA. They also call on institutions and student
organisations to identify ways of increasing actual student involvement in higher
education governance” (Berlin Communiqué, 2003). In fact, this was the first —
and so far the last — time that an official Bologna document adopted by ministers
used the term ‘higher education governance’.

Higher education governance is obviously a multidimensional concept. On one
hand, it can be connected directly to government(s): in modern times, govern-
ments ‘govern’ social subsystems like higher education, etc. It is important to
note even here that this task has already exceeded the limited national scope. On
the other hand, in its common use it is close to ‘management’ and/or ‘adminis-
tration’, particularly with regard to institution(s) and/or organisations.
Furthermore, it also provokes questions of participation in governance, etc. At
this point, before examining any further details, we propose to roughly distin-
guish between the three structural dimensions of higher education governance
(HEG):

a. internal or institutional HEG: governance of higher education institution(s);
b. external or systemic HEG: governance of higher education system(s); and

c. international or global HEG: governance of higher education systems with-
in an international (global) perspective, for example, the Bologna Process.

Structural dimensions of governance: an interdependent totality

The term ‘higher education governance’ as we use it today did not appear in tra-
ditional discussions on higher education; yet, this does not mean that traditional
higher education institutions were not ‘governed’. Since the origins of the
European university, it has always been very important to steer the course of an
institution and regulate its internal organisation as well as its relationships with
both the environment and ‘external authorities’. Therefore, for any period it is
possible to distinguish between internal and external ‘governance’ or ‘govern-
ment’"® in a certain way. However, higher education governance as today’s con-
cept radically differs in certain aspects from older traditions.

There is much evidence that the conceptual origins of the modern term ‘higher
education governance’ are closely linked to the complexity of the societal context
characterised by the transformation from elite to mass higher education which has
occurred during the last few decades. The phenomenon of mass higher education
involves a demarcation between traditional and modern higher education in sev-
eral respects. A review of developments in the past two or three decades shows
that the democratising and liberalising of access to higher education put the need
for systemic reforms onto national and institutional agendas everywhere. Mass
higher education challenged — and in its further course totally changed — the

18. In dealing with the management and resources of medieval and early modern European universi-
ties A history of the university in Europe contains detailed contributions on its ‘internal’ and ‘external
government’ (Riiegg, 1992: 1:119-133; 2:164-183).
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traditional university as well as its complex relationships with the modern state.
A few years ago, the Eurydice network produced a very instructive study cover-
ing twenty years of reforms in European higher education at the end of the 20th
century and found that “the major focus of legislation and policy was the man-
agement and control of higher education institutions and in particular the financ-
ing of such institutions” (Eurydice, 2000: 33).

Since the 1960s higher education systems worldwide have been constantly
expanding. At a certain level of their expansion and in combination with the
broader economic and political agenda of the time — for example, the budget con-
straints of the 1970s and 1980s in the West or the ‘transition’ of the early 1990s
in the East — these processes raised the question of the efficiency of both higher
education institutions as well as systems. Country by country this issue was
approached in discussions at the national level via thorough reforms of financing
and management as well as the preparation of new qualifications structures.
These reforms were underpinned by a radical conceptual shift in understanding
of the relationship between institutions and the state; in the literature, it was
remarkably described as a move away from the traditional “interventionary”
towards the new “facilitatory state” (Neave & Van Vught, 1991).

It is widely recognised that throughout Europe the government’s role in the gov-
ernance of higher education institutions has been and remains very significant.
However, since the 1980s governments have been gradually withdrawing — in var-
ious directions — from direct institutional governance. The state’s influence was
redirected to setting general higher education objectives, that is, to higher educa-
tion output rather than the process. The circumstances of mass higher education
in combination with the challenges of the emerging knowledge society demon-
strated that effective governance in higher education requires much more decision-
making freedom at the institutional level. The concept of the autonomy of uni-
versities moved to the centre of discussions. Consequently, legislative provisions
were redirected from, for example, funds allocated to institutions strictly by
budget lines (salaries, equipment, maintenance, etc.) to the allocation of block
grants. This redirection aimed to increase university autonomy in terms of its
‘financial dimension’; yet it included the need and opportunity to search for alter-
native financial resources. A well-known slogan often heard since the 1980s is
that higher education institutions deserve more autonomy but they should become
more accountable.”

After the unannounced and unexpected storms of the late 1960s and early 1970s,
universities found themselves up until the 1980s — in some places a little earlier, in
others a little later — in a totally new environment. As universities, they had to be
able to reflect these changes and to understand that they should take them into
account while reconsidering their mission. An important and today well-known

19. “The granting of greater autonomy to institutions, particularly in institutional governance, budget
spending and course planning was intended to encourage an entrepreneurial spirit and thus promote
efficiency, cost-effectiveness, flexibility and quality in educational provision. At the same time, insti-
tutions were encouraged to seek additional funding through bids for governmental contracts and the
sale of their research and teaching services” (Eurydice, 2000: 177).
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convention of European universities took place in 1988 — “four years before the def-
inite abolition of boundaries between the countries of the European Community”
and, we should add this from today’s point of view, two years before the fall of the
Berlin Wall — to stress the importance of being “aware of the part that universities
will be called upon to play in a changing and increasingly international society”. Its
most remarkable message is that “the university is an autonomous institution at the
heart of societies [...]. To meet the needs of the world around it, its research and
teaching must be morally and intellectually independent of all political authority
[...] and economic power” (Magna Charta Universitatum, 1991: 59).*

However, this is not the first time universities have found themselves in radically
changed circumstances. The debate on autonomy goes back to the very beginning
of universities. Yet, as the discussions on university relationships with the ‘exter-
nal world’ in general and on university autonomy in particular can sometimes be
treated as ‘eternal issues’, in reality these issues have been appearing each time
as different: always in concrete ways and under a new light. If we compare the
concept of autonomy as it appeared during previous centuries and in modern
times then there are actually two concepts which differ substantially at least on
one point. Universities of the ‘old times’ had to negotiate and articulate their rela-
tions with ‘external’ — either secular or church — authorities; at first sight similar-
ly to today. Like today, they depended on them to grant them their particular
power (autonomy) as well as for the more ‘material’ troubles of their survival.
However, they were confronted by circumstances prior to the appearance of a
modern nation state.

The birth of the industrial society in the 19th century marks a sharp turn in the
development of higher education. The traditional mission expressed as the ‘pur-
suit of truth’ and ‘disinterested research’ was challenged in a radical way and for
the first time it confronted the ‘needs of the economy’ very directly. Universities
met a new, previously unknown agent; as a consequence, they also encountered
competitors, other higher education institutions closely related to professional
training aimed at the ‘needs of the economy’. The challenge was even bigger:
they faced a newborn modern nation state that understood the protection and
acceleration of economic development in terms of the ‘national market’ as the
most important issue on its political agenda. The dissemination of knowledge and
skills and organisation of research as the means for strengthening ‘productive
powers’ simply became an integral part of this agenda. “Until the nineteenth cen-
tury one cannot observe any visible direct connection between the economic
development of countries and their university systems” (in ‘t Veld, Fiissel &
Neave, 1996: 20-21); now, this question was raised loudly and it was necessary to
respond to it — yet in circumstances that had radically changed.

20. In his speech on the occasion of the adoption of the Magna Charta Universitatum, the Rector of the
University of Bologna, Fabio Roversi-Monaco, was even more direct about how “to take up the challenge
of what is new”. “The society into which this new University has to integrate itself is the advanced indus-
trial society of our time [...]. It would be a serious mistake if the University, in this new society, decided
to withdraw into itself, into its pride of academic corporation” (Magna Charta Univsersitatum, 1991: 13).
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In practice, these circumstances differed from country to country; nevertheless
they had a common denominator: the challenge to universities to become ‘nation-
al’ universities. This meant a huge challenge to their traditional, ‘universal’ role.
There were no geographical, political and institutional delimitations for universi-
ties in the middle ages* but in the 20th century we experienced borders between
various higher education systems. They grew up parallel to the industrialisation
processes in modern nation states. Thus, as a sub-chapter to the protection of
domestic markets protective measures in the field of higher education qualifica-
tions emerged and various national recognition procedures — predominantly for
professional recognition — were also put in place. At the national level decisions
were made to classify institutions, their qualifications, etc., on one hand and to
establish selection procedures on the other. In these circumstances, it became nec-
essary to not only regulate relationships between the state and an individual insti-
tution in a new way but to regulate the system, namely, to govern the national sys-
tem of higher education.

From this angle, the 20th century was a period of growing regulation of national
systems of education; the importance of systemic governance was continuously
increasing. Specific features of particular countries and/or regions which devel-
oped originally as cultural traditions were gradually transformed into sophisticat-
ed legal systems and reinforced by political action. Europe developed strong pub-
lic education systems but the management, control and financing of education
institutions are simply not the only legislative issues. Knowledge and skills as
defined in national frameworks of qualifications — usually based on a special leg-
islative provision — had throughout the century their closest relation with the
approval of curricula; exact procedures of selection and examination were devel-
oped (for example, the ‘state examination’) and the working conditions of teach-
ers in public institutions were regulated by governments in detail. The practices
of national regulations sometimes overlapped one another but were also separat-
ing. A serious problem was encountered when these ‘extremely different’ and in
many respects ‘incompatible’ national systems started to emerge as a significant
obstacle to the new political agenda encompassing mobility, employability, attrac-
tiveness and co-operation in society at large as well as in higher education.

Within the historical context we have just sketched we should also reconsider
developments in higher education after new challenges appeared in the last quar-
ter of the 20th century and which we briefly reflected on at the beginning of this
paragraph. The importance of higher education for economic development has
only increased to date; in fact, it has grown enormously and continues to rise.
Under this ‘new light’ mass higher education and its rapid internationalisation
require an even greater concern over governance. It seems that there are at least
two new elements that can significantly influence further developments. As a
result of processes in the last two decades, governments are increasingly occupied by
systemic governance and institutions are recognised as being the most responsible

21. “Until the sixteenth century European universities were to a large extent all organized on the same
line. They showed no national particularities or local focuses. [...] The picture changed with [...] the
emergence of the European nation state” (Zonta, 2002: 25-37).
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for their internal governance. On the other side, the globalisation of economies,
the emerging knowledge society, integration processes and international co-oper-
ation in the broadest sense also definitively bring a new challenge to higher edu-
cation — the challenge of higher education governance in an international context.
It is needless to argue here in detail that all three structural dimensions of gover-
nance — institutional, systemic and international — construct a triangle: an inter-
dependent totality.

Governance: between academic aspirations, market forces and demo-
cratic culture

The concept of higher education governance is obviously multidimensional.
However, only considering its structural dimensions or ‘levels of governance’
would leave further dimensions unexplored. Its multidimensional ‘space’ can be
defined by another triangle delineated by academic aspirations, market forces and
democratic culture. This scheme links three key factors together which influence
higher education today but at a certain point it seems rigid and deficient. The
rigidity can probably be softened if the three ‘fixed” views — the academic view,
the government’s view (external itself) and the external view (non-governmental)
— were to be established as opposed to a ‘fluid’ one, the students’ view. In such a
classification, the academic view exposes the institutional dimensions of gover-
nance as collegiate governance (that is, epistemologically based self-governance),
the government’s view stresses the systemic dimensions of governance (legal
framework, public financing), and the external view calls attention to the ‘reality
dimension’ (efficiency in economic, cultural, etc., terms). The students’ view is
connected to all previous views and, thus, sets the concept in motion.

From certain points of view, the pressure of the economy towards the traditional
role which universities have played in the societal environment may today seem
inconvenient and even dangerous; however, even when criticisms of the commer-
cialisation of higher education yield convincing arguments we cannot avoid the
fact that neither institutions nor society at large can simply return to the middle
ages. It is similar with governance at the system level: the legal regulations of
national education systems may seem overstated — and they may indeed be over-
regulated and may urgently need reforms leading towards deregulation — but their
radical abolition would put both institutions and individuals into serious trouble
as regards standards, financing, qualifications, transparency and compatibility,
mobility and employability, etc. To summarise, from a ‘pragmatic’ point of view
neither the influence of the economy nor the legislative burdens on higher educa-
tion can be seen only as a threat to academic aspirations; they can also be seen as
supportive, that is, as ‘external’ factors which make these aspirations feasible. It
is very important to analyse this triangle precisely and thoroughly: as an interde-
pendent totality which is a characteristic of modern times. The threat is not just
an illusion — nor a support.

This is particularly important when considering the relationship between internal
and external governance. If external factors were treated merely as threats, inter-
nal aspirations should be closed within ‘ivory towers’. The metaphor suggests a
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closed universe of scholars — probably not students — delineated from the ‘exter-
nal world” which hinders them in their pursuit of the truth and disinterested
research. However, “the ivory tower is a myth, because in modern institutions of
higher education® there has always existed tension between service to the public
and more contemplative scholarship” (Rosovsky, 2003: 14). Why can these exter-
nal factors not be treated as challenges, proactively, instead of threats from which
academia has to withdraw behind their walls? In fact, who says that academia
avoids contacts with the ‘external world’? In modern academic practice disinter-
ested research is being ever more ‘challenged’ by research that yields interest. The
real question is not ‘to close or not to close from the external world’ nor ‘to start
or not to start commerce with the external world’. The real question is how to
respond to the new challenges in a way we will not come to regret.

Probably the biggest challenge of the ‘external world’ to contemporary higher
education institutions is commercialisation. Within our societal environments
accustomed to well-developed public education systems, initiatives to reorient
institutions towards alternative financial resources and entrepreneurship have not
only met scepticism and restraint but also criticism and protest. Nevertheless, the
proposed reorientation seems to be more and more firmly found on political
agendas in all countries. Here, it can remain an open question of whether budget
cuts pushed universities to search for alternative funds or universities’ success in
finding alternative funds influenced governmental budget cuts. In any case, since
the 1980s it has become quite clear that the extraordinary expansion of the high-
er education sector for structural reasons cannot expect a proportional expansion
in terms of national budgets — particularly if additional pressure from sectors like
health care and social security as well as the fact of the ageing society is taken
into account. These questions importantly influence governance issues and raise
several new dilemmas. However, is commercialisation the only alternative? And
what does it actually mean?

In this respect, Europe probably started to encounter similar questions which
North America had experienced earlier; for that reason it is also useful to cite the
American analyst, Derek Bok, formerly President of Harvard University:

If there is an intellectual confusion in the academy that encourages commercializa-
tion, it is a confusion over means rather than ends. To keep profit-seeking within
reasonable bounds, a university must have a clear sense of the values needed to pur-
sue its goals with a high degree of quality and integrity. When the values become

22. Rosovsky argues that “the ivory tower does not describe the modern research university: learning
and service are always present. External influences are becoming more powerful for many different
reasons: the power of government, the search by commercial interests for knowledge within the
university, and — not least — the opportunity for individual faculty members to make economic gains.
[...] Can universities preserve their objectivity as disinterested researchers and social critics if current
trends persist?” (Rosovsky, 2003: 18). In contrast to the common comprehension that links the
metaphor of the ‘ivory tower’ to centurial academic traditions, Rosovsky prescribes its first application
to universities or scholars to H.G. Wells in The New World Order (1940).
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blurred and begin to lose their hold, the urge to make money quickly spreads
throughout the institution. (Bok, 2003: 6)

It is obvious that we cannot only speak about ‘external’ threats to institutions but
institutions themselves should also be scrutinised; it is important for them, for
example, to avoid self-illusions. The almost proverbial truth says that academic
institutions have not always been an example of a transparent and efficient organ-
isation;* on the other hand, unfortunately, academic values could suffer from dis-
tortions within and not only from pressures stemming from outside institutions.
Therefore, interference with the external world can be productive. “Left to itself,
the contemporary research university does not contain sufficient incentives to
elicit all of the behaviours that society has a right to expect” (Bok, 2003: 28).

As we mentioned above, efficiency is increasingly being demanded from higher
education in contemporary systemic reforms. Institutional as well as systemic
governance should be improved to bring better results: this claim seems to be
undisputed. However, it would seem quite a joke if one were to propose the trans-
plantation of an efficiency matrix from economic enterprises straight into aca-
demic institutions. The nature of teaching and research is ‘strange’ — as creative
work they are characterised by ‘soft’ standards — and efficiency as expressed in
exact, for example, quantitative, terms is not a helpful guide for them.
‘Entrepreneurial’ efficiency measures can help in administration and services but
can easily damage the quality of education; the quality of education should be
approached differently. The education process has certain features which distin-
guish it from ordinary profitable services competing in the marketplace: “a major
reason why competition does not yield optimal results in higher education is that
students cannot adequately evaluate the options available to them” (Bok, 2003:
179). Efficiency in research as valued in terms of commercially profitable results
can only be trivial from a scientific point of view while, on the other hand, the
fundamental inquiries in science — for example, the solar system, cell, the sub-
conscious, etc., — have been always useless from a short-term enterprise’s point of
view.

