needed further development and refinement. Regardless of compli-
ance requirements, universities should recognise that such practices
are important components of good management in any conternporary
organisation. In any case, a failure to acknowledge such obligations
will assuredly lead to a much more systernatic foous on our operations,
not only by the agencies of executive government, but also by public
watchdogs such as anti-corruption agencies and auditors-general. The
recentreport of the WA Auditor-General relating to the compliance by
untversity staff in that State with relevant university policy in respect
of consultancy activities and rights of private practice is but the most
obvious current exampie.

A focus onimproving budget and financial management wilt affect
universities not only in global terms. It may also involve, at a detailed
level, a careful assessment ofthe way in which resources are aliocated
for teaching and research activities, That may be very difficult for the
system o accept, but overseas experience suggests that we should
prepare ourselves for such debates. For example, the way in which
information technology and communications are transforming the
teaching and learning environment, together with the pressures for
massification of the student popuiation and the requirement to manage
with fess resources, will lead collectively to the identification or
reformulation of the various performance measures that are in use. For
example, overrecent years much stronger emphasis has been placed on
indicators such as graduation and progression rates, building cccupan-
cy rates, research output measures, and productivity measures for staff.
On the other hand, in the future much less emphasis is likely to be
piaced on the importance of staff: student ratios in our academic
planning. It may well be that staff: student ratios will, in the future, be
examined alongside the costs of offering course units.

Experience o date with refative funding modeis suggests that the
prospect of moving in such a direction might not be welcomed, and
undoubted]yregarded as another example sfmanagerialism encroagh-
ing into the sector. Buf it also might provide a very useful guide in
terms of the consumption of resources as between undergraduate and
postgraduate teaching.

A systematic focus on identifying better ways of aliocating resourc-
es and planning future needs could also lead to more serious attempts
io share resources across institutions. While the difficulties of such
resource-sharing are acknowledged, the frequent unwillingness of
institutions to grapple with this challenge is, perhaps, surprising.
Probably the most obvious case in point, and one which bears directly
on students and the overall quality of the learning environment, is the
reluctance by many universities {o cooperate with other institutions in
terms of their library coilections.

This reluctance io cooperate derives in part from the competitive
environment which is being encouraged. In turn, this raises the issue
of the relevance of market competition in an environment where the
governient has an interest in seeing strategic collaboration and
economy in the use of system-wide resources.

A systematic focus on resource allocation is alse likely to lead more
institutions to seriously anatyse the possihilities of contracting-out
certain of those services currently operated internaily, In terms of this
issue, however, the mixed experience of the hroader public sector
needs to be carefully considered.

Asset management and risk assessment

A particular area for concern for universities as they seek {o adopt
better practices is that of risk management, Since the amalgamations
of the last decade some universities have experieneed a quantum leap
in their asset values. Usually, a series of steps are designed o protect
an organisation from unnecessary costs and losses. The management
of ‘risk’ thus should be a vital activity in any organisation. Substantial
losses including inefficiencies can he incurred if adequate systems are
not established to identify risk and its impact. In this regard annual
system appraisals may be used to assess the current level of exposure
to risks. The financial standards applicabie to universities in most
states now require an analysis of the control environment, including an
assessmient as to whether the controls limit the risk to a level that is
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accepiable to management. This involves the achieverent of a careful
balance as between the cost of the control and the risk i mirigates.

The reguiatery framework

There 15 also hitle doubt that, if governments sare serious about
universities operating efficiently and effectively in both domestic and
international contexts, serious attention should be devoied to the
complex regulatory machinery presently governing universily opera-
tHons.

While universities operate under their own State Acts of Parliament,
the Commeonwealth is in a far stronger position to enforce compliance
because of its control of the funding arrangements. The Common-
wealth’s interest in developing performance-based funding arrange-
menis had been signalled over some years, although the adoption of
real performance targets and measures in the system is essentially
timited to the broad participation targets set in the profiles process, and
real funding sanctions have generally been avoided, Commonwealth
grant payments are now made direct to educational institutions rather
than via the States. Consistent with this funding approach, universities
themselves areresponsible, rather than the States, for compliance with
Commonwealth grant payments. However, the Commonwealth has
generally left the determination of financial management standards
and policies o state governments. Commonwealth-leve] accountabil-
ity requirements have emphasised educationz! data collection and
financial statement reporting (e.g., through education profile submis-
sions} with little emphasis on establishing the standards for results-
oriented management of universities. For example, as a condition of
receipt of grants from the Commonwealth, universitics present audited
financial statements. But there is no requirement for the inclusion of
non-financial performance information.

Universities in all states are now specifically covered by state
government financial standards designed to improve financial man-
agement practices and accountability. Such requirements cover s
range of areas including program management, asset ranagement,
position assessments and system appraisals (including cost effective-
ness of internal controls and risk assessment) as well as the require-
mments for annual reporting and financial statements.

