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Preface
This Festschrift is dedicated to Guy Neave who celebrated his 65th birthday at the
end of 2006. Guy Neave is a central actor in the development of research on
higher education in Europe and beyond. He is an outstanding representative of a
group of scholars who have taken higher education seriously as a key social
institution, and who have seen research into higher education as a significant
field of enquiry for the humanities and social sciences. Their work was strongly
influenced by the analysis of the changing educational needs of society, the
massification and restructuring of higher education, the shifts in higher education
policy and management and the rise of comparative studies on these and related
phenomena. Guy Neave is one of a small group of scholars world‐wide who led
the way in research on higher education as a field of study, and he brought to his
chosen field the spectacular wisdom and sparkling brilliance of a learned
historian.
As editors, we are proud to offer Guy Neave this volume of essays by so many
scholars of international reputation in higher education research, who constitute
in various ways his fellow‐researchers, colleagues, collaborators and friends. We
were confident that a wide group of scholars would enthusiastically take up our
invitation to join in this scholarly celebration. In our invitation we suggested five
themes that have long been major complementary areas of Guy Neave’s work: the
history of higher education; higher education policy and the evaluative state;
European higher education and the nation state; comparative perspectives in
higher education studies; and higher education studies: research and policy. The
authors reflect in their contributions the richness, breadth, and innovativeness of
Guy Neave’s work and the ways in which his work inspired them and others.
Our warmest thanks go to them for their stimulating essays and their
commitment to this publication. In addition to all their scholarly insights, the
contributions highlight the unique and inspiring approach that is characteristic of
Guy Neave’s thinking and writing.
It is a pleasure to dedicate this book to Guy Neave on behalf all who have had the
privilege to work with him and to enjoy his company, breadth of knowledge,
depth of reflection, enthusiasm and sense of humour. While such a book
acknowledges his great achievements, it is no farewell: rather, it recognises and
celebrates the ongoing work of an active and committed scholar.
Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to the Center for Higher
Education Policy Studies (CHEPS) at the University of Twente, with its excellent
infrastructure, for all of its support in the production of this book. In particular,
Harry de Boer helped inspire the agenda for the Festschrift and took responsibility
for communication with the authors, Jon File navigated the contributions through
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the currents of today’s academic lingua franca, while Gillian Luisman and
Marlies Golbach greatly improved the book through their editorial and lay‐out
work.
We are proud to dedicate this book to Guy Neave who has made a major
contribution to the work of CHEPS for two decades, first as a close scholarly
collaborator and then as a CHEPS professor, and who will remain part of the
CHEPS team as an honorary professor. We all look forward to enjoying the
pleasure of his professional and personal company for many years to come.
Jürgen Enders and Frans van Vught
Enschede, May 2007

Introduction
Jürgen Enders and Frans van Vught
The tradition of the Festschrift is to celebrate and mark the achievements of an
important scholar. In a Festschrift a group of distinguished colleagues come
together in print at an appropriate temporal landmark to celebrate the
achievements ‐ to date ‐ of the scholar’s life and work. They do so by contributing
an example of their own scholarship and essayistic reflection. Producing a
Festschrift for Guy Neave implied offering the kaleidoscopic range of perspectives
that have been part and parcel of his research across a wide area of higher
education studies. Even an abbreviated version of his Curriculum Vita highlights
his wide scholarly achievements.
Guy completed a degree in history at the Queen Mary College of the University
of London, and finished his Ph.D on ‘Agricultural syndicats and interest groups
in French politics 1884‐1910’ only three years later at University College, London.
Right from the beginning of his post‐doctoral career, his special orientation to
comparative modern European history and the sociology of education was
apparent in his appointments and fellowships at the University College of North
Wales, the School of Education of the University of Leicester and the Center for
Educational Sociology of the University of Edinburgh. His writing focussed on
the relationship between school and higher education, the reform of secondary
and higher education, as well as on R&D and education and the organisation of
knowledge. In 1976 Paris became one of the centers of his scholarly life when he
accepted a position as a Maitre de Recherche at the Institut Européen d’Education et
de Politique Sociale at the Université Paris IX Dauphine ‐ a position he held for a
decade. Ten (co‐)authored books and more than forty contributions to multi‐
author collections and journals testify to his astonishing scholarly productivity
during that period. This creative productivity continued as the breadth of his
scholarly curiosity and expertise expanded to further work on the equality of
education, the transition from school to work, the regional dimension of higher
education, the academic profession, accountability and control, new trends in
educational policy, and the relationship between higher education and the state
in Western Europe. The latter including a number of important country studies,
for example, on France, Germany and Sweden. In 1986 Guy accepted an
appointment as Professor of Comparative Education at the Institute of Education,
University of London. In 1990 he returned to Paris as the Director of Research at
the International Association of Universities (IAU).
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During the second half of the 1980s Guy came into contact with the new higher
education policy research center that had been established at the University of
Twente, the Netherlands in 1984. This acquaintance with CHEPS marked the
beginning of an academically productive relationship and long friendship. Since
those early days Guy and several CHEPS colleagues have worked together
closely and effectively. In the early 1990s one of us (Van Vught) had the pleasure
to edit two major books on international comparative higher education with Guy
Neave. In addition we collaborated in conferences, seminars and study‐visits in
many countries around the world.
In 1997 Guy Neave became professor and research director of CHEPS alongside
his IAU position. He contributed to the programmatic reflection on the drivers
and effects of higher education policy, the changing relationship between higher
education and the nation state and to the comparative study of the changing
interfaces between higher education, society, and the economy. Taking over this
professorial responsibility clearly spurred his scholarly productivity. In the last
two decades, Guy has published 15 books and more than 100 contributions to
multi‐authored books and journals. His writings on the history of higher
education, on changes in European higher education policy and the rise of the
evaluative state, on the nation state and the European dimension in higher
education, and on higher education in the stakeholder society belong among the
modern classics in this field. We are confident that his most recent books on the
European research university and on higher education and research in the
knowledge society will soon become classics as well.
Guy has held numerous fellowships and guest professorships including at the
University of Amsterdam, the University of Berkeley, California, the City
University of New York, and the ACT, Canberra. He was one of the major driving
forces in efforts to enhance international communication and co‐operation in
higher education research. The Consortium of Higher Education Researchers
(CHER), the most successful international network of higher education
researchers, was established in 1988 with Guy Neave as one of its founding
scholars. He served also as the Vice President of the Comparative Education
Society in Europe, as a member of the Governing Council of the Society for
Research on Higher Education (SRHE), and most recently as President of the
European Higher Education Society (EAIR). He has worked as a consultant and a
member of advisory committees in a number of countries and as a member of
international committees for the Council of Europe, the European Commission,
and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. He is a Fellow
of the Royal Society of Arts and Manufacturers, Honorary Vice President of
SRHE, and a member of the Global Scientific Committee of the UNESCO Forum
on Higher Education, Research and Knowledge.
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Guy’s outstanding contribution to the field is equally underlined by his role as
the joint editor‐in‐chief of the ‘Encyclopedia of Higher Education’, as the editor of
the book series ‘Issues in Higher Education’ and the journal Higher Education
Policy, and his membership of numerous editorial boards such as those of the
European Journal of Education, European Education, Comparative Education, and the
Mediterranean Journal of Educational Studies.
Guy Neave’s research and writing have been shaped and guided throughout his
career by the depth of his scholarship and his passion for higher education
research (see Bob Clark in this volume). He has played his role widely on a
European and global scale: studying reform in contemporary higher education
from the perspective of political history, communicating with the wide range of
researchers from other disciplinary backgrounds in this field of study; and
striving to ensure a balanced view on change and stability in higher education
and the multitude of functions that the modern institution of the university is
expected to fulfil. His contribution to this trans‐disciplinary and problem‐
oriented field of research is well documented in his astonishing record of
scholarly publications. The depth, breadth and artistic elegance of his writing are
well reflected in the contributions to this volume.
We have organised these contributions into five broad categories. The first section
is focused on a theme that has been one of the most important foundations of
Guy’s work: the study of higher education in historical perspective. Scholars from
three continents ‐ Europe, Latin America and the USA ‐ have contributed to this
section. Harry de Boer, Stefano Boffo, Sheldon Rothblatt, Simon Schwartzman,
Peter Scott and Jussi Välimaa highlight in different ways the importance and
relevance of understanding the historical development of the university as an
institution, and its embeddedness into a certain historical setting, including the
range of social values and beliefs within a given society. At the same time, they
highlight the dynamics of the transformation of higher education, looking at the
long waves of modern history as well as the short waves of contemporary history.
The authors are thus well aware of the Janus head of such a dynamic historical
perspective: the conceptual conservatism that is built into the contextual
approach of understanding the historical setting and the path dependencies of
higher education on the one hand; and the conceptual dynamism that is built into
an evolutionary approach to understanding the wider forces and trends of change
in higher education on the other hand. The authors highlight this dynamic steady
state of higher education in talking about historical waves, layers and
transformations.
What is equally pertinent in all of these contributions is the notion of the struggle
between the university as a (partly) autonomous institution and the external
influence that bears upon higher education. Such influence has its own history
and comes in variations that may include the prominent role of the church and
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later the state in higher education, the tensions and conflicts between interest
groups within society, and, last but not least, the influence of people, practices
and ideas travelling across countries and continents. What is striking, though, is
that the contributions meet in the observation that contemporary higher
education is more externally driven than in the past. The contributions show both
the dynamics of change and reform in some higher education systems, and inertia
and resistance in other higher education systems. Obviously, higher education
and research have become much too important to be left on their own. They are
embedded into the transformation of modern societies that call for universities
and colleges to play a key role in innovation, wealth creation and citizenship.
In the second part of the book the focus is on higher education policy and the
evaluative state. Clearly, Guy Neave’s seminal writing on the ‘rise of the
evaluative state’ has become a modern classic that identified a most remarkable
change in the history of higher education policy: the shift from ‘input control’ to
‘output control’ with its related expectations as regards efficiency and
effectiveness in mass higher education. Guy and his colleagues in the study of
higher education policy identified this trend first for the European landscape
while subsequent analyses highlighted the inspirational power and diagnostic
validity of the ‘evaluative state’ on a nearly global scale. This is well reflected in
the appreciation of ‘Doing a Neave’ in the contributions of Alberto Amaral,
Robert Berdahl, Ivar Bleiklie, John Brennan, Patrick Clancy, David Dill, Roger
Geiger, Ben Jongbloed, Barbara Kehm, and Gary Rhoades and Alma Maldonado‐
Maldonado. Their analyses highlight a number of subsequent topics that deserve
further attention in scholarly investigation.
First, the rise of the evaluative state stands out as an example of a universal trend
that is translated into and modified by national characteristics. Various papers
apply the concept to a number of national settings and the (sometimes shifting)
attempts of governments to find appropriate instruments for ‘steering higher
education from a distance’. The grand unifying theme is the search for quality
and for mechanisms to assure quality. But there are many ways to this holy grail,
including strengthening the autonomy of the university and related managerial
responsibility, growing competitiveness in quasi‐markets, evaluations and quality
audits run by central or regional governments or quasi‐governmental
organisations, the use and misuse of rankings in higher education, and increasing
accountability to users and stakeholders. The evaluative state provides a rich field
for the analysis of policy experiments that accompany the ‘decentration’ of the
state. Reading the papers, it seems likely that this permanent revolution in higher
education will persist.
Second, a number of papers appropriately question the capacity of hierarchies
and markets to make valid statements about quality in higher education and
research. Governments and their various sub‐units struggle with the well known
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problems in the relationship between ‘the prince and the lamb’: information
imperfections and window‐dressing, free‐riding and anti‐competitive trust
building. Markets need goods and services, producers and consumers, and valid
information on the quality of the product. Universities, however, are involved in
many markets and are multi‐product organisations with a potentially ubiquitous
number of consumers. This has implications for the related need for quality
indicators which tend to be imperfect if not misleading or available only at a high
cost. Some of the contributions thus highlight the trend towards a growing
evaluative bureaucracy with high transaction costs and unclear benefits.
Third, it is undeniable that the policy laboratory of the evaluative state has
contributed to a culture of evidence in higher education and has had a mobilising
effect on the vertical and horizontal differentiation of the institutional landscape.
There certainly is a need not only for a further understanding of these ambivalent
dynamics but also for policy relevant research on appropriate mechanisms for a
balance between external and internal control and responsibility.
The third part of the book centres on European higher education and the nation
state ‐ another perennial scholarly concern of Guy Neave. He was among the first
to highlight the outstanding role universities’ played in the establishment and
preservation of the nation state and among the first to acknowledge the growing
influence of what he calls the ‘European dimension’ in higher education in
general and in higher education policy more specifically. He was equally tempted
to discuss the struggle between those who perceive ‘Europe’ as a problem, those
who perceive ‘Europe’ as a solution, and those who perceive ‘Europe’ as a most
interesting phenomenon in a multi‐layered policy setting. Thierry Chevaillier and
Jean‐Jacques Paul, Ǻse Gornitzka, Jan de Groof, Jeroen Huisman, Osmo Kivinen,
Wilhelm Krull, Peter Maassen, Simon Marginson, Roberto Moscati, Ulrich
Teichler, Voldemar Tomusk, Frans van Vught and Kurt de Wit discuss the rise of
the European dimension in higher education policy and its interplay with
national policy‐making, the rise of the European university and the challenges
ahead, including internationalisation and globalisation.
One outstanding theme is the historical legacy of the relationship between the
universities and Europe, their role in building the ‘idea of Europe’ and the
cultural image it has of itself. The making of the nation states fostered a new
national framework in which higher education and research were expected to
operate. The nation state provided the means and the ends for the universities
and this is still the dominant perspective today. Another drift towards Europe is,
however, undeniable and all the more remarkable as higher education belongs to
the most protected spheres of the political and cultural sovereignty of the nation
states. The ‘Europeanisation’ of higher education policies has many faces that are
addressed by many of our authors. The Bologna process has been enacted by an
inter‐governmental initiative of the nation states in search of a European higher
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education area. This initiative has in turn provided national governments with
further legitimacy for reform on the home turf and for the search for creative local
adaptations of the Bologna model. The newly developing higher education policy
of the European Union has added a supra‐national layer to the policy field and
addresses the European universities mainly as an important actor for overall
innovation policies, not unlike its national partners. Soft instruments of idealistic
steering, agenda setting, benchmarking, naming, faming and blaming accompany
this development that highlights another most delicate interplay between the
national level and the European level. Certainly, the contributions support the
theses of Guy Neave that how European nation states will respond to European
developments will not be divorced from their historical legacy. The question of
convergence and variety in higher education policy and in the design of higher
education systems across Europe will, however, need further attention.
Finally, a large‐scale social experiment such as the European Union with all of its
implications for the higher education and research landscape asks for normative
political analyses and debate. Do European policies provide a much welcome
incentive for national reform and the building of a truly European higher
education and research landscape? Will the richness of intra‐European diversity
disappear in the global struggle for dominance? Will Europe liberate national
universities or does it provide another, even though larger, ‘fortress’ for higher
education and research? Is there really no alternative to an instrumentalist
perspective on the economic role of the university, and who is going to
strengthen the European agenda for the role of higher education in civil society?
And finally, what about those countries in the European landscape who have so
far been left behind by the European Union? Thus, the question raised by Neave
and Van Vught in 1991 about Promotheus being bound or unbound is still high
on the agenda and has gained in importance across Europe.
The fourth part of the book sheds light on the study of higher education in cross‐
national and cross‐regional comparative perspectives. Akira Arimoto, José
Joaquín Brunner, Bruce Johnstone, Lynn Meek and Leo Goedegebuure, and
Barbara Sporn reflect on comparative higher education studies and the
substantial contribution that Guy Neave has made to this approach. Much of
Guy’s analysis has indeed been of a comparative nature. He has studied historical
models in higher education such as the Humboldtian, the Napoleonic, and the
Anglo‐Saxon; has investigated issues of diversity and convergence of national
higher education systems; and has reflected on the influence of
internationalisation and Europeanisation policies in comparative perspective. The
contributions to this part of the book highlight these topics as well as the various
levels, layers and approaches in cross‐national comparative perspectives.
Obviously, macro‐level studies that focus on the structure, functioning and
dynamics of higher education systems, the role of the nation state and public
policies for higher education are strongly influenced by comparative perspectives
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and approaches. The organisational level has received increasing attention in
comparative studies investigating the changing role, identity and functioning of
universities and other higher education providers. This trend has partly been
driven by growing insights into the different models and practices of universities
as organisations, and partly by the growing importance of more autonomous
universities for self‐organisation in higher education. This has been followed by
increasing interest in the comparative study of the influence of changing
institutional frameworks on the substantial processes and outcomes in teaching,
research and knowledge transfer, and on the shop floor level of higher education.
One important contribution of Guy to these developments has been the constant
emphasis on the importance of context, of time and place, for the understanding
of higher education dynamics. For Guy, this always includes an examination of
the ideas and beliefs within a given context and their role in shaping and
changing higher education systems and organisations. Such a perspective also
implies an interest in the study of how and why ideas and beliefs travel between
countries and regions. Obviously, this interest in the ‘idealistic steering’ of higher
education is interrelated with the phenomena of internationalisation and
globalisation. The contributions show that Guy was among the first scholars to
point to the virtues and plights of policy borrowing, and to the extent to which
national higher education systems are challenged by international trends and
supra‐national integration in higher education. Yet we live in a world where the
national and the trans‐national co‐exist and comparative studies can no longer
treat the phenomena of internationalisation and globalisation as being beyond
their domain.
In the fifth and final part of the book the focus is on the development of higher
education studies as a field of research as well as on its relationship to policy and
practice. Monsieur Guy is indeed an outstanding figure in the establishment and
development of this field as well as in reflecting on the relationship between
research, policy and practice in higher education. Ronald Barnett, Elaine El‐
Khawas, Sarah Guri‐Rosenblit, Grant Harman, Mary Henkel, Glen Jones, Svein
Kyvik, Jan Erik Lane, Bjørn Stensaker, James S. Taylor, Jef C. Verhoeven and
Gareth Williams contribute to this tribute via approaches that highlight
distinctive features of Guy’s scholarship within the wider dynamics of the
growing field of higher education studies. Various papers indicate the role Guy
and others played in establishing the study of higher education as a serious field
of academic endeavour in its own right. They point to the different components of
the institutionalisation process via the establishment of a growing number of
specialised journals and book series and their increasing output, to the
establishment of learned societies and centers focussing on higher education, and
to the visibility higher education studies have gained in national and
international policy and practice. Guy’s contributions to this success story are
manifold and characterised by a unique personal style that combined disciplinary
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mastery with multi‐disciplinary innovativeness, long‐term historical perspectives
with contemporary agenda setting, and individualistic scholarship with
collaborative endeavour. In doing so, he is well aware of the virtues and plights
of higher education studies that are analysed by various papers in this section.
Higher education studies are a heterogeneous field in terms of their multi‐
disciplinary perspectives, their object‐related focus, and the range of themes that
need to be addressed. The field is and needs to be grounded in a range of
disciplines in the humanities and social sciences while it benefits from inter‐
disciplinary exchange and cooperation. It applies discipline‐based theories and
methodologies to a specific institution of modern societies and feeds its insights
back into their further development. It benefits from the issue attention cycles of
policy in higher education while it has to preserve a certain distance from the
‘world of practice’ to ensure a critical long‐term perspective. In other words, it
shares the mixed blessings of a historically well‐known socio‐epistemological
phenomenon in academe that in the words of Gibbons and colleagues has been
called ‘mode 2’. Spurred by national, European and global trends, policy attention
in many nations and regions increasingly focuses on the role and functioning of
higher education and research in their knowledge societies. The future role of
universities and colleges is increasingly being paid close attention, including new
perspectives on education quality and innovative capacities.
The various developments in higher education mentioned in this Introduction not
only provide new material for comparative studies on higher education and
research, but also pose new challenges to our underlying rationale for such
research. It comes as no surprise to those who know his inspiring and restless
spirit of inquiry, that the writings of Guy Neave will be a source of inspiration
and clarification for the challenges higher education studies are facing. He was
one of the first scholars to emphasise the growing importance of higher education
for, and within the dynamics of, modern societies, and to reflect on the
theoretical, methodological and practical implications for higher education
research. As we have indicated, the essays collected here constitute an attempt to
reflect the breadth and the scope of his international activities, of his comparative
scholarship and of their unifying themes. They also raise important questions and
provide a stimulus for further research enlightened by the concepts and insights
contained in Guy Neave’s work. We dedicate this volume of essays to the
navigator in the field of higher education, our colleague and friend with whom
we study and analyse the exciting past, present and future of higher education.

