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Abstract

This paper examines changes and developments in institutions’ internal
governance during the last decade, identifying points of continuity in the policy
and political environment in the United Kingdom as well as points of
difference. External drivers are discussed as part of the increasingly dynamic
and volatile operating conditions for higher education. Institutions’ internal
governance arrangements are presented within a framework drawn from
Clarke’s studies of entrepreneurial universities. The final section of the
article argues for a re-interpretation and strengthening of collegial forms of
governance, using models and examples drawn from innovative private sector
companies that can indicate useful directions for higher education institutions
so that they are better fitted to meet 21st century challenges. While the analysis
is focused on the UK, the lessons are more widely applicable.

Introduction

This paper revisits the territory of internal governance structures, roles
and processes set out in a companion article a decade ago (Middlehurst,
2004). In 2004, changes to the internal governance of United Kingdom
(UK) universities over two decades were examined with reference to
national policy reports, higher education reviews and White Papers
from 1987 to 2003 as well as the wider literature on drivers of change
and institutions’ associated structural responses. Political and policy
messages were identified as being broadly similar over the period;
typically, after valuing the contributions made by higher education to
social and economic goals, universities and colleges were exhorted
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to increase efficiency, find new sources of income and improve
performance across the range of their activities and services. The paper
concluded with the argument that although institutional structures
and roles had shifted in response to internal and external drivers,
such changes needed to be aligned with strategy, skills, behaviours,
performance and reward systems as well as the socio-emotional and
symbolic aspects of institutional life if change was to become embedded
and sustained (Middlehurst, 2004).

Almost ten years on, it is timely to look again at changing patterns
of internal governance in universities. Have the political and policy
messages shifted and have leadership roles and management structures
altered too? How have internal and external drivers of change shifted and
what impact and implications do these operating conditions have for
internal governance? Are internal governance structures fit for purpose?
Following a brief discussion of terminology, this paper examines the
messages from key policy reports and reviews from 2004 to 2013 before
examining external drivers for change. It then focuses on changes in
internal governance structures and processes. The final section argues
for more radical changes in internal governance arrangements and
underlying concepts and ideologies of leadership, management and
governance in higher education so that they are fit for purpose as the 21st
century unfolds.

A note on terminology: ‘governance’ in concept and practice

‘Governance’ in higher education has a variety of meanings and
applications as well as different theoretical and philosophical
underpinnings (Llewellyn, 2009; Schofield, 2009). In practice,
governance today is messy and contested territory where the boundaries
between levels are blurred and where power and authority between
different actors in the system are in flux. This is not only the case in
the different jurisdictions of the UK but also in different parts of
the world through higher education reforms and ‘modernisation’
agendas of governments (Fielden, 2008; Locke et al., 2011; Middlehurst
and Teixeira, 2012) as well as wider environmental conditions. Hence,
definitions of governance need to be treated with caution as they are
open to different interpretations in different contexts. Nonetheless, they
usually imply the structure and process for decision-making at the
institutional or system level. Gallagher’s description covers the elements
that are relevant to the discussion in this paper:

Governance is the structure of relationships that bring about organisational
coherence, authorise policies, plans and decisions, and account for
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their probity, responsiveness and cost-effectiveness. Leadership is seeing
opportunities and setting strategic directions, and investing in and drawing
on people’s capabilities to develop organisational purposes and values.
Management is achieving intended outcomes through the allocation
of responsibilities and resources, and monitoring their efficiency and
effectiveness. Administration is the implementation of authorised procedures
and application of systems to achieve agreed results (Gallagher, 2001, quoted
in Middlehurst and Teixeira, 2012, p. 529).

As Marginson and Considine (2000) suggest, governance is about
determining what is important and what counts through defining
institutional goals (strategy), purposes (mission) and values. It is also
concerned with inputs (physical, human and financial), processes (ways
of operating and organising), outputs and outcomes (various aspects
of institutional performance and contributions to wider social and
economic goals). Discussions of governance also refer to those involved
in its operations: through setting policy directions and overseeing
implementation processes, through leading and managing the institution
within and across different roles, and those who contribute in other ways
to decision-making processes and have influence upon direction and
outcomes including staff, students and external constituencies (Keller,
2001). While recognising that internal governance is a multi-layered
concept, in this paper the term will be used primarily to embrace internal
management structures, decision-making arrangements and leadership
roles and the relationships between these functions and the governing
boards of institutions.

