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Abstract

Universities are complex institutions with inherent interest conflicts between top
university management and the productive units such as faculties. University gov-
ernance becomes increasingly important. Still, however, research on university
governance lacks a systematic approach. Therefore, the objective of this paper is
to introduce a research framework on university governance, consisting of situa-
tion, configuration and effectiveness components. The resulting framework serves
to map the theoretical conceptions of university governance, helps to identify
blind spots in university governance research and points to university governance
risks. This paper ends up with implications for higher education management and
policy and in particular for deans in their faculties.

1. Introduction

Within the past decade, higher education has gone through major reforms in many countries
of the world (e.g. Scholz/Stein 2009), but still faces high external and internal pressures.

External pressure. Applying the paradigm of “New Public Management” (e.g. Aucoin 1990)
to higher education, political reforms were initiated in order to increase university perform-
ance through the implementation of competitive and managerial elements. Redefinitions of
goals for universities and new legitimacy demands affected self-conception, mission, strate-
gies and the overall image of universities. The traditional Humboldtian model of universities,
still being prevalent in some countries such as Japan, Germany and Canada, is in danger of
being completely replaced by the paradigm-shifting “corporate” model of universities that
follows the rationale of (more or less modern) corporations.

Internal pressure. Regarding their organisational configuration, universities are torn between
two opposing principles (e.g. Christensen 2011). One principle is the centralised model of
universities with strong control of the university president at the expense of the faculties. The
other principle is the collegial approach, reviving subsidiarity, decentralisation and participa-
tive bottom-up management.

All this leads to continuous adaptations but leaves one fundamental question open: Which
underlying logic of university governance will be able to retain the desired social and eco-
nomic functions of universities for different countries in their respective situations?

2. Research Background

A university is a complex type of organisation. It is headed by a university president (or, de-
pending on the situational terminology, by a rector or vice-chancellor or CEO) and a board of
trustees. The university top management assumes roles such as providing the funding of the
university, defining the university-wide strategy and offering an attractive selection of aca-
demic disciplines. The substructures of a university such as faculties, departments, institutes
and schools play the most important role for the university’s service provision. Consisting of
academic staff (such as professors, associate professors, assistant professors, research assis-
tants, lecturers) and administrative staff, university divisions are responsible for academic
research and teaching. Administrative units of the university provide the bureaucratic and
technological infrastructure.

Inherent tensions and conflicts occur between the interests of the university management on

the one hand and the interests of the faculties and their academic staff on the other hand (e.g
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Carnegie/Tuck 2010, 434). The crucial question is: Who governs whom? In the sense of an
“autocratic leadership” in the centralised model, the university management would claim the
lead in all issues of university policy, including organisation and content definition of re-
search and teaching. In the collegial model, almost in the sense of “servant leadership”
(Greenleaf 1977), the university management would serve the interests of the university divi-
sions and grant a high degree of strategic, academic and administrative autonomy. Taken to-
gether, the inherent tensions and conflicts within universities are a question of centralisation—
decentralisation and depend on the extent of academic and organisational autonomy (e.g.,
Scholz/Stein 2014a).

Since a university can be called a “professional bureaucracy” (Mintzberg 1983, 189), univer-
sity management requires an increased awareness of how this kind of organisation works.
This occurs at three levels. At the macro-level, the main subject of management is the rela-
tionship between the political sphere, represented by the ministerial bureaucracy, and the aca-
demic sphere, represented by the president of a university in combination with different kinds
of university boards. The meso-level focuses the mechanisms of the internal coordination of
diverse interests of university management and faculties. The micro-level deals with the deci-
sions of individual actors such as professors.

In universities, this idealistic democratic picture is again and again challenged by reality.
From time to time, academics point out “that university governance is sick” (Yoder 1962,
222). Since the early 1960s, the question of balancing the interests between university man-
agement and academic staff, between administration and faculties, is repeatedly raised. Usu-
ally everyone agrees implicitly or explicitly on the need for university governance regulations
but usually has different opinions about the content.