I.

The history of higher education

Change and continuity in Dutch internal university
governance and management
Harry de Boer
(…) the ability of the individual university to meet, and to show it has met, the
expectations of society ‐ and they are far from being either constant or
homogeneous ‐ places governance, like Uriah the Hittite, ‘at the forefront of the
battle’. (De Groof, Neave and Svec 1998, p. 156)

In many respects present‐day governance structures of universities are very
different from their ancestors. At the same time path dependency can by no
means be denied. The past has clearly left its marks while remarkable changes are
indisputable. What hasn’t changed, however, are the ongoing discussions,
peppered with emotions and strong language, about the most desirable or the
most effective governing structures. ‘How the university should be governed, by
whom and to what ends have been recurring issues across the history of that
institution’ (De Groof, Neave and Svec 1998, p. 155). Judgements about a
university structure are context‐dependent. And as university contexts have
indeed been changing, adjustments in university governance, big or small, have
been called for. In this contribution I would like to sketch in broad outline the
changes and continuities of the internal governance structures 1 of Dutch
universities 2 over the last two centuries.
In the nineteenth century Dutch universities were ‘part of the state’, in the sense
that they were not legally autonomous entities. The state ruled, in theory, the
university: the Crown appointed the professors, the state’s guardians
(‘curatoren’) had to approve the budget, and the state determined the curricula
and the university’s governance structure (De Ranitz 1938). The state’s authority
was for the greater part executed by a five member board of guardians (‘college
van curatoren’). These lay members were appointed and dismissed by the Crown.
Their position was always worrisome; being squeezed between the state and the
university. Being a buffer trying to protect the university’s freedom and
simultaneously overseeing the implementation of state policies, frequently led to
1

Governance is a highly contested term. Here ‘internal university governance’ refers to structures
dealing with authorities and responsibilities (‘powers’) of governing bodies such as supervisory
boards, rectors, deans, or councils as regards academic and non‐academic affairs. I will call this
interchangeably ‘governance structure’ or ‘governance organization’, or ‘organisational structure’.

2

During the last two centuries the number of Dutch universities has increased. In 1815 there were
three universities, at present there are thirteen. Here we present the general picture of the ‘average
university’, acknowledging that local differences exist, as they have always done.
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situations in which they ‘could do too much harm and could do too little good’
(Huizinga 1951, p. 22). Although being criticised from the beginning, the board of
guardians survived many storms, mainly in ‘the absence of a better alternative’
(Hermans 1986, p. 6). Some observers, for instance, advised against the possibility
of abolishing the board of guardians and granting academics more authority. The
professors’ capabilities to run their universities were questioned. As the well
known historian Huizinga (1951, p. 24) stated:
unity, direction, swiftness, coherence, that is what is lacking in our university
governance (…). How to achieve all these ends? ‐ By abolishing the board of
guardians and placing the cabinet directly opposite to the rector and the
senate? ‐ Heaven forbids! (…) He who knows from experience the functioning
of the academic senates shall not desire to grant this jellyfish the powers of an
effective governing body.