Policy and political messages 2004–2013

Funding

In the period 2004–2013, the centrality of higher education activities
and services to the realisation of the UK as a knowledge economy is
clearly visible in policy documents. The period can be divided into two
parts, 2004–2007 being a period of economic growth and 2008–2013
seeing the unfolding of a serious recession in the UK, Europe, the
United States and other advanced economies. Yet despite the differing
economic conditions, the changes of government and parties in power
during the last decade, there have been continuities in policy direction.
A dominant theme, continuing from the ‘Dearing Report’ (NCIHE,
1997), has been the search for sustainable solutions to higher education
funding. Initial changes were made in the 2004 Higher Education Act that
enabled universities in England to set their own tuition fees (‘variable
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tuition costs’) from the academic year 2006–2007. Payment of up-front
fees was abolished and replaced with an income-contingent Graduate
Contribution Scheme. The policy of shifting more of the cost of higher
education to graduates was given substantially more impetus by the
changes that followed the Independent Review of Higher Education
Funding and Student Finance (2010), known as the ‘Browne Review’, as
set out in the White Paper of 2011 and implemented in a phased
transition from 2012–2015. Changes in arrangements for institutional
funding and student financing were accompanied by policies to increase
competition in the sector still further by opening the market in England
to new providers. New rules on degree-awarding powers and university
title arising from the 2004 Higher Education Act made this possible.
Policies on fees and on the opening of the sector to new private providers
are notably different across the UK countries and regions.

Efficiency and value-for-money

References to the efficiency and value-for-money concerns of previous
decades are arguably even stronger in the 2011 White Paper and in the
context of continuing recession and poor economic growth. The White
Paper sets out government expectations of a more cost-effective sector,
with real efficiencies being delivered by traditional universities (as set out
in the ‘Diamond Review’, (Universities UK, 2011)). Meanwhile, new
providers will offer new courses that provide increased value-for-money,
based on different business models. Greater efficiency across higher
education promises benefits to all: ‘The more efficiently that higher
education can be provided, the less it will cost to the graduates of the
future, the more people will be able to benefit and the greater the
national gain’ (DBIS, 2011, p. 7). In ideological terms, the policies
contained in this White Paper continue the reform agendas for public
services of the New Right from the late 1960s (applied directly to
universities from the mid-1980s) including a reliance on market
mechanisms, consumer choice and competition to drive quality and
innovation in the sector.

Performance and responsiveness

Concentration on increasing efficiency and achieving better value-for-
money from the higher education sector is part of wider government
concerns across the UK to achieve higher levels of responsiveness to
national needs. This concern mirrors modernisation and reform agendas
in other countries across Europe and beyond. In the UK, the need for
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responsiveness is expressed in different ways and in different policies and
mechanisms. In Wales, for example, the McCormick Review in 2011,
focused on a need for changes in governance in the light of the
changing financial, economic and market pressures facing Welsh higher
education. The Review stated that ‘it is imperative that the sector
reflects the national need for change rather than institutional self-
interest’ (McCormick, 2010, p. 5). In Scotland, the Scottish Funding
Council is required to operate policies within the context of ‘the
National Performance Framework’ and, from 2012, for higher education
institutions this has translated into the requirement to produce
‘Outcome Agreements’ as a condition for accepting government
funding. As stated in the March 2012 Scottish Funding Council Circular
to institutions, ‘These outcome agreements and associated performance
measures, to which universities will be held to account, will drive
efficiencies, improve performance, match capacity to need- and,
importantly, further enhance quality within the university sector’
(Scottish Funding Council, 2012, p. 4).

Institutional differentiation

Efficiency, value-for-money, performance and responsiveness of the
higher education sector are policy themes that have remained constant,
albeit the particularities of the socio-economic and political context
of this decade (and previous ones) lead to nuances visible in specific
policy initiatives and associated mechanisms for implementation. Other
policies such as life-long learning and widening participation that
gained prominence during more than a decade of successive Labour
governments (from 1997–2010) show a divergence of focus under
different political administrations in England as well as some variations
across the devolved administrations in the UK based on their
geographical, social and demographic realities.