For these and similar reasons the university cannot be governed as an enterprise.
Service to the public and more contemplative scholarship have always co-existed
at universities — together with the tensions between them — and the form of insti-
tutional governance has always had to bear their uneasy balance in mind. Ivory
towers and knowledge enterprises can only be regarded as extremes. Today,
searching for a balance requires a deliberate analysis of the costs and benefits of
commercialisation; yet it puts modern universities into a Ulysses-like position

23. Bok argues that “universities have something to learn from the world of commercial enterprise.
[...] In the first place, university administrators do not have as strong an incentive as most business
executives to lower costs and achieve greater efficiency. [...] university officials will be less success-
ful than business executives in operating efficiently. Presidents and deans lack the experience of most
corporate managers in administering large organizations. [...] A second important lesson universities
can learn from business is the value of striving continuously to improve the quality of what they do.
[...] corporate executives have made major efforts to decentralize their organizations and give more
discretion to semi-autonomous groups to experiment and to innovate” etc. (Bok, 2003: 24, 25)
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between the prospects of bringing in substantial new revenues* and the risks to
genuine academic values.” What should we do in this position? Bok calls for
clear academic guidelines: “Setting clear guidelines is essential to protect aca-
demic values from excessive commercialization”.” But guidelines alone will not
be enough: “Unless the system of governance has safeguards and methods of
accountability that encourage university officials to act appropriately, the lure of
making money will gradually erode the institution’s standards and draw it into
more and more questionable practices.” He is quite a pessimist: “Unfortunately,
the structure of governance in most universities is not equal to the challenge of
resisting the excesses of commercialization” (Bok, 2003: 185).

The university in the market place is a university under public scrutiny. Several
authors, including Bok, have argued that universities are becoming more suscep-
tible to public criticism because of their increased importance to the economy and
society at large; similarly, the decline of confidence so far characteristic of gov-
ernments and their agencies can now also be applied to academic institutions.
Here comes an important warning signal:

The university’s reputation for scholarly integrity could well be the most costly casu-
alty of all. A democratic society needs information about important questions that
people can rely upon as reasonable, objective and impartial. Universities have long
been one of the principal sources of expert knowledge and informed opinion on a
wide array of subjects [...]. Once the public begins to lose confidence in the objec-
tivity of professors, the consequences extend far beyond the academic community.
[Namely, any damage to the reputation of universities] weakens not only the academy
but the functioning of our democratic, self-governing society. (Bok, 2003: 117-118)

The problems which universities and higher education institutions generally
encounter today would be trivial if academic institutions were not “at the heart of
societies” (Magna Charta Universitatum, 1991: 59), that is, if they were not crowded
with students and if they were not expected to contribute to dramatic environmental,
energy, health, communication, etc., problems through their teaching and research.
However, if this were the case they would not be ‘modern’ academic institutions.
Modern institutions have to compete with problems that are not trivial at all.

The increasing external demands on modern universities require internal adjust-
ments: universities must reorganise themselves, find new modes of operating and
answer the challenges of how to carry out their new roles, yet without sacrificing

24. Bok admonishes that revenues are not as high as usually expected: “Despite their attractive fea-
tures, commercial profits do not always live up to expectations. [...] Of an estimated 200 or more
patent licensing offices on American campuses, only a small fraction received more than $10 million
in 2000 and a large majority failed to earn any appreciable profit” (Bok, 2005: 100-101).

25. “Another educational cost that commercialization can incur has to do with the moral example such
behavior gives to students and others in the academic community. Helping to develop virtue and build
character have been central aims of education since the time of Plato and Aristotle. After years of neg-
lect, universities everywhere have rediscovered the need to prepare their students to grapple with the
moral dilemmas they will face in their personal and professional lives” (Bok, 2005: 109).

26. Similar statements can be found in other places: “What universities should do instead is to look at
the process of commercialization whole, with all its benefits and risks, and then try to develop clear
rules that are widely understood and conscientiously enforced” (Bok, 2003: 121). “When rules are
unclear and always subject to negotiations, money will prevail over principle much of the time” (Bok,
2003: 156).
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their basic values. Basic academic values — for example, “research and teaching
[as] morally and intellectually independent of all political authority [...] and eco-
nomic power”, “scholarly integrity”, etc., — are not academic caprices at all. They
are of vital importance for society at large: “strong universities” (EUA, 2005b)
are today a well-recognised and important lever of democratic society and eco-
nomic development. They must set clear academic guidelines, including in terms
of governance. However, the increasing external demands require some ‘external’
adjustments as well: the governance of a higher education system should support
universities in being successful in their endeavours. For (not only) this reason the
public responsibility for higher education has been stressed several times in
recent discussions and documents. Legislation should contain clear provisions not
only about the relationship between higher education institutions and the (nation)
state; the relationships between academic aspirations and market forces should
also be specified in a similar way.”’

In the last instance, the increasing external demands on modern universities have
started to require international and global adjustments. These demands are large-
ly accelerated by the globalisation of markets and growing internationalisation of
higher education. This dimension is no less important when the interplay between
academic aspirations and market forces and democratic culture is considered; yet
it differs from the previous two. Responsibility for higher education remains with
nation states but there are many problems which exceed the level of national high-
er education systems. When problems like the recognition of degrees and periods
of study — particularly with regard to transnational higher education — come under
discussion then the responsibility for higher education becomes international.

There is no supranational political authority in higher education today but there
is growing co-operation as proved in Europe’s Bologna Process. It is not only a
forum in which authorities responsible for the governance of national systems can
come together; it also challenges higher education institutions and their gover-
nance. As Rector Fabio Roversi-Monaco once said in Bologna: “In the name of
the unity of culture the needs for supranationality of Universities could once more
confront the difficulties ensuing from the birth of national States and nation-
alisms” (Magna Charta Universitatum, 1991: 11).

A conclusion: a concept open to further reconsideration

Here, at the conclusion we can return to the beginning of this paper and say that
questions of what is supposed to be ‘effective’, ‘fair’, ‘good’, etc., governance also
“have no fixity” and “they do not fall under any art or precept” but as sailors at
sea we ourselves “must in each case consider what is appropriate to the occasion”.

27. Bok argues that “the state must intervene to protect legitimate interests apart from the universities
themselves” and stresses that “reasonable financial stability is the ultimate guarantee against irre-
sponsible entrepreneurial behaviour”. Within this context, in Europe we stress the responsibility for
higher education; however, not forgetting the responsibility of higher education: “Unless universities
create an environment in which the prevailing incentives and procedures reinforce intellectual stan-
dards instead of weakening them, commercial temptations are bound to take a continuing toll on essen-
tial academic values” (Bok, 2005: 196-198).
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The analysis of ‘the occasion’ is therefore crucial. It can — and should — take place
in institutional, national and international environments.

There is a certain difficulty in undertaking this analysis. At the institutional level
broader dimensions are often invisible while at the international level the ‘unique-
ness and singularity of the occasion’ could be ignored. There are several types of
higher education institutions and several clusters of higher education systems; all
of them are legitimate in so far as they all rest on pronounced philosophies and
cultures. It is similar with governance: it is absolutely not a ‘neutral technical
matter’ but is founded on types of institutions and/or systems, that is, on concep-
tual and cultural backgrounds. This is another argument why there is no ‘best pre-
cept’ for governance. Yet, there are basic principles and there can be no effective,
fair, good or democratic governance without them: shared responsibilities and
levels of governance, participation and partnership, etc., aiming at strengthening
the basic roles of higher education.”

Therefore, the concept of higher education governance is not ‘uniform’, ‘fin-
ished’, ‘unproblematic’ nor ‘indisputable’. Far from that! As we have seen, it is
connected with several open questions, problems and dilemmas. It is welcomed
and will surely bring about positive results in that this concept has finally found
appropriate attention to be considered from various angles within a broad discus-
sion. Asking these questions and disputing existing dilemmas enables us to iden-
tify potential collisions that could affect higher education, and to leave the con-
cept open for further reconsideration by never treating it as a final one.

28. “Having considered the philosophical substance of [...] university styles that have had an influence
in different parts of the world, we can say that the university differs in the priority that each places on
scientific research, on the development of the human being, or on the various forms of service to soci-
ety. It is a question of preference and practical emphasis, not exclusion so that a balance among all
three objectives can be reached” (Borerro Cabal, 1993: 30-31).
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The objectives of and expectations towards higher
education in the changed societal context —
An overview

Virgilio Meira Soares

1. Introduction

I was asked to present an overview of the present situation and of the possible
effects of the societal changes on the governance of higher education. The topic
is too wide to be addressed in such a short time and, indeed, the personal position
of the speaker should not be discarded even if s/he tries to maintain a neutral posi-
tion. As a matter of fact different researchers in this field draw different conclu-
sions, although some efforts to find common patterns can be found (see, for
example, Amaral, Fulton & Larsen).” Therefore the views I am going to present
will be personal, based on my readings and contacts (this is not a research paper)
and will be, probably, a source for discussion.

2. Evolution during the last decades

It is widely accepted that the challenges universities are facing nowadays have
their main roots in the developments of the last three to four decades. The so-
called state control model gave place to the state supervisory model in the
1970s/80s.* This was mainly due to the ‘massification’ of higher education (HE)
that led to increased difficulties in financing the HE systems. Governments were
faced with competition for more funding from the different sectors of society
(health, social security, etc.). This suggests that governments, pressed with the
need to cut funding of HE institutions, had to introduce measures that, on the one
hand, would safeguard them from accusations of decreasing the qua-lity of teach-
ing and research in HE and, on the other hand, would also put the ne-cessary pres-
sure on the institutions to demonstrate that they were doing their best to maintain
quality while they were given more autonomy and, hence, more responsibility —
accountability was one of the new words introduced in the vocabulary and was
(reluctantly?) accepted by the universities, being also a means the governments
used to steer the institutions.

These conditions paved the way for the introduction of forms of evaluation (qual-
ity assurance and quality evaluation are now widespread) that were viewed by the
universities as a means to continuously improve their performance and by the
governments as a means to introduce accountability, to steer the system and to
justify the decreasing financing of the HE systems. Not surprisingly, the results
of these “exercises” led to some obvious conclusions. Universities were not models
of efficiency and the funding cuts would affect the quality of their performance.

29. Amaral, A., Fulton, O. & Larsen, .M., “A managerial revolution?” in Amaral, A., Meek, VL. & Larsen,
LM., The higher education managerial revolution?, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, 2003.

30. Neave, G. & van Vught, F. (eds.), Government and higher education relationships across three con-
tinents: The winds of change, Pergamon Press, London, 1994.
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Therefore it was also not surprising that some (many?) governments started to
encourage universities to diversify their funding base and launched campaigns to
discredit their decision-making processes, calling for changes that would make
them more efficient and responsive to the “needs of the society”, by doing more
with less, by changing their own internal structure and balance of power, in short,
by changing their governance to meet those demands. And it seems that society
at large has been supportive of these attitudes.

In addition, the rise of the private sector changed the paradigm in which the State,
as the main employer until then, was responsible for the definition of what should
be “useful knowledge”.”’ The emerging ideas were that the private sector should
from then on play a key role in the definition of what should be considered as
“useful knowledge”.

At this point one can easily accept that the states, incapable of “controlling” the
institutions, but feeling also the impossibility of increasing funding, and knowing
that HE institutions could not maintain the same quality without finding other
sources, began to shed some of their responsibilities while, at the same time, cre-
ating conditions for the private sector to intervene in the Academies.

The first steps taken by public authorities in many European countries were well
received by the institutions: accepting members of the private sector as advisers to
their democratic decision-making bodies was indeed a way to meet one of their
missions (to offer their potential for knowledge production to society) while, at the
same time, the prospect of increasing their income was also a good perspective.

Despite these changes HE institutions were still considered a “model” of ineffi-
ciency mainly attributed, among other factors, to their collegial decision-making
organisation, to their “organised anarchy”, to their difficulty in reaching conclu-
sions quickly and to the idea that they were acting as organisations whose main
interest was to defend the privileges of academics. As a result, according to the
governments, their power structure and their decision-making bodies should
change to meet the demands of society, as if their main mission was to “contribute
to the development of the economy of the[ir] country[ies]”. This would be the
beginning of a new era and also of new fights, discussions, resistances, reorgan-
isations, in short, of new forms to look at the governance of higher education.

Words like stakeholders, managerialism, entrepreneurialism, market, for-profit
activities, competition, just to mention some of them, started to be part of the offi-
cial discourse. The so-called New Public Management (NPM) started to emerge
and to be applied to the public sector. Universities, like many other public services,
were progressively pressed to act like private enterprises, public authorities trans-
ferred part of their steering functions to “external stakeholders™ or the “market”,
although not leaving their main control functions, whereas “internal stakeholders”
(teachers, non-academic staff and students) were more and more regarded as con-
sultative actors, while students were being regarded as “consumers” or “clients”.

31. Neave, G., “The European dimension in higher education; an historical analysis” presented at the con-
ference “The relationship between higher education and the nation state”, Enschede, Netherlands, 1997.
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As a result, in many European countries, the central administration of the institu-
tions was strengthened,” in some cases “external stakeholders” were appointed to
the directive boards as “representatives” of different sectors of the society and of
the market, forcing the marketisation of universities (or shall we call it “privati-
sation”?) so that they could “contribute to the development of the economy of the
country” and to obtain funding from market-oriented activities, instead of pro-
tecting them from that same market (one must not forget that until the 1980s the
state used to protect them from external interferences! — the muythical
Humboldtian model), the internal stakeholders were kept away from the decisions
or saw their influence decreasing. This is not the practice in the US, where
trustees are external people, “typically well-regarded business people or other
professionals in the community”, not representing any specific sector of the soci-
ety, who “offer their services and advice in support of the institution’s goals and
may also be critical of the institution’s activities and in many instances [they]
make financial contributions to the institution”,”® acting as “board members in
their capacity of individuals, not as official representatives of a specific ‘stake-
holder’ group or organisation”.**

Changes have taken place either by internal decisions of the institutions or due to
external impositions. In any case external pressures seemed to have had an impact
on the governance of the institutions. As we have already mentioned, universities,
under pressure from the governments to become more managerial and more entre-
preneurial, started to look for new management tools. According to Teichler:*

On the one hand, there is [was] a wide criticism that the traditional managerial
modes of a relatively weak rector, a limited number of administrative staff, and a
strong academic staff in decision-making at universities is [was] no longer appro-
priate in times of increased importance of institutional policies. On the other hand,
the US model of institutional management is [was] frequently criticised for subor-
dinating academics and their rationale to a managerial class ...

Some results of these new changes are reported by Clark® in his work about the
creation of entrepreneurial universities. It is interesting to note that in all the
examples he describes, the changes took place internally and not as a result of
external imposition. These findings, somehow, seem to be in contradiction to the
tendency of the governments to impose new forms of institutional governance.
Nevertheless it is happening, or it has already happened, in some countries, with
results that are still to be seen.

32. It must be noticed that, even before the development of these new trends, some HE institutions might
have decided to strengthen the central administration as a means to survive. The research by Clark
(1998)* on entrepreneurial universities may lead us to that conclusion.

33. El-Khawas, E, “Governance in US Institutions”, in Governing higher education: National perspec-
tives on institutional governance, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002: 263.

34. Fisher, 1991, cited in reference 32.

35. Teichler, U., “The challenge of lifelong learning for the university”, AUE: Informationsdienst,
Hochschule, und Weiterbildung, 2, 1990: 12.

36. Clark, B.R., Creating entrepreneurial universities: Organisational pathways of transformation,
Pergamon Press, Oxford, 1998.
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It is still early to draw conclusions from these latter changes and how universities
are adapting or reacting (when and if they are!) to the new situation. There are
reports suggesting that “internal stakeholders” are not very willing to co-operate
with these new developments but, at the same time, others suggest that the strength-
ening of the central administration is providing good results in the performance of
the institutions. In many cases there are reports of tensions between the central man-
agement and the faculties or the departments. New “alliances” are to be expected
and this will also have an impact on governance. It is still too early to see how the
paradigm of the “entrepreneurial university” as defined by Clark, together with the
changes in governance, can be sustainable, especially concerning the “stimulation
of the academic heartland” and the “integrated entrepreneurial culture”, if the
imposed government tools receive a lot of opposition from the Academia.