The Board’s countervailing power in the university was the senatus academicus,
made up of the university’s professors. The senate’s main responsibilities, besides
the ‘ius promovendi’, concerned teaching schedules, the duration of lectures, and
the division of teaching hours. In practice, the senate’s powers were limited,
because of the guardian’s supervision on the one hand and the faculties’ power
on the other. The faculties, or in fact the chairs dominated the scene internally
(Idenburg 1964, p. 448).
The rector magnificus chaired the senate. He was appointed by the Crown having
consulted the senate for a one‐year term. Although the rector was assisted by four
assessors, representing different faculties, and a clerk (‘secretaris’), he had a
serious work load because he not only had to represent the university but also to
fulfil the regular tasks of a professor (‘scientific work and teaching’). It seems
clear that such a governing configuration at the top of the university could not be
very successful in terms of decisive decision‐making. In the 19th and the first
decades of the 20th century the faculties, and particularly their chairs, were the
central decision making powers. It is an example of Clark’s continental mode of
authority distribution: ‘in vertical profile, the traditional Continental distribution
of authority has placed authority at the bottom, in guild forms; secondarily at the
top, in ministerial bureaucracy that accommodates to the faculty guilds; and has
only weakly provided for authority at the middle levels of the system, in the form
of institutional administration of trusteeship.’ (Clark 1983, p. 127; Neave and
Rhoades 1987). Within this structure professors had almost absolute professional
autonomy, particularly with respect to research.
Following the general discussions during and shortly after WW II to
fundamentally reorganise society (‘doorbraakgedachte’) several higher education
publications raised the question ‘restoration or reconstruction’? In April 1946 the
national committee to Reorganise Higher Education ‐ the committee Reinink ‐
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was set up to make recommendations on among other things higher education
governance. Although there was in general consensus that universities should
have a substantial degree of self‐governance controversies about the best internal
governing structures remained. From ‘both sides’ stereotype accusations fuelled
the debates. Take for example complaints expressed by some professors who
condemned state interference. They spoke of ‘a minister who has usually neither
a clue nor serious attention for university matters, and of series of administrative
bureaucrats of whom one can expect even less.’ (Hofstee 1950, p. 132). After
lengthy deliberations the committee Reinink ‐ made up of nearly one hundred
persons ‐ proposed a university structure in which three stakeholders ‐ the
academic community, society, and the state ‐ were represented in a central
decision making body, counterbalanced by a university senate. This central
decision making body should be composed of five members: two members
appointed by the senate (among them the rector), two members put forward by
alumni and appointed by the state, and one state representative. The latter could
not be the chair, but should have a veto concerning certain issues. Following the
work of the committee Reinink, its successor, the committee Van der Pot, was
commissioned to design a new higher education act. Consensus was not reached
and despite long discussions the existing structure was largely kept in place. In
1960 a new national act on higher education was published, succeeding the old
law of 1876. An important change was that the universities were granted legal
status, but the internal governing structure was hardly changed. In fact, as the
Scientific Council for Government Policy (WRR) argued, de facto the old
structure was maintained, or, one could even say, reinforced (WRR 1995, p. 30).
It is, certainly with hindsight, no surprise that the university governance
structure, laid down in the 1960‐Act, was already out‐of‐date at the time of its
implementation. Due to among other things the massification of higher education
existing structures were explicitly challenged. In practice, the assumed model of
collegial decision‐making did not function anymore. The senate lost most of its
legitimacy and its meetings were characterised by high levels of absence (Van
Braam 1970; Lammers 1973). Also the board of guardians with its lay members
were regarded as hampering the required management professionalisation.
Jansen, the chair of the Dutch Academic Council, said in 1967 that by then
everybody acknowledged that the universities’ decision making capacity had to
be strengthened, but ‘there are differences in opinion how such a strengthening
could be achieved’. How right he was!
One of the first concrete initiatives to change the university governance structure
came from the committee Maris (1968), installed in 1965 as an ad hoc committee
of the Academic Council. It took a ‘business perspective’, using ‘centralisation’,
‘hierarchy’, ‘efficiency’, effectiveness’ and ‘professionalisation’ as key elements. It
proposed to abolish the senate, the board of guardians and the rectorate and to
replace them by one central governing body, the presidium, consisting of three
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persons. This governing body should be assisted by a central ‘management team’
(‘algemeen college van overleg’), made up of the members of the presidium and
the faculty deans, who should be ‘executive deans’. The academic community
should be represented by a university council, having the presidium, academic,
and student and alumni representatives, as its members. The Presidium should
not be accountable to the university council.
The Maris proposal met severe criticism. It was seen as too conservative by some
and too progressive by others (de Gaay‐Fortman 1968). Moreover, extremely bad
timing in putting forward a ‘business‐driven’ structure contributed to its failure.
It was, as De Gaay‐Fortman (1968, p. 109) mentioned, ‘psychologically
inexplicable that some notable Dutchmen misread the signs of the time to such an
extent.’ It may even have contributed to further radicalising the student
movement (Arriëns 1970, p. 155). Then, as in many other countries, the
discussions on governance gained momentum as a consequence of an emerging
subculture that challenged authority in Dutch society in general and the student
protest and riots in particular. 3 Not efficiency and effectiveness but participation
and democracy ‘suddenly’ became the key elements in discussions about desired
university structures. A university should be a cooperative community with great
opportunities for all constituencies to participate in decision making, albeit that
many different forms were advocated. 4 In these unsettled times minister of
education Veringa managed with ‘spit and string’ to put forward a proposal in
1969 5 in which he tried to combine the new demands for democracy and more
traditional notions of efficiency. He proposed to install a small governing board
with full time executives and a representative university council that should run
the university together.
On 9 December 1970 a new act on university governance was passed by
Parliament; a revolutionary change (Arriëns 1970, p. 4) that marked the birth of
the university as a ‘representative and functional democracy’. The university
council, consisting of representatives from academics, non‐academics, students
and lay members became the main decision making body. The council’s decisions
were executed by the three person executive board (among them the rector
magnificus). A more or less similar structure was put into place 6 at the faculty
3

As Daalder (1982, p. 181) argues, ‘student agitation (…) might still have had little impact were it not
for the more fundamental political and social changes that were taking place simultaneously in
Dutch society’.

4

Too often it is assumed that the student body, advocating this kind of democratization, was a

5

The white paper ‘Governance reform of universities and hogescholen’ [Bestuurshervorming

homogeneous group; in fact, they were internally divided (e.g. De Boer and Stensaker 2007).
universiteiten en hogescholen].
6

‘Put into place’ is definitely an understatement because in many universities it took years before all
the formal governing bodies were installed (committee Polak 1979).
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level, where a faculty council (half of the seats for academics and the other half
for non‐academics and students, chaired by the dean) and a five person faculty
executive board (chaired by the dean) were established. At the shop floor level,
disciplinary groups (‘vakgroepen’) were established. These disciplinary groups
inherited most of the authorities that in the past belonged to the individual chairs.
Since these disciplinary groups held significant powers and were dominated by
academics, it has been argued that at the end of the day the ‘real degree of
democracy’ was questionable (e.g. Van Strien 1970, Daalder 1982). And, as
Daalder (1982, p. 208) argues, ‘More ‘democracy’ in the universities has not meant
more autonomy from central government control.’
Particularly in the 1970s bitter internal fights took place with sometimes
paralysing effects on the primary processes. Besides the rather painful and
laborious implementation of the 1970‐Act (partly due to rule unclearness), the
side effects were bureaucratisation and politicisation (e.g. Daalder 1982). In many
instances the ‘democratic’ structure institutionalised particularism and
sectionalism, which were hampering change such as innovations in teaching.
And, it also contributed to ‘navel gazing’ and neglecting an outward orientation
(e.g. Van Gils and Linthorst 1984, p. 13). In the 1980s some changes in the internal
authority distribution were implemented, meaning among other things a shift
from a system of ‘representative leadership’ to ‘mixed leadership’ (De Boer et al.
1998). Mixed‐leadership meant that the three person executive board and the
university council with its representatives from academics, non‐academics and
students formed a delicate horizontal system of checks and balances, in which
they ruled the university together (system of co‐determination).
The ‘democratic experiment’ ended in 1997 with the introduction of a new act on
university governance (the MUB‐act); a clean break with the ideology of the 1960s
and 1970s. The 1997 MUB‐act promoted efficiency and effectiveness in university
decision‐making. It abolished the system of ‘co‐determination’ by board and
council and the system of power fusion. Most powers regarding academic and
non‐academic affairs were allocated to executive positions at central and faculty
levels. In addition, the structure became less decentralised in several ways such as
through the abolition of the organisational third layer ‐ the previously powerful
vakgroepen (disciplinary groups). From 1997 on, the dean has been given the
authority ‘to arrange the faculty’s organisation’.
The MUB‐act provided for a form of executive leadership of universities. At the
central level, nearly all powers regarding both academic and non‐academic affairs
were assigned to the central executive board, which continued to consist of three
appointed members (including the rector magnificus), now appointed by and
accountable to a new supervisory body, the raad van toezicht (a lay body of five
persons appointed by, and accountable to, the Minister). The representative
councils were retained but lost most of their former power and became mainly
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advisory bodies. A new hierarchical management system based on appointments
replaced the former, democratic arrangements. The new governing bodies
comprise a system where executive and legislative powers are concentrated.
Compared to the past, the academic community has little formal say in final
decisions.
This short overview illuminates the struggles on some core questions on
governance. Can lay member guardians adequately look after the state’s interests
and simultaneously protect the university? What kind of qualifications and
competences must a university ruler have? Are academics sufficiently equipped
with the expertise and knowledge that is required to govern? Or are enlightened
guardians, or professional managers better suited for such a task? Should powers
be concentrated or dispersed? Concentration may increase transparency and
decisiveness, whereas a division of powers may increase engagement and
legitimacy. Finally, how many ‘rulers’ there should be: only the one (the
benevolent dictator), the few (autocracy, technocracy, or oligarchy), or the many
(representative democracy)? The Dutch, as have many others, have struggled
with these issues. They are, as Cobban has noted (1975, p. 35), the ‘hard core of
perennial problems which have taxed the minds and ingenuity of university
legislators from the thirteenth century to the present day.’ And they will continue
to do so after Guy Neave’s retirement despite all the insights he has given us on
these matters in his impressive body of work.
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University and economy: the Italian way
Stefano Boffo
The Italian view of the higher education system has been traditionally mainly
inspired by the idealistic philosophy and the usual approach to the economic
functions of the university (the largest, predominant and public core of Italian
tertiary education) has been largely indirect. In the post‐war period, this
perspective was based on the assumption that the extension of the higher
education system (a still elitist university) can be better seen as an external factor,
a basic ‘cultural fertiliser’ for development and hence as an investment in
infrastructure (Myrdal 1968). In this view, higher education was a general (or,
better, generic) requirement for economic development and the development of
human capital was not a matter of individual choice, but rather of public policy
(Rosenstein‐Rodan 1943; Nurkse 1953). This lack of a direct relation between
higher education and economic reasoning led, among the other things, to the fact
that establishing a new university in a specific area, especially in backward
regions, was seen as preferable to importing the benefits (supply of graduates,
research and development, consultancy and so on) of an already established
university outside the region.
This does not mean that public policy completely neglected the need to bring the
education system directly into a closer relationship with the labour market and
economic demands. Rather, this was a perceived need met at a lower level,
through public professional schools and through non‐school‐based vocational
training, often directly promoted and managed by firms.
This perspective on higher education was to last until the 1980s, when mass
higher education, the increasing gap with the economy and the relatively poor
conditions of Italian research led to initiatives to bring universities and economic
demand closer together. In fact, in relation to the broad policies launched in other
countries in order to achieve closer ties between higher education and the
economy, the Italian answer in this field can be considered quite limited 1.
In this framework, it is the creation of new higher education structures which
represents the peculiar way the republican Italy found, if not to match economic
1

