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I  Introduction



Although universities had changed over the centuries, they have retained much of their original character and integrity, and remain socially relevant and powerful institutions. Unlike many other institutions, universities have shown a capability to adapt to changing conditions with which they have been confronted. It is a widespread belief that this adaptability results from the self-governance of scholars (Nisbet, 1971). Self-governance refers to personal authority on the one hand, which is grounded in functionally based expertise, and collegial authority on the other hand, which is collective control by a body of peers through norms congenial to the expression of expert judgement (Clark, 1983).

During the last three decades, however, far-reaching changes have taken place in many countries with respect to the governance structure of universities (amongst others De Boer 1998). Two ‘revolutions’ have occurred, the first during the late 1960s and early 1970s, and the second in the late 1980s and 1990s. They can be captured under the catchwords “democratisation” and “(in)efficiency”. The first “revolution” has led to a participatory mode of institutional governance, in which ‘all’ constituencies of the university community have a say in institutional decision making. The second revolution has, at least in many countries, led to a more managerial governance structure, in which ‘corporate rationality’ sets the tone. 

Such a shift towards this managerialism has occurred, for instance, in Australia, Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Put generally, one might say that in these countries conform a more traditional management model, the executive powers at all levels within the university come into the hands of ‘individual leaders’ such as the rector, the dean and department heads. In Germany, however, no far-reaching changes occurred yet, though es gibt vorsichtige Bewegung. Many like Glotz (1996) believe that it is ‘funf vor zwolf an Deutschlands Universitaten’. Er behauptet das die deutsche Universitat am Ende des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts “im Kern” nicht gesund, sondern krank ist. Seiner Meinung nach mussen die “Institutionsleiter”, also insbesondere Prasidenten und Dekane, gestarkt und professionalisiert werden. Only if this is the case, can German universities meet their challenges such as ‘die immer harter werdene Anspruche der Gesellschaft und die wachsende Bedeuting der Konkurrenz.’



In this paper I will address the following issues regarding institutional governance structures. First I will deal with the shift in governance structures in higher education. What are the differences between the concept of participatory governance and the concept of ‘managerialism’? And what is the rationale for change in institutional governance structures? After a general introduction in section II I will present some results of international comparative studies carried out by CHEPS with respect to some aspects of institutional governance. I will take a closer look on the issue of participation, because this is one of the most important issues in the debate on institutional governance (section III). After this issue of participation I will focus on decision-making styles in institutions for higher education (section IV). Finally I will try to formulate an answer to the central question of this paper, i.e. vom Partizipatorischen System zum Managerialismus? On the basis of an empirical study in the Netherlands I will argue that the change in governance structures should not be regarded as a revolutionary change but rather as an incremental change.





II  The shift from participation to managerialism in institutional governance



The first ÔrevolutionÕ with respect to the traditional authority structure of the academic community concerns the process of ÔdemocratisationÕ in the late sixties and early seventies. In most higher education systems in Europe, traditional, consensual relationships within universities were undergoing far-reaching changes. Junior academics, non-academics and students were joining full time professors in the governing bodies of the university. Representatives of various groups of the academic community were allotted a substantial number of seats in university senates, faculty meetings and other committees within the institutions. Advocates of the participation model of governance employed several different arguments. One of the motives for participation refers to better communication andbetter exchange of information, a better use of the available knowledge, experience and expertise, more commitment and less obstruction with respect to the pursuit of goals (Drenth, 1990).

One of the consequences of this shift towards a ÔdemocraticÕ - or perhaps better a ÔparticipationÕ - model of governance was that the academic community became much more a political organisation. The various groups of the university community with their different values and preferences were given the opportunity to promote their interests. Decision-making by consensus based upon shared values was more or less replaced by decision-making by negotiating or coalition-building. 