Maassen,” based on works of several authors, suggests that one can consider five
strategies to deal with outside pressure: acquiescence, compromise, avoidance,
defiance and manipulation. Every institution in each country will undoubtedly
develop its own strategy. From our own personal experience we know examples
of applying several of those strategies. However, all of them will have an impact
on governance. And, notwithstanding the different reactions, one important aspect
we should look at is how institutions have adapted (or are adapting) to the new
circumstances and how successful they have been (or are being). Additionally, it
is also important to address the (few?) cases where resistance is still prevailing
and how, despite this resistance, some institutions are responding successfully to
the societal changes. As regards this latter case, we have all heard of cases where
the external actors simply do not have the time to spare for the activities they
should perform, while “internal stakeholders” are resisting changes in every pos-
sible way in spite of their usual lack of participation (a very telling case is the
University of Cambridge and the attitudes of its Regent House). However, these
institutions not only do survive but are also very active in the new environment!

The resistance of academics to changes in organisation of higher education insti-
tutions should not be ignored or minimised. De Boer mentions that reforms
intending to decrease the power of academics need to be based on trust and states
that “if we want to have a better understanding of ‘good governance’, the concept
of trust deserves more attention”® but also warns that externally enforced reforms
“tend to increase resistance to change even further, especially when they go
against the wishes of those undergoing the reform”.* The introduction of NPM as
an ideology to be followed by all HE institutions is inducing resistance among
many academics and may prove not to be the right option. Moreover there are also
good examples of institutions that deal with the challenges of the market and with
low state funding successfully without accepting NPM, although some internal

37. Maassen, P, “Organisational strategies and governance structures” in Governing higher education:
National perspectives on institutional governance, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002: 26.
38. De Boer, H., “Trust, the essence of governance?”” in Governing higher education: National perspec-
tives on institutional governance, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002: 43.

39. De Boer, H., “Who’s afraid of red, yellow and blue?” in The higher education managerial revolution?,
Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2003: 89.
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changes in the balance of power had to be introduced. Maassen® writes that “it is
not assumed that all new governance models with respect to higher education are
market models, nor that all management developments in higher education insti-

5 95

tutions concern variations on NPM or ‘new managerialism’ ”.

More research in this field is necessary.

3. New challenges

The situation, as it is now, poses some questions resulting from the new attitudes
of society and of public authorities towards universities.

The increasing importance of the market will have an impact on the traditional
missions and values of higher education: creating knowledge (research) and
transmitting it (teaching), being places of free debate and critical thinking, inde-
pendence from outside interests, educating students to respect ideas and their free
expression (Amaral and Magalhaes).*!

We need to ask ourselves what the place of those values will be in this new situ-
ation and how the internal organisation and the regulation of academic work will
be affected.

3.1. Democratic citizenship

Universities have been, for centuries, places where staff and students not only
interact in the processes of teaching and through research, but also where the free
exchange of ideas is praised and put into practice. Moreover the traditional forms
of decision making include the participation of the different members of the insti-
tutions in this process.

The fundamental challenges consist of balancing and promoting the different
strands of the mission of higher education. In the executive summary of the final
report of the project “Universities as sites of citizenship and civic responsibility”*
launched by the Council of Europe, this is described in the following terms (p. 4):

The challenge of advancing universities as sites of citizenship comes from the tension
between the fundamental mission of developing expertise and human capital while
attempting to devote time and resources to the development of attitudes, dispositions,
and functionality of democratic citizenship. These educational aims are often treated
as something mutually exclusive or conceived in zero-sum terms in decisions pertain-
ing to the allocation of resources and in the reward structures of universities. Small
wonder that students leave universities conditioned to treat their personal welfare,
career endeavours and financial success as something apart from their perception of
their place in society as a citizen. We can push universities to create new courses or to

40. Maassen, P, ”Shifts in governance arrangements: An interpretation of the introduction of new man-
agement structures in higher education” in The higher education managerial revolution?, Kluwer
Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, 2003: 31.

41. Amaral, A. & Magalhaes, A., “The emergent role of external stakeholders in European higher edu-
cation governance”, in Governing higher education: National perspectives on institutional governance,
Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002.

42. “Universities as sites of citizenship and civic responsibility — executive summary of the final report”,
CD-ESR, Council of Europe, Strasbourg, 2002: 7-9.
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formalize democratic education, but such changes will remain nominal and in fact
increase political cynicism and apathy if there are no changes in institutional and edu-
cational processes as well. A university that is a site of citizenship will be a place where
all individuals that interact in the context of its environment will have their interactions
structured by processes that are characterized by the democratic attributes of openness,
accountability, transparency, communication and feedback, critique and debate, dis-
pute resolution, and the absence of idiosyncrasy, arbitrariness, and privilege.

Later, in that same executive summary,” a number of conclusions are presented
which express in some detail the conflicting elements present in the different
views of higher education as well as in the day-to-day life of higher education
institutions:

* civic engagement versus “useful” education;
« formal provisions versus actual practice;

* structures and arrangements versus generating motivation and facilitating
participation;

« resistance to change and lack of resources.

Higher education governance needs to take all these into account, providing a
structural framework for democratic processes to take place. However, the same
document (p. 10) also reflects on the salience of the issue, on the perceived pri-
orities of students leading to passivity or disinterest despite formal provisions for
democratic participation.

We can see, there is a lot of work to be done in the institutions to strengthen their
role of disseminating the values of democracy and democratic participation, be it
connected to students’ and teachers’ behaviours or to their internal governance.
Under the present conditions does it make sense to insist that universities contin-
ue to be sites where education for democratic citizenship is part of their mission?
Is that compatible with a market-driven organisation? Should they give up these
functions? Or will the new paradigm, despite its main basic, market-oriented
assumptions, take democracy and democratic participation on board?

It is legitimate to have some doubts.
3.2. Research and academic freedom — the issue of intellectual property

Independent and free research has always been one of the main assets of the aca-
demic staff. Their work has been for a long time considered as disinterested, their
mission being to produce knowledge to be used by society. The subordination of
university research to the impositions of the market poses some questions deserv-
ing our special attention. I heard Giovanni Agnelli in 1988 during the celebrations
of the 900th anniversary of the University of Bologna (two or three days before
we signed the Magna Charta Universitatum). Although we must not forget that
he was an invited speaker, who could be trying to be polite to his host, he was
clear when he declared at a certain point:*

43. Agnelli, G., “Industry’s expectations of the university”, CRE-Action 3, 1988.
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... from their very beginning universities were free institutions, even in societies
ruled by despots; they were disinterested, for their task was not imposed on them
from outside, but chosen by themselves, and that task was the pursuit of knowledge.
And from the first they were international in spirit. Even in the most intolerant and
difficult [of] times they held that knowledge should be free and universal.

At the time there had already been decisions in some countries that were not in
conformity with these words. For instance, the government of Mrs Thatcher was
already trying to change this tradition. Robert Cowen* has described the situa-
tion, taking account of the main “accusations” towards higher education: univer-
sities ought to contribute to the economy, students were merely looking for jobs
at the end of their studies and the disciplinary basis of universities were increas-
ingly irrelevant — by saying that:

... Government has taken direct policy action to alter the basis of university fund-
ing, in order to make universities more entrepreneurial. ... the social pressure that
is currently developing is not merely that the university should try to link itself
more tightly with industry and business. The central core of the present process is
that the university itself should become a business, and it is in this sense that we
now think of the English university as ‘entrepreneurial’.

In spite of such reactions, the “example” of the UK was followed by several other
countries.

The impositions of the market, with the approval of some governments, may
change the attitude of academic staff not willing to give up their “academic free-
dom” or even to accept that their research should mainly be driven by market
“needs”. Above all, freedom of research has always been a source of progress for
society. The newly imposed conditions are introducing constraints as to “what
you should work for” and restricting one of the basic principles of university
research: freedom of publication of the research results. As a matter of fact when
research is controlled by industry some of the results may be, necessarily, with-
held from public knowledge under certain circumstances. But how far can those
restrictions go? Should academics abdicate their right to publish their research
work? This may be a case of violation of the beliefs and rights of academics under
any new terms of any new governance. It is a question of intellectual property and
ownership. Who owns the rights of research results: the research group, the uni-
versity or the contracting companies?

This raises another set of questions: how can “universities provide a research base
vital for the solution of problems of public concern, even where markets for the
solutions do not [yet] exist” and how can “Governments offer incentives to con-
duct free and fundamental research”, as recommended by the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe recommendation (R (2000) 8)? Certainly the
internal mechanisms of higher education institutions will have to deal with these
contradictions. How? Will the “academic heartland” be willing to give up their tra-
ditional academic freedom to subordinate their actions to the “dictatorship” of the

44. Cowen, R., “The management and evaluation of the entrepreneurial university: the case of England”,
Higher Education Policy 4, 1995: 3.
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“market regulation”? Are Reed et al.* right when they say that “universities may
be regarded as the prototypical ‘knowledge intensive organisations’ and university
academics may be likewise be treated as the prototypical ‘knowledge workers’”?

3.3. Autonomy and the concept of higher education as a “public good”

The paradigms being imposed on universities may raise another question of
utmost importance to the present discussion. Some governments have a strong
belief in the virtues of the market. This “belief” may lead institutions to search
for external funding mainly based on contracts with the private sector, leaving
aside the main traditional missions of the universities. The “final product” may be
rich institutions, with an important role in the so-called “development of the
economy of the country”, but without any clear mission regarding their role as
“public good” or the production of “a good of public interest”.* It is not at all
obvious that a “market-driven” approach can fulfil a public service, since the pri-
vate sector has, with legitimacy, the right to work for profit. If that same private
sector has a decisive weight on the mission of universities, by having a decisive
role in the important decisions, it is also legitimate to have doubts about the pub-
lic usefulness of such higher education.

At this point it is worth mentioning an excellent paper by William Massy* in
which, at a certain point, he states that:

Internal subsidisation is what distinguishes non-profit from for-profit enterprises.
Non-profits recycle surpluses to boost mission attainment, whereas for-profits dis-
tribute the money to shareholders. Most universities rely on positive margins from
popular programmes to boost discretionary spending capacity, which in turn allows
them to express their values through internal subsidies.

and later stresses that:

Universities buck the market by injecting their own values into decision making.
This means support of things the market does not care about, which requires
discretionary spending. Institutions without spending discretion cannot assert their
values. They must respond to supply and demand and only supply and demand. For
example, the aforementioned literature programme[*] might well be downsized if
the university suffered a major financial setback. For-profit universities do not
emphasise literature programmes because of the subject’s weak demand, just as they
do not support much faculty scholarships.

The author also quotes his colleague Bob Zemsky: “Universities should be mis-
sion centered as well as market smart.” How are these statements compatible with
the present tendencies of relying entirely on the market? Although the author sug-
gests some solutions like “performance-based steering”, the answer should come

45. Reed, M., Meek, V.L. and Jones, G.A., “Introduction”, in Governing higher education: National
perspectives on institutional governance, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002.

46. In our view even for-profit HE institutions should only be allowed to function if they pursue the
goal of providing a “good of public interest”.

47. Massy, W.E,, “Markets in higher education: do they promote internal efficiency?” in Markets in
higher education, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2004.

48. This is an example given earlier in the paper by the author referring to a specific programme “that
a school would like to expand but cannot because of weak demand”.

58



(In the) Context of change

from public authorities in charge of higher education, taking into account the pub-
lic interest of non-profit higher education institutions.

Being driven by the need to look for huge external funds, some of which are to be
used only for specific objectives, how can universities be fully autonomous and free
from external interference? Under these circumstances, is higher education still a
public good (as the European ministers in charge of education stated in Prague)* to
be protected and where society should invest for its own benefit, or is it a private
good with all the consequences especially with regard to its social function?

Whatever the answers to the previous questions, there remains one more to be
answered. Civil society, represented by the governments or by any other form of
organisation (for example, NGOs), is also a stakeholder to be taken into account
be it through contracts or funding arrangements. How does that civil society look
at universities and their roles? Do they consider them as simple places of “knowl-
edge production” or do they think of universities as places to turn to for their
activities which can be of use to that same society? These attitudes may not be
easy to distinguish, but they may make an important difference.

3.4. Transnational education and GATS

The “explosion” of new providers of higher education some years ago has created
a new business branch. New ways to sell higher education degrees through what
is now called “transnational education” have emerged and are in competition with
traditional higher education institutions. This trade develops, in many cases,
without the intervention of public authorities (neither in the countries of origin
nor in the receiving countries) and, therefore, without any submission to the usual
quality assurance procedures. Marchese,” following a study about American
higher education, characterises the main trends as follows:

* many of the existing universities and colleges are developing remote-site
strategies, provoking an explosion of branch campuses;

* a growing percentage of institutions are offering distance education courses;

* big conglomerates of universities are creating powerful virtual universities to
act as brokers for their distance learning courses;

» for-profit networks, including universities, are attracting big investments
from Wall Street for the provision of post-secondary education and training
in a market considered to be “huge and ripe for the picking”;

« for-profit universities, well capitalised and national/international in ambition,
are rapidly expanding;
* a host of new providers “hope to be the brokers of choice for the flood of

courseware hitting the Web”;

49. “Towards the European Higher Education Area”, Communiqué of the Meeting of European
Ministers in Charge of Higher Education, Prague, 2001.

50. Marchese, T., “Not-so-distant competitors: How new providers are remaking the postsecondary
marketplace”, American Association for Higher Education Bulletin, May 1998.
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* industry groups combine to produce their own education enterprises, with the
aim to lessen their dependence on existing campuses due to dissatisfaction
with traditional higher education.

All these trends of transnational higher education, and combinations thereof, can
be found in many countries — in Europe and beyond. Santos® gives an overview
of the situation in Europe, pointing to the very high number of students involved
and of programmes delivered. It doesn’t come as a surprise to learn that the number
of non-recognised institutions offering programmes at transnational level is too
high to be ignored.

One of the reasons for the existence of these new providers is the imbalance
between supply and demand. Transnational higher education as such would not be
a matter of concern if some important issues such as quality assurance and con-
sumer protection were not at stake. We are facing a big problem if nothing is done
to force these providers to submit to the quality assurance procedures of their own
country or of the receiving country. The Lisbon Recognition Convention
Committee, aware of this situation, issued a recommendation™ on the rules to be
applied to transnational higher education. If this recommendation were to be fol-
lowed by all the countries we would have much less reason to be concerned.

The search for private funding is leading some universities to look for students
elsewhere either by “importing them” or by creating branches abroad (the
extreme case being, very likely, Australia) or even by launching distance learning
programmes. Acting like private providers in other countries, these universities
may be jeopardising their prestige by competing with non-scrupulous providers
that do not care about any social function, do not see higher education as a “pub-
lic good” or not even as a “good of public interest”, and only care about profit
regardless of the quality and validity of their services. Transnational education,
especially in the context of GATS, following the trends imposed by the existing
notion of globalisation, sees higher education as a “private good”. How can these
contradictions be addressed? There will indeed be necessary internal conse-
quences and implications for the governance of higher education institutions. And
we can already see some of those in some universities.

3.5. The Lisbon strategy

A lot has been said and written about the Lisbon strategy and this is not the place
to discuss what has happened since 2000. Nevertheless one cannot ignore the
effects of the Lisbon agenda and its consequences on the behaviour of the uni-
versities and it is particularly important to reflect on how this affects higher edu-
cation governance.

51. Santos, S.M., “Introduction to the Theme of Transnational Education”, communication to the meet-
ing of Directors General and Presidents of the EU Rectors Conferences, Aveiro, Portugal, April 2000;
Santos, S.M., “Regulation and Quality Assurance in Transnational Education”, Tertiary Education and
Management, 8, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002: 97-112.

52. “Code of Good Practice in the Provision of Transnational Education”, adopted by the Lisbon
Recognition Convention Committee, Riga, 6 June 2001.
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The European Council in Lisbon (2000) decided to set the aim of Europe becom-
ing “the most dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sus-
tainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion”.
To reach these objectives universities are clearly needed. A number of issues,
identified by the European Commission, such as continued democratisation of
access to higher education, new access conditions, in particular the recognition of
past professional experience, setting up of lifelong learning schemes, increase of
funding diversification, co-operation with industry, EU research funding mainly
directed to networks of excellence, increasing interdisciplinarity, intellectual
property rights and many others are on the table of the decision makers of the EU
as part of their duties to accomplish the aims of the agreed strategy.”” Some of
these issues will force Academies to think about their own organisation and deci-
sion-making processes. And, indeed, they will have to think how to restructure
their own governance. But I underline again that they should not be forced to do
so: they will meet the external demands in their own way. Europe is not going
very fast. The recent “no” votes to the so-called European Constitution (and one’s
position is irrelevant to the debate here) show that universities cannot be blamed
for the failures and delays of the EU and, therefore, should have the necessary
time to adapt, although, we must recognise, that they could move faster.