Conclusion

There may still be some resentment from within the sector about the
trend in universities towards adopting contemporary management
practices from the broader public sector. Thisis understandable, Atthe
end of the day, however, universities must recognise that they are
publicly-funded organisations which attract a hefty level of taxpayer
benefaction and, like ail other such supported organisations, they are
being required to perform better and be more accouniable for their
activities.

Given that this trend has no prospect of being reversed, the issue for
universities is not whether to accept or decline to contemporise their
policies and practices, but to identify those elements of the public
sector reform agenda which genuinely underpin improved operating
cfficiencies, and which advance the system towards its core goals, and
to demonstrate convineingly to government the nature of this relation-
ship. To that extent the sector itself has an obligation not merely o
aceeptin aresigned waythe machinery being imposed by povernments
on universities classified as part of a more breadly defined public
sector, but to recommend the way in which such machinery may be
shaped in its operation within universities so that tangible improve-
ments occur in the way in which universities discharge their teaching,
rescarch and service obligations.

Harry de Boer and Lea Goedegebuure

University of Tweate, the Netherlands

Intreduction

Inmany couniries the manner in which higher education institutions
are governed and the way in which internal decision-tnaking processes
and procedures operate are under discussion. To give but a few of the
many examgpies, in Australia the government has initiated a system-
wide review of institutional management, recently in Denmark the
governance structure of institutions has been changed, in Ireland a
review of management processes and structure is underway, in the
MNetherlands governance and management are key issues in the ongo-
ing debate about restructuring higher education, and in Germany
management issucs feature in the discussion about the future direction
of the system. This renewed inferest in the governance and manage-
ment of higher education is due to severzl factors,

First, itcan be seen as a ‘logical” component of a trend set in motion
in the mid 1980s that emphasises a more market-like approach to the
steering and control ofhigher education systems. For various reasons,
governments the world over have made more or less far-reaching
atternpis to introduce more market-reiated approaches into theirhigher
education sysiems, the most prominent being the allocation of part of
the overall resources on the basis of competition and attempts to
increase conswmerism by, amongst others, increasing the user-pay
element. Without going into the details of this development (see
Goedegebuure ef al., 1994 for a thorough discussion), the increased
eriphasis on managerialism and business-iike structures is in line with
the broad philosophy of the market-like approach.

Second, it can beseen also asa logical’ consequence of anincreased
sraphasis on institutional autonomy. In line with the notions of remote
government control, self-repulatory systems, and a model of govern-
mental supervision instead of stringent planning and control {see
Neave & Van Vught, 1991), higher education institutions in many
countries have experienced - sometimes profound - changes in their
traditional relationships with national governments. Whether or aot
institutional autonomy actually has increased as a result of these
changes remains a moot point, but it is without doubt that the demand
for institntional accountability, especially in terms of the primary
processes of teaching and research, has increased. Recently, the
dernand for accountability has stretched into the realm of management
and governance,

Third, and closely related to the previous point, is the trend towards
increased accountability in terms of value-for-money. With massive
increases m higher education participation over the last decade and
with diminishing resources available to the sector, efficiency ques-
tioms are high on the political agenda the world over. And while
initially the efficiency movement focused on increasing research
productivity and a streamlining of the educational process in order to
reduce the time-to-degree, more recently it has interred the realm of
higher education governance and management on the assumption that
much can be improved. Ifonly institutions were to be better managed,
many of the problems that now face higher education could substan-
tially be reduced or even ¢liminated. Af least, such i3 the atmosphere
influencing many of the recent povernmental and parliamentary pa-
pers and debates on higher education.

iven this increased attention, it is remarkable the degree to which
the higher education resgarch community has ignored issues of gov-
ernanee and management, particularly from a comparative perspac-

tive. Admittedly, the Northern American literature still emphasises
notions of leadership, and the total quality management and conting-
ous quality improvement movements also deal with issues of govern-
ance and management. British researchers have investigated the role
and function of institutional top-management in the wake of the
fundamental changes that have besef higher education in the United
Kingdom. But for rigorous structural analysis of higher education
decision-making, we remain reliant on the pioneering works of Bald-
ridge (1971; 1978), Clark {1983), and Mintzberg (1979). In terms of
comparative research, little attention has been given to the effects the
changes over the last fifteen years have had on the currency of
traditional concepts of aeademic organisation, such as the Contipnental,
Anglo-Saxonand American governance models, with different loci of
decision-making according to system type, Questions concerning to
what extent decision-making processes still exhibit the characteristics
of bureaucratic, collegial, political or garbage-can modeis remain to be
answered. Has higher education managed to ‘neutralise’ much of the
changes over the years through its internal decision-making processes
and has it continued in much the same way as before, or have these
changes affected the internal operations of the institutions?