The second attack on the academic community with respect to its authority structures started in the midst of the 1980s. Participatory modes of governance were being criticised for their inefficiency (slow and cumbersome) as well as in part for their ineffectiveness (inward-oriented, neglecting outside demands). It is argued that especially in hard times, universities have difficulty in reaching (strategic) decisions. Problems are caused by time consuming decision making processes, a high level of motivated unwillingness of any academic unit to criticise any other academic unit or the fact that many academic rectors and deans anticipate rejoining the faculty, meaning they are reluctant to burn bridges behind them (amongst others Cole, 1994). Another problem might be that a vast majority of academics focus appropriately on their teaching and research and know little about or show little interest in the economics of the university (Cole, 1994). The Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges in the United States holds, for instance, the opinion that presidents and deans often lacking clear lines of authority they need to act effectively; they are compelled to discuss, negotiate, and seek consensus.

Consequently, present efforts to improve management efficiency seem to be designed to increase the power of administrators (especially vice-chancellors, deans and chief executives) at the expense of academics and students. Many academics fear that the traditional right of professionals to control their work may be stripped away. This new ÔrevolutionÕ of governance structures appears to move in the direction of ÔmanagerialismÕ �.

According to Pollitt (1990) and Trow (1994, p.11) ÔmanagerialismÕ points to some kind of ideology, a set of beliefs. It is a new set of assumptions and techniques, at the core of which burns the seldom-tested assumption that better management will improve an effective solvent for a wide range of economic and social ills. With respect to British higher education Trow (1994) distinguishes two forms: the soft and the hard concept of managerialism. ÔThe soft concept sees managerial effectiveness as an important element in the provision of higher education of quality at its lowest cost; it is focused around the idea of improving the ÔefficiencyÕ of the existing institutions. The hard conception elevates institutional and system management to a dominant position in higher education; its advocates argue that higher education must be reshaped and reformed by the introduction of management systems which then become a continuing force ensuring the steady improvement in the provision of higher educationÕ (Trow, 1994, p.11).

The soft-liners criticise universities for their complacency, their administrative inefficiency, their indifference to establishing links with industry or to broadening access to the larger sections of the population. Nevertheless they hold the opinion that universities should be governed by its own norms and traditions, with a more effective and rationalised management still serving functions defined by the academic community itself. The hard-liners on the other hand do not have this trust in the wisdom of the academic community. They advocate business models of management. They try to transform universities into organisations similar enough to ordinary commercial firms so that they can be assessed and managed in roughly similar ways. 

A common feature of managerialism is the withdrawal of trust by governments in the academic community to manage the university efficiently and effectively. Though this kind of Ôcorporate rationalityÕ (Neave & Van Vught, 1991, pp.242-244) is nowadays rather old fashioned in the corporate world, it sets the tone in higher education. The result of tighter management, meaning a partial repudiation of collegiality, may be that universities move much closer to an industrial pattern of organisation with senior management teams and strategic plans, line managers and cost centres. Just as universities have moved closer to a corporate model of management, so private corporations have become more collegial; large rigid hierarchies of line managers have tended to be replaced by more loosely coupled networks of team managers (Gibbons et al., 1994).

The tendency towards greater directive control through a line-management structure in order to obtain greater administrative efficiency tips the balance from academics to administrators. However, one of the main problems is that in a university academics possess the ÔlineÕ expertise necessary to evaluate the feasibility of strategic proposals (Dill and Peterson Helm, 1988). Thus, the new mode of governance may increase the inherent tension between bureaucratic authority, derived from organisational position, and professional authority, based on specialised, technical expertise. The managerial revolution not only establishes a much tighter organisational framework, but creates also a managerial entrepreneurialism that competes with as well as complements the academic norms. There seems to be a competition between managerial and academic values for possession of the universityÕs soul (Gibbons et al., 1994). The outcome of the competition is hard to predict. Will there be a winner? Or will there just be losers, in the sense that such a competition will distract attention from the real issues, possibly paralysing the university?