It must be said that very recently the European Commission issued a paper™
where it says that more funding is necessary, so that universities can fulfil their
“mission” as defined by the European Council; it does this very “carefully” how-
ever, in that it states that this funding should be private!

The tasks universities have to perform under the Lisbon strategy are not new but
it is important to take these concerns into account: the need to define long-term
strategies seems to be a particularly important and useful one. New governance
arrangements are expected to be one of the results, and, as already mentioned,
such changes shall be at the initiative of the universities. However, what is dis-
turbing is that the paper indicates how these changes should happen. Despite a
very carefully chosen discourse, there may be no doubt that one particular
approach is favoured: the participation of external stakeholders in the decision-
making bodies of the institutions. As I mentioned before, this may not be a wise
decision, although it should not be discarded either, but care must be exercised.”
The necessary development of European higher education will certainly lead to
changes in governance but, as the paper recognises, the differences between coun-
tries do not allow for advising institutions to follow a particular pattern.

The Bologna Process will have a more important role with regard to governance
issues than universities expect. However, despite the efforts of the Commission to
“harmonise” (introduce uniform methods of governance?), diversity will prevail
and that is one of the strong points of European higher education. When trying to

53. “The role of the universities in the Europe of knowledge”, Communication from the Commission,
COM(2003)59 final, Brussels, 2003.

54. “Mobilising the brainpower of Europe: enabling universities to make their full contribution to the
Lisbon strategy”, Communication from the Commission, COM (2005) 152 final, Brussels, 2005.
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“copy” the US system, the Commission should take into account the diversifica-
tion of that same system.

The remaining question is: how will higher education institutions cope with the
necessary transformations to meet the aims of the Lisbon strategy and of the
Bologna Process? Something will have to change with regard to governance
beyond the point of no return. Old methods of participation will have to change,
somehow. How? Do we need a uniform pattern of what could be called “good
governance” bearing in mind the different points of departure? We might, just for
the sake of fairness, compare, for example, the UK system with the French sys-
tem. Is one of them better than the other for the purposes of the Lisbon strategy?
If the answer is “yes”, which is the better and “why”? In spite of our personal con-
clusions we must not forget that, at least in this particular matter, the Commission
does not take a side, although one can have a suspicion about its preferences.

Moreover, it would be important to discuss how far the Lisbon strategy has influ-
enced, or is influencing, the Bologna Process. Is the latter autonomous and is it
being considered as an independent process by the decision makers at the
Commission level? Either way, the answer is of great importance and conse-
quences. The Bologna Process and the Lisbon strategy, although necessarily
linked, are supposed to be autonomous but to complement each other at a later
stage. Is this still the case? Sometimes one has the feeling that the former is being
subordinated to the latter. I wonder if we are faced with a de facto strategy to mix
the two processes and “force” the Bologna Process to become a by-product of the
Lisbon strategy, with some important negative consequences in terms of gover-
nance and other issues.

Such considerations deserve a thorough discussion from our side, from academ-
ics and non-academics.

4. No conclusion!

The questions raised above are only part of the changes in different paradigms
that will have an effect on governance and on what one can expect from the high-
er education institutions in future, either as a reaction or as an adaptation to those
changes. Will their mission and values change, or can they “circumvent the obsta-
cles”? There is no doubt that the university, seen as an ivory tower, will have to
change and that may not necessarily be a disaster. Perhaps it is a good develop-
ment. But, as Amaral and Magalhdes* justly write, this “ivory tower” model is
now challenged by “the new ‘Babel tower’ model, in which national interest is
supposed to be protected and enhanced by representatives of the outside world
acting within the academic institutions themselves” and that may be, and already
is, a matter of concern. As we have just seen there are challenges and threats. Will
universities, as we understand them, survive? How, and at what cost?
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European university governance in urgent need of
change
Luc Weber

1. Preliminary remarks

In this contribution based on the opening address at the conference as vice-chair
of the Steering Committee for Higher Education and Research (CDESR),” I want
to focus upon what seems to me one, if not the, most important challenge for the
future of European higher education and research, and hence for European
universities: the urgent need for change in university governance. The topic of the
conference “Higher education governance between democratic culture, academic
aspirations and market forces” is obviously broader than that as it raises also
important questions like the role of education in promoting a democratic culture
or the choice of a decision mechanism putting the human being at the centre.
However, these essential values, particularly cherished in Europe and in most uni-
versities all over the world, are powerful only if the system of higher education
and research, as well as each institution, can keep up with the increasingly rapid-
ly changing world so that knowledge creation and dissemination become the driv-
ing forces of the European economy and society.

I shall briefly:

* convey a few messages about the consequences of the rapidly changing world
for the governance of higher education institutions, and

* suggest a few ways for institutions to meet the challenges.

Before, two preliminary remarks are necessary. First, to me, the term “gover-
nance”, which has recently emerged as the buzzword a la mode, refers to the sys-
tem by which decisions are taken (or not taken) at system and/or institutional lev-
els, which covers the bodies concerned, their composition and competences, and
the formal as well as actual decision-making processes. Secondly, I shall mainly
refer in this chapter to higher education institutions, although the issue of gover-
nance applies to both the institutions and the system.

2. The rapidly changing world is challenging the universities and the
system
Origins of the changing environment

The origins of the changing environment for European higher education institu-
tions are threefold:

55. Elected chair by the steering committee on 29 September 2005.
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* Globalisation, as well as scientific and technological progress: these phe-
nomena which strongly impact on our society and economy have been wide-
ly described and analysed elsewhere (see Friedman, 2005);

The voluntary policies launched in Europe: the initiative taken in 1998 at La
Sorbonne by the ministers of education of France, Germany, Italy and the
United Kingdom to create a European Higher Education Area (EHEA) with-
out border, which was then confirmed a year later by 29 ministers meeting in
Bologna, is without any doubt a massive shake-up of the higher education
sector in Europe. Not only are 45 countries now participating in the process,
but the initial objectives have been broadened to include crucial questions
like doctorate studies, quality assurance and the social well-being of students.
Even if the participating countries and their higher education institutions are
implementing “Bologna” at unequal rhythms and with a rather high degree of
interpretation of the agreed rules and principles, the whole process already
appears to be a massive shake-up of the system, creating great opportunities
for improvement, but also containing many unknowns.

The second set of deliberate policies is known under the heading “Lisbon
agenda”. The Lisbon agenda is a set of initiatives taken at the level of the
European Union since 2000, aiming at reinforcing the European research
place thanks to a better integration of national and European Union research
efforts, to a higher priority given to research at EU level and to the creation
of new instruments like the European Research Council, a funding body
which should be set up at the European Union level to support research proj-
ects on a competitive basis, and to the idea, still to be developed, to create a
European Institute of Science and Technology, on the model of MIT or anoth-
er model to imagine (see Weber & Zgaga, 2004; Weber, 2006; Bologna and
Council of Europe websites).

Challenges inherent to the development of the higher education and research
sector: the sector is facing many other challenges (see The Economist, 2005;
Weber, 2006), in particular: (a) if many countries must still respond to an
increasing participation rate, some will soon enter into a post-massification
stage, due to the strong decrease of the fertility rate in Europe since the
seventies; (b) institutions have a real challenge recruiting academic staff to
replace the great number who were recruited in the 1970s and 1980s to
respond to the need of the demographic baby boom of the 1960s and the
simultaneous increased participation rate; (c) the variety and the pressure of
demands addressed to higher education institutions is increasing with the need
to develop continuous education, set up more specialised training and degrees
and multiply research partnerships; (d) the cost of doing research is increasing
rapidly due to the increasing sophistication of scientific equipment, the
demand for equipment of scientists who traditionally were working with paper
and pencil and the increasing cost of recruiting and installing new researchers;
(e) the cost of teaching and learning is also increasing with the multiplication
of master degrees, the increasing personalisation of the teaching-learning
processes with tutorials and action-learning and the cost of developing
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e-courseware; (f) last but not least, public authorities — and this is particularly
true for Europe with its rapidly ageing population —, are strongly under
pressure to increase their budgetary appropriation to the sectors of health,
assistance to the underprivileged and elderly, and security; (g) finally, even if
Europe seems for the time being relatively preserved from the wave of new
types of higher education providers which rolls over developing countries in
Asia, Africa and Latin America, this commercialisation of the higher education
sector is bound to also have an impact on European higher education.

3. The consequences for universities are real and serious

Peter Drucker, the well known author of numerous books on business issues, said
in an interview given to the magazine Forbes in 1997: “Thirty years from now the
big university campuses will be relics. Universities won’t survive. It’s as large a
change as when we first got the printed book.” Even if very few university lead-
ers believe in such a gloomy statement, it is true that higher education institutions
have to adapt faster. Better still, it has become an obligation for them to lead the
change, and not simply undergo it as is presently the case in too many institutions.
The two main trends are: the accommodation of increasing competition and the
obligation to collaborate.

* The changing environment is disrupting the monopoly position that most
higher education institutions were enjoying (The Economist, 2005), in par-
ticular in continental Europe, where they were merely attracting regional staff
and students. The competition develops first within traditional institutions,
which are competing more than ever for funding, faculty and even students.
The increasing scarcity of public resources forces institutions to compete for
other sources of funding, like students’ fees, donations and contractual
research. The necessity to be better than the others creates also a climate of
increasing competition for higher education institutions which more than
ever have to compete for the best professors-researchers, as it has become
crucial for them to attract research funding and good students. Secondly,
competition is arising from other types of higher education institutions (pri-
vate universities, subsidiaries from off-shore well-known or less well-known
institutions, corporate universities, media or publishers’ universities, as well
as degree mills) or new ways to transfer knowledge (open universities, dis-
tance learning, developers of e-courseware, like the open courseware initia-
tive from MIT (Vest, 2006)). Even if it does not seem that these new devel-
opments are having a great impact in continental Europe yet, they are com-
ing and will influence the scene.

One of the paradoxes of the present developments is also that higher educa-
tion institutions are, even if they are entering a highly competitive environ-
ment, obliged to collaborate with other higher education institutions, busi-
nesses and government. In particular, they have to network to reach a suffi-
cient critical mass to develop specialised teaching programmes, to engage in
important research projects and even in re-engineering themselves to focus
on what they are best at, which means also closing departments or transferring
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them to other universities. Europe is characterised by too many too small
institutions; universities will eventually have to merge to gain a critical mass
and therefore gain in efficiency (Weber & Duderstadt, 2004).

4. The specific challenge for Europe

Europe is rightly proud of its democratic values, cultural diversity and high sense
of social equity and should therefore do everything it can to maintain these or even
improve on them. The sense of high accomplishment linked with it should not pre-
vent European countries and governmental organisations from seeing that their
world has entered into a fierce competition with countries like the USA, which
have overtaken it in matters of science and innovation, or with the new developing
countries, which can count on an unlimited reservoir of young people eager to
learn and ready to work hard and also able to make and implement important polit-
ical and business decisions. This is why, rightly, the European heads of state decid-
ed in 2000 in Lisbon that Europe should become the most competitive and dynam-
ic world economy based on the knowledge society (Lisbon European Council,
2000). In other words, developing the knowledge society is the only chance for
Europe to keep its envied standard of living and relatively good social cohesion.
Although it took time for the fact that Europe needs strong universities to be recog-
nised at the European Commission level, it is still not recognised by many gov-
ernments. This is why “Strong Universities” was the topic of the convention organ-
ised by the European University Association in March 2005, which was honoured
by a speech of the president of the European Commission (EUA, 2005, Barroso,
2005). Probably, higher education and research have never been so high in the
agenda of the European Commission. Another proof is the recently published
Communication on the role of universities (2005a). In analysing these positions,
one has to keep in mind that the trend following Lisbon 2000 was not at all in con-
formity with the objectives for 2010; this is why the Commission is presently try-
ing to give a new start to the Lisbon agenda (2005b). Europe seems to be trapped
in a vicious circle: without a faster economic growth, it is impossible to invest suf-
ficiently in higher education and research and without these investments, it will
not be possible to stimulate the economic growth and thus secure the public and
financial means to sustain the comfortable labour conditions and generous social
security system. Europe is at a turning point.

5. The challenge of leading the change

Anyone who has been in discussion with university leaders or faculty members or
has been advising universities knows perfectly well that most of the rhetoric turns
around the question whether the glass is “half full” or “half empty”? Obviously
every university continuously adapts to the changing teaching and research envi-
ronment, in particular to the arrival of new knowledge, new research methodologies
or approaches, thanks to the spontaneous capacity of adaptation of their academic
staff (teachers and/or researchers) or on the occasion of the recruitment of new
staff. The real question is how fast? If there are neither incentives nor sanctions,
whatever the reason, weak leadership, organisational paralysis or lack of external
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competition, the effective adaptation process will obviously be slower than the
changing environment requires. And more than that, initiatives taken at department
or faculty level will depend on their own relative dynamism, but will not necessar-
ily be in accordance with what seems to be best for the future of the institution.

In view of the deep transformation which is taking place, my sense is that uni-
versities — and this is also true for the university system — are not adapting fast
enough and that it no longer suffices to count on individual departments or fac-
ulties to lead the change. Today, in order to become stronger and to improve, the
whole institution needs to define and implement a long-term strategy on the basis
of its strengths and weaknesses, as well as its opportunities and threats (SWOT
analysis) (Weber & Duderstadt, 2004).

Moreover, my strong belief is that small- and medium-sized, as well as decen-
tralised comprehensive research universities — typical for the European universi-
ty of the previous centuries — are no longer a viable option. Obviously, any insti-
tution is bound to be good if the new entering students are well prepared, if the
staff, the facilities and equipment are good and if funding is generous. However,
today’s challenges require that each institution becomes better; this holds true for
good institutions as well as for mediocre ones. I bet that the types of university
which will succeed in the future will be larger, in terms of academic staff, and
more centralised, in terms of strategic decision making, comprehensive or spe-
cialised in a few interconnected disciplines; moreover, they will be strategically
led at institutional level.

6. Ways to take up the challenge: strong universities

Now that some of the challenges have been described, I am proposing below five
key conditions which should allow universities to address these challenges suc-
cessfully. If four of them apply, to my mind, to all types of higher education insti-
tutions, I am aware that the first one related to university autonomy should prob-
ably be varied according to the type of institution.

a. Universities should be autonomous

Probably my strongest message is that universities, in particular research univer-
sities, should be very autonomous. To me a very autonomous university should in
particular be free to organise itself as it sees fit (system of governance and selec-
tion of leaders, internal structure), to choose the disciplines taught and the
degrees delivered, to choose its academic, technical and administrative staff and
fix their remuneration and finally, to choose its students.

The reasons in favour of such a large autonomy are twofold:

* Firstly, history teaches us that each time the sovereign (church, emperor, dic-
tator or political regime) restricted the autonomy or took control of universi-
ties there followed a period of intellectual and social stagnation or decadence.
Society needs universities to research freely, with a high level of scholarship
and the most appropriate scientific methods possible and to develop new
knowledge. Any tentative to “regulate” this process of creative destruction is
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bound to fail or at least be reductive because the regulator does not benefit
from the same space of freedom of inquiry and expression and will in most
cases not have the same level of scholarship. Moreover, the politicians who
fix the regulatory rules and control their implementation are condemned by
the democratic system to have mainly short-term objectives, whereas univer-
sities best serve the community if they pursue mid- and long-term goals.

* Secondly, all the recent university ranking exercises show that, by far, those
universities considered as the best are very autonomous institutions.
Certainly, there also exist excellent universities with little autonomy in coun-
tries like Russia or China; there are two reasons for that: (i) they benefit from
far more generous funding by the government than the other institutions in
the country which are not considered to be flagship institutions; (ii) they have
a strong top-down decision-making process which allows them to fix clear
priorities, contrary to most universities in the western world.

Autonomous universities are better because they can be more proactive and entre-
preneurial in positioning themselves in the competitive environment; in other
words, they are in a better position to lead the change than simply adapt to it. It
is extremely important here to understand that too much regulation, often bad reg-
ulation, as well as too many short-term and often cyclical outside pressures or
incentives are hampering the willingness to take initiative and — and this is most
preoccupying — invite more regulation and even political micromanagement
because institutions are perceived as too passive. Too many and bad regulations
or pressures contribute to weakening — instead of reinforcing — institutions. This
is a clear case of a vicious circle!

Some will argue that if universities are largely independent from government, it
should stop funding them. This is a very dangerous argument for a country as it
derives from the wrong understanding that education expenses are consumption
expenses. If one correctly understands that funding universities is a high return col-
lective investment (which adds to the private return for the students), it is obvious
that public authorities must financially support universities in a substantial way.