In this article we present the first, preliminary findings of 2 compar-
ative study commenced early in 1995 on governance structures and
decision-making processes. {Jur primary objective in this study is to
assess to what extent previous notions about governance, management
and decision-making still hold true. A secondary objective is to
investigate to what extent different forms of organisation and their
ensuing decision-making processes result in different degress of
efficiency and effectiveness. As a first step in this ongoing research
project - estimated to be a five year study - we distributed a question-
naire i¢ top admimsirators in seven European countries. On the basis
of an analysis of the results of this questionnaire, more detailed case
studies will be performed for we ate 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. For the present
article, we examine our initial findings regarding decision-making in
higher education institutions. Wotwithstanding the linmitations associ-
ated with the instrument and the fact that much of our initial analysis
is basically descriptive in nature, we hope that these first results will
make the reader sensitive to the differences that exist between coun-
tries and between different types of institntions, Only through an
appreciation of both the complexity and variety in institutional gov-
ernance struciures can welmprove our bnderstanding of this important
aspect of lugher education.

Research design

In order to ebiain empirical data a questionnaire was constructed,
composed of three blocks of variables. In the last week of Jannary
1994, this guestionnaire was sent to the Rector (Vice-Chancellor,
Preside {376 higher education institutions in Sweden, Denmark,
deral Republic of Germany, France, the United Kingdom, the
tethertands and Flanders, It {s assumed that these persons have a good
overview and substantial knowledge and experience with respect o
the governance strueture of their institution and therefore can provide
useful empirical data. From these 376, 123 institutions compieted the
questionnaire (only 112 in time to complete the analysis presented in
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this article). Thistneans a responsevate of 33%, which, considering the
specific group of respondents is not unsatisfactory. The main reasons
for non-participation are {a) a fack of time or capacity, {b) vngoing
reorganisation processes, and {c) in France, language difficulties
whers English seems to be a problem notwithstending the positive
responses we recelved. Table | presents the response rate by couniry.

Tabla i: fesponse Rate
Fant Lormpleted fAasponss
Pusmber l Parc, Pumber (N2} Pere
il WENY DTN vz
Bwradan 23 é ¥ & 3
Danmark 2 [ ) ki 52
Germany 11 36 Ed 25 a8
France &6 3 i3 2 17
Pnlned Kingdorn 74 26 33 27 45
pMethariands 41 i 2 i7 51
Flandery 17 3 ) 4 i
Total 378 0 ¥} 00 33

The participating institutions differ in various ways, The oldest
institution, for example, was founded in 1180, the most recent institu-
tions were founded in 1992, More than 50% of the institutions were
founded after the second world war, There also is a wide variety in the
size of the pariicipating institutions: from less than 1,300 students up
to more than 40,000, and from fess than 500 employees up to more than
5,000,

inaddition to presenting the results of our survey for the total group,
we compare institutions from different countries and we compare
different kinds of institutions, The latter is done in two ways. First, we
usec the commen classification of universities versus non-universities,
In the total group there are 58 universities and 53 nen-universities.
Second, a distinction is made on the basis of the core busincss of the
institution:

= Teaching institutions {“T-institutions’): teaching is the core busi-

ness for more than 30% of the activities;

» Teaching and Research institutions {“TR-institutions"}: feaching
is the core business for 60 - 80% of the activities;

» Research institutions (*R-institutions’): teaching is the core busi-

ness for less than 60% of the activities.

On the basis of this distinetion there are 42 T-institutions, 22 TR-
institutions and 43 R-institutions participating in this project. In the
next section we will discuss the cutcomes of the survey with respect
to decision-making processes: which actors within the institution
participate in degision-making, in what manner; and how can these
decision-making processes be typified?

Involvement of actors and the manner of
participation

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 programs, the design of research programs, the determination
of budget priorities, the selection of key adsninistrators, the selection
of full professors, and the formation of fong term inatitutional policies.
Ascan be seen, these issues cover both primary (teaching and research)
and secondary (support activities, financial management, etc) process-
es.

Per issue the respondents were asked to indicate to what extent
actors within the institution participated in decisien-making. For this
purpose, the following actors were identified: administrators at the
central and the decentralised levels, council-members at the central
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and the decentralised levels, academics, and support staff. The word
‘couneil’ is used here as an ombudsman term defined as collective
governance/decision-making bodies operating at either the central or
decentralised level.

With respect to the degree of participation; the following modes
were specified: { 1) non-participation, {2} passive participation, and {3)
acfive participation. Passive pariivipation has been defined as the
possibility for an actor to participate: eg., 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 indicaie o what
extent this actor has actual influsnce or power. This question is not
addressed in the present study.

With respect to the manner of participation the following possibil-
ities were inctuded in the questionnaire: (1} no voice, {2) right of
information, (3) right to be heard, provide advice, (4) voting power, {5}
shared responsibility for the decision taken. Although this scale does
not allow for conclusions regarding the actnal power or influence of an
actor, it is imptied that the ‘stronger’ forms of participation (4 and 5}
increase the possibility for effective articulation of interest.

Before presenting the results per issue, 2 comprehensive overview
of the degres of participation per actor is provided for the total
population (see Table 2). This comprzhensive degree of participation
has been constructed by adding the scores on the six policy issues and
recalculating them to a score on the interval <0-i>. Given the choice
of issues, we believe this indicates reasonably well the involvernent of
the respective actors in institutional decision-making.