What has caused this Ômanagerial revolutionÕ? To all appearances, changed circumstances - in particular the changed role of the government and, consequently, the marketisation of higher education - have put the participatory modes of governance under pressure. These participatory modes of governance were established in periods of prosperity �, a situation quite different from todayÕs higher education. Strategic decision making goes along with managerialism quite well (when compared with participatory governance). Moreover, competition goes hand in hand with efficiency, which is clearly linked to the philosophy of managerialism. Shifts in the competitive environment of universities, mainly caused by a change of the role of the government, have increased the relative importance of managerial norms that emphasise rationality, efficiency, management of uncertainty and the desire for greater flexibility.

These reasons for change in institutional governance structures in many countries seem relevant to me with resepct to the situation in Germany. A changed role of the government seems to be some kind of carrier for change (may be even a necessary condition for change) with respect to institutional governance. This imlies that if German governments really start to steer from a distance and universities are getting more room to maneouvre, than a change in the governance structures of German universities seems unavoibable.

After this general introduction on governance structures I will now present some results of empirical studies carried out by CHEPS.



III  Participation in institutional governance; empirical results of an international study



In 1995 CHEPS carried out a comparative study on governance structures and decision-making processes of institutions for higher education in seven West-European countries (Denmark, Flanders, France, Germany, The Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom). �,� We have distributed a questionnaire to 376 top administrators. It is our firm belief that these persons do have a good overview and substantial knowledge and experience with respect to the governance structure of their institution and therefore it is expected that they can provide useful empirical data. From these 376, 131 institutions have completed the questionnaire. This means a response of 35 %, which, considering the specific group of respondents is not unsatisfactory.

We are well aware that a survey is but an instrument to obtain a first glimpse of the intricacies and complexity of institutional governance and decision-making. Notwithstanding the limitations associated with the instrument and the fact that much of our first analysis is basically descriptive in nature, we hope that these first results will make you sensitive to the differences that exist between countries and between different types of institutions. For only through an appreciation of both the complexity and variety in institutional governance structures can we improve our understanding of this important aspect of higher education.

In addition to presenting the results of our survey for the total group, we compare institutions from different countries. Now I will discuss the outcomes of the survey with respect to decision-making processes: which actors within the institution participate and how can we typify the institutional decision-making processes.



With respect to decision-making we have focused on six different policy issues, as a representative sample of the scope and nature of institutional decision-making. The issues are: the approval of new teaching programmes, the design of research programmes, the determination of budget priorities, the selection of key administrators, the selection of full professors, and the formulation of long term institutional policies. As can be seen, these issues cover both primary and secondary processes.

Per issue the respondents were asked to indicate to what extent actors within the institution participated in the decision-making. For this, the following actors were discerned: administrators at the central and the faculty level, council-members at the central and faculty level, academics, and support staff. The word ‘council’ is used here in its generic sense, indicating collective governance/decision-making bodies in which the various constituencies of the institution, including students, are represented.

With respect to the degree of participation, the following modes were specified: (1) non-participation, (2) passive participation, and (3) active participation. Passive participation has been defined as the possibility for an actor to participate: e.g., the actor can ask/demand certain information or can provide certain input (advise). Active participation implies that the actor participates by definition in the decision-making process. Of course, the fact that an actor participates actively in the decision-making process does not tell us to what extent this actor has actual influence or power. This question has not been incorporated in the present study.



If we look at the degree of participation per actor for the total population, the following overall picture emerges. First, it appears that academics are closely involved in institutional decision-making: in 80% of the institutions, academic participation is high, which seems to reflect the traditional notion of a higher education institution as a professional organisation. Next to the academics, central administrators, and to a lesser extent central council members also appear to participate strongly in the decision-making process. In general, our data indicate that the central level is more strongly involved than the faculty level. In particular the faculty administrators show a relatively low score. Staff members are hardly involved in the decision-making process.