After this reminder, it is also obvious that a government should have a higher edu-
cation and research policy, which implies the fixation of priorities and their con-
cretisation through the grants appropriated for the different priorities. At the level
of an institution, this can be done in different ways. Let me just mention two of
them: (i) by a contractual agreement between the government and the institutions;
(i1) by adapting the grants appropriated to groups of disciplines and/or to research
versus teaching over time according to the priority attributed to them.

There is obviously a risk here that a government chooses to restrict the institu-
tions’ autonomy by way of financial instead of legal and administrative regula-
tions. Therefore, it is also crucial that the implementation of a governmental pol-
icy based on financial incentives and disincentives should only be done with a
high level of bundling the appropriations for different activities, and universities
should have the possibility to fix their own priorities within the block grant they
receive and in particular to finance by other means the activities which are not a
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governmental priority, but their own strategic priority. Obviously, the borderline
is blurred and only a correct perception of the justification of university autono-
my for the good of society will allow universities to pursue their own strategy.

In addition to fixing broad financial priorities, governments should make sure
that each institution — public and private — has a sufficient level of quality. But
this regulatory role of governments should respect the subsidiarity principle. This
means that universities should spontaneously develop a rigorous quality culture.
In other words, universities should be the key players and the owners of the sys-
tem (Weber, 2005) and the public authorities should audit these practices to make
sure that universities take it seriously and do it well.

Let me conclude by saying that if a very broad autonomy is essential for the per-
formance of research universities, the situation is slightly different for other types
of higher education institutions (professional colleges, teaching universities and
community colleges), where a stronger public guidance and supervision is prob-
ably advisable.

b. Universities should be proactive, transparent and accountable

Securing the framework conditions for proactive universities should mainly be the
concern of the public authorities (government, ministry and parliament), which
are challenged to trust universities, as well as, but probably to a lesser degree,
other higher education institutions, and to refrain from politically interfering and
micromanaging the institutions. As we know by observation, most governments
in Europe have a restrictive view of institutional autonomy and/or fall into the trap
of believing — or behaving as if they believed — that they know better what should
be done than their leaders at the different levels of their organisation. Obviously,
granting a large autonomy to universities enters into conflict with the sovereign-
ty of the state over public or publicly funded institutions. However, history as well
as today’s ranking of universities shows unambiguously that granting a real auton-
omy to universities is an essential step in higher education policy.

However, obviously, the trust which should be granted to universities is by no
means a blank cheque given to them to do anything or nothing. It assumes that
universities are proactive and “aggressively” make the necessary effort to
improve and even search for excellence in teaching and research, as well as to
take their great and numerous responsibilities towards society very seriously. This
means among others that universities should not be satisfied with simply adapt-
ing to the changing environment, but should lead the change. This implies in par-
ticular the following for universities:

* Good understanding of their environment: universities should monitor and
analyse the changing environment to be aware of the changes which are tak-
ing place and are about to come in order to perceive the consequences these
will have on their activities and organisation.

* Good knowledge of their portfolio: the output of a European university is
essentially the fruit of history, which is of a succession of microdecisions
taken decade after decade. In a rapidly changing world, universities should
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analyse critically their portfolio of teaching and research programmes, as well
as services to society, on the basis of a fair SWOT analysis. Too many activi-
ties are pursued simply because they have always been done and because no
serious analyses have been made which would have shown they are less
important than others which cannot be developed because of that. Moreover,
too many opportunities are wasted because they have not been identified early
enough or not at all and possible threats are generally recognised too late.

* Fixing missions and elaborating the strategy accordingly: the SWOT analysis
should also help to refine or revise the institution’s missions. Drafting a mis-
sion statement is more than an exercise in rhetoric and communication; the
mission statement of an institution should reflect where the institution really
wants to position itself and serves as the main foundation of its strategic plan.

Set up a system of governance favourable to decisions: the immense majori-
ty of European universities are not able to take decisions other than with
small incremental steps. The decision processes are too cumbersome and
clearly biased in favour of the status quo. The only competence of the insti-
tution’s leaders is to convince; leaders can rarely impose their views.

* Being accountable and transparent: the more universities are autonomous,
the more they have to be accountable to their founders and stakeholders. This
means first of all that institutions should be transparent, that is to say, give
fair information about their activities, recruitment procedures and accounts,
and secondly should be accountable, that is, able to justify to their stake-
holders that their activities are in accordance with their missions, adequate
and cost-efficient.

* Develop a rigorous quality culture: in addition to being transparent and
accountable, institutions should be quality conscious, among others by set-
ting up and developing a rigorous internal institutional quality enhancement
system focused on the capacity of the institution to change. The system
should be articulated around self-assessment, the visit of peers and a rigor-
ous phase of follow-up. The ownership of the quality enhancement proce-
dures is a necessary condition to guarantee that the institution looks at itself
in a critical manner. The more the quality assurance process is external, the
more it turns into a beauty contest.

c. Universities should have the right degree of (de)centralisation

Another delicate question is the structural organisation of an institution. Many
university rectors or presidents are testifying that the biggest impediment to
change comes from the too large autonomy of faculties and/or departments. This
is certainly true. On the other hand, universities, more than any other institutions
should secure a great degree of decentralisation. There exists no other institution
with so much knowledge at the basis of the “virtual” hierarchical pyramid.
Therefore, it is essential to guarantee that professors, researchers and advanced
students can fully realise their potential and have the possibility to take initiatives.
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I have argued elsewhere that universities should somehow be organised like a fed-
eral country (Weber, 2001).

Basically, the organisation should respect the subsidiarity principle, which signi-
fies that decisions should be taken at the lowest level possible. In other words,
decisions should be made at a high hierarchical level only if it is not adequate to
make them at a lower hierarchical level. This principle prescribes that many deci-
sions should be taken at department or faculty levels, as they are best placed to
make informed decisions. However, there are three important limitations to that
general rule:

* Existence of good or bad externalities. if for example a department or facul-
ty is weak and has a bad reputation, the reputation of the whole institution is
affected: the leadership of the institution should therefore be competent to
take the necessary measures. The opposite case is also true: if a department
is excellent, the leadership of the institution should be in a position to take
the necessary measures to develop it even more. In a situation of rapid
change, numerous opportunities and threats and scarce resources, it is crucial
that the institution’s leaders are in a position to modify the relative impor-
tance of a department or of faculties according to the strategic objectives of
the whole institution. The specific units which would lose out in the change
will obviously oppose the change with all the means at their disposal; how-
ever, the university authorities should have the power to take these decisions
because an unsatisfactory situation at department or faculty level reflects
badly on the entire institution. There are many other situations where it would
be advisable to reallocate resources according to priorities and posteriorities.

Search for economies of scale: in a time of scarce resources and increasing
costs, it has become more important to recognise that the unit cost of an activ-
ity depends on its size, which depends generally on the level at which the
activity is done. As an example, let us just consider the management of
libraries: it is obvious that the implementation of a comprehensive electron-
ic cataloguing and management system should be done at the highest level
possible. Today’s tendency is clearly to run many activities at a higher level
in order to gain in efficiency.

High preference for equal treatment of equals: the level of centralisation or
decentralisation depends finally on the degree of preference for equal treat-
ment of equals. An institution which is not very sensitive to that aspect can
make most decisions at department or faculty levels whereas an institution
which is very sensitive to it has no other way than taking decisions at the top
of the institution to ensure that the same rules and interpretation apply to all.
This is, for example, the case regarding the admission of students.

d. University decision making should be improved

In order to improve the governance of higher education institutions, it is also nec-
essary to improve decision making. I shall raise here only two aspects of the prob-
lem:
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Increase the decision power of the leaders: even if the formal decision struc-
tures and processes may give a different impression, most university leaders
(rectors, presidents) are hardly in a position to make repeated important deci-
sions. Compared with private firms, this situation certainly reflects the special
nature of universities as described above. However, in a rapidly changing
world, it is problematic if university leaders are not in a position to make the
necessary decisions to better adapt their institutions to the new environment.
This situation contributes to the widely spread image in public opinion and
political spheres that universities are unable to change, which explains public
interference. The difficulty is that the solution to that problem lies more in the
decision process than in the decision-making competences given to the leader.

Simplify the decision process: one of the main weaknesses is that there are
too many bodies, some being redundant, and that the exact role and compe-
tences of each of them are not clearly defined. The effort should go towards
a decrease of the number of bodies, a clarification of their competences and
an increase in the decision power of the leaders. It is also necessary to choose
a mode of selection of the leaders, at university as well as faculty and/or
department levels, which is favourable to decisions. However, with regard to
the very nature of a university (high competence at the base of the hierarchy
and many stakeholders), it is also very important to guarantee an extensive
and true consultation of all those concerned by a decision (including students
for issues which concern them).

e. Professionalise the decision mechanisms and the administration

Too

many universities have an “amateurish” system of management with regard to

strategy setting, decision making and management. It is particularly desirable that:

the leaders have management skills in addition to academic ones. This
implies that they should at least have the opportunity to get serious training
in university management and possibly also that they benefit from some
coaching during their first years in office;

the decisions are based on evidence in particular due to a rigorous account-
ing and controlling system, to an extensive statistical database and adequate
performance indicators and, finally, to the systematic analysis of important
questions.

7. By way of conclusion

The purpose of this introductory chapter drawn from my introductory statement
at the forum was mainly to send a message of warning. Without a significant
change in the governance system and leadership of its higher education institu-
tions, Europe will not succeed in increasing the number of strong universities or
network of universities (The Economist, 2005; Weber, 2006).

Hopefully, I have identified where — and somehow also how — action should take
place. I am very well aware that this contribution raises many questions and does

not
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Hopefully, the forum organised by the Steering Committee for Higher Education
and Research of the Council of Europe and this publication will not only initiate
a broader awareness of the urgency of the question, but will identify some com-
mon views on how to make universities capable of faster change.
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Higher education governance in Europe:
autonomy, ownership and accountability —
A review of the literature

Jochen Fried

1. Introduction

For a long time, the discussion about higher education governance issues has been
confined to the circles of policy makers and reseachers. The term itself was not
much used, let alone well understood outside of the English-speaking countries,
in part perhaps because most languages seem to lack a straightforward equivalent
and are thus importing the word ‘governance’ into local parlance, often with a
certain sense of uneasiness. This has changed quite radically during the past
decade or so following the sweeping transformation of higher education systems
in many European countries in the post-1989 period as well as far-reaching revi-
sions and adjustments regarding the structure of university organisation in numer-
ous other countries. Governance has not always been the label under which the
discussions about these changes have been taking place, but it has been at the
heart of most of these debates.

With the proliferation of governance literature in more recent years, the meaning
of the term has become more expansive and, unavoidably so, more diffuse. Even
a passing glance at the literature on this topic reveals that governance is a trendy
subject among scholars of a surprisingly broad scope of subjects which range
from political philosophy to organisational psychology. There is a general con-
sensus among researchers that governance is a relatively recently coined term for
an age-old phenomenon. Conceptually, governance exists for as long as ships are
crossing the sea which created the need for ‘steering’. The anglophone word ‘gov-
ernance’ can be traced to the classical Latin and ancient Greek words for ‘steer-
ing the boats’ (Jessop 1998: 30). This observation is not entirely trivial because in
the literature about ‘governance’ it is often noted that metaphors and especially
the connotations of words such as ‘steering’, ‘leadership’, ‘stakeholder’, ‘owner-
ship’, etc. play a certain role in the governance debate.

Another common denominator in the literature that is of some significance is the
widespread complaint about the indistinctness of the concept of ‘governance’ due
to overuse, as the following quote indicates: “The general debate on governance
takes place in a very large and creative research field — to put it in an optimistic
way. The apparent disadvantage of this ‘fruitfulness’ is that many different uses
and analyses of governance have emerged. It has thus become almost a tradition
for researchers in the field to start an article or a book by deploring the many uses
of the word governance, saying for example ‘that there are perhaps as many
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different views about governance as there are scholars interested in the subject’
(Pierre & Peters, 2000: 28)” (Lond, 2003: 3). This uncertainty is not a result of
sloppy thinking, on the contrary, it reflects the ambiguity of a situation in which
some of the stable distinctions of the past (in the case of higher education, for
instance, between public and private, autonomy and interdependence, power and
legitimacy) have become blurred and the concept of governance steps in to
reassert coherence where it is in question. It is one of the underlying premises of
this review that the emergence of the governance discourse is a symptom of the
search for a new balance of societal forces, actors and structures which no longer
follow the given rules and patterns. Therefore, governance is seen as a dynamic
concept.

The following text is intended to provide a common framework for a more in-
depth discussion, initiated by the Council of Europe, of the evolution of gover-
nance modes and models in European higher education over the past couple of
decades or so. This discussion is, at least in part, motivated by the conviction that
a stronger emphasis on good governance could help foster a more holistic
approach to the various reform agendas that the higher education sector is under-
going, notably those reforms that are induced by the Bologna Process. Whether
spelled with a capital or a small letter, this is by no means a uniform process, and
also not a process aiming at uniformity. It should thus be stated at the outset of
this review that a single European model of higher education governance does not
(yet?) exist. Instead, there is a broad variety of governance regimes in the differ-
ent European countries, reflecting the specific histories and socio-economic as
well as political forces that have shaped their respective higher education systems.
All attempts to provide a broad transnational overview are, therefore, inevitably
liable to a certain degree of generalisation and approximation.

Accordingly, the present report does not attempt to offer an encyclopedic survey
of governance schemes and arrangements in Europe; instead the discussion
focuses on patterns and actors, thus trying to identify a certain convergence or
common trends that characterise the evolution of governance structures in
European higher education. In the interest of providing a broad supranational
framework for this discussion, some of the more specific thematic areas and
aspects that would deserve a more thorough consideration are deliberately de-
emphasised. In particular, the report does not explicitly address the question of
various types of institutions which contribute to the diversity and complexity of
higher education in Europe. It assumes a relatively coherent tertiary sector with
the traditional university as its lead institution, obviously at the price of paying
only passing attention to the non-university segment (for example, polytechnics
in their different national manifestations, institutions of further education and
other types of institutions) but also private or non-governmental universities.
However, by analysing the scope and the configuration of governance structures
of the former, it is hoped that this will also shed some light on the relevant devel-
opments of the latter.

The review focuses on some of the typical fault lines in the governance debate,
for example, the one that runs between governance on the one hand, and autono-
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my and academic freedom on the other; another fault line lies between the uni-
versity understood as a loosely coupled system and a streamlined approach to
forcing all units under the same ‘new public management’ rules; yet another one
demarcates the time-honoured principles and procedures of academic self-
government vis-a-vis a stakeholder model of university governance. There are
many more contentious issues that are discussed in the literature under the general
heading of ‘governance’, though the one that perhaps is stirring up the most vehe-
ment reactions is the thorny question of how governance and management are
related to one another. Not surprisingly, there is no authoritative answer to this
question based on the literature. According to one’s own viewpoint, persuasive
arguments can be extracted for either of the competing positions: that governance
and management are opposed to each other, implying different understandings of
purposes of higher education; or, on the contrary, that they are of a complemen-
tary nature and that it is in fact the interlinkage of governance and management
which enables a given institution to pursue its own goals and be self-reliant.

However, regardless of one’s own position in these sometimes heated debates, the
review of the relevant literature also strongly suggests that governance is not just
a detached set of formulas and rules which define the process and mechanism of
collective decision making; instead, it is always situated and contingent upon con-
text and environment. Ulrike Felt, in her essay on University autonomy in Europe:
Changing paradigms in higher education policy (Bologna, 2003), convincingly
argues that the advent of the knowledge society makes it imperative to renegoti-
ate the social contract under which universities were operating since the 1970s
(14, see also Chapter 2.1). It seems important to underline the term ‘negotiation’
in this statement since it evokes an active role and participation of the citizens of
the university in the shaping of this new contract — whereas the critics of the
‘managerial revolution’ in higher education in the 1990s depict the academic
community as the more or less passive object and victim of what they see as a top-
down and unfriendly takeover of the university by its own senior management. It
would be healthy for the debate about governance issues if there was less institu-
tional navel-gazing and more context awareness guiding the discussions.

The concept of governance emerged within the context of the more recent devo-
lution of state authority, decentralisation and non-intervention as a result of the
growing complexity of the sociopolitical and economic environment which
requires new approaches to the steering of the public sector. Governance in its
contemporary understanding implies a re-orientation of the universities away
from an inward-looking perspective of a self-contained autonomous space to
emphasise the ‘embeddedness’ of higher education and research.