From Table 2 it can be concluded that academics are closely
involved in institutional decision-making. In 80% of the institutions,
academic participation is high. Next to the academics, central admin-
istrators, and to a lesser extent central council members appear to
participate strongly in the decision-making process, Regarding the six
policy issues (aggregated) we can conclude that the central level (both
administrators and councils) is more strongly involved than the decen-
tralised level, In particular, the decentralised administrators show a
relatively low score. Although at the central Jevel the administrators
have & higher score than the couneils, at the decentralised level the
opposite seems to be the case. Administrative support staff are little
involved in the decision-making process.

Table I: Degree of participation in decision
rmaking per designated actor {frequencies)

lowr i madium l high 1 mean
academics {N=91) 4 14 73 0.752
central administrators {N=93} 4 2B 6t 0.702
decentral administracors (M=90) 48 23 9 0.395%
cantral councils (N=94j g 29 55 0.665
decentral councils (IN=94) 13 31 40 0.553
administrazive support saff (N=34} 8% 7 | 0.451

Scale from 0 to |; Tow', ‘medium’ and ‘high’ refer raspectively to the Intervals <.00 - 33>, <33
- 77 en <67 - 100>,

The more the mean approaches |00, the higher the dagree of participation.

If we look at the degree of participation of the respective actors per
type of institution some significant differences come te the fore. In
universities, academics and central administrators participate more
than in the non-universities as is evidenced by the mean-scores:
respectively .82 and .74 for the universities versus .67 and .64 for the
non-universities. For the T-TR-R-distinction, it appears that the differ-
ent actors in the TR- and R-institutions do not differ substaniiatly in
terms of the degree of participation. However, within T-institutions

the academics, central and decentralised administrators, and members
of the decentralised councils/coliective decision-making bodies par-
ticipate less in comparison to the other two types of institutions.

In Table 3 the overall degree of participation is broken down by
country. Swedish institutions to 2 large extent appear tc be in line with
the outcomes presented in Table 2. Only the central councils appear to
have a relatively low degree of participation. For the Danish institu-
tions the most ‘striking’ conclusion next to the low scores for the
academics and the centra! administrators appears to be the fact that the
decentralised councils feature prominently in the decision-making
process. Compared to the other countries the most noteworthy fact for
the German institutions is the close involvement of the councils at both
the central and the decentralised levels. In the French institutions
administrative support staff 2ssume a more prominent role compared
to the other systems, although also in France the degree of participation
for this group remains low. As an overall conclusion we note that the
degree of participation of the various actors differs the most in the
United Kingdom and the Netherlands compared to the other countries.
Both British academics and the central level (administrators and
councils) show ahigh degree of participation, while the decentralised
tevels appear less involved in decision-making. In the Netherlands the
low scores for both academics and ceniral councils are remarkable,
while here we aiso find a comparatively high score for the decentral-
ised administrators.

Table 3: Average degree of participation per
country and actor

5 2.9 FRG F UK ML
academics 0.77 0.65 0.79 0.79 0.8 [*E1R
central administrators 0.64 0.32 0.6% 075 Q.78 Q7
decentral administrators 0.39 0.33 0.33 047 034 049
central councils 0.36 0.63 2.8 07 0.7 Dz
decentral councils 0.57 071 0.65 054 043 0.5
administrative suppoit staff Q.2 0.13 0.3 022 Q.5 0.19

Sale from 0 to §; 'low’, ‘medium’ and 'high’ refer respectively to the intervals <.00 - 33>,
<33 - 67> en <67 - [.00>,

The more the mean approaches 1.00, the higher the degres of partigipadon.

‘boid’ = @ <40 =@ <08

The survey results periaining to the degree and manner of participa-
tion of the actors in relation to the separate policy issues are presented
in tables 4 to 9, Some clear differences emerge. With respect to the
approval of new teaching programs the emphasis in the decision-
making process is on the academics and the decentralised councils.
Respectively 87% and 68% of these actors are active participants, and
use the ‘heavy’ forms of right of vote and co-respensibility for the
decisions reached. For the design of new research programs the
primacy of the academics is even more pronounced (Table 5). Central
and decentralised councils participate actively, especially through
advice and voting. The administrators, both central and — to a lesser
extent — decentralised, also show active participation, but here the
manner of participation is more ‘light’: right of information and
advice.

We therefore can conclude that with respect to the two issues related
to the primary processes (teaching and research} within institutions,
academics play a dominant role. {t also becomes clear that, contrary to
the aggregated data presented in Table 2, the decentralised councils
partieipate ‘more’ thanthe central councils. These findings support the
general notion that academic professionals play an important rele in
those activities directly related to teaching and research and that the

decision-making processes related to these activities are characterised
by their decentralised nature,

Table 42 Degree and manner of participation of
the designated actors with respect to the approval
of a new teaching program (in percentages) *

degree of participation manner of participation

nane l passive i active I ] 2 ! 3 l 4 l 3
administrators central level 12 g 43 9 t0 46 i 19
administrators decenmal level H 43 28 15 2 3% i3 iz
academics 3 ? 87 - 5 23 25 47
councils central fevef 10 34 54 5 g t5 40 31
councils decentral leval 7 35 58 & 3 20 41 27
administrative support staff 63 30 & 47 3 b4 5 1

# | = no velkee: 7 = right of informmation; 1 = right o be heardfadvise; 4 = a vote in reaching decisions § =
co-responaibilicy of reached decisions.