Although the number of academic contributions to the topic of university governance is not
very large compared to corporate governance, university governance is more than a side issue
in higher education management and policy. Two main streams of research can be identified.

The first research stream is based on new institutional economics (e.g. Jensen/Meckling 1976;
Williamson 1975), dealing with aspects such as organisational arrangements for effective in-
dividual and collective behaviour and modes of governance in hierarchical structures. For
example, the issue of distributed governance in universities among management, faculties and
professors can be based on the analysis of property rights (e.g. McCormick/Meiners 1988).
The impact of governance on performance output is surveyed empirically (e.g. Brown Jr.
2001) and principal-agent structures in universities are analyzed (e.g. Cunningham 2009;
Scholz/Stein 2010). This research stream results in the description of alternative governance
modes in universities.

The second research stream is an explorative one, looking to the existing diversity in the field
of university governance. Coined as higher education governance, it covers the search for
general differences in university governance, taking into account different cultural settings
throughout the world, different traditions, different reforms and different ownership struc-
tures. Detailed cross-national analyses are provided for example by the OECD (e.g. 2003;
2012). Based on this, there is a search for comprehensive patterns of university governance.

3. Our Framework
In order to sketch out the research framework for university governance, we will integrate the

different research streams into one framework. This framework will consist of a situation
component, a configuration component and an effectiveness component.



3.1 Situation: Evolutionary Stages

We propose a differentiation by evolutionary stages of university governance structures that
describe settings of tensions and conflicts being inherent to the structure consisting of univer-
sity top management (here named as university president with the synonym “rector’’) and the
research and teaching units (here named as faculties, here to be understood as organisational
unit and not as the group of teachers). The evolutionary stage model used here (Scholz/Stein
2010; 2011; 2014b) describes six archetypical developmental stages of university governance:

Faculty Silos depicts the situation where faculties as the core organisational units of the tradi-
tional university are divided along professional boundaries. Independently providing research
and teaching, they fulfil their tasks according to the standards developed by their respective
scientific community. The decision-making processes within the faculties are dominated by
the professors. The faculties abandon the option to coordinate with other faculties across fac-
ulty borders, therefore, the metaphor of “silos” is suitable. The president of a university as an
academic person plays a rather weak role; his managerial tasks are more or less restricted to
representation. Centralised service units provide services to the faculties. The relationship
between faculties and university top management is based on partnership and not on formal
top-down authority. Professors have relatively high academic autonomy, which is supposed to
bring about creativity and open up an appropriate scope of action to succeed within the com-
petition for scientific reputation.

Academic Kindergarten is the structural degeneration of “Faculty Silos”, sketching the rela-
tionship of the university with individual professors who are opportunistic, with opportunism
defined as self-interest-oriented individual behaviour without taking third-party implications
into account (Williamson 1975). Some professors, left to themselves and not being compelled
into loyalty, begin to seek their own advantages, in particular financial resources, more staff
for their research team and prestige. They still have free access to a broad range of university
services, a situation that favours free-rider behaviour of single university professors at the
expense of others who contribute stronger to the overall university’s interests (e.g. Wilkes-
mann 2011, 305-306). This works because the individual professors’ accountability is not
claimed.

Presidential Feudalism reflects the corporatisation approach of universities with the proto-
typical hierarchic and bureaucratic last-scale enterprise from the 1980s as role model. The
university president is the key player, who decides on everything which affects the future of
the university. His completely centralised structure helps him interfere in the remotest corners
of the university. He counteracts individual optimisation strategies of individual professors as
well as autonomy-seeking strategies of faculties by increasing his own decision-making
power. In a rather feudalistic manner, the university president decides on research policies,
study programs, accreditation systems, appointments of faculty members, salaries and bo-
nuses, appointments as a dean, and the external relationships to ministries and companies. He
is in some cases supported by an alleged governance structure that, however, is instrumen-
talised to the president’s interests. The university president behaves as the only principal in
his university to the disadvantage of the autonomy of faculties and professors who in this
stage have only a minor voice in the university. In order to protect himself against the loss of
power and influence, he implements supervisory bodies, builds up personal networks of inti-
mates and directs the money flow.