Here we might mention the experience of Diplomi Universitari, a vocational university track
established in 1990, mostly in engineering, economics and para‐medical professions; their
predecessors, the Special Professional Schools Sdafs ‐Scuole dirette a fini speciali, established in 1982
and the activities of curricular review, through which some disciplinary fields were ‘refurbished’ (see
Boffo 2006).
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demand, at least to try to establish diffuse relations with local socio‐economic
realities.
Since its foundation in the second half of the XIX century, the newly‐born Italian
State absorbed the pre‐existing university institutions without reshaping the
system according to its new needs. This ‘genesis by summation’ (Capano 1998, p.
140) implied a serious imbalance in the geographical distribution of institutions,
which mirrored the social and economic gap between the relatively developed
Centre‐North and the backwarded Mezzogiorno, the southern part of the country:
an imbalance which persisted throughout the years until the Second World War.
From the fifties a tendency began to establish new university structures
(institutions, branches or courses) all over the country but especially in the South,
determined by a number of different factors. Pressure was exerted by local
communities, who saw the university as a source of prestige and as a potential
promoter of development. Secondly, the government was conscious of the need
to overcome the serious gap between relatively developed and less developed
areas in the supply of higher education. Lastly, new policies for local
development (especially in the South) created the need for adequately trained
human capital. It was mostly the pressure from local communities, through
Parliamentary lobbying, that was crucial in the decision to establish new
structures, whose growth took place in three different ways: the creation of
altogether new public higher education institutions; the establishment of so‐called
libere (i.e. not state‐owned) universities, which very often became state‐owned at a
later time (through a process called statalisation); and the opening of new
branches, campuses or courses of existing universities at locations different from
the ‘mother’ institution, which were later to take on the status of new
autonomous institutions.
The important role in the decision‐making process played by local communities
in the establishment of such new structures was closely linked to two other
relevant aspects. First of all, the governance framework for the establishment of
new structures was characterised by an extreme degree of centralisation. The
Ministerial level had, in addition, high discretionary power over funding. The
second aspect relates to the connection the government made between local
development policies and the establishment of new academic structures: ‘...the
location of new university structures in the South should represent a … measure
capable of producing significant and definite effects for development, and aims at
providing the presence of State universities in the South [where they are]
particularly scanty and unbalanced’ (Parliamentary Commission on the South
1978, p. 99‐100). The establishment of a new university structure was seen as
providing not only an element of prestige but also an almost automatic
invigoration of the local economy, regardless of the type of education it might
actually supply. An aspect well illustrated by the preference given to low‐cost
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degree courses (humanities or social sciences), no matter what the training needs
for local development might be.
This attitude helps to explain why, during the 1960s and 1970s, the expansion of
the Italian higher education system continued in a disorderly manner and why
the new planned growth and geographical distribution of university structures
implemented during the 1980s had no direct relationship with the economy. In
fact if through multi‐year university planning, governance of the system’s
expansion was enforced, the logic for the approval of new structures was still far
from a real recognition of the actual needs of the economy.
An important point was that new actors (regional Governments, Rectors’
Conference, National University Council) were invited to take part in the drafting
of the new university development plans. At the same time, new actors were also
called on to participate in the institutional life of the universities: the Board of
Directors of universities were allowed to incorporate representatives of local
institutions and, more limitedly, of the financial contributors (Boffo et al. 2006).
This was a sign of the perceived need to involve economic and institutional
stakeholders in the life of universities, but still represented a quite indirect ability
to connect universities with economic life. Local political pressures undoubtedly
still had a predominant weight in decisions on the location of new university
structures, thus frustrating most attempts to plan and steer the processes. As a
consequence, this policy issue ‘...progressively took shape as the sum of all local
events and through the extremely passive attitude of the system’s governance
centre’ (Capano 1998, p. 142).
The introduction of new curricula through the general reform law adopted in
1997 for didactical activities had the goal to enable the system to fulfil new
functions: a differentiation of degrees in order to lower the number of drop‐outs,
to achieve a graduation age comparable with the average in Europe and to
produce intermediate skills required by the economy. In particular, the first
degree (Laurea) was conceived, simultaneously, as a necessary step to a further
one (Laurea specialistica), and a qualification for the labour market. Seven years
after the implementation of the reform, it is necessary to state that the latter
aspect failed almost completely, showing the persistence of the distance between
university education and market needs.
The overview sketched above shows the difficulties of implementing effective,
explicit and complex policies to bring higher education closer to economy and its
institutions in Italy. As it was previously argued, this difficulty mostly stems
from a view that locates the university system in the famous ivory tower, fully
autonomous and detached from the economic world. A system whose mission is
to educate citizens for cultural rather than professional aims and economic
growth. Even the policy for the creation of new structures, which we have
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interpreted as a policy to lessen the distance between the university and the
economy, can be explained in this light. Despite aimed, as it was, to strengthen
the links between higher education institutions and the economic and
institutional community, at local and national level, this policy hardly achieved
any specific economic goals. It did not represent a serious step away from the
indefiniteness of the ‘cultural fertiliser’ perspective nor from the view of higher
education as an investment in general infrastructure, through which human
capital might ‐in some, not specified way‐ contribute to the development of a
given region. The many relations between universities and the economic world
which, quite obviously, existed throughout this period, were built mostly on
consultancies offered by individual professors. Attempts were made, starting
from the 1980s, to correct this approach: the review of some curricula, the explicit
introduction of goals related to the productive world in the ‘rationale’ of the
multi‐year university development plans, and finally the launch of DU courses.
But the general view of the higher education system still remained one of
substantial independence from economic problems, including those of
occupational training and development.
Much fuel was of course added to these difficulties by the strongly centralised
approach to the governance of the university system which prevailed until the
1990s, when the idea of institutional autonomy for universities was introduced.
Among other things, the old centralised system brought about a remarkable
passivity in most Italian universities so that the behavioural framework in those
years can be summarised in the idea that everything which was not explicitly
permitted was forbidden. Not too paradoxically, this attitude did not change even
when the legislation finally ‘permitted’ something in the field of active relations
with economic world. In such cases universities were simply left to decide by
themselves, with no proactive support by the government and, as a result, many
universities tended to remain inactive and take no initiative.
This passive attitude seemed in many cases to have been retained as a sort of
‘cultural heritage’ even when the new institutional autonomy should presumably
have represented a remarkably powerful factor in pushing universities to be
active and enterprising, to take action and take responsibility for it. Not all nor
most universities were willing, or adequately equipped, to take advantage of this
opportunity. As a consequence, policies such as the creation of new structures,
the establishment of short vocational courses or the new opportunities offered by
the reform law of 1997 ‐ policies, in other words, that were meant to build a
strong and straightforward link with local economies and communities ‐ were
utilised only at the margins, thus picking up on only a few of the possibilities
potentially offered in the field of a better relationship with the economic world.
This is the origin of the present deep dualism among Italian universities, that
presumably is likely to grow wider. On the one hand, there is a group of more
active universities, which will progressively consolidate their autonomy and their
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initiative‐taking abilities towards firms and other external institutions. On the
other hand, there is a broad group of universities still inclined to remain inactive
and not to exploit the opportunities offered by autonomy. This dualism is bound
to become more pronounced as a consequence of the full implementation of the
new autonomous phase of the Italian university system and of the quite
inevitable competition it will trigger between institutions. What we can expect in
the future is that those institutions that are better equipped ‐ through links with
the community, through disciplinary characteristics or through a combination of
both ‐ and are more persuaded that their own role is projected as an external one
(Dubois 1997) or as an entrepreneurial model of university will prevail (Clark
1998). These institutions will be able to make good use of all the instruments
made available in order to strengthen their links with local economic and
institutional actors; while the others will remain constrained by a type of
relationship with the economic and social environment that they will not be able
to push beyond the formal level.
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Prolegomena to an Inquiry into the Campus Invisible
Sheldon Rothblatt
The word ‘campus’ is said to derive from the broad expanse of lawn at Princeton
University (Turner 1984, p. 21). Thus modestly, at the end of the eighteenth
century, began a spatial planning tradition that spread all over the United States
to become entangled with the New World’s various interpretations and
experiments with undergraduate liberal education. The campus as a landscaped
park filled with neo‐historical architecture, sculpture, iconography, gardens and
conspicuously of the picturesque style imported from English country estates,
became the hallmark of any college or university aspiring to recognition (Keller
2004). Formed during the decades in which undergraduate education became
associated with the youth culture of the Romantic era, the campus proved to be a
prime piece of real estate indeed, a Campus Visible affecting moods, feelings,
sensations and above all providing a sentimental recollection of what graduates
recalled as the springtime of their lives. Seizing upon this bounteous emotional
inheritance, campus leaders learned how to use their attractive spaces to retain
the loyalties and gift‐giving propensities of generations of former
undergraduates. This is particularly true of institutions that in one way or
another qualify as elite or select, which includes some state‐assisted universities
and many that are private (Rothblatt 1997; Clark 1992).
The campus as dedicated space, especially when residential, competes for
attention with the home, the locality and neighbourhood, the workplace or the
city. Indeed, contrary to the university’s medieval inheritance, the Campus
Visible is in some respects a profoundly anti‐urban construction, although
eventually invaded by high‐rise structures. And again unlike medieval
predecessors, the American campus was often sited in frontier areas, where land
was plentiful, or nervously on the edges of growing population centers. Because
American undergraduates were often younger than most European counterparts,
the Campus Visible was particularly vigilant in guaranteeing safe environments.
The many faith‐related colleges in the United States took this to be a prime
necessity in order to assuage the fears of parents and preserve religious legacies.
More generally, age‐grading grew in importance in the nineteenth century,
becoming a special way of defining self and status (Chudacoff 1989, p. 5).
An interesting historical question was whether the Campus Visible would prove
to be the primary model for the day when higher education systems expanded to
accommodate mass access enrolments and even universal education (Trow 1974,
pp. 55‐101). That it has had some success in meeting the demands of the first is
well indicated by the adoption of campus planning tools and objectives in Europe
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after the Second World War. The Robbins Era of 1960s Britain, for example, was
characterised by the development of many ‘greenfields’ campuses in lovely small
town or rural settings. These have been termed ‘utopianist’ because of their
ambitious union of educational and planning values (Muthesius 2000, pp. 6, 31,
220). But it is now more apparent than decades ago that the utopianist campuses
were also part of an elite system of higher education and were eager to rank with
predecessors.
Inevitably, utopianist planning and construction, ambitiously undertaken, were
over‐run by costs. Almost by definition, the Campus Visible is expensive,
requiring continual expenditure for grounds and buildings, or for upgrading
technologies. Because some of these costs are passed on to students (how much is
difficult to calculate), modern societies have created alternatives or Campus
Invisibles in which dedicated space, residence and tutorial teaching play a limited
role, if at all. A seeming forerunner, once termed ‘invisible colleges’, may be
mentioned if only to indicate the differences with the Campus Invisible. The
reference is to those networks of communication and cooperation, often across
national lines, that unite scholars and scientists in the many scholarly domains.
These go back to the middle ages (and indeed to the responsa literature of far‐
flung rabbis). The Campus Invisible is something altogether different. If the
Campus Visible is a tactile artifact of the Romantic Era, the Campus Invisible
vigorously operates over wider spaces. Territory is relatively unimportant. The
traditions that are invoked are more associated with the European and American
Enlightenment than with the Romantic eras that followed. Those traditions,
undoubtedly intellectual, also feature popular education and what was once
termed ‘useful knowledge.’ The larger goal was to make these non‐elite forms of
education into a program for advancing what came to be known (from the
French) as ‘civilisation.’
Popular education in the nineteenth century took multiple forms. Part‐time
courses, evening classes, library and museum lectures, art institute lectures,
lyceums, athenaeums, mechanics institutes in Britain and the later Workers’
Educational Movement, the Chatauqua (New York) summer camps and courses
of America, the folkbildning movement starting in Denmark in the 1850s and
spreading to Sweden are examples of outreach efforts that brought various forms
of instruction to mainly if not invariably urban populations. So did the
Arbetarinstitut in Stockholm, founded by a medical doctor of radical inclinations
named Anton Nyström, who aimed the institute’s lectures at the skilled workers
of the capital. Strange as it may appear in retrospect, the participants asked for
more demanding teaching, to include examinations in anatomy and physiology
and a more open forum. The experiment even received the attention of
parliament. The motives of organisers and promoters of popular educational
movements were many: to spread new ideas; to further the agenda of particular
religious groups; to combat the effects of poverty and drink; to provide learning
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opportunities for non‐Anglophone immigrant groups in America; to unite
societies that appeared in danger of descending into class conflict (Knowles 1977,
Kett 1994, Kärnfelt 2000, Leander 1978, Wallerius 1988, Poppius 1970, Karlsson
1987).
Strictly speaking, not all of these movements could be classified as distance
learning; the main point is that they were not so wholly dependent upon a unique
physical environment. But distance learning as we understand it was certainly in
the offing. A form of it was an unexpected byproduct of the founding of the
University of London in the 1820s. After a dispute over whether a ‘godless’, that
is to say, a university without ties to the Anglican establishment, should be
chartered by the Privy Council to offer degrees, London was empowered to offer
both internal and external degrees. External degrees could be awarded solely on
the basis of examinations that could be taken and invigilated almost anywhere.
But distance learning proper belongs to the extra‐mural teaching programs
started by Cambridge University, notably by a Scot, James Stuart, who was also
instrumental in establishing engineering studies. Scotland’s more democratic
heritage may have been an influence in Stuart’s desire to create a sort of
‘peripatetic university’ the professors of which would circulate among the big
towns. Regional centers were established, out of which eventually sprang new
university colleges such as Nottingham and Exeter. Cambridge University lent its
name to a Local Lectures Syndicate with the understanding that it was not to be a
charge on general revenues (Welch 1973, pp. 25, 43‐44). Afterwards St. Andrews
University in Scotland created a licentiate in arts external degree for women
mainly that could be taken worldwide. In America extra‐mural courses were
given the name ‘university extension’ (later ‘continuing education’). They
developed, appropriately enough, out of the land grant mission, the ‘people’s
universities’ as legislated by Congress during the Civil War period. There may
have been an influence, if not specific, from the state‐supported adult education
movements in Germany encountered by American educators studying abroad.
Differences in audience and mission in American extension divisions are well
illustrated by a brief comparison between the University of Wisconsin and the
University of California at Berkeley, especially up to the 1940s. The first, located
in a state with a German and Scandinavian social democratic inheritance, defined
its university extension program with the entire citizenry of the state in mind, the
so‐called ‘Wisconsin Idea,’ and planned an extensive outreach effort heavily
backed by state funds to reduce the costs to students. As much as 40% of the
extension division’s budget was subsidised directly by taxpayers.
The model adopted by the University of California developed out of an
admiration for British extra‐mural studies by professors acquainted with it, and
this early imprint guided extension through its first 60 or 70 years. The earliest
curriculum reflected the high culture model of Britain. Courses in the arts and
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humanities were first offered in 1891 (the tragedies of Shakespeare) essentially at
the initiative of individual professors. After about two decades of indifference,
campus administrators took interest. The reason, according to the memoirs of a
sometime dean at the University of California at Los Angeles, was a sudden
appreciation of the public relations possibilities of continuing education. As the
Berkeley campus moved increasingly towards a research mission, more or less
evident in the sciences around 1915, the extension program began to offer
somewhat more specialised courses. Other extension programs in the state, those
offered by the segment of four‐ and five‐year colleges and the two‐year
community colleges, provided preparatory and vocational courses, such as
teacher‐training or general education for local markets (Sheats 1965, pp. 65‐75, 88‐
118).
The first major excursions into Swedish university extension teaching came in
1893 at the instigation of Harald Hjärne, a professor of history at Uppsala. It was
a summer school for mainly lower secondary teachers and those who worked in
the system of folk schools, featuring courses in the humanities and psychology
(science attracted less interest from the teachers). In the next year Lund followed
suit, and the summer schools at the university colleges in Stockholm and
Göteborg commenced in 1902, remaining at the latter until 1931. Additional
university involvement was through lecturing societies formed in Uppsala, Lund,
Stockholm and Göteborg in the first half of the twentieth century. By far the
closest ties between the societies and the universities were at Lund, where
academics sat on the board of the Central Bureau for Popular Scientific Lectures.
But the Bureau operated under severe limitations, having no buildings or lecture
halls of its own. It was really another version of the popular adult education
courses that drew from temperance societies and labour unions (Kärnfelt 2000,
pp. 205‐206; Leander 1978, pp. 210‐211; Wallerius 1988, pp. 98‐100, 112‐119, 128‐
132; Poppius 1970).
Stockholm, now elevated to university standing, formed an Extra‐Mural Board in
1933. In the Swedish folk democratic manner, the classes were informal, guided
by ‘leaders’ (usually students from the university) rather than ‘instructors.’ Those
in attendance were unemployed white collar workers, office clerks and secretaries
who disliked the usual academic style of ex cathedra lecturing as perhaps a sign of
social class superiority and condescension. These sentiments were often shared
by members of the political parties who were interested in adult education, but
their approval was necessary if extra‐mural courses were to be subsidised by
central government 1 (Wallerius 1988, pp. 98‐100).
None of the foregoing examples of adult education movements were ever really
part of the Campus Visible, even those programs created by extra‐mural
1