Table 5:  Degree and manner of participation of
the designated actors with respect to the design of
research programs (in percentages)®

degree of participation manner of participation

none|pqsxivelacu‘ve !IZ[JI4|5
7 i fl

administrators central level 29 52 w0 i 18 #

administrators decentral level 42 43 14 5 2% W7 b 10
academics. i s 93 1 3 13 21 62
councils central fevet 30 47 23 I I [ X | 11
coundils decentral level 24 40 6 14 2% 26 21
administrative support stafl 80 18 2 &0 27 & 5 3

* | = no voice; 2 = right of information: 3 = right to be heard/advise; 4 =a vote in reaching
decision; § = co-responsibility of reached decisions.

A different picture emerges when we look at the determination of
budgetary priorities {Table 6). On this policy issue the central tevel
appears dominant: 80% of the central administrators and 71% of the
central councils actively participate in hudgetary matters. Compared
to decision-making with respect to primary processes (teaching and
research), the low scere of the academics stands out: 36% participate
actively. Alsc with respect to this issue it is apparent that the more
actors participate actively, the ‘heavier’ the manner of participation is
(voting and co-responsibility}.

Table &: Degree and manner of participation of
the designated actors with respect to determining
budget priorities {in percentageas) *

degree of participation manner of partcipadon

none | possive | octive f 2 3 4 5
administrators central level 2 ] 80 4 3 24 10 49
adminisirators decentral hevel 22 45 3z i6 14 38 6 I3
academics 22 43 36 12 18 3 24 AU
councils ceneal level 8 20 7 4 5 o290 51
council decentral level 19 37 43 12 8 8 19 212
administrative support staff 64 3 5 47 ¥ i8 2 2
* | = no voice; 2 = right of information; 3 = right 1o be heardfadvise; 4 = a vote in reaching

decisions; 5 = co-responsibility of reached dedsions
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The fourth and fifth policy issuss are related to institutional person-
nel policy (Tables 7 and 8). A substantially different picture emerges
with respect to the selection of adminisirators and professors. it
appears 25 if in both cases ‘self-selection’ is the predominant mecha-
nism: central administrators actively participate in the selection ofnew
key administrators and academics portray the same behaviour with
respect to the selection of new professors. In both cases there also (s a
{limited) role for the central councils. This form of self-selection opens
the possibility for a certain type of co-ordination within the institution,
namely standardisation on the basis of input {Minizberg 1979). Ad-
ministrators and academics have the opportunity to appoint those
colleagues wheo fit in with the existing norms, values and capabilities.
In this way a corps d’esprit can be created and maintained.

Table 7: Degree and manner of participation of
the designated actors with respect to selecting key
administrators (in percentages) *

degree of participation manner of participation

none | passive | octve i 2 3 [ 4 5
administrators central level b 13 a1 & 3 6 At 52
administrators decentral leve! 55 30 15 9 19 23 1} 6
academics 3% 41 22 30 10 37 14 10
councils central level 13 23 43 @ 13 22 14
council decentral level 64 24 I3 49 0 16 8 7
administrative suppart staff 71 5 S 55012 19 4

* | = no voice; 2 = right of information; 3 = right t¢ be heard/advise: 4 = 2 vote in reaching
decisicns; 5 = co-responsibility of reached decisions

Table 8: Degree and manner of participation of
the designated actors with respect to choosing full
professors (in percentages) *

degree of pardcipaton manner of participation

none | passive | acive ! 2 3 i 4 5
administrators central level 41 8 30 30 14 2w 13 @
administrators decentral level 62 19 17 45 17 (=R 13
academics 8 13 I 7 ] 15 18 43
councils ceneral evel 36 12 44 28 7 13 2% 26
coundil decentral lovel kL) 17 32 30 i3 17 24 13
administrative support staff 89 10 | BG 6 3 1

* 1 = no voice; 2 = right of information; 3 = right to be heardfadvise; 4 = a vote in reaching
decisions; 5 = co-responsibility of reached decisions

The sixth issue isthe formation of long-term institutionat policy, eg.
development plans, sirategic plans, institutional profiles, etcetera. The
results are presented in Tahble 9. Although the role of the central
administrators and central councils is paramount on this issue (81%
and 78% active participation) the input of academics should net be
underestimated (60% active participation}.
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Table 9: idegree and manner of participation of
the designated actors with respect to formulating
fong term institutional policies (in percentages) *

degree of participation manner of participation

none | possve | octive | f 2 3 415
administrators central level 4 4 8] 4 5 W3 44
administrators decentral laval 28 a4 ] 19 21 3% 6 10
arademics ] 3 &0 8 0 3% 8 28
councils cantral leval i 19 78 i 2 10 33 54
council decentral leve! H 50 38 B 12 4% 2B 10
administrative support staff 8 30 a 9 29 % 3 -