Some nuances also come forward if we look at the overall degree of participation per country (see table 1). Sweden, Denmark and France conform most to the overall picture. In these three countries only one significant difference turns up. In Sweden, this is the relative low participation of the central councils, in Denmark the active participation of the faculty councils, and in France the  staff takes the most prominent position compared to the other systems. However, also in France the degree of participation for this group remains low. The Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Germany provide a more differentiated picture. In the Netherlands, participation of the central councils appears low, while faculty administrators participate more actively compared to the overall population. In the United Kingdom a different situation seems to exist, with a more active role of central administrators and far less active participation by faculty councils. And Germany clearly differs from the other countries in terms of the significantly more active roles of academics and central and faculty councils. In this respect, our survey results support the ‘conventional’ perceptions on German institutions with a prominent position of academics (professors) and characterised by collegiate decision-making. 



Table 1: Average degree of participation per country and actor



�PRIVAT ���S�DK�FRG�F�UK�NL��academics�2.57�2.38�2.75�2.57�2.74�2.40��central administrators�2.43�2.00�2.39�2.54�2.68�2.50��faculty administrators�1.71�1.44�1.56�1.86�2.47�2.40��central councils�1.57�2.30�2.78�2.54�2.47�1.80��faculty councils�2.17�2.50�2.41�2.00�1.93�2.18��administrative support staff�1.14�1.20�1.19�1.50�1.16�1.30��scale: from (1) non-participation to (3) active participation

‘bold’ = @ < .10; ‘____’ = @ < .05





As indicated before, in the survey a distinction has been made between primary and secondary processes by focusing on six issues: approval of new teaching programmes, design of research programmes, determination of budget priorities, selection of key administrators, selection of full professors, and formulating long term institutional policies. Given the relative large degree of task-differentiation that characterises professional organisations, it is useful to refine the overall picture presented in the previous section by analysing the participation of the different actors with respect to these six issues.



In table 2 the active participation of the actors in decision-making regarding the issues is presented, and some clear differences emerge. First, academic participation appears targeted at the primary processes: teaching, research and the selection of full professors. Somewhat more limited, but certainly not neglectable, is their participation in the formulation of long term institutional policies. Central administrators, on the other hand, appear to concentrate their activities more on the secondary process: determining budget priorities, selecting key administrators, and formulating long term policies. This also is the case for central councils, with the exception of the selection of key administrators. Somewhat remarkable with respect to teaching programmes is the active role of central administrators and councils; they feature prominently next to the academics and faculty councils. We believe this can be explained by the fact that in many countries, formal approval of new teaching programmes is required by the central institutional level. Faculty administrators clearly play a more limited role, whilst faculty councils participate the most actively in the areas of teaching programmes and budget priorities.



Table 2: Active participation in decision-making by actor and policy issue 

	   (in %)



�PRIVAT ���teaching�research�budget�selection adm.�Selection profs�inst. policy��academics�88�92�35�24�79�59��admin. Central�40�21�80�79�30�78��admin. Faculty�28�16�31�15�18�27��council central�53�27�73�43�52�81��council faculty�69�37�44�14�36�36��

In summary, from table 2 we conclude that academics appear responsible for decision-making regarding teaching and research. Especially research seems to be a strictly academic matter. The central level appears more oriented towards the ‘support process’, although we note the possible tension that may exist between determining the budget and institutional policy on the one hand and designing teaching and research programmes on the other hand.



As has been the case for the overall picture, a further refinement can be provided is we look at the participation of the different actors in these issues per country. In table 3 we have summarised our findings by identifying the significant differences in participation. Substantial variation exists. 