Individual Negotiation Jungle is the structural degeneration of “Presidential Feudalism”.
Professors who have been revoked a great amount of individual as well as faculty autonomy,
start to adapt to their new role and increase their negotiation capacity focused on extrinsic
motivation. Since the university president is the only negotiation partner left for the profes-
sors, they will access him with all their problems. They will ask for moral support, more re-
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search money, higher salaries, new target agreements, bonuses, incentives, etc. The logical
consequence is that the president’s negotiation capacity will be exceeded. Increasing system
complexity will lead to a system overload with the danger of a collapsing university manage-
ment. Moreover, the president’s formal authority decreases because he faces hundreds of
well-trained negotiation partners at eye level. The role of faculties is reduced to a minimum,
since each professor negotiates his working conditions opportunistically, even at the expense
of the faculty’s and the colleagues’ interests. Incentivising performance is perceived to be a
zero-sum game among all university members.

University Collegialism reflects that tasks and problems within a university are carried out by
groups of professors in a cooperative way. This democratic structure resembles “Faculty Si-
l0s” but, in order to resolve its negative results, introduces new elements. Collegialism fol-
lows a normative principle shaped by academic freedom and competition. On the one hand,
professors regain full autonomy. They make decisions according to the principle of collegial-
ity regarding the services portfolio provided by their university. On the other, professors are
held accountable for their decisions. They are responsible for meeting the demands of stake-
holders and, therefore, undertake the risk of failure. The accountability of professors is sup-
posed to lead to their participation in working groups in order to deliver excellent research
and teaching. Faculties are strengthened as service providers for the professors, with deans
being responsible for the implementation of the academic staff’s decisions. The influence of
the university president, however, is reduced to external representation and fundraising.

Dean Autocracy is the structural degeneration of “University Collegialism”. In this stage,
deans turn out to behave opportunistically, taking advantage of the withdrawn role of the uni-
versity president as well of the professors who were sidetracked by coordination efforts. They
develop their own agenda, pleading the faculty’s interests, and behave within the faculty in as
feudalistic a manner as the university president in the stage of “Presidential Feudalism”.

Taking these six stages, the structural contingencies of university governance can be deter-
mined. In its situation, power is specifically distributed, the inherent tensions and conflicts
can be mapped, and the extent of effectiveness and efficiency can be explained.

3.2 Configuration: Norm — Codex — Index

In order to assess situationally how university governance works in practice, we have to iden-
tify the configurations being used for balancing power and solving conflicts in different evo-
lutionary stages. Our conceptualisation, making recourse to corporate governance, consists of
three configuration components in the sense of institutional arrangements. The university
governance norm, deduced from university ethics, is the basis consensus of reasonable princi-
ples for university governance. The university governance codex specifies the principles for
university governance based on the university governance norm. The university governance
index measures the degree of fulfilment of those governance principles specified in the uni-
versity governance codex. Taken together, these three configuration components translate
governance intentions into evidence of governance-compliant behaviour.

University Governance Norm. For companies, explicit corporate governance has been devel-
oped in the 1990s, however, implicitly it existed long before (e.g. Daily/Dalton/Cennella Jr.
2003). For example it was common consensus what an “honourable merchant” is in business
life and which business conduct can be expected. With the increasing strategic and techno-
logical complexity of corporate systems and due to the observation that the boundaries of
those implicit rules were increasingly checked out, a formalisation of that implicitness was
required.