I am grateful for the assistance of Pär Eliasson in the use of Swedish sources.
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divisions. Courses might be offered on university grounds in unused classrooms
on weekends or evenings, but no one could claim that the occasional walk on
campus, however momentarily pleasing, or a camp‐like setting for summer
programs, was the equivalent of being a regular, full‐time inhabitant of the
campus city, cosseted by professors and welcomed as citizens of a special kind of
republic. Still, they were places of some kind, territories and locations, however
unassuming. In the post Second World War era, ‘open universities’ continued the
traditions of extra‐mural teaching, although offering degree advantages. While
first dependent upon radio and even more upon television, some had (and have)
drop‐in tutorial centers, others do not. But the ‘distance’ of a newer kind is
genuinely invisible. Electronic technology, the cyberspace or virtual university,
the world of the internet have produced a vision of learning that is at once
magical and frightening (as magic is), promising and threatening. It is too new to
properly assess, but it is very real, and it poses an alternative to the Campus
Visible that no adult education movement has ever mounted in a period of 150
years. Scholars such as Sarah Guri‐Rosenblit in Israel, Diane Harley in the United
States and Thomas Pfeiffer in Austria are busily examining the arguments, the
circumstances, the possibilities, the varieties, the fears and the meaning of a
particular kind of technological revolution.
Doubts will unquestionably linger as to many of the claims for the invisible
internet when compared to the campus university and its appealing sensuous
characteristics, especially the elite variety. Their history shows rather clearly that
they retain their advantages across the centuries, remaking themselves whenever
competition arises (as the Ivy League universities of the Atlantic seaboard in the
United States made themselves ‘ivy’ in the first part of the twentieth century)
(Thelin 1976). Brand‐name recognition and a continuing faith in their social and
networking advantages cannot be underestimated, although the success of such
expectations can neither be guaranteed nor easily measured. A new world of
unprecedented mobility, of circulating talent, of special opportunities for the risk‐
takers, of intense international competition brings with it uncertainties that
challenge prior beliefs about optimal educational methods and educational
achievement. It is in this world that cyberspace learning has taken hold. In the
words of Guy Neave: ‘what was once heralded as the daring experiment in
distance teaching universities has now become the template: the referential vision
against which even well‐established universities now seek, in varying degrees of
accommodation, to align themselves’ (Guri‐Rosenblit 1999, p. x).
As the nations of the world embrace the Campus Invisible, our task is not to
question the validity of the Campus Visible, a great aesthetic contribution to
modern culture, but to explore the Romantic assumptions upon which it was
built: a human scale for learning, a belief advanced by poets that being young
required exposure to beauty (vide: John Keats, Ode on a Grecian Urn), some
isolation from the hurly‐burly of cities and a sense that human fulfilment could
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only occur in environments filled with the best that nature had to offer. Against
that ideal the Campus Invisible offers convenience, regard for the independence
and initiative of the learner, respect for other learning environments and
recognition that education is a lifelong commitment that produces continual re‐
shaping and growth. In those respects the Campus Invisible has in fact influenced
the Campus Visible (Landow 1996, p. 360). It has also strengthened
communication between the invisible colleges.
Most students today are not ‘young’ in the older Romantic sense. And while it is
correct to say that the Campus Visible made room for professional alongside
undergraduate education, it is equally correct that law, medicine, social work,
architecture, city planning and engineering ‐ supremely urban‐relevant
occupations ‐ have not always needed a Campus Visible. Nor does the modern
commitment to research require the enchantments of environment. Just how
contemporary notions of fulfilment, personal or career, require a Campus Visible
is a subject well worth investigating as we enter new arenas in the long history of
the connection between education and the Good Life.
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Understanding transplanted institutions: an exercise
in contemporary history and cultural fragmentation
Simon Schwartzman
Higher education institutions are supposed to deliver goods to society ‐ skilled
manpower, research, services, and opportunities for social mobility ‐ and are
often evaluated and managed in terms of their ability to achieve these goals.
However, they are also institutions with their peculiar histories and traditions. It
is impossible to fully understand them, and their different ways of responding to
these demands, without a good understanding of their historical and cultural
context. Guy Neave stresses this point in his article on ‘Higher Education Policy
as an exercise in contemporary history’ (Neave 1996, p. 408). In his words,
For those working in an historical setting, context ‐ the subtle variations that go
to make up the social, cultural and political fabric within which an issue is
situated ‐ is essential. Having an intimate grasp over say, the historical or
contemporary development of a given system of higher education, of the laws
that regulate it, the procedures that govern its administration, the conditions
which govern access, are certainly necessary, but not sufficient. For the higher
education system of any nation is seated not simply within the academic culture
of that nation. It is also firmly anchored within the whole range of social values
and beliefs which, by their nature, tend very often to be opaque to the outsider
for the very reason that they form part of that civilisationʹs central norms and
thus are largely taken for granted by its denizens.

One difference between higher education as a discipline and other fields of
education research and scholarship is that, in the former, the historical
dimensions tend to be much more present and salient than in the latter. A
possible explanation is that, historically, higher education institutions have been
much more autonomous and reflexive than basic and secondary education,
whose subordination to outside influences and power ‐ governments, economic
planners, the Church, businessmen ‐ is usually taken for granted. In the last
decades, as higher education expanded, its costs increased, and its potential
economic relevance became more salient, it became also the subject of growing
outside assessment and interference. The conceptual tensions between the
historical, ‘comprehensive’, contextual approach to higher education policy and
the more functional, analytical and quantitative approaches are a reflection of the
all‐too‐real tensions between autonomy and external oversight, typical of higher
education institutions in most countries today. As Guy Neave has remarked, it
can probably also be argued ‐ and certainly researched ‐ that ‘never in recent
times has higher education been more externally driven than over the course of
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the past decade’ (Neave 1995; Neave 1996, p. 404). One could argue that the
historical, ‘comprehensive’ approach is inherently more conservative than the
external views, with its stress on the ‘private life’ of higher education institutions,
to use the phrase coined by Martin Trow and adopted by Neave. But one could
also argue that policies based on the proper understanding of the historical,
cultural and institutional context of higher education institutions are more likely
to succeed than those which ignore and do not really care about this ‘private life’.
Besides, the historical approach need not be conservative, particularly if it not
bounded by the idea of unified, coherent historical traditions, but taking into
account the fact that higher education institutions are the product of different,
and often conflictive historical trends, and that public policies are, more often
than not, the process of taking the side of some trends against others.
Latin America is an interesting case of this clash of historical traditions, as well as
the clash between the historical and the functional approaches. A frequent, naïve
view of higher education in this region is to consider the universities as ‘modern
institutions’, created by governments and planners to make their societies more
competent and efficient, against anti‐intellectual, pre‐scientific traditions.
According to this view, as new institutions, these universities did not have
traditions of their own, except, perhaps, the institutional models which are copied
from other countries, very often without a proper understanding of their ‘private
life’. In this perspective, the problems facing the establishment of universities in
Latin American countries would be just one part of a broader modernisation
agenda.
However, Latin American countries, for the most part, have never been
‘traditional societies’ in the usual sense, 1 and their culture is better described as
the ‘shattered mirror’ of modernity, in the phrase coined by José Joaquin Brunner
(Brunner 1988). All fragments of the broken mirror reflect the modern world, but
from different angles, each with its own history, and it is necessary to understand
at least some of these fragments to understand also the peculiar features of the
higher education institutions in the region, their trends and potentials for change.
The first fragments are the historical tensions between Church and State. The
standard image of early Latin America is the Priest and the Conquistador
1