More prominent and explicit in the decade from 2003 to 2013 than in
the earlier decade (although not new) is the theme of ‘institutional
differentiation’. It is particularly visible in policies for research and
innovation, reflecting a common belief across political parties, and
indeed countries, in the need to concentrate, protect and strengthen
science and technology in a few centres for reasons of resource efficiency
and national and international competitiveness (Middlehurst et al.,
2012). Institutional differentiation is also part of a larger global discourse
on ‘world-class universities’ (Salmi, 2009) and how many of these can be
sustained given pressures on public resources. Research at a continental
European level highlights the tensions and challenges for policy makers
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and institutional leaders arising from external and internal drivers of
institutional diversity (Reichart, 2009). The debates on differentiation
of institutions are also linked to the current obsession with rankings
and league tables of institutional performance with which scholars have
long been concerned (Bowden, 2000; Marginson, 2007; Harvey, 2008;
Hazelkorn, 2011). Institutional differentiation will have numerous
consequences for changing patterns of internal governance.

A more prominent focus on leadership, governance and management

This section would be incomplete without a mention of the funding
bodies and the higher education sector’s enhanced focus on leadership,
management and governor development in the past decade. This is
evident both in the Higher Education Funding Council for England’s
(HEFCE) investment in institutional projects (through various funding
initiatives from the late 1990s onwards) and the establishment of the
Leadership Foundation for Higher Education from 2003 to provide a
dedicated service of support and advice on leadership, governance and
management for all of the UK’s universities and colleges of higher
education. There have been two independent external evaluations of
the Foundation’s performance and impact, most recently in 2010. Based
on its findings, the HEFCE concluded, that ‘ . . . the LFHE [Leadership
Foundation for Higher Education] has played a key role in the
transformation of leadership, governance and management that has
occurred in the higher education sector since 2000’ (Higher Education
Funding Council for England, 2010). The analysis that follows suggests,
however, that the reported transformation of leadership, governance and
management in the sector may need to go further and deeper. Both
institutions and the Leadership Foundation will need to adapt and
change.

External drivers of change and their impact

The changing economic context for the UK during the last decade,
from growth to recession, is an important external driver of change,
particularly when combined with the contrastingly positive economic
conditions in other regions where governments and the private sector are
investing heavily in higher education, as in Germany, Brazil or China.
Today, it is hard also to disentangle economic conditions nationally
and internationally from the socio-economic and political impact of
globalisation and from advances in information and communications’
technologies. These drivers mean that UK higher education institutions
face increasing international competition on many fronts: for research
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funding, for the recruitment of talented staff and students, from
new providers of higher education programmes, qualifications and
educational services and from the expansion and internationalisation of
other countries’ higher education systems. Management consultants’
reports over time offer a barometer of these external drivers and
their implications for higher education in the UK and beyond (PA
Consulting, 2010, 2011; Deloitte, 2011; PA Knowledge Ltd, 2011;
2012; Ernst and Young, 2012). The language of the reports is often
apocalyptic but the message is generally consistent in relation to higher
education in different parts of the world, notably in Anglophone regions;
for example:

Seismic shifts in policy, markets and technology are driving fundamental
changes in the environment and economics of higher education. Old patterns
of university provision and old patterns of response to change will not succeed
in the emerging environment. (PA Consulting, 2009, p. 1, referring to the
UK)

Higher education institutions are in the midst of a perfect storm. Government
funding is declining, market conditions have reduced the value of
endowments, private backing is on the wane and costs are going up. Yet,
these combined challenges create a unique opportunity for transformation.
Educational institutions willing to think laterally can position themselves to
outperform in the future’ (Deloitte, 2011, p. 1, referring to North America).

The higher education sector is undergoing a fundamental transformation in
terms of its role in society, mode of operation and economic structure and
value’ (Ernst and Young, 2012, p. 4, referring to the Australian higher
education sector).