Good governance strives to preserve the integrity of the academic value system
while at the same time it positions the university vis-a-vis the larger environment
to make it receptive and answerable to external messages, demands and expecta-
tions. In this respect, governance becomes the conduit for expanding the mission
of the university by including a dimension which is captured in the notion of serv-
ice as the third key component of academic work next to teaching and research.
It therefore seems expedient to combine the discussion about good governance
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with the question: Who are we serving as higher education institutions?
Governance itself is only a means to an end, and unless we have a clear under-
standing of the purpose of higher education, we lack the criteria to distinguish
between good and bad governance. In other words: the purpose of higher educa-
tion must precede the decisions about the means to pursue these.

It is precisely for this reason that governance is the “juncture where the distinc-
tive social and cultural identity of each institution is formed” (Marginson &
Considine, 2000: 8).

2. Governance: concept, dimensions, procedures and functions

2.1. The emergence of a concept

In the past two decades or so, the term ‘governance’ has had a remarkable career
within higher education (HE) circles (and beyond) throughout Europe. The follow-
ing study, while primarily providing an overview of some of the most essential liter-
ature on this topic, can also be read as an attempt to uncover the reasons for the
appreciation and recognition which this term now enjoys and which is by no means
self-explanatory. On the contrary, it is in some respects a difficult and even an awk-
ward term that defies a straightforward understanding as numerous authors confirm.
Peter Scott writes that ‘governance’ is “a relatively novel derivation from the root
word ‘govern’ — or, more precisely, it has acquired a new currency and meaning... to
denote a much broader account of the governing process going beyond the actions
of ‘governors’ and ‘governments’. ‘Governance’ embraces a wider set of actors, it
ranges beyond the territory of state institutions into the private and voluntary sectors;
and, consequently, it is a more ambiguous and volatile process” (Scott, 2001: 125).

Accordingly, ‘governance’ encompasses many areas and is used in a broad vari-
ety of contexts, for example, as corporate governance, governance as New Public
Management, good governance, global governance, economic governance, par-
ticipatory governance, governance as “institutional management/steering”, etc.
Equally diverse are the definitions of this notion though they all emphasise three
main characteristics:

a. governance means regulation, steerage and control (Steuerung or Regelung
in German) within the context of a given (social, political, economic, insti-
tutional) order;

b. it can be described and analysed as “a set of practices whereby independent
political and/or economic actors coordinate and/or hierarchically control
their activities and interactions... Governance structures are therefore for-
mal and informal institutional devices through which political and econom-
ic actors organize and manage their interdependencies” (Hirst & Thompson,
1997: 362);

c. these structures ultimately serve to enhance or promote the legitimacy and
efficiency of the social system by way of organising negotiation processes,
setting standards, performing allocation functions, monitoring compliance,
reducing conflict, and resolving disputes (ibid.).
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A useful example to illustrate this complex concept is the emergence of the term
‘good governance’ in the public domain: “Since the early 1990s, the notion of
‘good governance’ as a necessary prerequisite for sustainable development and
poverty reduction has gained widespread currency, especially among international
organisations. ... The World Bank was the first major donor institution to adopt the
concept of good governance as a condition for lending to developing countries”
(Simonis, 2004; 2f). In this case the “set of practices” that this concept refers to is
of course the interaction and interdependence between donors and recipients. It
indicates certain expectations and stipulates a more or less clearly defined code of
conduct: good governance relates to democracy, the rule of law, human rights,
decentralisation, transparency, accountability, and reducing corruption to ensure
maximum effectiveness of international development programmes. It is also obvi-
ous that in this example the term ‘governance’ carries a normative connotation by
making universalistic assumptions regarding the applicability of the principles of
what merits being called ‘good governance’. (This is further confirmed by the fact
that ‘good governance’ has been included as one of the targets of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) of the UN which are normative by nature.)

These assumptions concerning shared values, however, are first of all postulated
by those who have the defining power; they are the values within a predominant-
ly donor-driven discourse about suitable policies to manage and implement devel-
opment projects according to acceptable rules. No doubt that apart from the
donors there are other stakeholders that also subscribe to those values (for exam-
ple, NGOs in the given recipient countries that might blame their governments for
certain ‘leakages’ in processing donor funds). But for the broader purposes of this
study it is important to keep in mind that along with its descriptive and analytical
meaning ‘governance’ has an implicit or explicit normative dimension which is
not always acknowledged.

The example also provides a hint to one of the principal influences and underly-
ing rationales that gave rise to the prominence of the notion of governance. In the
international donor discourse, insisting on good governance is a consequence of
the experience of dealing with bad (inept, incompetent, incapable or immoral) or
weak governments. But also in the industrialised countries, the changing role of
the state from the early 1980s onwards instigated a search for an enhanced under-
standing and new models of how public affairs can be run more effectively and
efficiently. Prompted by the general waning of trust in the state as the curator and
executor of the volonté générale as well as the provider and/or guarantor of pub-
lic welfare, the governance approach presented itself as a remedy both to re-
conceptualise and to overhaul those tasks that had traditionally fallen under the
authority of the state. In other words: it is the classic government function in pub-
lic affairs that is challenged by the more recent concept of governance. This jux-
taposition is very clearly being expressed in the title of a seminal book called
Governance without government: Order and change in world politics edited by
James Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel (1992).

Whether it is being seen as a sign of an unfortunate atrophy of the state or as a
deliberate devolution of governmental authority, the growing importance of
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governance is in many aspects closely linked to the neo-liberal reshaping of the
public sphere in economy, society and politics. “(...) classic forms of welfare
state have been superseded by neo-liberal and entrepreneurial forms, which have
required a shift from straightforward notions of democratic ‘government’ to more
sinuous notions of stakeholder ‘governance’” (Scott, 2001: 126). New networks,
forms of co-operation and partnerships are developing at different political levels
between the three sectors: state, business and civil society. Traditional forms of
(hierarchical) “government” are losing significance; new forms of (horizontal)
political regulation are emerging.

The notion of governance refers precisely to a decentralised constitution of the
social order with an emphasis on the way in which power and authority relations
are structured in different institutions and contexts. As far as public institutions
are concerned, governance focuses on the rules and mechanisms by which vari-
ous stakeholders can influence decisions and hold those in power accountable.
In the private sector, the concept of corporate governance is challenging non-
transparency and non-accountability not only towards shareholders but the wider
public. As for multilateral organisations such as the IMF, the World Bank or the
United Nations, they are deeply involved in discussions about global governance
prompted, among other reasons, by the demand of greater responsiveness of these
organisations towards civil society in its broadest sense.

Universities everywhere have not been exempt from this development. At the
heart of the governance debate “are the notions of autonomy and academic free-
dom, i.e., the new forms of responsibility towards society and of accountability
towards stakeholders. (...) In a way, the contract negotiated between universities
and society, under particular conditions in the 1970s and based on a certain set of
values, is now being renegotiated in the context of wider societal changes” (Felt,
2003: 14). The dominant characteristics of these changes is the well-known com-
bination of the increased student demand for higher education, the relative
decrease of public expenditure for higher education institutions, diversification of
financial resources, a growing national and international competitiveness among
universities, the introduction of quality assurance regimes and performance-
based allocation of funds, new demands of employers and students towards uni-
versity education (caused, for example, by the advent of the ‘knowledge econo-
my’) or the shortened cycles of innovation in science and technology, to name just
the most prominent factors. These changes are affecting universities throughout
Europe and beyond in similar ways though the manner in which individual coun-
tries are reacting to them can be rather diverse reflecting different and deeply-
rooted histories, political cultures and state/university relationships.

Against this background of rapid changes both in terms of internal demands and
external expectations, the increased emphasis on the concept of governance must
be seen as an indication of a broader need to rethink and redesign the way uni-
versities go about doing their business. As a response to a crisis of legitimacy and
capacity to (re)act which is similar to that of the nation-state governments, the
wider idea of university governance “has begun not only to embrace but also to
replace the traditional notions of academic self-government™ (Scott, 2001: 126).
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2.2. Governance dimensions

In the most elementary sense, governance is “the formal and informal exercise of
authority under laws, policies and rules that articulate the rights and responsibil-
ities of various actors, including the rules by which they interact, so as to help
achieve the institution’s academic objectives” (Hirsch & Weber, 2001: viii). In
other words, governance is stating the answers to the fundamental question: who
is in charge, how are the rules applied, and what are the sources of legitimacy for
executive decision making by different actors?

The current changes in governance regimes of higher education systems and
institutions (the ‘renegotiation of the contract between university and society’) are
often described as a shift from the traditional mode of academic self-government
to a new model of managerial self-governance that attempts to re-arrange
the internal organisation of the university around the idea of a modern service
enterprise with its emphasis on more accountability towards stakeholders, flexi-
bility and responsiveness to market needs and a capacity for developing strategic
goals that are attuned to the people that universities are serving. Much of the lit-
erature on this topic focuses on the consequences of the introduction of manage-
rial self-governance for teaching and research, often by comparing countries
which have already made more progress on the way from an over-regulated cen-
tral administration to a performance-driven and externally guided model of uni-
versity governance. What emerges from these analyses are five principal mecha-
nisms of co-ordination or collective control relevant for the steering of the uni-
versity sector (cf. Clark, 1979; Braun & Merrien, 1999; Schimank, Kehm &
Enders, 1999):

* External regulation refers to the authority of the state to lay down the rules
under which universities are allowed to operate. It typically consists of a set
of strict and binding orders prescribing the institutional behaviour and course
of action under given circumstances. There are certain mechanisms of con-
trol which monitor adherence to these rules (inspectorates, a bureaucratic
apparatus, certification procedures, conditional approval for certain activities
and, last but not least, financial incentives or disincentives). Thus, this gov-
ernance dimension is characterised by the traditional top-down approach of
governing public institutions through a formalised set of legal rules and spe-
cific regulations.

External guidance can be given by the relevant state authorities (ministry) or
be delegated by the state to other actors/stakeholder representatives, for
example to members of the university boards. The mode of exercising steer-
ing power and co-ordinated action is not by formal determination but by
negotiation and goal-setting (performance contracts are an example of spec-
ifying the goals to be reached without prescribing the ways and means of
achieving these goals).

* Academic self-governance relates to the processes and procedures of build-
ing consensus within and among the ‘academic tribes’ as to the course of
action to be taken. The steering, co-ordination and control of university agendas
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is largely left to the collegial decision making in committees or peer groups
which subscribe to the values of egalitarianism and academic meritocracy as
their operating principles.

* Managerial self-governance emphasises the hierarchical position of the sen-
ior leadership and management of an institution (rector/president, deans) in
terms of goal-setting and executive decision making. Their authority is con-
trolled by a system of intra-institutional checks and balances both in the form
of written regulations (for example, the statute of the university) or of pub-
licly stated strategic goals which serve as a yardstick of success, or lack
thereo.

» Competition has become a governance dimension as the underlying rationale
for the co-ordination of priorities and decision making in higher education on
institutional as well as system level. It is the logic of the market which deter-
mines action and thereby establishes order. The allocation of scarce resources
(financial, staff, infrastructure) is nowadays mostly done on the basis of some
form of competitive mechanism which introduces a strong layer of manage-
rialism into the governance discourse.

Obviously, these different governance dimensions are abstractions which do not
exist in an undiluted or pure manifestation. They are analytical categories to
describe what is basically a ‘fuzzy’ reality of different and overlapping gover-
nance dimensions that have emerged under specific local and historical condi-
tions. But as analytical tools these dimensions can be helpful to cut through the
maze and identify trends and developments concerning the evolution of gover-
nance patterns from a national and transnational perspective. In a recent (and yet
unpublished) article®® de Boer, Enders and Schimank presented what they call
“the governance equalizer” as “a heuristic tool for the international comparison
of highly ambiguous concepts” (the latter referring to their contention that the
concepts of governance, New Public Management and managerialism “have no
clear or agreed definition of what they are or should be”). The five dimensions
described above represent the different ‘frequencies’ that are being internally
adjusted by the equalizer, a device to reduce distortion in a (sound) system. The
model implies that the input into the system, i.e., the different governance dimen-
sions, can be scaled along the levels of low and high and that governance regimes
in general are always mixtures or specific combinations of all five principal
mechanisms of co-ordination and collective control. “All five dimensions co-
exist, though in a certain period one or more dimensions may predominate, or
may be seen as the striking feature of an epoch. Thus, we assume that a mode of
governance is made up of several dimensions that are combined in empirical
situations.”

To illustrate this tool, here is the example of the traditional modes of governance
as depicted by the governance equalizer as well as the ‘entreprencurial’ type:

56. De Boer, Enders & Schimank, “Orchestrating creative minds. The governance of higher education
and research in four countries compared, 2005, 5 (unpublished).
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Figure 1: Example of the governance equalizer

TRADITIONAL ENTREPRENEURIAL
IR 1 H H e
SR |[asr | : : B _lsnl'msJ_
0 [ £=3 [ £&3 aLL [ N

ASR
. m H MSR | [ ] B

SR = State regulation, ASR = Academic self-governance, SG = Stakeholder
guidance, MSR = Managerial self-governance, C = Competition

From: de Boer, Enders and Schimank (2005), Orchestrating creative minds

The discernible advantage of this model is that it avoids simplification by pre-
senting governance arrangements as multi-dimensional configurations of con-
tributing voices, tones and reverberations (and maybe sometimes also chatter and
burbles) rather than a one-dimensional ‘either/or’. For example, the much debat-
ed shift from a state control system to a state supervised system of higher educa-
tion in most west European countries during the past two decades or so (in the ter-
minology of the equalizer model: from “state regulation” to “stakeholder guid-
ance”) is not necessarily equivalent to a ‘withdrawal of the state’ but can also be
read and described as a change of emphasis in the way that an actor pursues the
goal of optimising the governance provisions (of exercising authority); in this
case by attenuating the power of command from the top (because increasingly
complex systems such as universities cannot efficiently be ruled top-down) and
amplifying the forces of co-ordination, negotiation and ruling from a distance.

This also responds to an obvious objection against the equalizer model, namely
that it suggests an ‘invisible hand’ which operates/manipulates this device to pro-
duce a sound governance system. The authors of the model avow themselves to a
“state-centric approach” in the sense “that the composition of the dimensions of
the equalizer always reflect a substantial contribution of the state” (p. 7). They
exemplify their view by pointing to the ‘audit culture’ which has entered the scene
of higher education governance concurrently with the new and supposedly dereg-
ulated mode of operation. The rhetoric is one of greater efficiency, increased
autonomy, ownership and accountability. However, the execution of the audit and
evaluation systems is more often than not meticulously prescribed by national
governments or their subsidiary agencies which in the equalizer model would
count as ‘state regulation’ under the guise of external guidance.
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The discussion of this model will be taken up later again when we will be review-
ing different modes and patterns of higher education governance (Section 3). For
now, the exploration of the constituting elements of governance systems will turn
to the various actors and their structural roles in ensuring co-ordination and par-
ticipation in the steering of a university.

2.3. Actors in the context of governance

On the one hand, the actors could be seen as a factor of contingency in the gov-
ernance equation. It is a matter of personality and attitude how they interpret and
play their role in the handling of institutional affairs. But the notion of actors as
it is referred to here highlights the more objectified or typified understanding of
the different functions that are involved in the co-ordination of action within a
university. It is, of course, conceded that this is only possible by passing over
many of the particular features that characterise these actors in different countries
under vastly diverse historical and legal circumstances. But in so far as there is a
common structure that lies beneath the university systems at least in Europe this
generalisation may be admissible. Thus, the framework structure that shapes,
opens and limits the actors’ radius of operation are: a. the universities as organi-
sational units and their intra-organisational relations; b. the academic disciplines
as professional communities; c. in the case of public institutions (on which we
will confine ourselves in this review), the state authority to set the formal rules
for governing and managing the higher education sector.

The key players portrayed here are:
¢ government;
* governing boards (board of trustees);
« the rector (or vice-chancellor/president);
* academic staff;
« central administration;
« students;
« stakeholder representation.

Consonant with its self-image as a (academic) community, these different con-
stituencies come together in a co-operative effort to govern the given higher edu-
cation institution (HEI). Based on this assertion, we will in the following try to
summarise very briefly some of the structural characteristics that specify the role
of the key actors in institutional governance without even attempting to go into
details concerning national specificities.

2.3.1. Government

In the early 1990s, the authors of a comprehensive multi-country study on gov-
ernmental policies in higher education (Goedegebuure et al., 1993) came to the
conclusion that in continental European systems the reforms of the past two
decades have led to a gradual replacement of the earlier state control model (with
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tight regulations and almost all-inclusive public/federal alimentation) by a state
supervising model which gives more room for manoeuvre to the individual insti-
tutions in terms of decision making in academic, financial, entrepreneurial, per-
sonnel and other matters while the relevant government actors steer the system
‘from a distance’ (cf. Sporn, 1999). This finding corresponds to the overall pat-
tern of a devolution of state authority, decentralisation and non-intervention as a
result of a growing complexity and dynamics of the sociopolitical and economic
environment which requires new approaches to the steering of the public sector
(the concept, or ideology, of New Public Management (NPM) which will be dis-
cussed later, came out to be seen as a kind of panacea to the ills and problems of
this sector). It does not, however, necessarily mean that the government is disap-
pearing from the stage of higher education governance. Instead, it reflects an
increasing awareness of the limitations of the traditional public command-and-
control as a governing mechanism and an openness on behalf of governments to
different and more adequate approaches in response to societal developments
which call for new solutions (Kooiman, 2004).