�Table 3: Significant differences in participation by issue, country and actor



�PRIVAT ���teaching�research�budget�selection adm.�Selection profs�inst. policy��Sweden��������academics�+�+������admin.central��-������admin.faculty��������council central��-��-�-���council faculty��������Germany��������academics�����+���admin.central�-�����-��admin.faculty�-��-���-��council central�+��+��+�+��council faculty�����+���United Kingdom��������academics��+��+��+��admin.central�+����+�+��admin.faculty����-�-���council central��������council faculty���-�-�-���Netherlands��������academics���-���-��admin.central����+�+���admin.faculty�+�+�+�+�+�+��council central�-����-���council faculty����+����Denmark��������academics��������admin.central��-���-���admin.faculty�-�-������council central���+���+��council faculty�+��+��+�+��France��������academics�����+���admin.central��+�+�����admin.faculty��-����+��council central��+������council faculty��������Notes:

+	indicates significant more active participation of actor compared to other countries

-	indicates significant less active participation of actor compared to other countries significance tested through T-test with @<.10



We have already noted the active involvement of academics in matters concerning teaching and research, but Swedish academics appear even more actively involved in these matters than their colleagues in the other countries, as is the case for British academics with respect to research and the determination of institutional policy. In France and Germany a similar picture emerges with respect to the selection of full professors. In the Netherlands, on the other hand, academics feature less actively in budgetary and policy matters.



Table 3 also shows a very mixed picture with respect to the participation of the central institutional levels: administrators and councils. Sweden clearly is an example of a country with relative less active participation of these central levels, whilst in Germany this is true for the central administrators, but not for the central councils: these stand out as the most active participators compared to the other countries. A situation that is quite opposite to the United Kingdom, where central administrators feature most prominently. As such, the United Kingdom presents a rather distinctive case with quite active participation of academics and central administrators, and much less participation of faculty councils and administrators. Noteworthy as well is France, with an active participation of the central levels in the academic realm par excellence: research. Dutch central administrators stand out for their active involvement in personnel matters, whilst the central councils in this country appear less involved in academic matters (teaching and the selection of professors).

At the same time, the Dutch case stands out very clearly in terms of the active participation of the faculty administrators: for all six issues the scores are distinctively more positive compared to the other countries. A similarly distinctive picture emerges for Denmark with respect to the participation of the faculty councils with a significantly more active role in four of the six issues.



Clearly, what we have found is substantial variation between the countries in terms of the participation of the various constituencies within the institutions. To the extent that generalisations are possible on the basis of these data, the following rough characterisations of the countries appear valid. Denmark, Sweden and the Netherlands appear to feature rather decentralised institutions. Germany shows signs of domination by academics, in particular through its council structures. France seems hard to typify in any specific manner on the basis of our data, while the United Kingdom, as argued above, has the very distinctive combination of academics and central administrators as the most active players. One can speculate on the reasons behind these differences, such as tradition and the effects of governmental policy. This, however, is beyond the scope of this paper. What we will do instead is supplement the above notions of variation in national systems by focusing on the nature of institutional decision-making.



IV  Decision-making styles; a comparative perspective



Now I will present empirical findings concerning the nature of decision-making. For this purpose 21 variables have been selected. The selection has been based on the outcomes of earlier studies that have dealt with the issue of governance and management in higher education studies.



In table 4 the findings on the 21 variables are presented for the identified policy-issues. The figures presented are the average scores on a five-point scale. The respondents have been asked to answer the following question: ‘to what degree is decision-making in your institution characterised by the following features?’.

The first conclusion that can be drawn on the basis of table 4 is that only a limited number of variables does not relate in any substantial way to the decision-making process: 28 of the 126 scores are below the 2.60 mark. These variables are — for some of the issues — ad hoc decision-making, a large number of conflicts, informal decision-making and ‘intuition in stead of rational knowledge base’. Considering the value-connotations of these variables, we have to bear in mind that a certain response bias may exists; since our group of respondents is formed by top administrators, de-emphasising informality, intuition, conflicts and ad hoc actions would appear ‘quite human’. Again, detailed case-studies with a wider group of respondents will have to shed more light of this possibility.

Our second conclusion with respect to the characteristics of decision-making has to be that only a limited number of variables are highly characteristic for the decision-making processes: expertise and special knowledge feature clearly in decisions on research programmes and the selection of professors, which is also characterised by a very high degree of standardisation (especially in universities).