The exception are the large native populations in countries like Guatemala, Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru
and Paraguay, which still stand separate from the European white colonizers and their
descendants, the criollos, with many of them speaking their traditional languages. However, these
populations have been in contact with the Europeans for centuries, and their culture and traditions
were shaped by these experiences. The same applies to the descendants of African slaves, brought
to Brazil and many Caribbean countries, as well as the United States, in large numbers until the
mid‐19th century.
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working hand in hand to bring the Incas, the Aztecs and Atlantic natives under
submission. The first Latin American universities in the 16th Century were
organised by the Church (the universities of San Marcos in Peru, Mexico, Santo
Domingo in the Dominican Republic, Santo Tomás in the Dominican Republic,
the Colegio Mayor de Santo Tomás in Guatemala and others), and the Church
was also responsible for all formal education that existed during the colonial
period. These early institutions were part of the cultural enlightenment that
prevailed in Spain in the 16th and 17th century and extended also to the colonies,
in which the partnership between clerical and civilian elites was often tense, and
culminated, in the 18th Century, with the expulsion of the Jesuits from Spain and
Portugal, ending also the Catholic grip on the Spanish and Portuguese
universities (Carneiro et al. 2000; Linz 1972; Maxwell 1995).
With political independence in the early 19th century, the new nations inherited
the complex and heavy bureaucracies created by Spain and Portugal to
administer their colonies. These bureaucracies have been described as
patrimonial, meaning that they did not embody the Weberian principles of
separation of public and private interest and property, nor the recognition of an
autonomous and free citizenship (Eisenstadt 1973; Schwartzman 1977; Uricoechea
1980). At the same time, the new elites imported from France the ideas of how a
modern nation should be organised, which included the creation of modern
military, health and legal institutions and their corresponding learning centers. In
practice, the new nations established in the early 19th century did not remain in
the hands of the leaders that created them and worked for their consolidation ‐
San Martin, Simon Bolivar, Hidalgo, José Bonifácio, and later Sarmiento and
Andres Bello ‐ but succumbed often to the power of small oligarchies and
caudillos. The Catholic Church did not disappear from the region with the
expulsion of the Jesuits and political independence. Some of the old Catholic
universities became lay, state controlled institutions; others closed down; and
others were able to survive as independent institutions. In some countries more
than others, a new urban, professional social group started to emerge, also
looking to Europe for their professional identities and political ideologies, and
trying either to capture the levers of political power on the name of their claimed
scientific and technical expertise, or to free themselves from the controls and
oversight of the new political establishments (Schwartzman 1991b).
The University Reform Movement, which started in Cordoba, Argentina, in 1918
and spread to many other countries after that, can be seen as part of this conflict
between the emerging, educated middle classes and the political elites. Basically,
the Reform Movement established the power of the students to participate in the
management of the universities, and the notion that the universities should be
autonomous from interference from governments and politicians, who should,
however, keep on paying for their maintenance.
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Throughout the 20th century, as mass higher education became prevalent in the
region, new fragments would grow and reflect other dimensions of modernity
and post‐modernity. The reformed universities adopted universal admission, free
tuition, and the election of rectors by the students, lecturers and alumni. They
became very large ‐ some of them, like the universities of Mexico and Buenos
Aires, among the largest in the world ‐ very politicised and did not allow much
space for scientific research and academic scholarship (Levy 1980; Schwartzman
1996). European immigrants, first, and international cooperation, later, would
create a new segment of research oriented academics, who would look at Europe
first, and later American research universities, as the new model for the
reorganisation of the universities in the region (Albornoz et al. 1996; Cueto 1994;
Schwartzman 1991a; Vessuri 1998). A new academic profession would emerge,
organised in part as an academic community of scholars, but mostly as strong
unions of civil servants, often in association with different political parties.
(Balbachevsky and Quinteiro 2002; Gil Antón 1994; Schwartzman and
Balbachevsky 1996). The issues of cost, rationalisation and effectiveness, stressed
by institutions such as the World Bank and OECD, would justify the
strengthening of national ministries and agencies for science, technology and
higher education; and new demands for access, equity and affirmative action,
reflecting the concerns of new social movements and international agencies, also
grew in importance.
The shattered mirror metaphor should not be understood as meaning that Latin
American societies do not have their own personalities, histories and traditions. It
just means that Latin America is, and has always been, part of a much broader
picture, which it reflects and modifies in its own ways.
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The ‘Nationalisation’ of UK Universities 1963-2007
Peter Scott
Introduction
Once upon a time ‐ the fairy‐tale beginning is apt because appearance and
substance were not the same ‐ universities in the United Kingdom enjoyed
exceptional autonomy. A favourite metaphor, also reminiscent of a fairy‐tale, was
that of the tree stump in the forest on which the State left the money and then
departed leaving the universities to pick it up unmolested and unseen; the ‘tree‐
stump’ was the University Grants Committee, the celebrated buffer body between
universities and the State established in 1919 and widely admired as an ingenious
English device to reconcile the public funding of higher education with the
preservation of university freedom (Berdahl 1959; Shinn 1986; Shattock 1994).
Today UK universities are still regarded as exceptional ‐ but in a very different
context. Their former autonomy, the ‘donnish dominion’ in A H Halsey’s
resonant phrase (Halsey 1992), has been replaced by entrepreneurial freedom;
and collegiality (and institutional solidarity) by competition. Compared with
other European universities, they are seen (or, certainly, see themselves) as
leaders in the ‘marketisation’ of higher education. How has such a collection (not
really a system, of course) of traditional, even venerable, universities been
transformed into cutting‐edge institutions in the knowledge wars of the 21st
century?
The key to this transformation has been the evolving relationship between the
universities and the State. In the course of this evolution two myths have been
exposed. The first is that, while the post‐war welfare state attempted to curb the
freedom of universities in the interests of social justice, its successor, the ‘market
state’ coined by Philip Bobbitt (Bobbitt 2002), was (and is) eager to set them free.
But in the United Kingdom the subordination of universities to the State, which in
the hey‐day of the welfare state in the 1960s and 1970s, was a gentle, tentative and
(above all) negotiated process, accelerated and intensified after Margaret
Thatcher came to power, becoming during the 1980s a rough, categorical and
non‐negotiable process. Nor has this trajectory been reversed under New Labour,
purged of sentimental allegiance to social democracy; indeed it is plausible to
argue that only in the past ten years has an unambiguously state‐controlled
system of higher education emerged. The second myth is that a state system of
higher education, in which the freedom of the universities has been restricted, is
more likely to embody the idea (and ethic) of the ‘public’, because state control
implies this orientation, than a looser collection of more traditional, and more
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autonomous, institutions. Once again the experience of the United Kingdom
contradicts this assumption. In the case of higher education privatisation has
seemed rather to be a higher form of nationalisation not its reversal. The latter
process, with its explosion of control measures, proliferation of steering
mechanisms and ever increasing burden of accountability, has been intensified,
not to promote ‘social engineering’ in its widest and best sense, but to ‘force
universities to be free’ ‐ in other words, to pursue their (selfish?) destinies as
knowledge ‘businesses’.
The particular story of State‐university relations in the UK, therefore, takes on a
more general significance. It is no longer the story of an exceptional case‐study, as
outlined at the beginning of this chapter, however much that may appeal to the
vanity of the British. Rather it illuminates not only the changing purposes of
universities during the past four decades, from being educative and values‐
imbued (and social?) institutions to become agents of competitive advantage in
the global knowledge economy, but also the evolution of the post‐welfare state,
and its shifting definitions and provision of ‘public’ services. This chapter is
divided into three sections: (i) the emergence of a national‐public system of
higher education from the publication of the Robbins report in 1963 to the
collapse of the so‐called ‘post‐war settlement’ in 1979; (ii) Margaret Thatcher’s
‘war’ on higher education; and (iii) the consolidation of a national‐but‐privatised
system of higher education under Tony Blair.

Robbins and Crosland
At the start of the 1960s the UK higher education system ‐ and, in particular, its
universities component ‐ was an anachronism. First, it had yet to experience the
rapid expansion of student numbers which was later to transform it into a mass
system, an expansion already under way in the United States and much of the
rest of western and southern Europe. Secondly, as has already been said, the
universities enjoyed an exceptional degree of autonomy, never having been
incorporated into the state bureaucracy as in the rest of Europe (‘public’ but not
‘state’ institutions) and not yet swept up in the tide of democratisation that had
been a consequence of the GI Bill in the United States.
Four developments during the 1960s and 1970s began to modify this picture.
1.

The first, and most decisive, development was the expansion of student
numbers, magisterially endorsed by the Robbins report of 1963 (Committee
on Higher Education 1963). This was by no means a foregone conclusion in
the early 1960s; there was prolonged and influential resistance to expansion
under the slogan ‘more means worse’. Although this expansion affected all
institutions, brand new universities were established and the colleges of
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2.

3.

4.

advanced technology were designated as technological universities ‐ both
top‐down initiatives which strengthened the hand of the State;
The second development, which flowed from the first, was that the higher
education budget soared. As a result the universities, and more specifically
the UGC, had to justify their bids for increased public resources ‐ not least in
competition with other parts of the education system. In 1963, for the first
time ever, the UGC failed to receive all the funding it had requested on behalf
of the universities. A year later the universities became responsible to the new
Department for Education and Science; previously the UGC had answered
only to the Treasury;
The third development was that university accounts were opened to the
scrutiny of the Comptroller and Auditor‐General and, through this state
official, to the House of Commons’ Public Accounts Committee. This
indicated that universities were no longer regarded as private corporations,
although in receipt of state funding, but as public institutions;
The fourth development was the first, rather tentative, moves towards
articulating a national higher education policy. This took two mains forms.
The first was a series of gentle suggestions to the universities about their
future direction. For example, in 1967 the UGC issued its first ever ‘letter of
guidance’ to universities and a year later a junior Minister, Shirley Williams,
proposed ‘13 points’ for what would now be called modernisation of the
university system (all of which were, condescendingly, rejected). The second,
associated with the Secretary of State for Education Anthony Crosland, was
to encourage the development of an alternative, non‐university, sector of
higher education spearheaded by the newly established polytechnics (which
were created by mergers of colleges of technology and art in another forceful
demonstration of state action) (Department of Education and Science 1966;
Robinson 1968).

Although these four developments had gone a long way to establishing a national
higher education system by the mid‐1970s, the process was still incomplete. The
universities continued to be treated with due deference, their autonomy dented
perhaps but not destroyed. Only limited progress had been made towards the
integration of universities and polytechnics into a single system of higher
education. Most significant of all, state‐university relations depended on a
delicate compromise ‐ an unspoken concordat in which (limited) political
direction was accepted in return for (generous) public funding. During the
economic troubles of the late 1970s that concordat broke down, initially with
regret under the Callaghan Government and then with relish when Margaret
Thatcher came to power in 1979.
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The Thatcher years
For almost two decades political life in the UK was dominated by radical
Conservative policies ‐ first triumphantly (and triumphally) under Margaret
Thatcher as Prime Minister and then, as a bathetic coda, her successor John Major
(Scott 1989, 1994). It is not an exaggeration to say that the face of higher education
in the UK was changed for ever during these years; certainly state‐university
relations were recast in ways that would have been unconceivable even in the
1970s. The impact of so‐called Thatcherism was felt in three ways.
1.

2.

3.

The first, and (remarkably) the weakest, was the ideological. For all the talk of
the entrenchment of a left‐liberal consensus in British universities, the UK did
not experience the ‘culture wars’ which so disturbed higher education in the
United States. The only overtly ideological attempts to combat this left‐liberal
consensus were associated with Keith Joseph, Thatcher’s second and most
celebrated Secretary of State for Education ‐ notably his insistence that the
then Social Science Research Council expunge the word ‘science’ from its
title. Just as left‐wing revolt had never really taken hold in UK higher
education during the 1960s, so right‐wing revanche never fully triumphed in
the 1980s;
The second, and most powerful, way in which the impact of Thatcherism was
felt was in terms of reduced public funding for universities. This had already
begun under Labour in the second half of the 1970s but reached a dramatic
climax in the summer of 1981; the ‘1981 cuts’ acquired an almost legendary
significance in British universities. The scale of these cuts had many
ramifications. First, they destroyed any remaining illusions that state‐
university relations were a partnership rather than a master‐servant
relationship; it was this, rather than the rather puny ideological assault of
Joseph, that produced the adversarial them‐and‐us relationship between
higher education and the State which has persisted to this day (Kogan and
Kogan 1983). Secondly, the cuts exposed the anachronistic character of the
national ‘governance’ of UK universities ‐ and, in particular, the political
naivety and unaccountability of the UGC. Thirdly, they demonstrated how
limited was the capacity of most universities to manage ‘bad times’, serious
retrenchment and/or hard strategic choices;
The third way in which Thatcherism impacted on UK higher education was
the enhanced steering capacity which the Government acquired. First, the
UGC was abolished in 1988 to be replaced to a more compliant agency ‐ or,
rather, two agencies because the second development was the removal of the
polytechnics from (politically unreliable as well as managerially inept) local
government. Third, the logic of this (actual) nationalisation of the non‐
university sector was allowed to take its course when the binary system was
abandoned, a unified higher education sector created and the polytechnics
‘promoted’ to become universities in 1991. Fourth, a range of new assessment
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and accountability tools were developed, no longer confined to financial
matters but now designed to monitor academic standards and also, most
dramatically, research quality. Finally, much more attention was paid to
developing management capacity in universities, explicitly at the expense of
traditional collegiality; thus was the divisive phenomenon of ‘managerialism’
born.