It is, therefore, not contradictory that in the public perception (and in the eyes of
HEIs) the government still seems to play a dominant role in the higher education
arena: “In continental Europe, it is a generally held view that it is the core respon-
sibility of governments to ensure the availability and adequate supply, as well as
the quality of and access to higher education. (...) Whatever has changed in the
financial levels and the governance systems, there is no indication whatsoever
that this conviction has changed in recent years” (van Ginkel, 2001: 158).

The (d)evolution of state authority with respect to higher education institutions
since the late 1960s has been of a typical dual nature reflecting the “fundamental
changes in the constitution of public (and private) authority” (Scott, 2001) during
this period. On the one hand, it gave way to the general move of societies in west-
ern Europe, and since 1989 also in the rest of Europe, towards more democracy
and autonomy, and an emphasis on the politics of self-responsibility; on the other
hand, in exchange for more independence, it brought about new laws and/or fund-
ing arrangements which aim at improving the transparency of university policies
and the accountability of university management vis-a-vis the government and
the public (steering by economy/finances instead of steering by law). The ‘audit
culture’ — some prefer to call it an audit menace — which has already been alluded
to and which has assumed such a prominent place in higher education, has its
rationale exactly in this dual tendency: the abandoning of micromanagement and
interference in academic policies by governmental actors in favour of new mecha-
nisms, tools and incentives to ensure macro-efficiency. This formula was further
‘enhanced’ by the well-known factors of transformation that are external to the
university, most prominently the relative decrease of public expenditure for high-
er education; the stress on economic rationality in the planning and delivery of
public services, including higher education; the growing influence/interventions
of stakeholders in matters that traditionally were regarded as internal to universi-
ties; the proliferation of expectations and demands mounted on universities to be
the universal problem-solvers for the various troubles and concerns that have
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befallen society (as, for example, described by Clark, 1998). To put it pointedly,
the meaning of decentralisation of responsibilities to the universities, then, is to
do more with less (more independence, flexibility, responsiveness, demands,
expectations or universities; less direct intervention, bureaucracy, restrictions,
routine workload on the part of the government). Obviously, all of this combined
necessitates an overhaul of governing activities and structures on all levels.

2.3.2. Governing board (board of trustees)

Different from the Anglo-Saxon tradition, continental European higher education
systems had until recently not much experience with lay participation in gover-
nance matters. The institution of lay trusteeship is in particular characteristic of
private universities and colleges in the United States which are genuine products
of the civil society rather than entities of the state (Scott, 2001) which accounts
for a more communitarian notion of higher education governance in the US com-
pared to the predominantly state-centric understanding in Europe where universi-
ties were one of the key pillars in the process of nation/state building. The main
purpose of these trustees is to preserve and protect the institutional integrity
against undue outside interference, be it political, sectarian or otherwise, and to
serve as the top decision-making body within the governance chain of the insti-
tution. With regard to internal governance, the tasks and responsibilities of the
board of trustees are to a large degree of fiduciary nature: approving (or disap-
proving) annual budgets and financial reports, endorsing the strategic plan, delib-
erating major capital investments, etc. It is not considered to be the business of
board members to meddle with internal affairs like admissions, curriculum or
academic appointments with one notable exception: it is the sole prerogative of
the board to appoint the president of the college or university. In other words,
“(t)he job is to conserve, not to innovate (...) institutional development is regard-
ed as the responsibility of the president and administration. The successful
president who enjoys the confidence of his/her trustees is in a powerful position”
(ibid., 136).

A variation of the above in the US is the board of regents (or similar bodies) of
state-wide public university systems (for example, the University of California
system consisting of ten campuses with more than 200 000 students, 160 000 fac-
ulty and staff and an annual budget of close to $12 billion). The modes of becom-
ing member of these control bodies vary. In some cases the governor appoints the
members, in other cases the candidates get elected by the general public or are
being nominated by the legislature. This system obviously introduces a certain
degree of politisation (or, more precarious still, an ideological bias) into the gov-
ernance of American public higher education. But in general, it is fair to say that
politics is kept out of the board room.

In Europe, more recent legislative changes in a number of countries led to the cre-
ation of boards of trustees. In the public discussions accompanying the introduc-
tion of these new governance actors, the advocates mainly quoted two sources as
the models: the US higher education system and the boards of directors of big
corporations; the first paying tribute to what is more or less undisputedly (though
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not always uncritically) being seen as the world’s most successful higher educa-
tion system; the second as a clear rejection of the ‘old’ civil service mentality at
HEIs as an obstacle of reform and innovation within the inherited system of the
given country.

The formal rights and responsibilities of these boards of trustees, while they may
slightly differ in emphasis according to national legislations, are very much like
their US counterparts. In terms of internal governance, they perform a supervi-
sory function over the top executive management of the university. In this role,
they act as an “intermediate layer between the government and the individual
institution (...) and create the adequate distance between the ministry and the uni-
versity” (van Ginkel, 2001), thus strengthening the notion of institutional auton-
omy and reducing direct (governmental) interference. With regard to the external
environment, the boards are intended to link the university better to ‘the outside
world’ in a non-political, broad sense by involving suitably qualified and dedi-
cated representatives of society in the process of defining and refining the insti-
tution’s present and future goals and objectives. It almost goes without saying that
apart from other, more task-related qualifications and a genuine interest in the
advancement of higher education, board members should not otherwise be linked
to or personally have a stake in particular activities of the institution in any way
(for example, by profiting from research results) and it is often stipulated that
they should not hold a position in government or parliament.

The introduction of board of trustees into the governance structures of HEIs in
several European countries is certainly not an uncontested change and has been
met with some scepticism from the ‘academic heartland’ which sees it as a fur-
ther move towards a ‘corporatisation’ of the university and a threat to the notion
and the practice of academic self-government. Given that in most of these coun-
tries the boards of trustees have been established relatively recently, the jury is
still out as to how they will amalgamate with the traditional modes of governance.

2.3.3. Rector (or vice-chancellor/president)

The place of the rector within the formal governance structure of a typical (con-
tinental?) European HEI is in many aspects a highly demarcated and circum-
scribed place, moulded by centuries of traditions and (institutional, social) expec-
tations. For the longest time, he (and in very rare cases, “she”) was seen as the
primus inter pares of the scholarly oligarchy, the latest incarnation in a long suc-
cession of bearers and keepers of the insignia of academic self-rule and sover-
eignty. The fact that until quite recently the role of the rector was in some sense
a matter of emulation and repertoire may be the reason for the somewhat surpris-
ing observation that there is actually not too much literature on the topic of the
rectorial position on the market that goes beyond the personal memoirs and
reflections which is in stark contrast to the US with its burgeoning publications
on the nature, joys and perils of effective “presidential leadership”. The standard
requirements for a rector at a European university were: seniority, reputation,
sometimes political patronage, and the ability to rally support on election day.
Accordingly, the criteria specifying the professional qualifications for the position
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were not very well defined, and there was the prevailing assumption that ‘learning
by doing’ is all that counts for the job (though there have been training seminars
for aspiring or newly appointed rectors for quite some time offered by university
associations on a national as well as a European level).

These traditions and assumptions may not hold much longer. For it is one of the
central elements of the ongoing reforms in higher education systems in many
European countries, and of the accompanying changes at institutional level regard-
less under which label they are being proposed (for example, entrepreneurial,
responsive, adaptive, Mode 2, etc., university) to re-assess and upgrade the uni-
versity leadership and role of the “chief executive”, also known as the rector
(Bargh, Bocock, Scott & Smith, 2000; see also Hanft, 2001).

Basically, the rectorate is the epicentre of both the hopes and the discontent con-
cerning these governance reforms — an ambivalence which appropriately reflects
their contrapuntal nature. For those applauding the changes, a ‘strong centre’ is
the only way to sustain and develop institutional identity in an increasingly dis-
persed and volatile political, social and economic environment which has long
entered the HEIs and which, unless it is being acknowledged, embraced and man-
aged, will seriously hamper the universities as the foremost locus for knowledge
production, distribution and preservation. Those, on the other hand, who raise a
warning voice see at risk the very foundation on which the success and the
resilience of the university is being built, namely “... the principle of academic
collegiality that appears increasingly at odds with the drive towards the concen-
tration of executive responsibilities around key individuals and key posts which
is the essence of contemporary reform in the governance of Europe’s universities”
(Neave, 2001: 64). Looking back to the struggles of the late 1960s and 1970s
when the reformers were revolutionaries who wanted to stage an institutional
insurrection to abolish the old “Ordinarienuniversitit” (the University of the
Senior Professors), Neave comments: “It is from such a context that the thesis of
a ‘confiscated revolution” has drawn inspiration. Simply stated, this view interprets
enhanced institutional autonomy as advancing less the autonomy of the academic
estate so much as the power of its administrative counterpart”, resulting in an
uneasy “de facto co-existence of two conflicting interpretations of self-regulation,
one operating in the institution at central level based on executive authority,
backed by the weight of law, the other, collegial and representative, based on
established practice” (ibid.).

In other words, legislative enactment to strengthen the senior management’s decision-
making power is one thing; dealing with the different “tribes and territories”
(Becher & Trowler, 2001) on campus to move “from collegial academy to aca-
demic enterprise” (McNay, 1995) might be an entirely different matter.
Universities are not known to be places where the mere insistence of acting on
one’s own executive authority conferred by the law would go down well with staff
or students. On the contrary, universities are by definition, principle, intellectual
passion and history an exemplary locus for deliberation, communication, interac-
tion and searching for truth or intersubjective consensus. In theory, a CEO-like
position for the rector is designed so as to streamline the governance structure and
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facilitate more time-efficient and cost-effective procedures of establishing and
implementing common policies and objectives. However, executive power per se
does not constitute legitimacy. The challenge for a strengthened senior manage-
ment lies in the task to convert structure into process, i.e., to mobilise the best
resources of a university for co-ordinated and consistent action that is consonant
with the institution’s mission and potential.

2.3.4. Academic staff

It would be wrong to assume that higher education governance at the institution-
al level is merely the enactment of legal rules and formal regulations. The more
one follows the pathways of decision making into the thickets of an institution,
the more it becomes obvious that the formal dimensions of the governance chain
are intimately intertwined with, and sometimes redirected by, informal mecha-
nisms of influence, arbitration and agreement. The internal governance of a uni-
versity is to a large measure subject to the micropolitics of protecting spheres of
self-interest, searching for consensus or negotiating compromises. Here, we are
moving into a territory which is the genuine domain of the academic staff and its
handling of institutional matters. From the perspective of the faculty, the mean-
ing of self-governance in higher education very much rests on the possibility to
exercise its power on the day-to-day level of articulating its concerns and broker-
ing arrangements as a way of balancing out individual purposes and institution-
wide goals.

In other words: “(G)overnance in universities is a highly distributed function. (...)
In universities, to a greater extent perhaps than in any other type of institution,
real authority is exercised at the grass roots — by individual faculty and (in a more
limited fashion) administrative staff members. Faculties, Schools and
Departments are intermediate arenas in which the formal authority of the gov-
erning body, senior management, administration and academic governance must
be reconciled with the informal influence of academic guilds” (Scott, 2001: 127).

For the general understanding of higher education governance this observation
points to an important aspect which is often neglected in the literature: gover-
nance is the product of a social relationship among the actors involved and as
such a formation based on discourse. The laws, rules and regulations provide the
formal framework and define the structural positions for these actors to engage in
an ongoing discussion about institutional policies and priorities. They are the
grammar of a governance discourse but they are not giving any answers to the
practical issues a university is facing. It is only in the articulation and interaction
of the different parties that governance becomes a means to an end, a consistent
way of collective decision making combining multifarious voices and interests.

In the 1960s and 1970s, following the call for more democracy in society general-
ly, faculty enjoyed a comparatively large influence in institutional governance at
west European universities. The emerging ‘mass university’ which no longer served
the (self-)reproduction of a small societal elite called for a different constitution that
reflected its new role as “Hochschule in der Demokratie” (“University within democ-
racy”, by Nitsch et al. the title of an influential essay by the Socialist German
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Student Union in 1965). The immediate and obvious response to this quest for a
stronger impact of universities in raising democratic awareness in society at large
(often with an emphasis on radical change of the capitalist order) was to push for a
sweeping democratisation of university governance at all levels, thus making high-
er education institutions an ‘avant-garde’ of social transformation. Having abol-
ished the dominance of the senior professorate in favour of the ‘group university’,
the power gravitated towards a complex arrangement of committees and working
parties which mostly relied on the commitment of academic staff to invest time and
effort in matters of self-administration. Questions pertaining to governance became
the litmus test for reasserting a strong notion of university autonomy understood as
a safeguard to protect higher education institutions from unwanted external influ-
ence, especially from interventions by state authorities and from corporate interests.
Large segments of the academic staff saw the university as a place of social exper-
imentation at which an ideal of self-governance through an open discourse without
hierarchical domination could be observed and operationalised.

The heydays of the group university were soon followed by the sobering realisa-
tion that the translation of democracy as an overarching political concept into the
organisational structure of an institution is a thorny and often imperfect one. The
three major stumbling blocks were: (i) a diffusion of responsibility due to the
anonymity of decision making in committees whose members often represent
group interests at the expense of overall institutional concerns; (ii) an inward-
looking perspective when it comes to defining the goals and objectives of the
institution’s core activities (teaching, learning and research); (iii) a lack of organ-
isational efficiency in arriving at executive decisions as a result of an unwieldly
complex system of self-management. To a certain extent, the burden on academ-
ic staff to manage the group university outweighed the gains in terms of self-
determination which has its clear limits considering the (legal, economic, politi-
cal) changes of the external conditions that affect the development and sustain-
ability of an institution.

The changes in governance regimes that have occurred more recently did not so
much come from inside the universities and were certainly not pushed by the aca-
demic staff. They are by and large the result of external imperatives challenging
the universities’ capacity to adapt to a new environment of heightened competi-
tion for scarce resources. The faculty for the most part reacted defensively to
these changes seeing them as a potential threat to the identities of their institu-
tions and a weakening of the autonomous space that universities have carved out
for themselves (but also a threat to the traditional role of professional guilds as
the legitimating factor in academic self-governance). For academic staff, the main
arena of exercising influence on institutional policies has shifted to the crucial
intersection between central level strategic management (rectorate, governing
boards where they exist) and the decentralised units (faculties, departments)
where policies must be put into operation.

The role of deans and heads of departments under governance conditions which
strengthen the central steering power of the university leadership deserves special
attention (and will be discussed in more detail later in Section 3.2). Traditionally,
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faculties have always aspired to the greatest possible degree of autonomous deci-
sion making, so much so that from a certain standpoint it seems questionable
whether ‘the’ university can indeed be called upon as an organisation in an
emphatic sense of the word or whether it is more of a loose association of indi-
vidual units that still have to learn to behave and act as an organisation (Pellert,
1999). In this situation, the deans are placed at the precarious interface between
centralised and decentralised modes of steering and co-ordination. The current
discussions in many countries as to whether deans ought to be managers appointed
by the top leadership of the institution (like in the US), or whether they should
continue to be “equals among equals”, i.e., elected speakers of their particular
communities, reflect the dilemma. But this question cannot be answered in a
vacuum; it takes the whole picture of the arrangements and the interplay between
the state, the universities and their subunits to come to a sensitive conclusion. The
dynamics of this interaction will be reviewed later in this report.

2.3.5. Central administration

Historically, the central administration at public universities in Europe played an
important role in that it constituted the link to the state bureaucracy and thus to
the centre of power and control. For a long time, there was a co-existence and
division of labour between the top administrative positions and the academic
leadership of the university with the former being responsible for the stable and
steady long-term order of operations according to the given rules whereas the lat-
ter provided the academic legitimation and credibility of the institution though the
term of office was usually short and the level of managerial proficiency therefore
limited. Governance (in the emphatic meaning of the word) at the institutional
level played a minor role because the key decision-making powers stayed within
the competence of the state.