* | = no voice; 2 = right of Information; 3 = right to be heardfadvise; 4 = 4 vote in reaching
decisions; § = co-responsibility of reached decisions

On the basis of the empirical results presented in this section, arather
nicely balanced piciure emerges, It appears that academics play a
sirong roie with respect to those issues that directly affect their
professional work: teaching and research, Not only are they the
dominant actors on those issues directly related to these activities, but
also in the ‘adjacent’ issues, namely the selection of new professors
and the formation of long-term institutional policy where their role is
very visible. The same is true for the central administrators who aiso
are the most dominant actors with respect to issues that directly fall
within their competencies. The picture for the councils is a little more
diverse, even though a fairly strong position seems to exist for the
central councils with respect to the more ‘policy oriented’ issues {new
programs and long-term policy). The decentralised counciis appear
particularly focused on the teaching programs. It also is clear that
support staff have a very limited role to play in terms of participating
in policy-igsues. Again, we emphasise that the above conclusionsonly
relate to the degree and manner of participation; on the basis of our
study we cannot formulate any conclusions as o the actual influence
and power positions of the actors. For this, more detailed case-studies
are necessary.

These general conclusicns do not change fundamentally if we
analvse the data for the different types of institutions. The only clear
difference that emerges is that for both the non-universities and the T-
institutions, for practically all issues, the degree of participation is
lower. in Table |0 an overview is presented of those issues for which
significant differences exist in the degree of participation. Only those
scores have been included that actually indicate a statistically signif-
icant difference.

Table {0: Significant differences between actors in
degree of participation per lssus {means)

Univarsicy l non-university | T- institution ETR - ‘msu‘tuu‘cn| R - institwion

apprevol of teachiag brogrom

askministrazors cemrad level 237 EA]

acadamics X 77 74 3 168
eouncils central fevel 159 237 231 264 243
councils decentral lavel 146 2568 269

destgnauing reseorch pragrafms

arademics 285 3 193
councils central level [ 118 179

determining budget priotities

academics 133 1.9 1% pRE 135

wannclls decermral lavel .03 131 139
selecting key adminiiralors

academics 206 .67 LT 176 207
dhoosing full professors

academies 185 157 131 2.9 .78

councls gzcemral levef Lt 18 172 105 212
formudating keng term bolicy

administrezors central level 2193 26 261 18 185

academics 7 1 233 2155 26

councits central fevel 285 267

Scale: 't {na participation}, ‘7' (pessive pamicipasion), and "3 (active garticipation).

Significant difference ot last @ < .10

Characteristics of institutional decision-making

in addition to the degree and manner of participation in the decision-
making processes, the study also focused on the characteristics of these
processes with respect to the six policy issues. In order te determine the
nature of decision-making, 21 variabies were selected. The selection
was based on the outcomes of earlier studies dealing with issues of
govemance and management in higher education studies.

In Table 11 the findings on the 21 variables are presented for the
identificd policy-~issues, The figures presented are the average scores
on a five-point scale, The respondents were asked the following
question: ‘to what degree is decision-making in yeur institution
characterised by the following features?’. Qur interpretation of the
averape scores s based on the following criteria:

<1.60 - 1.80> variable is not characteristic for the decision-
meking process

<1.80 - 2.60> variable is hardiy characteristic
<2.60 - 3.44> variable is fairly charactenstic
<3.40 - 420> variable is certainly characteristic

<420 - 5.00> variable is highly characteristic

The first conclusion that can be drawn on the basis of Table 11 isthat
only & limited number of variabies do not relate in any substantial way
tothe decision-making process: only 27 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 instead of rational knowledge base’. Consider-
ing the value-connotations of these variables, we have to bear in mind
that a certain response bias may exist; since our group of respondents
is formed by top administrators. De-emphasising informality, intui-
tion, conflicts and ad hec actions would appear quite consistent with
their background and experience; again, an issue requiring more
detailed case-studies.