The modernisation of higher education
The Dearing report on the future of higher education was commissioned by the
outgoing Conservative Government but published after a (New) Labour
Government had come to power in 1997 (National Committee of Inquiry into
Higher Education 1997). It was an (almost) worthy successor of the Robbins
report. But its effectiveness was hobbled by this politically ambiguous context.
Although the new Government eventually accepted the need for higher tuition
fees, and the all‐important principle that students (or graduates) should make a
direct financial contribution to the cost of their higher education, its residual
social democratic instincts made it difficult to reach this conclusion so soon after
coming to power. Other, less contentious, recommendations by the Dearing
Committee were accepted. The Government eventually published its own
strategy for higher education in a White Paper (Department for Education and
Skills 2003).
In one respect the Blair Government’s approach to higher education was very
different from that of its Conservative predecessors. It ended the erosion of
funding‐per‐student which in the two previous decades had produced ‘efficiency
gains’ of more than 30 per cent. Although higher education did not benefit to the
same extent as the health service, the long decline in public funding was arrested
‐ and, to a limited extent, reversed. But this reversal came at a price. First, much of
the additional funding was provided either on a ‘something for something’ basis ‐
in other words, Government priorities had to be accepted by the universities and
targets met ‐ or in the form of special initiatives for which funding was
earmarked. The effect of both was to increase the State’s detailed control over
universities. Secondly, by 2007 much of the additional funding was now being
provided in the form of cheap (State) loans to students to repay the higher fees
which universities were now obliged to charge. Arguably this could have had the
effect of reducing the State’s control by introducing more of a ‘market’ into higher
education. But in practice all the key levers remained in the hands of the
Government ‐ the level of fees, eligibility for loans and the terms for repayment.
In most other respects the Blair Government continued the policies of its
predecessors. The burden of accountability increased ‐ not only to ensure value‐
for‐money and check up on standards but also now to empower student
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‘customers’ (and other stake‐holders) by providing rankings and other
information. The State’s capacity to steer the higher education system also
increased as the intermediary bodies, the higher education funding councils,
receiving ever more detailed annual instructions. So much was predictable.
However the degree of intrusion increased in two new ways. First, the university
curriculum, the content and structure of courses, was no longer out‐of‐bounds for
politicians. New qualifications were introduced, such as two‐year vocational
Foundation Degrees. Secondly, the State sought to influence the organisation and
culture of universities more directly as even greater emphasis was placed on
(executive) management and (lay) governance. After ten years of New Labour,
despite ‘market’ rhetoric, the impression that higher education in the UK was
now tightly managed by the State remained strong.

Conclusion
The use of the word ‘nationalisation’ to describe the evolving relationship
between universities and the state in the UK, of course, is controversial. It will be
argued, as it was by successive Governments, that universities remain
independent legal corporations which employ their staff and own their assets and
are responsible for developing and implementing their own strategies, and also
that the bulk of the public support for higher education comes in the form of a
block grant. However, it is difficult to deny that between 1963 and 2007 a national
system of higher education has emerged strongly in the UK, and that the
autonomy of individual institutions is severely constrained by their (involuntary)
membership of this system. The shape, size and character of this system are
determined by political forces rather than by the universities themselves. It is in
this sense that ‘nationalisation’ has been used to describe the evolution of state‐
university relations.
However, the evolution of these relations in the UK has a wider significance.
Although it reflects the particular characteristics of both UK universities (highly
autonomous in legal terms, although bound into a wider, and highly collusive,
political, socio‐economic and cultural ‘establishment’) and the UK’s political
culture (antiquely pragmatic, and resistant to abstract principles and legalistic
constitutions), it also reflects wider forces ‐ notably the development of a
‘knowledge society’, in which the trading of symbolic services has acquired
greater significance, the acquisition of cultural capital and technical expertise are
more dependent on various forms of credentialisation, and a (mass?) ‘graduate
culture’ is decisively shaping social forms; and also the emergence of a global
knowledge economy in which competitiveness is increasingly calibrated in terms
of expert knowledge and high‐level skills. Other phenomena such as the ‘risk
society’ and the ‘audit society’ have also heavily influenced state‐university
relations. As a result participation in higher education has become a key
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component of citizenship in 21st‐century societies and investment in higher
education a key component in wealth generation. The construction of much
stronger national systems of higher education, therefore, is inevitable. Higher
education is just too important to be left alone. Whether these systems take the
form of classic social‐democratic state bureaucracies or politically managed
‘market’ systems is a secondary matter. The experience of the UK suggests that, in
practice, elements from both forms are employed ‐ in complex, shifting and
ambiguous combinations.
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On Traditions
Education

and

Historical

Layers

in

Higher

Jussi Välimaa
Introduction
The topic of this essay ‘the historical development of higher education’ is an issue
that every higher education scholar should take seriously. I will approach this
topic from the perspectives of historical traditions and historical layers, and
borrow my examples from Finnish higher education ‐which I know the best ‐
even though it is tempting to think that the same logic of historical description
may also be applied to other national systems of higher education. The idea of
the historical layers has been introduced in earlier papers (Välimaa 2004a, 2004b,
2005). Here I try to develop it further.
A tradition is normally understood beliefs or customs that are passed from one
generation to the next (Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary 1995). It is a way
of thinking or acting which has its origins in the past. This kind of understanding
of traditions is also quite common in the field of higher education where both
higher education institutions (normally: universities) and epistemic traditions
(disciplines) are firmly rooted in their past historical development. However, this
traditional way of thinking of traditions may be misleading, since it puts too
much emphasis on conserving what has already been achieved. I would like to
suggest a more dynamic approach to traditions. Namely, in the real life of higher
education institutions ‐ especially when transmitting epistemic traditions to the
next generation ‐ the focus of a tradition is not on the past, but on the future. A
university teacher needs to consider carefully what is worthy of transmitting to
his or her students. Traditions are tested in their relationship with the present day
and the future ‐ they are negotiation processes more than handbooks of right
behaviour.
After this intermezzo on the nature of traditions I would like to continue with the
problem of the historical development of higher education. Is the historical
development of higher education like a linear timeline where epistemic traditions
first introduced in Greek philosophy wander through the medieval universities to
modern higher education institutions? Or should it be understood as a
development consisting of institutional histories focusing on their internal
developments? I am asking these provocative questions to focus attention on the
fact that the history of higher education too often focuses on one or the other of
these lines of development. I find it intellectually challenging to try to develop
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intellectual devices which take into account both of these developments. Analyses
of the historical development of higher education should take them both into
account, because epistemic traditions and their manifestations (disciplines and
chairs) can flourish only inside the institutional walls of administrative structures.
Marginson and Rhoades (2002) have discussed the dynamics of higher education
development with the help of a glonacal agency heuristic. They pay attention to
the need to develop new intellectual devices in order to understand the
interaction between global, national and local processes which take place in the
contexts of historical layers and geographical spheres. I would like to continue
this line of reasoning and take a closer look at historical layers as an intellectual
device. The understanding of historical layers may combine linear passing of time
with the Hegelian philosophical tradition of history according to which history
advances through struggles following the logic of thesis ‐ antithesis ‐ synthesis
resulting in qualitative changes. I would like to emphasise, however, that each
historical layer is influenced by preceding historical developments, because
previous layers may continuously influence the intellectual landscapes and
everyday practices of new layers. New historical layers are not necessarily created
through revolutionary developments ‐ and even when this might be the case ‐ it
does not mean that everything is changed with one stroke. Therefore, it is
sometimes difficult to see where previous historical layers end and where new
ones begin ‐ just as is the case with archaeological layers. As an intellectual
device, the historical layer aims to draw attention to continuities with the present‐
day and with past worlds. With the help of historical layers it is also possible to
acknowledge that the past has always been full of details and competing and
conflicting traditions and practices. The aim is to analyse practices that have a
historical continuity in the present‐day world. It also seems probable that
historical layers as an intellectual device suits the analysis of institutions well,
because continuities can be seen in and through institutions in societies. In
addition to universities these kinds of institutions include e.g. churches, military
regiments and other social institutions with long traditions of passing beliefs and
customs to the next generation.
For the functioning of higher education the fact that historical developments have
always been influenced by the interaction with society is essential ‐ simply
because higher education is part of society. These various societal relationships
have left their mark on the functioning of higher education institutions, even
though it is not always easy to see their origin. In order to reveal these different
‘marks’, the development of higher education can be outlined with the help of the
idea of historical layers deposited over time one upon another like archaeological
layers. To elaborate the metaphor further towards an intellectual device, earlier
historical layers exert a continuous influence on modern practices not only
because traditions consisting of ideas, norms and practices have provided starting
points for new developments, but also because they have given form and shape to
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more recent layers. In academia, traditions are also crucially important for
intellectual activities, because all new and emerging knowledge is related to what
was known and understood before. This is important, especially in the academic
world where epistemic traditions and academic identities are more closely related
to each other than in other social spaces of societies (Henkel 2000; Välimaa 1995).
The nature of academic identities is rooted in the nature of the problem ‐ as
Becher (1989) puts it ‐ and to the practices of academic communities.

Historical layers: The case of Finnish higher education
In order to develop my argument on historical layers as an intellectual device I
will use Finnish higher education as an example.
The basic historical layer underpinning Finnish higher education was deposited in
the Middle Ages, when the Catholic Church linked Finland culturally with
continental Europe. This was also one of the factors, together with the Finnish
region’s incorporation into the Kingdom of Sweden as the ‘Eastern provinces’,
that made Finland a part of the Western European cultural sphere. Thus, Finnish
higher education has its roots in the Western tradition of universities. This
tradition began in the Middle Ages when a number of Finns were sent to
European universities ‐ most often to Paris ‐ and they returned back to work as
bishops or other high clerical officials in the Catholic Church in the Eastern
provinces of the Swedish Kingdom (Nuorteva 1999).
By the beginning of the 17th century the need to improve the training of priests to
defend the (right version of the) protestant religion and to train civil servants for
the Swedish King emerged together with the expansion of the Swedish Kingdom.
The already existing Turku Cathedral School was expanded and became the
University of Turku in 1640. This built up the second historical layer of Finnish
higher education. It also meant the beginning of the development towards a
national system of higher education. At that time, Finland was still part of the
Swedish Kingdom and universities served mainly the purposes of the Lutheran
Church and those of the Swedish King. This social function as an educator of civil
servants continues to be an important part of Finnish higher education with two
thirds of university graduates and more than half of polytechnic graduates being
public‐sector employees (Välimaa 2001).
The third historical layer making up present‐day Finnish higher education
accumulated during the time when Finland was an autonomous Grand Duchy as
part of the Russian Empire from 1809 to 1917. This was a historical period when
Finland and the Finnish nation developed culturally, politically and
economically. It has been said that Finland developed from a geographical
concept into a political concept during this period. The only university in Finland,
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the Imperial Alexander University (the former University of Turku and later
known as the University of Helsinki), played a particularly prominent role in the
cultural, political and economic processes that created the basis for the
independent nation state which was established during the First World War.
Among the essential starting points for the development of a Finnish conception
of a university was the idea that university is a national cultural institution. This
view was rooted in the Humboldtian ideals of the university which focused on the
moral development of students during their studies and on the institutional
autonomy of the university and the academic freedom of its professors. These
understandings of the idea of the university have remained alive in Finnish
universities (Huusko 2006). In addition, two‐year Teacher Training Seminars
were established from the 1860s onwards. These higher education institutions
opened an educational channel for the sons and daughters of peasants and
workers during the 19th century. School teachers were also an important group in
the education of the emerging nation. The Imperial Alexander University and
higher education were considered both culturally and politically to be important
aspects of the development of the nation and the nation state (Välimaa 2001).
The fourth historical layer underlying Finnish higher education was laid down
between the two World Wars, when Finnish higher education continued to be an
elite system, and the number of higher education students remained small (Nevala
1999). University professors enjoyed a high social status and many of them acted
as ministers in the governments of the 1920s and 1930s. The high social prestige of
universities and university degrees remains a social reality in Finland at the
beginning of the 21st century. According to a recent survey, science and
scholarship both enjoy great public confidence. In a national study universities
and other higher education institutions scored top marks in comparison with
other institutions of Finnish society. As many as 70 per cent of the respondents
expressed great confidence in higher education institutions and only 9 per cent
little confidence (Finnish Science Barometer 2004). The high social status of higher
education degrees is a problematic matter to explain in a mass higher education
system (see next paragraph). Why do higher education degrees continue to enjoy
high social esteem even though their exchange value in the labour market is
diminishing? This is a difficult question to answer especially if one relies on
rational choice theories explaining human behaviour as something based on
rational calculations. However, this question is much easier to answer if one
takes into account the previous historical layers during which higher education
degrees were both highly appreciated and secured a good position in society.
This indicates strong cultural appreciation of universities and their degrees. The
high reputation of a higher education degree is a cultural assumption, which has
a strong symbolic continuity. Using historical layers as an intellectual device
makes it easier to remember historical continuities stretching over historical
periods.
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The fifth historical layer forming Finnish higher education was added through
expansion in the direction of a mass higher education system. This development
began in the late 1950s with the establishment of the University of Oulu in
Northern Finland, followed by the establishments of universities all over Finland
by the end of the 1980s. Measured by student numbers, higher education in
Finland became a mass higher education system during the 1970s ‐ about two
decades earlier than in other Nordic countries. In 2003, there were about 304,000
students in Finnish higher education institutions ‐ 174,000 in universities and 130
000 in polytechnics. A comparison of these numbers with the size of the relevant
age cohort reveals that about 70 per cent are admitted to higher education
institutions (Ahola 2004).
The expansion of Finnish higher education can be explained by its close
relationship with the goals of a welfare‐state agenda supported by the major
political parties. The provision of equal educational opportunities became one of
the most important objectives on this agenda, implemented over a period
extending from the 1960s to the 1990s. The expansion of higher education has
been supported by the egalitarian policy principle in all the Nordic countries. These
traditions are, in turn, historically rooted in the economic and political structures
of Nordic countries with their tradition of free and independent peasants ‐ often
allied with the king against high nobility. These Nordic egalitarian traditions
developed in societies which have had smaller income and wealth distribution
differences than those in other Western European countries (Välimaa 2001).
In Finland the founding of a university has been seen as symbolically but also
culturally and economically important to the development of a given region. This
policy has been successful in promoting national development because areas with
higher education institutions have been able to support knowledge‐based
regional economic growth, whereas other ‐ often rural ‐ areas are losing their
labour force and economic dynamics. This state of affairs has also meant that
provinces that did not succeed in founding a university have been very active in
establishing polytechnics. (A national policy of creating regional centres of
growth also promoted the foundation of new higher education institutions which
lead to the establishment of polytechnics in the 1990s.) In the Finnish context of a
beneficial state, it is quite natural that all present‐day Finnish political parties
share the conviction that higher education is important to the well‐being of the
country. It also seems that a nationalist tradition of higher education remains
alive even though it has taken different forms in different periods of history.
During the 19th and the 20th centuries, universities were an important factor in
the making of the Finnish national identity. Today, official national rhetoric sees
higher education institutions as a part of the national innovation strategy
(Välimaa 2005).
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Recent changes in Finnish higher education policy reflect managerial ideas which
have been defined as New Public Management (Pollit 1995). The decentralisation
of management authority has been a strong element in higher education. The
official arguments emphasise the fact that universities have (procedural)
autonomy in deciding how to reach the targets (such as the number of academic
degrees awarded) set by the Ministry of Education. The second main trend has
been the introduction of market or quasi‐market type mechanisms into Finnish
higher education. The marketisation of higher education has led to competition
both among and within higher education institutions. In fact, the Ministry of
Education uses competition as a national steering instrument in its ‘management
by results’ negotiations with each university. In this sense, the social context of
Finnish higher education may be described as academic capitalism (Slaughter and
Leslie 1997). The shift in the funding structures together with decreasing public
funding is related to academic capitalism, because it increases the impact of
market‐like behaviour, thus changing social dynamics inside universities. In
Finnish universities there are at least two administrative layers acting
simultaneously: the layer of the static ‘basic administration’, concerned with
obeying laws and statuses and not willing to take risks; and a new layer of
‘dynamic project management’ that has developed alongside to the traditional
administration, aiming at being flexible and reacting quickly to changes (Välimaa
et al. 1998).
Recent changes indicate the need to develop more efficient management
techniques and practices in order to support institutional planning and strategic
thinking in an unpredictable environment. The Bologna process provides an
illustrative example in this regard (Välimaa et al. 2006). The change of curricula
structures and the need to develop institutional quality assurance systems, both
introduced by the Bologna process, may be translated into academic and
managerial practices because an institutional quality assurance system assumes
the existence of (high quality) academic activities and their (managerial)
assurance. This requires, in turn, a closer connection and cooperation between
academic staff and institutional quality assurance management (Ursin 2007).