This situation changed quite radically with the reconceptualisation of universities
as integral parts of an emerging knowledge economy. The proliferation of new
demands and expectations posed upon HEIs with the focus on efficiency, effec-
tiveness and quality of service as well as the introduction of more performance-
based indicators and output control to measure success instigated the emergence
of a new layer within the central administration of the university, a group of high-
ly skilled and specialised professionals who brought with them a different
approach to managerial issues which can broadly be subsumed under the heading
of NPM. We will come back to the impact of NPM on the overall management
style of universities. For now, there is only the general observation that the posi-
tion of this group within the governance structure of the university was often not
very well defined which caused at least initially some discomfort and concerns
on the part of the academic staff warning against “the increased conflict and
alienation amongst rank and file staff as institutions become more corporate-like
and managerial in orientation. The executive appears to be in danger of increas-
ingly distancing itself from the collegial needs and philosophical outlook of most
academic staff while itself lacking confidence in the institution’s peak governing
body” (Wood & Meek, 1998).
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2.3.6. Students

In 2002, the Council of Europe (on behalf of the Norwegian Ministry of
Education and Research) undertook a major survey on the issue of student par-
ticipation in the governance of higher education. The survey was intended to pro-
vide an input to the discussions surrounding this issue within the framework of
the Bologna Process which at the ministerial meeting in Prague in May 2001 had
recognised students as “competent, active and constructive partners” in the estab-
lishment and shaping of the EHEA affirming that “students are full members of
the higher education community” and thus “should participate in and influence
the organisation and content of education at universities and other higher educa-
tion institutions”.

The findings of this survey revealed that in the vast majority of countries “the for-
mal provision of student participation (...) is largely settled” (Bergan, 2004) in
the sense that student representation on the governing bodies of institutions is
legally guaranteed although more so on the institutional level of governance
whereas such representation on the department, faculty as well as at the national
level, varies considerably among the different countries. Also, the student repre-
sentatives in some countries do not enjoy full voting rights as members of these
bodies but are restricted to only those issues which are considered to be of imme-
diate concern to the students. In these cases, they are excluded from voting power
on issues concerning staff appointments, administrative and budgetary decisions,
the granting of doctoral degrees and sometimes even from matters pertaining to
curricula.

Another bone of contention is the question of political student organisations
(understood as ‘affiliated with a political party’). There are countries that ban such
organisations from campus. Not surprisingly, these countries can mainly be found
in central and eastern Europe where not so long ago “the party” and their watch-
men kept tight reigns on student life. However, sanitising student involvement in
university governance from student politics might in the longer term not be a fea-
sible, or in fact a desirable answer to the question of how higher education institu-
tions can best prepare their students for a life as active citizens in a democratic
society. For one thing, political practices look for other channels through which
they enter the stage of decision making at a university. But more importantly,
despite the crisis of legitimacy that political parties are facing in many parts of the
world, they are still one of the main instruments of active involvement in matters
related to the polity. Banishing them from the university does not bode well for a
future commitment of students to public affairs and in fact reinforces the percep-
tion of politics as a somewhat shady business (as well as the image of the univer-
sity as a place of seclusion and retreat) (see Bergan, 2004: 25f).

The survey also showed the deplorable lack of interest that most students have
with regard to participation in university governance. The low voter turnout at stu-
dent elections — on average no more than one third of the student population —
speaks volumes in this respect. There have been many attempts to explain this
apathy, but at least in the European context there still seems to be the prevailing
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perception amongst students that universities are not ‘their’ institutions but
‘belong’ to the state and are ruled by the professors. “Ownership”, if it exists,
focuses on the immediate environment (department) and on issues of direct con-
cern. In a 2004 survey amongst German students only 19% confirmed that they
had heard about the Bologna Declaration whereas 59% saw the pending intro-
duction of tuition fees as the most serious topic of higher education reform.
(Admittedly, the results would probably not be much different if one would ask
the general voting population about the relative relevance of the EU Constitution
compared to the next tax increase.) There is still a long way to go from the rhetor-
ical affirmation that students are the most important stakeholders in higher edu-
cation to the reality of a broad and active participation of students on all levels of
governance (department, faculty, institution and national).

There are hopeful signs that the optimistic observer would interpret as a growing
empowerment of students. In the larger political arena, we have witnessed the
remarkably courageous role that students played in the toppling of undemocratic
regimes in Serbia, Georgia and the Ukraine. On the level of current developments
in European higher education, ESIB (the National Unions of Students in Europe)
has established itself as a respected partner in the discussions and a strong voice
of students across Europe. Within the institutions, students sit at the table when
governing bodies discuss policies and strategies (in some instances, like in Serbia,
the leadership of a university even has the right to appoint a student vice-rector).
The areas in which students seem to feel least listened to are the departmental and
the national end of the governance chain, i.e. the domains of professorial author-
ity and political power. This may serve as an indication as to where governance
reforms which aim at a more participatory approach ought to concentrate if stu-
dent involvement is the goal that it should be.

2.3.7. Stakeholder representation

More recently, the concept of “stakeholders” has entered the discussion to
describe the relationship between universities and the surrounding society.
Stakeholders are individuals or groups with a direct interest, involvement, or
investment in the given cause, for example, the employees, customers and share-
holders of a company. In the case of universities, the groups included in this
notion are rather numerous and diverse, as it befits an institution with multiple
goals and purposes. Apart from the students and staff as the direct stakeholders,
it comprises the state (government, ministries), business, the local/regional com-
munity, private individuals, the churches, media, etc. Basically the term is used to
break down the broad and indistinct notion of “the society” into more definite and
clearly defined areas (following the original meaning of the word ‘stake’, i.e.
posts or other devices that mark out, confine or fence off a piece of land around
the boundary). In its current usage in the higher education policy discourse it is
taken over from the business world and conveys the idea of a targeted, organised
and competent approach in dealing with the various internal and external interest
groups which are affected by the activities of the university.
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The stakeholder concept is closely associated with the current changes in the gov-
ernance structures. A lot of the accountability measures that used to be part of the
state control over universities has in one way or the other devolved to stakehold-
ers, partly in a formal sense by including stakeholder representatives in the gov-
ernance of the institution (board of trustees), partly in a more indirect sense by
requiring universities to demonstrate their usefulness to different types of stake-
holders. In general, this concept induced higher education institutions to develop
a broader understanding of the demands and expectation that various, present or
potential, ‘beneficiaries’ might have with regard to the services that the universi-
ty can provide to them, and it also introduced new points of reference in terms of
external guidance and strategic objectives that the institution wants to achieve.

Given the scarcity of financial resources, it is not surprising that universities more
and more define and prioritise stakeholders in economic terms which can be at
odds with the public mission of the university. Providing research and develop-
ment capacity to a corporate stakeholder can be a profitable undertaking for a
university and it can also help to improve technological innovation or even the
employment rate. But can it be justified that a private company reserves certain
rights for the exploitation of research results (for example, patents) for itself in
return for supporting a research laboratory at a university? The new knowledge
economy poses many questions of this kind and it is through the prudent use of
the available governance instruments that universities must protect their integrity
while at the same time pursue their legitimate self-interests.

3. Modes and patterns of governance

University governance is commonly understood as a set of laws, regulations,
structures, norms and practices that constitute the framework for an institution to
pursue its goals, objectives and policies in a coherent and co-ordinated manner.
As the previous chapter has shown, today, under conditions of increased com-
plexity and uncertainty, governance is not so much a static formula which could
be applied regardless of context and circumstances, but the product of an inter-
relation among different actors who occupy certain (more or less distinctly defined)
structural positions that allow them to influence decision making according to
their notion of what serves best their legitimate self-interest as well as the broad-
er institutional purposes. In other words: governance, as opposed to mere (self-)
administration, nowadays implies a dynamic concept of university autonomy — a
concept that sees the meaning of autonomy in a state of flux and as constantly
being shaped and reshaped by adopting or declining the various options for insti-
tutional development put forward by different constituencies and stakeholders.

The following section reviews the main (economic, ideological, pragmatic)
motives underlying the changes in governance provisions in recent years from the
traditional state-centered arrangements to a more decentralised and self-managed
mode of planning and decision making. The focus is on the main interfaces of
governance interaction where university autonomy is being articulated (ver-
balised/asserted and jointed/fitted together).
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3.1. Government — University: ensuring legitimacy

In continental Europe, the state traditionally has a strong influence on matters
related to education including higher education. The central authority of the state
was manifested in the existence of rather extensive laws regulating and control-
ling vital aspects of university management like personnel, budget and finances,
organisational structure, access to higher education or number of students per unit
(department, faculty, individual universities), and leaving little room for manoeuvre
in terms of specific governance arrangements and independent decision making.
The extent of this regulation was reflecting both the legal status of universities as
a statutory body subject to public law and their almost complete dependence on
state financing.

More recently, there have been substantial changes in the way governments are dis-
charging their public sector services to the general population prompted by the
need for more efficiency and effectiveness in service provisions. In higher educa-
tion, the shift from state control to state supervision which has been described ear-
lier resulted in the devolution of authority into the hands of the top leadership of
the university which was given enhanced responsibilities in particular regarding
budget and personnel matters, for example, by the introduction of global or lump-
sum budgets and the delegation of supervisory authority over university employ-
ees. However, the state is not simply ‘giving up’ its privilege of controlling the sec-
tor — in legal terms universities in most cases remained a subordinate part of the
state administration — but rather is replacing the old centralised and input-oriented
steering mechanisms by new modes of regulating and monitoring the sector with
an emphasis on evaluation, accountability and indicator-based performance ‘con-
tracts’ (ex-post instead of ex-ante control) while leaving it to the university and its
subunits how to accomplish these stated objectives (Appendix 1 shows an exam-
ple of a performance agreement between ministry and university).

Despite the rhetoric or reality of NPM and other approaches to enhance the organ-
isational effectiveness (and the undeniable advantages in terms of less bureau-
cratic rule and a more distributed decision-making structure), this arrangement
does not solve, but rather re-articulates the principal governance dilemma
between the prerogative of the state to define the general goals and policy frame-
works of higher education and the special institutional character of universities as
autonomous actors. Governments can legitimately expect from universities to live
up to certain political objectives, for example, to increase the output of graduates
and ensure their employability, to contribute to the growth of the national econo-
my or to compete on an international scale for the best students and scholars.
Conversely, universities are equally right to emphasise that they are neither fol-
lowing political orders, nor can they readily adopt the general principles of the
business sector (market, competition, profit orientation) because of the special
nature of academic work with its multiplicity of purposes (education, knowledge
production, dissemination and preservation, service orientation) and a certain
“open-endedness” which is not compatible with the standard criteria of efficien-
cy in the business world.
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This dilemma at the interface between governments and universities is a func-
tional one which must be addressed as a political challenge in order to stimulate
the search for solutions and thus effect changes in the governance system of high-
er education. The example of Austria provides a suitable illustration which
attracts attention beyond the national boundaries and especially in the neighbour-
ing countries of east and south-east Europe where the process of university
reform has slowed down and in some instances even has halted because the next
step in the relations between state and university has been deferred.”’

In 1993, a new University Organisation Act was passed in Austria replacing its
predecessor of 1975 which was a model case of the “group university” type of
governance. The new Act introduced elements of autonomy in matters of organi-
sation and finance and laid the groundworks for the development of universities
from tightly reigned state institutions to independently managed public entities. It
followed the familiar reform discourse at the time pointing out that the expansion
of the sector as a whole and the growing complexity of the universities made an
overhaul necessary by which the individual institutions take more responsibility
for their performance while in exchange the cumbersome decision-making struc-
tures of the group university were curtailed in favour of a more professional
approach to strategic management involving all relevant constituencies of the uni-
versity.

About half-way into the ten year implementation period for this Act, in 1998, the
ministry in charge of higher education presented a discussion paper on a new law
that would grant “full legal capacity” to universities. The initiative for this paper
came mainly from the offices of rectors who thought that the 1993 Act fell short
on a crucial element of full autonomy: the right of a university to act entirely on
its own account and to allocate its budget without the existing legal and cameral-
istic constraints imposed by the ministry (while observing the customary proce-
dures for public entities ensuring transparency and accountability in all financial
matters). This initiative was taken up by the new centre-right government which
came into office in 2000 and which, at least verbally, was intent on a far-reaching
reform of the public sector by privatising state-owned enterprises, reducing state
bureaucracy, downsizing the number of civil servants, abolishing obsolete regu-
lations — in short, the standard formula of reforming the state apparatus inspired
by the recipes and ideologies of the “New Economy”. All the well-known catch-
words of the latest reforms in public sector governance — increased efficiency,
effectiveness and quality of service; decentralised management; the creation of
competitive environments and the use of market instruments within the public
sector organisations; flexibility and accountability for results — can also be found
in the statements of the Austrian government explaining why it is necessary to ini-
tiate another reform process while the previous one has not yet been completed.

57. The following is in part based on an unpublished draft paper by Ute Lanzendorf and Michael
Dellwing (University of Kassel, Germany) on Changes in public research governance in Austria
(2004) written within the framework of a larger research project on “International competitiveness and
innovation capacity of universities and research organisations: New forms of governance; Sub-project:
Management and self-management of universities — comparison of decision-making processes and
consequences for research”.
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Interestingly, a special emphasis was put on the aspect of international competi-
tiveness. The new government took pride to stress whenever possible that it is (or
strives to be) a ‘model disciple’ (Musterschiiler) within Europe (maybe as an
overcompensation after the sanctions of the EU countries against the new gov-
ernment), and the University Organisation and Studies Act which was passed by
the education and science minister in 2002 was proclaimed to do just this: to
advance Austria to the top of governance reforms in higher education in Europe.

The changes that this Act introduced merit indeed the term ‘radical’: Apart from
(and complementary to) full legal capacity universities were granted global budg-
ets, organisational autonomy, new employment regulations for academic staff (no
civil service status any more for newly employed staff) and clearance for a de-
bureaucratisation of the university administration. In exchange for endowing the
university leadership with a whole set of new governance tools and with the exec-
utive power to use them, universities were expected to agree to a corresponding
set of accountability measures, namely performance contracts over several years,
regular evaluations, the definition of a distinct profile by each university, more
competition among universities for public funds, and the introduction of boards
of trustees (University Council/Universitdtsraf). In order to underscore its stern
determination to open an entirely new chapter in the history of Austrian higher
education, and to fill the strapped coffer of the education ministry with money to
finance the reform, tuition fees of about €725 annually were introduced virtually
overnight in late 2001.

The transformation of Austrian higher education which was heralded by the 2002
University Act seems like taken from a textbook of the NPM persuasion. Its two
corner pillars are: on the one hand, decentralisation of tasks, decision-making
power and responsibilities up to the point where administrative units are being
outsourced and given an independent legal status; on the other hand, retaining of
steering capacity over the sector in the hands of those who are politically in
charge by means of agreed-upon performance indicators and output contracts.
After all, even after the transformation it is still meant to be a public management
and not a sellout of the state (cf. Zechlin, 2002).

With regard to the government/university interface it is almost ironic that in the
case of Austria, a country with a tradition of strong external regulation and state
intervention into university governance, the deregulation is imposed ‘from
above’, almost like a coup d’état, through strict state regulations (cf. de Boer,
Enders & Schimank: 13). This is another indication for the ambiguity that was
described earlier: in higher education systems that undergo similar changes like
in Austria after they have been moulded for generations by governmental control
(which is true for most continental European systems including the countries that
liberated themselves from communism only some fifteen years ago) the meanings
of autonomy are relative and multifarious and it is often difficult to draw a clear
line of distinction between political intervention, strategic steering and operative
management (see Felt, 2003: 38ff). It would be a gross simplification to under-
stand governments only as the external force of coercion whereas the universities
are populated by the champions of autonomy. One is tempted to quote Foucault:
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The contact point, where the individuals are driven by others is tied to the way they
conduct themselves, and this is what we can call, I think, government. Governing
people, in the broad meaning of the word, is not a way to force people to do what
the governor wants; it is always a versatile equilibrium, with complementarity and
conflicts between techniques which assure coercion and process through which the
self is constructed or modified by himself (Foucault, 2004).

For very good reasons, universities have been described as slowly developing sys-
tems (see Daxner, 1999). Rapid changes in the exterior environment can take long
before they become part of the fabric of an institution which is not always a sign
for a lack of adaptability but can also reflect “how the different political traditions
and histories have an impact on the way university-State relations are shaped”
(Felt, 2003: 38).

In the case of Austria, the history and tradition is characterised by a very strong,
even a dominant role of the state administration on the one hand, and a certain
laissez-faire (sometimes also referred to as “organised anarchy”) in terms of the
internal governance process on the other hand. The “contact point” where,
according to Foucault, government manifests itself (and where also system-level
governance and institutional-level governance intersect) was thus fairly loose
because the organisational goals were often ambiguous or uncertain. This created
the impression of the university as an autonom