Meanwhile, regulation of former implicitness reaches universities. In this regard, implicit tra-
ditions are no longer automatically the guidelines of action. It rather seems that everything is
permitted that is not explicitly prohibited. However, to uphold governance flexibility for the
people in power, it is reasonable to establish normative guidelines, contrary to the alternative
of an extensive catalogue of prohibitions.

At first sight, a university governance norm seems difficult to deduce, in particular due to the
divergent starting positions of the advocates of centralised and of decentralised governance. It
is evident that there are different opinions concerning the formulation of a university govern-
ance norm. The respective actors, who feel in danger to be limited in their room of manoeu-
vre, are likely to oppose such a norm. However, the given social system in which politics,
economy and education takes place sets a collective-ethical framework that prefers certain
behaviour and excludes other behaviour. This ethical framework is constantly and dynami-
cally evolving and stringently affects all areas of social relations. In addition to that, “good
university governance” has to consider the institutional particularities of universities.

First, superordinated principles for university governance derive from the university’s democ-
ratic constitution. No single actor can claim the exclusive governance power. Sharing it leads
to partial equilibriums of influence. In a fragile system of checks and balances, a democratic
balance of power will emerge, being achievable through democratic elections of decision
makers and through separation of powers among legislation (decision makers), the executive
(management functions) and the judiciary (controller). Accountability for compliant behav-
iour is demanded in public organisations of higher education (e.g. Paradeise/Reale/Goastellec
2009, 199-200).

Second, superordinated principles for university governance derive from the basis nature of a
university as a loosely coupled system (e.g. Weick 1976), i.e. an interrelated community of
lecturers and learners with own identities concerning teaching and research. This leads to the
norm of joint governance across university subgroups, integrating committees with substantial
collegiality (e.g. Orton/Weick 1990) and respecting different socialisations based on tradition
and sustainability.

Therefore, the university governance norm is based on distributed influence among the actors
in a university, participation rights, transparency of decisions and minimisation of sustainabil-
ity risks.

University Governance Codex. The university governance codex, being deduced from the
university governance norm, is the overall system of guidelines for the embodiment of sus-
tainable and reasonable university governance. There are several types of guidelines:

e Basic guidelines: The university governance codex defines regulations which are compul-
sory and regulations which are recommended for voluntary application.

e Structural guidelines: The university governance codex lays down the object areas and the
principles of university governance assessment and measurement.

e Process guidelines: The university governance codex prescribes how universities report on
their compliance of university governance norms and how they establish transparency on
whether, where and how far they diverge from the norms.

e Sanction guidelines: The university governance codex specifies the sanction modalities
that apply if university governance norms are violated.

The sense of defining those guidelines is to protect the university actors’ interests against uni-
lateral discrimination. Therefore, all four types of guidelines have to be monitored concerning
their compliance.



University Governance Index. Usually, governance is operationalised by indicator systems
and combined in an index. One step further, rankings can make the status of the governance
system and the position in cross-organisational comparison transparent. Davis et al. (2012)
show the enormous role that such indicator systems already play and analyse effectiveness,
reliability and impacts on policy making. It becomes obvious that the design of indicator sys-
tems has a significant influence on the effectiveness of governance regulations.

In university governance, there is the analogous need for indicators and derived rankings. A
university governance index will exceed the general comparison of higher education systems
and the autonomy of university from politics. More precisely, it has to show the implementa-
tion of regulations of the university governance codex and report the status of the realisation
of single aspects. This can be linked to the four above types of guidelines.

In regard to the basic guidelines, it has to be determined systematically under which univer-
sity law and university foundation act a university is governed and which university govern-
ance norms these laws and acts fulfil. For example, a scorecard for political university auton-
omy in Europe (Estermann/Nokkala/Steinel 2011) serves to distinguish the autonomy of uni-
versities concerning organisation, funding, staff recruiting, and profile formation and results
in a performance ranking of European countries in those four dimensions. Similar to that it
would be possible to establish a university governance index that is able to identify the bal-
ance of centralised and decentralised collegial control in university regulations.