Ernst and Young’s (2012) study analysed the main forces impacting on
higher education globally (and locally in Australia). The five key trends
identified include (1) the democratisation of knowledge and access: the
massive increase in the availability of ‘knowledge’ online and the mass
expansion of access to university education in developed and developing
markets; (2) contestability of markets and funding: universities will
need to compete for students and government funds as never before;
(3) digital technologies: digital technologies will transform the way
education is delivered and accessed and the way ‘value’ is created by
higher education providers, public and private; (4) global mobility: this
will grow for students, academics and university brands; (5) integration
with industry: universities will need to build significantly deeper
relationships with industry to differentiate teaching and learning
programmes, support the funding and application of research and
reinforce the role of universities as drivers of innovation and growth
(Ernst and Young, 2012, p. 4).
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Deloitte’s top issues facing higher education institutions focus on the
impact and likely implications of external drivers on institutions’ strategy
and operations. Their report cites under-funding challenges; intensified
competition for students; the importance of setting priorities through
data mining, financial analysis and information technology systems
that can provide optimal service delivery models; a need to upgrade
technology systems to provide integrated services for students and
speedy access to information for all staff; the need to rethink
infrastructure; the need for a stronger focus on vocational training to
correlate educational offerings with students’ ability to secure gainful
employment; a greater emphasis on strategies to attract and retain the
most talented staff; enhancing environmental performance across the
institution’s management and activities; tackling the wicked issues
of diversity, accessibility and affordability of higher education and
responding to often sharper regulatory régimes and expectations of
greater accountability for performance and related disclosure of
information (Deloitte, 2011). To address these challenges, the
consultants argued that institutions must seek ways to attract additional
funding and uncover new sources of revenue; reduce their costs to widen
operating margins; optimise the use of existing assets; and enhance
institutional brands, building on existing strengths (Deloitte, 2011, pp.
28–29). The changes that institutions are making to internal governance
structures and processes do appear to be following guidance of this kind
(Middlehurst, 2010).

Evolution of leadership roles and internal structures
of governance

The evidence of continuity and change in internal governance
arrangements offered in this paper is by no means exhaustive; it
comes from three main sources: desk research on governance roles
and structures drawing on information from university web-sites and
recruitment advertisements for strategic roles in UK universities
published in the Times Higher (2008–2012); commissioned research
published by the Leadership Foundation since 2005 on changing
roles and governance structures; and insights gained through senior-
level leadership development in higher education nationally and
internationally for more than two decades. In the 2004 paper
(Middlehurst, 2004), Clark’s work on entrepreneurial universities
(Clark, 1998, 2004) was used as a framework for discussing the changes
in internal governance in UK institutions in the decades from the mid-
1980s to 2004. It is used again here as an organising framework.
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Strengthened steering core

There have not been sharp changes in the general role of vice-
chancellors/principals in the last decade (Breakwell and Tytherleigh,
2008); rather, variations in role are linked to individual institutions and
their particular strategies, culture and positioning in a more market-
based, differentiated and competitive environment. As one example of
differentiation, the title ‘President’ is used in some universities as a signal
of the international positioning of the institution. Vice-chancellors’ own
perceptions of their roles and the characteristics associated with them
suggest four sets of necessary competences (Breakwell and Tytherleigh,
2008): academic-related characteristics associated with gaining
credibility and influence; business-related characteristics to deal with
diversified funding streams and ‘branding’ of institutions; managerial
and leadership characteristics associated with two key responsibilities: an
external representative profile (locally, nationally and internationally)
and working with and through a senior management team, an Academic
Board or Senate and a governing body; and fourth, personal
characteristics including physical and intellectual resilience (emotional
resilience is increasingly important too). The relationship between vice-
chancellor and chair of governors has become even more critical in the
present period with evidence of significant personal and institutional
fall-out when things go wrong as recent examples demonstrate, at City
University and the University of East London in the UK and the
University of Virginia in the US. Breakwell and her co-author comment
that the competences sought in the vice-chancellor as chief executive
officer of the university are very similar to those expected of leaders of
large commercial enterprises that have political significance. Looking to
the future and depending on the market position of the university, it is
likely that the balance between academic credibility, business acumen
and political skills will shift.