Going through the table we can further identify the following points:



the two issues directly related to the primary processes (teaching and research) clearly portray the characteristics of collective responsibility and collective decision-making, which also implies that they are rather time consuming. An observation that is much in line with ‘common assumptions’ regarding decision-making in higher education. It also appears to correspond with the previously noted primacy of the academics in these areas;

the more ‘administrative’ issues, such as the determination of the budget and the selection of administrators, have quite different characteristics: more standardised/top-down, and again based on specialised knowledge -- which we interpret to reflect different knowledge than necessary for matters of teaching and research;

the selection of full professors, although very much standardised, again more reflects the ‘academic’ style of decision-making, emphasising collective responsibility, consultation, specialised knowledge, and time consuming. Characteristics that seem to reflect the importance of professorial posts in the institutions;

finally, the determination of long term policy appears as a rather ‘mixed’ process, exhibiting both administrative and academic features. Rather surprising here is the presence of top down decision-making in combination with aspects like collective responsibility, consensus and consultation. We assume this to reflect the fact that in most institutions the final decision in this matter is taken at the central level.



An analysis of differences for the various types of institutions with respect to the above characteristics reveals the following nuances. In universities, decision-making is less based on hierarchy and intuition, and less characterised by top down decision-making with respect to particular issues compared to non-university institutions. At the same time, they are more characterised by ad hoc decision-making, interest promotion, dispersed power and rivalry in the area of research, facultyisation, expertise and special knowledge, and conflict and consensus (selection of professors). Not surprisingly, the main differences feature in the ‘university-academic’ areas: research and the selection of professors. 



Table 4: Features within decision making processes of institutions for higher education (means)



�PRIVAT ���teaching�research�budget�selecting adm.�choosing full professors�LT-policy��ad hoc decision making�2.38�3.04�2.04�2.14�1.97�2.50��emphasis on bargaining�2.93�2.94�3.27�2.34�2.31�2.97��sense of collective responsibility�3.79�3.36�3.48�3.34�3.83�3.92��high number of conflicts�2.46�2.44�2.89�2.32�2.36�2.71��emphasis on reaching consensus�4.02�3.74�3.52�3.42�3.93�4.00��emphasis on consultation�3.76�3.44�3.37�3.18�3.75�3.92��high cooperation between units�3.11�3.08�2.88�2.84�2.90�3.08��facultyised decision making�3.38�3.79�2.96�2.36�3.00�2.82��decision making based on expertise and special knowledge�3.97�4.41�3.68�3.70�4.40�3.94��Fluid participation�3.47�3.19�2.80�2.67�3.02�3.19��decision making based on hierarchy�2.66�2.47�3.47�3.44�2.73�3.05��informal decision making�2.88�3.20�2.16�2.20�2.29�2.70��participation of diverse interest groups�3.38�3.16�2.94�2.81�2.88�3.40��intuition instead of ‘technical-rational’ knowledge is dominant�2.42

�2.31�2.16�2.83�2.42�2.60��promoting particular interests�2.96�3.25�2.80�2.48�2.66�2.78��decision making is based on personal characteristic�3.22�3.39�2.44�3.11�3.02�2.98��dispersion of power throughout the institution�2.93�3.27�2.74�2.43�2.42�3.02��rivalry within the institution�2.78�2.83�3.35�2.21�2.38�2.86��standardisation of decision making�3.71�2.82�3.90�3.62�4.25�3.07��top down decision making�2.62�2.44�4.04�4.01�2.95�3.65��reaching important decisions does take a lot of time�3.76�3.40�3.37�3.07�3.60�3.91��‘bold’ = significant difference between universities and non-universities;