The resulting scoring system, operationalising and quantifying governance issues, indicates
the maturity of university governance in a specific university. It will be interesting to deter-
mine single indices such as

— an index for the collegiality and participation fit of university laws;

— an index for the transparency of the election of university presidents;

— an index for the transparency of incentive and bonus systems for people with a university
leadership role;

— an index for the extent of mandatory and voluntary compliance of university governance
codex guidelines;

— an index for the quality of university governance reporting;

— an index for the dynamic development of the university governance codex.

Those single indices can be merged to one overall index. A university governance index
brings along a complexity reduction as long as the aggregation rule for transforming various
subindices into one substantial index is transparent.

3.3 Effectiveness: Object-Level and Meta-Level

At the end, governance-inherent issues of conflict resolution and quality assurance in a
broader sense as well as their effectiveness become crucial. But this is only one facet of uni-
versity governance effectiveness related to the object-level, since there are criteria at a meta-
level: how effective the monitoring of governance effectiveness is, and how effective the con-
tinuous improvement of university governance is.

Conflict Resolution Effectiveness. The prevalent function of a governance system is to bal-
ance inherent tensions and conflicts among decision makers and stakeholders (e.g. Boivard
2005). University governance is effective if it contributes to a university system which is not
distracted from its genuine functions. Moreover, university governance has to find a mode of
conflict resolution which is minimal in respect to transaction costs (e.g. Williamson 1996, 13).

Quality Assurance Effectiveness. However, university governance contributes to the overall
appearance of a university. Stakeholders perceive the output quality in teaching and research.
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Therefore, successful university governance strengthens the overall competitiveness of the
university in the market for higher education. Another important aspect of quality is the over-
all identity of the university, leading to a shared value system among the university’s staff.
Thinking this further, university governance contributes to social sustainability for academic
professions (e.g. Hammond/Churchman 2007).

Monitoring Effectiveness. Once the university governance is defined in a university, it will be
essential to repeatedly survey appropriate data und make them available for tracing. Monitor-
ing over time helps increasing compliance towards the norms. The monitoring results allow
conclusions on the common consciousness of university governance. Effectiveness can be
increased if, similar to corporate governance, monitoring will be based on the definition and
application of indices as part of an overall audit system (Cohen/Krishnamoorthy/Wright 2002)
and if it will be connected with other parts of the university’s governance system such as fi-
nancial accounting. Monitoring effectiveness is evaluated not only internally but also from the
outside. The “market” in the sense of specialist media issue rankings for universities, and re-
searchers in higher education might specialise on single subindices.

Continuous Improvement Effectiveness. A long-term aspect of effectiveness focuses the ca-
pability of university governance to adapt to new realities. There must be a competence for
constant review and change of the most important scopes such as the way of assigning the
university president, the decision-making power of the university management and the facul-
ties and the overall transparency of the decision-making system (e.g. Ar-
mour/Hansmann/Kraakman 2009). Furthermore it is necessary to regularly assess the effec-
tiveness of the sanctioning system in case of violation of university governance.

3.4 Composing the Framework

Binding together the components of the framework leads to figure 1. It shows the six situ-
ational stages of structural university development. In each stage it will be possible to specify
the prevalent university governance norm, a university governance codex, and main areas of
the university governance index. In the end, the effectiveness of every situational configura-
tion in respect to university governance can be assessed along the four effectiveness criteria at
the object-level and the meta-level.

University University Governance Codex University Governance Index Effectiveness
Governance
Norm

Basic | Struc- | Process | Selec- | Basic | Struc- | Process | Selec- Conflict Quality | Monitoring Con-

guide- tural guide- tion guide- | tural guide- tion resolution | assurance tinuous
lines guide- lines guide- lines | guide- lines guide- improve-

lines lines lines lines ment

Faculty
Silos

Academic
Kindergar-
ten

Presidential
Feudalism

Individual
Negotiation
Jungle

University
Collegialism

Dean
Autocracy

Figure 1: Research Framework for University Governance




4. Discussion

Which benefit does the proposed research framework on university governance have? First, it
serves to map the theoretical conceptions, second, it helps identify blind spots in university
governance research, and third, it points to governance risks and long-term threads to the sus-
tainability of the university system.