What is notable in the last decade is a broadening of the scope of
the ‘Office of the Vice-Chancellor/Principal’. There are various reasons
for this but most importantly, there has been (and remains) a need to
strengthen the ‘strategic capacity’ of institutions given the scope of their
operations, the centrality of their role to economic and social priorities,
locally, nationally and internationally and the speed of external change.
In practice, this has meant a continued expansion of the senior
management team or equivalent—to include deputy vice-chancellors/
principals (DVCs) and a range of pro-vice-chancellors (PVCs) as well
as finance directors and other senior professionals—alongside the
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development of other supporting roles and strategic processes. Kennie
and Woodfield (2008) provide insight into the variety of top team
structures that exist in UK universities and comment that the
composition of such teams is likely to be fluid, depending on internal
dynamics within the team or institution and new strategic priorities
arising from a changing external environment. Smith et al. (2007, p. 5)
trace the growth in numbers of PVCs (since the 1960s) and the
expansion of their roles both to the growth of the sector and institutions
and to the more complex challenges faced by institutions; they also argue
that PVC roles are necessary to the effective functioning of the dual
structures of academic work and management.

A further aspect of increasing the ‘strategic capacity’ of the vice-
chancellor’s office can be seen from tracking job advertisements.
An internal analysis undertaken for the Leadership Foundation
demonstrates that there has been a growth in the number and roles
of ‘executive assistants’, ‘policy officers’ and at more senior levels,
‘Directors of Strategic Planning and Performance’ and ‘Directors of
Business Intelligence’. Not all of these roles will be located within the
vice-chancellor’s office (or domain); depending on internal structures,
they may be linked to the functions of planning or finance that have
also become increasingly strategic and more tightly linked. In parallel
with these developments, there has been considerable change in the
traditional role of registrar and secretary (typically in ‘pre-1992’
universities). Where, in the past, this role often sat at the apex of a
‘unitary administration’, there is now more variation across universities,
with the term ‘chief operating officer’ becoming attached to the
registrar’s position or subsuming it. In other cases, the title of ‘head
of the administration’ has been wrapped up in the responsibilities
of a DVC, PVC or deputy chief executive officer who has either an
external (non-higher education) or internal management track-record.
Elsewhere, line-management for different parts of the professional
support services is split between DVC and PVCs.

The strategic capacity of institutions has also been enhanced by
a growing emphasis on business intelligence processes and more
sophisticated data analytics to track institutional performance,
individually and comparatively and in real-time, with trend data and
forecasting capabilities. While the UK has not fully embraced the classic
‘Institutional Research’ tradition of the US and some other European
countries, there has been considerable movement in the last decade
towards building institutional self-insight to increase agility in decision-
making and assist competitive positioning (Volkwein, 2008). The
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current era of ‘Big Data’ (McKinsey Quarterly, 2011) will likely drive
further increases in the analytic capabilities of institutions in future.

Stimulated academic heartland

Clark’s ‘academic heartland’ consists of departments, schools, faculties,
research centres and institutes where the core of the institution’s
business is located and where he noted an expansion of entrepreneurial
activity in his two studies (1998, 2004). In the 2004 paper, the emphasis
was on changing roles and structures, including the development of
larger academic units to extend and concentrate research power, create
potential for interdisciplinary development and achieve efficiencies.
Today there is a mixed picture across institutions: the larger units with
considerable financial and academic autonomy remain a feature of the
landscape in many large universities, with heads of colleges, divisions or
executive deans heading up these academic empires, supported by a full
range of professional services. In some cases, particularly in post-1992
universities, the role of executive dean may be combined with that
of pro-vice-chancellor, with the purpose of increasing the cross-
institutional perspectives and responsibilities of the deans and to bring
them into the senior management team or equivalent. This is intended to
tighten the linkages between the strengthened steering core and the
academic heartland to create a more corporate institutional structure
in contrast, perhaps, to the more devolved structures of large semi-
autonomous academic units. The combination of executive dean and
pro-vice-chancellor appears to be a more recent development in the
evolution of the pro-vice-chancellor role; it is not mentioned in Smith
et al.’s (2007, p. 18) list of PVC or equivalent roles in their 2009
empirical analysis.