Cur second conctusion with respectto Table 11 isthat only a limited
number of variabies are highly characteristic of the decision-making
processes: expertise and special knowledge feature clearly in deci-

sions on research programs and the selection of professors, also
characterised by & very high degree of standardisation {especially in
universitics).
Other generalisations arising from Table 11 worth noting are:
+ decision-making through negotiation appears to exist only to 2
limited extent; it is fairly characteristic in determining budgetary
priorTities;

3

alarge feeling of mutual responsibility appears to exist, especially
where long-term policy, the selection of professors and the
approval of new teaching programs is concerned;

= in the decision-making process, emnphasis is placed on reaching
mutual agreement and much consultation exists (except in the
case of selecting administrators);

@

the design of research programs is characterised by decentralised
decision-making;

in general, decision-making is based cn expertise and special
knowledge;

@

regarding budgetary priorities and the selection of adminisirators,
decision-making is characterised by hierarchicai relations, while
this definitely is not the case for the design of research programs,

» with respect to the approval of teaching programs, decision-
making is standardised, as is the case for determining budgetary
priorities, the sclection of administrators and especialiy profes-
S0TS;

+ top-down decision-making is apparent in the case of setting
budgetary priorities, the selection of administrators and the for-
mation of long-term policy, while this characteristic is largely
absent for those issues relating to the primary processes of
teaching and research; and

o taking important decisions in higher education institutions is
time-consuming, particularly with respect to the approval of
teaching programs, the szlection of professors and the formation
of long-term policy.

An analysis of differences for the various types of institutions with
respect {o the above characteristics reveals the following nuances. For
universities, expertise and special knowledge are more characteristic
for five of the six issues i comparison to non-universities. Regarding
the approval of teaching programs, universitics appear to be more
characterised by standardised decision-making than non-universitics
and less by hierarchical relations, top-dewn and intuitive decision-
making. Within universities, the dacision-making processes regarding
research programs are more decentralised, and competition and 1nter-
est promotion are more characteristic of decision-making than is the
case in non-universities. In universities, decision-making regarding
budgetary priorities is more contentious. With respect to long-term
policy, university decision-making is less characterised by hierarchi-
cal relations and personal characteristics, such as charisma.

Between T-TR-R-institutions the following differences exist. T-
institutions are:

» less characterised by (a) a large number of conflicts over budget-
ary priorities and the seiection of professors, (b) emphasis on
reaching consensus in the approval of teaching programs, (¢)
decentralised decision-making and competition in the design of
research programs, {d} expertise and special knowledge for deter-
mining budgetary priorities, the selection of professors and the
formation of long-term policy, (e) competition regarding the
design of research programs, and {f} standardised decision-mak-
ing with respect to the selection of professors; and

» more characterised by (a) hierarchical relations with respect to the
approval of teaching programs, budgetary priorities, the selection
of administrators and the formation of long-term policy.
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TR-instifutions are:

» lesscharacterised by {2) a feeling of mutual responsibility regard-
ing the selection of administrators and the formation of fong-term
policy, (b) decentralised decision-making i the selection of
adnyunistrators, {¢) dispersed power in the selection of professors
and the formation of long-term policy;

» more characterised by {2) alarge number of conflicts with respect
tp approval of teaching programs and budget priorities, (b)
grnphasis on reaching consensus with respect o the selection of
professors, (¢} expertise and special knowiedge as 2 basis for
deterrnining budget priorities in combination with fluid participa-
tion, {d) the promotion of interests in the design of research
programs, and (¢} personal characteristics in the selection of
professors,

R-institutions are:

= less characterised by (a) hierarchical relations with respect to the
approval of teaching programs, budget priorties, selection of
administrators and the formation of long~term policy, (b) intui-
tion in the selection of professors, and (¢) top-down
decision-making in the approval of new teaching programs;

« more eharacterised by (a} emphasis on consuliation in the deter-
mination of budget priorities, (b} strong co-operation between the
units in the design of research programs, (c) expertise and speciaf
knowledge as a basis for the selection of professors, in combina-
tion with standardised decision-making, which nevertheless is
time-consurning, and {4} competition in the design of research

programs,

Table i 1: Features of decision making processes
{means)
: selecting choosing full | long term
aching 1 ressarch | budger administracors | professany palicy

ad hoc decision rmaking 238 RN A 109 102 156
emphaiis on bargaining 251 189 324 223 211 193
sorsa of colietive responsibility E1] 331 3.47 kX 173 9%
high number of comlicn 24 239 .84 29 231 16%
ermphasis an reathing consensus 404 37 148 3137 3.Bs iy
emphasis on consuhation 374 143 332 344 3149 1%
high cooperation between units N 106 29 28 286 3
decantralised decision making 34 385 99 244 2.54 282
decision rraking based on
sxpetise and special knowlodgs 195 444 71 169 4.3 3.94
fuid participation 147 324 2.7% 264 297 218
decision makng based on 2.7 242 348 3.44 283 3.05
Hiararchy
infarmal decision making 2.85 324 244 7 31 7
participacon of diverse imerest | 33y 3p3 g 27 182 337
Eroups
intuition insead of
“technical-rasionaf knowledga is i5 41 32 188 247 6
dominam
prometing particular interests 197 123 LM 241 264 176
deciston makdrg i based on 305 346 247 313 3.06 3.0
personal characteristics
dugersion of pawer troughott | gy 33 g7 239 744 208
the institutian
rivalry within the instzetion 275 AT 132 1.1 218 281
sendardisation of dectaion LSRN ¥ Y 24 421 365
rrabdng
top down decision making £ 357 138 4.02 399 3.0% 361
reaching importz\nt. decisions 373 138 11 3 357 197
does take a lot of time