Applying the research framework to comparisons of international university governance, it is
obvious that on a worldwide scale, systems of higher education differ very much. University
systems of different countries can be located in different situational stages.

The condition of faculties can serve as a useful indicator for the maturation level of a national
university system. It is fascinating to compare faculties around the globe which are run in
different ways. It is an empirical task to relate university governance, for example university
governance norms on faculty autonomy, university governance guidelines in the sense of a
codex, and university governance indices and measurement systems of the different systems,
to their performance, their effectiveness and their overall competitiveness.

Reflecting the international differences in university governance, a very important discussion
starts, focusing international system transfer. It leads us to a critical view on international
convergence and assimilation of university governance. The so-called “Americanisation” of
university systems pushing university systems internationally in the same direction of central-
istic governance (e.g. Kamola/Meyerhoff 2009) might not be reasonable. While situational
factors differ from country to country, competitive advantages can only be achieved if differ-
ent systems — and not equalised systems — compete (e.g. Page 2007).

5. The Complex Role of the Dean in the University of the Future

Especially the changing role of deans in an arena of complex and conflicting political interests
is being increasingly discussed in international literature on university governance, since lead-
ing a faculty is an activity that mediates between the interests of the professors and the inter-
ests of the university management.

While intending to bridge this gap, the crucial question becomes on which side the dean sees
himself: on the side of the professors who are the key unit for the production of academic out-
put, or on the side of the powerful presidential university management? Both tend to have
different and often conflicting views on the relevance of external university stakeholders such
as companies and their influence on research and teaching contents. The dean’s role strongly
influences the degree of academic autonomy of the professors and the degree of decision
power of the university president.

Two alternative models for the dean position can be observed:

e There are collegial deans who are elected by the faculty members for a limited period of
time. They are academics and not specifically trained for the dean’s job, but have prior
experience in how universities work from internal faculty and university politics in com-
mittees, councils or the senate, and they know that they are in a “primus inter pares” role
compared to their colleagues.

e Alternatively, there are professional, full-time executive deans, who are usually installed
by the president and serve as the president’s messenger. Being an executive dean means
telling the faculty completely what to do in order to conform to the president’s will.

Both are responsible for faculty performance and sustainable development. Therefore, they
have to be professionalised. A collegial dean is not naturally qualified because he is already a
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professor in the university system. He has, for example, to train in managerial competences as
well as negotiation skills, learn about the faculty and university system, and understand all
numbers and indicators he will be dealing with. An executive dean has even more to learn. He
is not automatically a better type of dean because he is from the outside and a non-academic.
On the contrary, it might be highly dysfunctional for an over-the-hill company manager to try
to become a university specialist without understanding the system and culture.

In order to strengthen his position in university policy, a dean has to reflect his activities on
five fields:

(1) Strategy of deans and faculties: in which direction can deans influence the development of
faculties within the university of the future? This domain includes, for example, the over-
all identity of a faculty, the formulation of a faculty strategy and the dean’s accountability
for academic freedom in research and teaching.

(2) Management of faculties and deans’ competence profiles: which management tasks
should a dean institutionalise and which competences should he acquire in order to build a
faculty with competitive strengths? This domain includes, for example, training require-
ments for deans, interface optimisation between dean and president and transparency be-
tween dean and faculty members.

(3) Faculty autonomy: what significance will the autonomy of faculties have in the university
of the future? This domain includes, for example, decision-making principles within the
faculty, power in budget negotiations and administrative independence of the faculty.