Within the last decade, the three core aspects of higher education
business (research, education and enterprise) have become increasingly
professionalised (Gordon and Whitchurch, 2010) in response to a
changing funding and market environment. The research councils have
been influential in encouraging this work through the growth of training
programmes that parallel the work that has taken place to enhance
the quality of teaching through educational development initiatives
(including the establishment of the Higher Education Academy in 2002
and the development of the UK Professional Standards Framework in
2011). Internal roles and structures have shifted to form many different
patterns. In some cases they have diverged, for example, into entirely
different tracks (teaching only or research only, or a movement from
academic work to managerial work for senior academics). In other cases,
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they have converged, as in the example of ‘blended professionals’ where
staff are appointed to undertake mixed portfolios (Whitchurch, 2008).
They have also sub-divided into different types as Whitchurch has shown
in relation to professional staff: ‘bounded professionals’, ‘cross-boundary
professionals’, ‘unbounded professionals’ in addition to ‘blended’
professionals’ (Whitchurch, 2008). Macfarlane, on the basis of his
research on professors, describes ‘the unbundled professor’, a depiction
of five idealised types: the classic professor, research professor, star
professor, practice professor and managerial professor (Macfarlane,
2012). Powell and Clark (2012) describe a similar array of roles and
leadership capabilities in relation to the academic enterprise domain.

Organisational structures and boundaries are also in a state of flux as
institutions respond to the twin pressures of cost reduction and efficiency
and new growth and market opportunity. In the domain of teaching and
learning, the concept of the ‘student experience’ has gained significant
purchase in the last decade with new or converged structures appearing.
A small-scale research project published by the Leadership Foundation
in 2012 described four institutional case studies of ‘super-convergence’
of units, structures and business processes linked to ‘the student
experience’ including the library, information technology, audio-visual
support, careers, student welfare and counselling, learning development
and study skills, chaplaincy support and student finance (Bulpitt, 2012).
In a broader cross-sector study, the Higher Education Funding Council
for England (2012, p. 3) published case-examples and analysis on
‘Collaborations, alliances and mergers in the higher education sector’,
citing external trends of ‘globalisation, internationalisation, the growing
role of the private sector, increasing use of international rankings
of institutions, and changing student needs and expectations’ as the
context for the higher profile and relevance of collaborations, alliances
and mergers; that is ‘converged,’ ‘cross-boundary,’ ‘borderless’ and
‘blended’ structures.

Extended development periphery

According to Clark, the extended development periphery is where new
structures and roles emerge first to meet new service requirements, for
example outreach administrative units and inter- or trans-disciplinary
research centres that may be linked either to the strengthened steering
core or to the academic heartland, or both. As in 2004, the ‘development
periphery’ may be internal (for example, centres of academic practice or
educational technology) or partly internal and external as in the case of
centres of continuing education or continuing professional development.
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In the decade since 2004, many prominent examples of development in
the extended periphery are connected to ‘internationalisation’ in its
various forms. In some universities such as Nottingham, Middlesex,
Liverpool or Heriot-Watt, the ‘periphery’ involves overseas’ campuses
where governance structures are either tightly or more loosely integrated
with the home campus, depending on several factors including
ownership of the initiatives and legal structures of joint ventures or
other partnerships. A large number of universities across the UK are
also linked to private providers that describe themselves as ‘pathway
providers’ for international students, helping them to prepare and gain
entry to undergraduate or postgraduate study in UK universities. In
2010, there were 33 such linkages of what the QAA describes as
‘embedded colleges’ (Fielden et al., 2010).

Further dimensions of the extended development periphery, with
associated implications for governance structures at the board level as
well as within the institution, include the addition of a geographically
distant campus to the home institution (a London campus for a Scottish
university) or a satellite campus serving a different student population or
level of education (a further education college or an ‘Academy school’,
for example). Universities are clearly experimenting with or embracing
‘group structures’ of governance (Stanfield, 2012) that bring under
one umbrella a variety of differently funded and organised units and
organisations (education businesses, research services, transport and
amenities’ services, residential and catering services). The complexity of
such structures and arrangements is growing, requiring new roles, skills
and career structures.