Scale: 1 = feature is found not at all ; 5 = feature is found very much



Finally, in table 5 the average scores per country are presented. From this we can conclude that Sweden, Denmark and France to a large extent correspond to the ‘average’ picture; in these countries only a limited number of significant differences exist. This is not the case for Germany, The United Kingdom and the Netherlands, where significant differences for almost half of the variables were found. Germany appears to be characterised by more emphasis on bargaining, collective responsibility, number of conflicts, consensus, consultation, facultyisation, informality, rivalry and dispersion of power throughout the institutions, and less by top down decision-making and hierarchy. The United Kingdom, on the other hand, is characterised by less consultation, consensus, high number of conflicts, bargaining, decentralisation, informality, interest group participation, rivalry, and time consuming decision-making. This, however, appears not to be the result of more hierarchical structures with respect to decision-making. Finally, the Netherlands clearly reflects the traditions of the late 1960s-early 1970s democratisation movement: there is much participation of various interest groups, the promoting of particular interests, informality (but in combination with hierarchy!), more intuitive decision-making and less based on expertise and special knowledge, less collective responsibility and cooperation and less consensus-driven. Characteristics that are suggestive of a rather political style of decision-making.�



Table 5: Features within decision making processes of institutions for higher education per country (means)



�PRIVAT ���S�DK�FRG�F�UK�NL�Total��ad hoc decision making�1.64�2.79�2.28�2.56�2.32�2.40�2.33��emphasis on bargaining�2.81�3.35�3.06�2.94�2.31�2.87�2.82��sense of collective responsibility�3.38�3.44�3.86�3.58�3.67�3.17�3.64��high number of conflicts�2.76�2.76�2.84�2.52�2.27�2.55�2.57��emphasis on reaching consensus�3.62�3.42�4.19�3.77�3.54�3.40�3.76��emphasis on consultation�3.52�3.77�3.81�3.42�3.42�3.33�3.60��much cooperation between units�2.88�2.79�3.16�3.07�3.20�2.31�3.01��facultyised decision making�3.36�3.28�3.25�2.88�2.66�3.20�3.03��decision making based on expertise and special knowledge�4.19�3.83�4.03�4.42�4.18�3.28�4.03��fluid participation�2.57�2.98�2.83�3.18�3.18�2.92�3.01��decision making based on hierarchy�2.86�3.00�2.74�3.65�2.70�3.43�2.94��informal decision making�2.17�2.46�2.94�2.17�2.29�3.06�2.58��participation of diverse interest groups�3.12�3.23�3.16�2.86�2.83�3.56�3.08��intuition instead of ‘technical-rational’ knowledge is dominant�2.36�2.22�2.26�2.53�2.46�3.00�2.38��promoting particular interests�2.14�3.38�2.83�2.60�2.80�3.33�2.85��decision making based on personal characteristics�2.54�3.25�3.18�3.52�2.88�3.03�3.05��dispersion of power throughout the institution�3.19�2.85�3.07�2.42�2.67�3.05�2.85��rivalry within the institution�2.98�2.94�3.02�2.67�2.36�2.76�2.76��standardisation of decision making�3.62�3.57�3.50�4.02�3.49�3.48�3.55��top down decision making�2.95�3.13�3.02�3.75�3.54�3.24�3.31��reaching important decisions does take a lot of time�3.71�3.75�3.63�3.60�3.28�3.68�3.54��‘bold’ = significant difference @ < .10; ‘___’ = significant difference @ < .05.

Scale: 1 = feature is found not at all ; 5 = feature is found very much



From the presentations of the survey outcomes is has become clear that substantial differences exist between both types of institutions as well as between countries. To a large extent, the results for in particular the universities still reflect the dominant notion of professional expertise, especially where the primary processes of teaching and research are concerned. At the same time, it also has become clear that the role of the central institutional administration is a non-negligible factor in higher education, especially for what we can call the ‘non-primary processes’ issues. With respect to differences between countries, the study shows substantial variation between the countries. This alone appears to provide sufficient basis to question the general assumption of the continental model. On the European continent clearly different institutional governance systems exist, and it would appear logical to relate these to the different ways in which national governments in these systems have changed their policies and policy-priorities over the years. However, to shed further light on these differences, a more detailed analysis of the data will have to be performed, relating for example the survey outcomes to differences in governmental steering paradigms. 