(4) External relations of faculties: which external relations of a faculty can and should a dean
shape in the university of the future? This domain includes, for example, autonomy in re-
spect to firm cooperation, independence of horizontal cooperation among faculties and the
faculty internationalisation strategy.

(5) Performance control of faculties: how will a dean be able to direct and control the per-
formance of a faculty member, as well as of the whole faculty, in future competition in
higher education? This domain includes, for example, significance of rankings, accredita-
tions, and evaluations, the weight of performance indicators and the overall model of uni-
versity governance.

These five fields each include the most important and relevant instruments of higher educa-
tion policies (Scott/Coates/Anderson 2008; Reale/Seeber 2013). Deans are responsible for the
implementation of their ideas regarding faculty management.

It emerges that — especially in international competition in higher education — the way to
shape faculties will be decisive for the sustainability of the university in the future. To sum up
the focal questions: How should a dean influence the faculty so that it can be internationally
competitive in research and teaching? What type of dean should he be?

The scope of discussion will range between conventional strategies and alternative strategies.
While conventional action focuses on centralisation, an alternative method could be decen-
tralisation or (in the terminology of the university system) collegialism and academic auton-
omy. What does that mean for faculties?

Applying conventional strategies could — related to the five fields presented above — exempla-
rily mean making the following moves:

(1) Strategy of deans and faculties: to serve the university’s performance criteria, such as
maximisation of external funds;

(2) Management of faculties and deans’ competence profiles: to train deans to be effectively
performing faculty heads in the eyes of the president;
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(3) Faculty autonomy: to support centralised service units in order to generate synergies;

(4) External relations of faculties: to implement cooperation with companies which are politi-
cally relevant for the university;

(5) Performance controlling of faculties: to optimise the system of key performance indicators
for faculty-directed control and president-directed reporting.

Modern organisation theory, however, has developed organisational alternatives structurally
based on federal concepts such as lean management, delegation, flexibilisation or virtualisa-
tion. Increasing complexity is met by an increase in decentralised problem solution capacity.

Again linking action to the five fields presented above, examples of alternative strategies
could be found in:

(1) Strategy of deans and faculties: to restore the ideal of a university as a location of unbi-
ased innovation instead of obedient performance;

(2) Management of faculties and deans’ competence profiles: to involve the faculties in the
economisation discussion and let them decide autonomously about their contributions to
save financial resources;

(3) Faculty autonomy: to empower faculties so they can directly negotiate their budgets with
the public ministries;

(4) External relations of faculties: to create inter-faculty cooperation without involving the
president as “process owner”;

(5) Performance controlling of faculties: to release faculties from non-productive tasks such
as permanent accreditation.

The necessary discussions about the future of universities will be difficult and partly contro-
versial. But first of all, it will be decisive to be precise in what is meant. New insight cannot
be derived when there is only common agreement on the surface, while below there is vague-
ness with room for every possible interpretation.

6. Conclusion

Like corporate governance diffuses into corporate culture and corporate behaviour, university
governance has to find its way into university culture and then into behaviour of the actors in
universities. The more conscious the modes of university governance are, the more it will be
possible to instrumentalise it for university effectiveness and competitiveness in the interna-
tional competition in higher education. Even if it currently seems that in many national dis-
courses university governance is perceived to be the problem, it might turn out that university
governance in the end will be the solution to create an identity of the university system and
strengthen a sustainable and competitive position. Applying the above research framework on
university governance is an important step of enhancing this discussion.

From this point of view, university governance is more than something theoretical and some-
thing abstract. It is of utmost relevance for the practical motivation and retention of qualified
academic staff in the university system. The substance of the universities’ human capital ulti-
mately depends on the university governance system. Therefore, human resource develop-
ment and training of decision makers in universities (e.g. Scholkmann 2008) has to be ad-
justed to university governance. For instance, university presidents and faculty deans should
be trained in respect to modern, situationally effective university governance.
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