As well as integrated arrangements such as these ‘group structures’
there are also a myriad of different kinds of looser partnerships and
alliances, from the international consortia of Universitas 21 or the
Worldwide University Network with a strong research collaboration
focus to deeper alliances between UK and foreign universities such
as the Warwick-Monash Alliance. Fielden (2011) charts different
categories of international alliances and partnerships, highlighting the
associated leadership, management and governance arrangements and
challenges. A novel initiative in the last decade is the Santander
Universities Global Network, established by Santander Bank that has
attracted a growing number of UK universities (66 to date) to join a
network that now has more than 1,000 university partners for the bank
in 15 countries across America, Asia and Europe. While the bank has a
clear focus on the long-term business benefits of attracting students and
graduates into a customer relationship, the universities are seeing a
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range of benefits including opportunities for new research funding,
scholarships for students and internal exchanges for staff and students as
well as brokerage for new business or university relationships at a
strategic institutional level.

The variety, scope and complexity of some of these new developments
in the extended periphery have significant implications for governance
structures, leadership and management roles and responsibilities and
for business processes including finance, human resources, quality
assurance, information technology and marketing as well as other
enterprise, research or student-related services. In relation to business-
university collaboration, for example, the recent Wilson Review (2012)
picks up on some of the internal governance arrangements when
referring to the management of partnerships that foster business-
university collaboration, the management processes that ensure
responsiveness to business needs, as well as the concepts, behaviours and
attitudes that underpin them (for example, ‘Customer Relationship
Management’ systems and approaches), the internal mechanisms for
bringing industry advice and influence into the university as part of an
enterprise strategy; and the arrangements that universities have put in
place to support the development and enhancement of graduate
employability. However, an area that has not as yet seen enough
attention is the necessary strengthening and streamlining of academic
governance structures and management processes, including their
authority, influence and relationship with corporate structures. As was
recognised in the Dearing Report (NCIHE, 1997, para. 15.65), there
needs to be a clear separation as well as mutually influential and
respectful relationships between academic and corporate governance
arenas if academic standards and institutional reputations are to be
protected in the light of increasing commercialisation of universities’
business and the much closer alignment between traditional universities
and private-sector businesses of many different kinds.

Looking forward

Many consultancy reports such as those from Ernst and Young,
Deloitte’s or PA Consulting point to significant changes in the
environment of higher education with potentially far-reaching
consequences for the internal governance of universities, including the
roles and careers of those who work within them. Metaphors of a
‘tsunami’ and ‘a perfect storm’ hitting traditional universities are
frequently used in these reports, while in the academic literature,
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Harvard Professor, Clayton Christensen (2011) has applied his analysis
of the effect of disruptive innovation in other industries to the higher
education sector. This theme is picked up by Kennie and Price (2012) in
their analysis of the higher education ecosystem in the UK from 2012
and their presentation of four scenarios for the sector describing different
institutional positions along two axes: funding (private or public-private)
and research (first or learning-first). The resulting four scenarios include
‘the Ivy-League independents’; ‘the very lucky few;’ ‘the vertically-
integrated’; and the ‘networked for-profits’. The danger zone for
institutions lies in ‘the undifferentiated centre.’ This classification is
based on insights drawn from consultancy and deserves wider testing
through empirical research; nonetheless it has been a useful heuristic for
discussions concerned with institutional positioning.

These different analyses point to a strong need for institutions
to re-think and re-engineer their internal governance, including a
re-thinking of whether current models and structures of management
are fit-for-the-future. The academic drivers of research and enterprise
(including large-scale collaborations across countries and regions as
well as Mode 2 research in application, linked to business, community,
government and public sector needs) as well as the academic drivers of
teaching and learning (including open source developments and the
arrival on the scene of massive online open courses (MOOCS)) also
point towards the need for more than evolutionary and incremental
change, for many if not all, traditional universities.