V  Revolution or evolution?



In this final section I will return to the basic question of this paper. It should be clear that in many countries institutional governance structures changed recently. Up till now, however, not in Germany. Nevertheless, if I look at the reasons for change - and most of the time these reasons are directly or indirectly related to a changed role of the government - I expect that in the near future the governance of German universities will change as well if the German governments realise that they should steer from a distance. 

Notwithstanding this expectation some might still argue that managerialism is not the proper answer to meet todays chanllenges in higher education. Such opponents of managerial modes of governance, however, should keep in mind the following results of an empirical study in the Netherlands before they reject a system that might be labeled as ‘executive leadership’.

In March 1997 in new Act on governance structures was put into effect in the Netherlands. At first sight this new Act looks like a revolutionary change, that might be looked upon with suspicion. The system of mixed governance - i.e. formal powers are spread more or less evenly over the executives and the representative councils - is abolished. The new governance strructure may be labeled as executive leadership or ‘ managerialism’. But is this change in Dutch university governance really that dramatic? I will show some results of an empirical study carried out by CHEPS this year that indicates that regarding everyday practice of university goverance a more differentiated view is appropriate.

In the beginning of 1997 we have send two mail questionnaires to samples of members of Dutch faculty and university councils. These members of the councils were asked to indicate who should and who does determine the basic principles of university and faculty policies. The results are shown in table 6. It is clear that both on the central level and at the faculty level, members of the councils hold the opinion that the basic principles of university and fauclty policies should be determined in close cooperation between the council and the executive board. Note that this support for normative model of mixed government is pervasive within all four categories of stakeholders (academics, non-academics, students and laymen). Only a small proportion of the members of the councils advocate a system in which the councils determine the main policy issues.

However, it is also obvious on the basis of the results presented in table 6 that according to the members of the councils the basic principles of policies are actually determined by the executives (69 per cent at the central level and 74 per cent at the facuolty level hold the opinion that the executives determine the basic principles of the policies). This means that the prevalent norm of mixed government is not reflected in the everyday practice of academic governance. The data demonstrate that representatives (council members) perceive quite a gap between the influence they feel they should have and their actual influence.



TABLE 6: Normative and actual determination of basic policy principles in Dutch universities (in percentages)



�University Council

�Faculty council

���total�acad�students�non-acad�laymen�total�acad�students�non-acad��basic policy principles should be determined by�����������    council�12�18�13�6�11�9�8�14�-��    council and board�78�79�84�79�63�71�68�70�83��     board�10�3�3�15�26�20�24�16�17��basic policy principles are determined by�����������     council�3�3�3�6�-�1�2�-�-��     council and borad�27�32�16�24�42�25�18�40�17��     board�69�66�81�71�58�74�80�60�83��[N] (100%)�124�38�32�34�19�166�85�57�24��



The results of our survey among members of faculty and university councils suggest that the new Act on governance structures merely codifies the practice of executive leadership. Therefore we conclude that in the Netherlands the new Act will not revolutionise the everyday practice of university and faculty decision-making. The changes after implementation of the new Act will be incremental rather than revolutionary. Such a conclusion might also be true for other countries. There is a shift towards managerialism in many countries, but does it really makes a difference?
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�	An indication for the change can be found in some adjectives used to describe universities: business-like university, corporate university, adaptive university, enterprise university or entrepreneurial university (Wasser, 1990, p.121).

�	Governments spend more on higher education today than ever before, the difference being that before expenditure was on a small elite system, and today it is on a mass system, with a decline in expenditure per head, but not overall.

� 	Unfortunately, we had to exclude Flanders from the analysis; due to the massive restructuring process that is taking place in the non-university sector, the respons rate has been too low to warrant inclusion.

�	These results were gathered in 1995. Since then changes in the governance structures may have occurred. This is, for instance, the case in the Netherlands.

�	Note that the governance structure of Dutch universities changed in March 1997.