"bakl’ = signficart differsnce batwean universities and non-univeesities;
‘malins’ = significant diference botwesn T-, TR- of R-insututions

Scaler | = feature is found not at &k § = feature is found very murch
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Above, differences between types of institutions with respect to the
separate policy issues, were identified. In Table 12 the differences in
type of institutions are related so the overall score {average score of 2
characteristic for all six issues). We only present those scores for which
significant differences exist between the types of institutions. There
are substantial differences between universities and non-universities
with respect to the following three decision-making characteristics:

« inuniversities the characteristics ‘feeling of mutual responsibil-

ity’ and ‘expertise and special knowledge as a basis for
decision-making’ feature much more prominently than in non-
universities; and

° non-universities are more characterised by hierarchical refation-
ships than universities.

With respect to the T-TR-R distinction, we note that:

» TR-institutions are more characterised by ad hoc decision-mak-
ing and a targe number of conflicts, and less by mutual
responsibility and shared power; and

» T-institutions are less characterised by expertise and special
knowledge as a basis for decision-making and more by hierarchi-
cal relationships. It also is noteworthy that overall the T- and
R-institutions show little differences.

Table 12: Significant differences of decision
making features per type of institution {means)

Uriversi nar- T- TR- R- Tomi
ety univeryity ! insdtvdon | institution | nsttution group

ad hoc decision making 234 2166 134 1.35
sense of calleccve 37 349 138 374 141
responsibility
high number of conflicts 134 183 146 149
dacision maling based
on axpertse and special 416 385 381 4.17 4.12 402
knowledge
dedision making bused 285 119 331 286 172 3.0
on hierarchy
dispersion of paweer
throughous the 155 .93 279
insttution
Scale: | = feature Is found notacall; 5 = feature is found very much.

Significam difference atleast @ <.10

Finally, in Table 13 the average scores per country are presented.
From this we can conclude that the British institutions differ the most
from the total population. Also German and French institutions show
a substantial number of differences. Decision-making in Dutch insti-
tutions compared to others is characterised by decentralisation, hier-
archical relations, expertise and special knowledge, intuition and
participation of various interest groups, with relatively little co-
operation between units.

Conclusion

Fromthe presentations ofthe survey resuitsitis clear that substantjal
differences exist both between types of institutions as well as between
countries. To a large extent, the results, particuiarly for the universi-
ties, reflect the continuing domination of professional expertise,
especiaily where the primary processes of teaching and research are
concerned. At the same time, also it is clear that the role of the central
institutional administration is an important component in higher
education governance and management, especially for what we can
call the ‘non-primary process’ issues, such as financial management.
With respect to differences between countries, the study shows sub-
stantial variation between the seven countries. This alone appears to
provide sufficient basis to question the existence of the so-calied
coniinental model, On the European continent clearly different insti-

Tabie 13: Features of decision maldng processes of
institutions of higher education per country {means)

5 ] DETRG | F D Uk [ onL | Teuw
ad hoc decision making 6 178 242 58 125 238 25
emphasis on bargining 281 3.24* 152 304 129 178 72
sense of collectdve
responsibiliy 3.8 34 3.88 37 3.68 336 161
high number of conflicts 176 178 173 1565 245 3 248
emphasis on reaching
comsersus 3.6 258 419 409 35 358 175
emphasis on consultartion kALY 375 373 3.7 34 135 355

much cooperadon berwaen
unit

2.88 .88 315 287 i o) 258
a7l

decentraiised decision making 336 3 in 184 3.4 309

decision making based on

expertise and spectal 4.19 39 403 433 423 247 4.02
knowledge

fluld pardcipadon .57 88 2.81 A5l 316 1! 1.05
decision making based on

hiesarchy 186 78 72 187 18 3.38 3.0l
informal decision making 47 23 303 pA .28 28 255

participation of diverse

Prterest groups 3T a46 17 w84+ 18 13 304

intuition instead of
‘technical-ratioml’ knowiedge 236 218 144 2.59 146 208 .52
{4 dominant

proemaotng pardcular interest 214 122 79 164 8 194 79

decision making is based on

personal characueristics 154 L34 3 338 287 3.03 3107
disperston of power

thraughout the institetion e 185 308 i L7 279 7%
rivalry within the instdon 198 9% 157 .87 133 7253 248
sandardisadon of decision .

making 181 146 a8 408 35 161 356
twop down decision making 295 3.i8 .94 175 148 115 428
reaching important decisions 171 1.48 34 157 11 151 48

does ke z lot of ime

‘boid" = significant difference @ <.10;" ' = significans difference @ <.03.

Fale | = feature is found not at all; 5 = feawre is found very much

tutional governance systems exist, and it would appear logical to relate
these 1o the different ways in which national governments in these
systems have changed their pelicies and poloy-priorities over the
vears. However, to shed further light on these differsnces, a more
detailed analysis of the data will have to be performed, relating for
example the survey outcomes to differences in governmental steering
paradigms.
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