There are valuable lessons to be learned from other sectors that
have faced similar changes including the music industry, retail sector,
publishing and media industries, and information technology. In a call
for action, Hamel (2007, 2012) argued for a root-and-branch review
of assumptions, structures, practices and attitudes that underpin
‘management’ in today’s organisations. He observed that the essential
paradigm of modern management was invented in nineteenth and
twentieth century industrial settings, based in particular on the work
of Taylor (1911), Fayol (1930) and Weber (1947). He described
management as an ideology of control and a methodology for routinising
work for maximum reliability and efficiency. In higher education, as in
other public sector contexts, this ideology is associated with ‘New Public
Management’ (Pollitt, 1990; Exworthy and Halford, 1999). There have
been many critiques of its application to higher education from a cultural
perspective (Locke et al., 2011) and an effectiveness perspective as a
means of attaining high levels of academic performance (Bolden et al.,
2012).
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Hamel’s critique of 19th and 20th century management practices
applied to 21st century organisations that face an accelerating pace
of change, expanding competition, growing numbers of networks,
consortia and alliances at all levels and the potential for far-reaching
disruptive innovation to whole industries will resonate in higher
education. He argued that there are dangers at three levels (Hamel,
2007, pp. 60–63):

i) too much management, too little freedom:
‘The more meddlesome the managerial oversight and the more restricting the
shackles of policy and process, the less passionate people are going to be
about their work . . .’
ii) too much hierarchy, too little community:
‘Hierarchies are good at aggregating effort (co-ordinating the activities of
many people with many roles), but communities outperform bureaucracies in
mobilizing human capability . . .’
iii) too much exhortation, too little purpose:
‘Initiative, creativity, passion are gifts that people can give or withhold, they
cannot be commanded . . . we need to enlarge the sense of mission and
purpose in ways that enlist and justify extraordinary contributions . . .’

Hamel suggested that there is a need to challenge the status quo in
organisations. Interestingly, ‘challenging the status quo’ is one of the five
leadership practices of exemplary leadership in Kouzes and Posner’s
model (2003), also identified as relevant for higher education settings
(Bryman, 2007). Challenging the status quo, for Hamel, involves looking
at the organisation or business from the outside; re-examining the
inheritance, legacy beliefs and ‘eternal truths’, rooting out dogma by
asking sharp questions; exposing self-interest and distinguishing between
choices and consequences. He demonstrated through case studies of
innovative organisations, that discipline, responsibility and freedom can
co-exist if four conditions are met (Hamel, 2007, p. 136):

i) front-line colleagues are responsible for results;
ii) team members have access to real-time performance data;
iii) team members have decision authority over key variables that influence
performance outcomes;
iv) there is a tight coupling between results, compensation and recognition.

Hamel noted that in the case-study organisations, there is a strong
emphasis on self-managing professionals who have individual
commitments and reciprocal relationships with peers. These peer-
mediated relationships create ‘hierarchies of influence’ through sets of
relationships that individuals freely make with others, tailored around
particular competences. Clear targets and transparent data provide
metrics to track success in meeting colleagues’ needs as well as metrics
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for reporting the performance of business units. Peer-based performance
reviews operate at individual and unit levels and these also serve to
‘challenge the processes’ of the organisation. Individuals are responsible
for acquiring their own training and resources, in co-operation with
colleagues. Promotion is about competence and reputation and conflict
resolution is also done through peers, by internal mediators and peer
councils. Hamel observed that this inverting of the management
pyramid, moving from hierarchies of ‘command’ to hierarchies of
‘influence’ takes persistence and effort to achieve.

There are universities that will recognise these internal governance
arrangements since they have been part of their DNA for years, if not
centuries and have been progressively refined as these institutions have
adapted to changing external and internal dynamics. There are others
that have either forgotten or down-graded such essentially ‘collegial’
governance structures in favour of ‘command and control’ styles of
internal governance. Promisingly, there are also institutions that
are seeking to update collegiality in ways that take advantage of
developments in information and communications’ technology, new
business processes, the professionalisation of both academic and
support functions and the orientation of 21st century higher education
institutions towards clients, customers and stakeholders through
networks of relationships, partnerships and alliances.

In conclusion, Hamel’s call to ‘re-invent management’ for the 21st
century should be widely heard in higher education, not just in the UK
but in other parts of Europe and across countries and regions that
are ‘modernising and reforming’ higher education. Far too often,
modernisation agendas are moulded on governance models invented by
manufacturing businesses in the 19th and 20th century industrial
revolution. These models are inappropriate and inadequate to meet
the challenges of the era of globalisation and the ‘knowledge,
communication and information revolutions’ that are now underway.
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