Discussion on the mechanisms of historical layers
A crucial question that I have not yet addressed: is whether there is a new ‐sixth‐
historical layer developing on top of the previous ones? This question should be
asked because clearly there are trends and changes in (Finnish and European)
higher education which fundamentally challenge the traditional dynamics of
higher education institutions and national systems of higher education. These
changes have been identified by a number of higher education scholars (e.g.
Becher and Trowler 2001; Slaughter and Leslie 1997; Marginson and Considine
2000; Tuunainen 2005) and include increasing global, national, institutional and
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disciplinary competition. In addition, these changes include the increasing
influence of managerial ideals aimed at making higher education institutions
more efficient, effective and economic. The third major social force is created by
the marketisation of knowledge both in research and teaching. Increasingly,
knowledge is becoming a commodity to be sold and to be exchanged. Knowledge
society discourses draw attention to universities as potential sources of
innovation, thus supporting new industrial production and the wealth of nation
states (Välimaa and Hoffman 2007).
However, one may also argue that competition has always been part of the
academic world in disciplinary fields. Globalisation, in turn, can be seen as an
extension of the internationalisation of higher education which had already
begun in the Middle Ages. Furthermore, universities have always produced
knowledge that has been used for industrial production and the development of
societies. One of the new tasks for universities seems to be the ‘third mission’,
which signifies moral, economic and practical demands on academics to be more
useful to society. However, this can also be seen as one of the traditional tasks of
universities as in the Finnish case, in which universities have traditionally taken
care of the training of state officials. Basically, the question is what is changing
and whether these changes alter the dynamics of higher education institutions
and the ways academic and epistemic traditions are transmitted to the next
generation? Do they change the functioning of higher education institutions?
These questions draw attention to the nature of the changes and whether these
are on the same continuum as previous developments or whether they cause
discontinuities? This is where the idea of historical layers may be helpful in
analysing the nature of these changes. With the help of this intellectual device it is
clear that there can be both continuities and discontinuities because of the nature
of tradition as a negotiation process. One of the problems with the glorious ideals
of ‘mode 2’ knowledge production (Gibbons et al. 1994) and ‘triple‐helix’ ways of
organising the relationship between academia, industry and society (Etzkowitz
2000) lies in the fact that they often neglect the power of traditions. Normally,
intellectual and institutional traditions cause the processes of negotiation in
which new challenges are reflected in relation to existing practices and
intellectual devices. These processes are not only the source of conservatism and
resistance to change in higher education, but also the source of innovation in
higher education. These negotiation processes also describe the mechanism of
previous historical layers and how they exert their influence on present‐day
practices. In fact, historical layers are formed in and through everyday practices
and negotiations taking place in higher education institutions, in departments
and in academic work done by academic staff. Historical layers grow organically
on top of previous historical layers in interaction with previous traditions and
practices. The same holds true with managerial ideas and ideologies.
Administrative practices within higher education institutions have their own
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traditions. Trying to change these practices is a slow process, because most
significant reforms are quietly resisted. Simultaneously, however, inertia may
also indicate that university administrators have developed local interpretations
of the reform. This dimension of tradition has also been called tacit knowledge,
because it is rooted in ways things are done more than in handbook knowledge of
how things should be done. This may be one of the reasons why ideas travel
faster than new practices (Czarniawska and Sevón 1996) and why new challenges
tend to create new historical layers on top of the existing ones.
The key question is whether these new ideologies have created a new historical
layer in Finnish higher education? It is evident that one may speak about a new
historical layer if the number of basic tasks of the universities is either increasing
or decreasing. However, rather than new tasks what seems to be taking place is
the extension of previous tasks with the consequence of speeding up everything
carried out in higher education institutions which are expected to be more
efficient, more competitive, and more economic. This speeding up means that old
practices are challenged to change, which forces people to redefine and negotiate
their core activities and the objects of their work. These challenges, in turn, create
a need for new intellectual devices to be taken into use and for new managerial
instruments to be implemented. In short, a new historical layer seems to be
emerging in Finnish universities, growing in and around the needs and practices
of efficient management. This new historical layer introduces new (global) quality
assurance procedures and management technologies, and engages more
academics in managerial processes. It seems that managerialism, indeed, will
leave a mark which will also been seen in the universities of the future.
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II. Higher education policy and the evaluative
state

From Quality Assurance to Accreditation - A Satirical
view
Alberto Amaral
... noui consilia et ueteres quaecumque moneatis amici, ‘pone seram, cohibe.’
sed quis custodiet ipsos custodies, qui nunc lasciuae furta puellae hac mercede
silent? crimen commune tacetur. prospicit hoc prudens et ab illis incipit uxor.
... I am aware of whatever councils you old friends warn: ‘Bolt her in,
constrain her!’ But who will guard the guardians, who now keep silent the
lapses of the loose girl ‐ paid off in the same coin? The common crime keeps
its silence. A prudent wife looks ahead and starts with them. (Juvenal or
Juvenalis, VI satire)

Introduction
Neave (2004) initiates one of his inspired and inspiring papers with the quotation
from Juvenal, ‘quis custodiet ipsos custodies?’ that can be translated as ‘Who
Guards the Guardians?’ Juvenal, a Roman poet that lived probably between the
1st and 2nd year BC, used that phrase in his VI satire that some name ‘Against the
women’ and others ‘Against marriage’. Juvenal commented on the difficulties of
ensuring the fidelity of wives, a problem that could not be solved by locking them
under guard because this just raised the problem of guarding the guardians.
Today, we encounter the same phrase in a political context: who is looking after
the politicians who should be looking after us? Neave uses Juvenal’s quotation to
ask if evaluation systems are today’s equivalent of the Guardians to the Temple of
Higher Learning (Neave 2004, p. 225). I will use Juvenal’s satire to inquire about
who has the task of guarding the Guardians and how far the Prince trusts them
and appreciates their work.

The rationale supporting quality assessment
Neave argues that ‘quality is not ‘here to stay’ if only for the self‐evident reason
that across the centuries of the university’s existence in Europe, it never departed’
(Neave 1994, p. 16), evaluation being ‘an intrinsic part of policy making’ (Neave
1998, p. 265). Before the emergence of the evaluative state, two modes of
coordination were used, the routine verification and maintenance mode being a
‘formal, administrative verification’ (Neave 1988, p. 8) and the strategic change or
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exploratory model (Neave 1988, p. 8; Neave 1998, p. 267), used to ‘assess the
previous performance of a particular dimension of national policy with a view to
carrying out major change in the light of what is found’ (Neave 1988, p. 9).
Administrative verification included upholding the principle of legal
homogeneity to ensure ‘equality of opportunity for the individual on the one
hand and, on the other, to ensure that competition for places in public service is
itself placed on a footing of equality’ (Neave 1996, p. 34).
The emergence of the ‘evaluative state’ (Neave 1988, p. 7) was observed in the late
1980s, with increasing public relevance given to quality. Several factors
contributed to this change, including the massification higher education (Trow
1996); the increasing role of the private sector as the main employer of university
graduates; the increasing use of market regulation as a tool of public policy; and
the emergence of the governmental ‘New Theology’ (Neave 1988, p. 7) celebrated
by Margaret Thatcher as the 3Es of public management ‐ economy, efficiency and
efficacy (Trow 1996).
The increasing complexity of higher education systems as a result of massification
and their diversification to make them more flexible and adjustable to the needs
of the volatile and changeable private labour market were incompatible with
detailed systems of centralised oversight and control, and legal homogeneity.
Therefore, the rise of the evaluative state corresponds to an ‘alternative to
regulation by bureaucratic fiat’ (Neave 1988, p. 11), by looking for more flexible,
less heavy and faster steering mechanisms ‘to speed up what might be termed
‘the administrative time’’ (Neave 1998, p. 273). This did not imply less control by
the state. On the contrary: …it involves the state withdrawing from the murky
plain of overwhelming detail, the better to take refuge in the clear and
commanding heights of effective strategic ‘profiling’ (Neave 1988, p. 12).
Evaluation systems are grounded on different rhetorical doctrines depending on
national cultural and political contexts. Neave (1998, 2004) compares national
cases (UK, the Netherlands, France and Sweden) to distinguish two different
political discourses, one mainly European and political, the other mainly
economic or market‐based. The latter discourse was present in the UK and the
Netherlands, where the role of the state was considered excessive and this should
give way to market regulation. In France and Sweden, universities were assumed
to be a public service and institutions, at least in official rhetoric, did not compete
for a market. In both countries the need for improvement of the quality of higher
education was recognised without any attempt at replacing ‘the state as society’s
prime regulator by the market’ (Neave 2004, p. 275). Despite the differences in
political discourse, quality assessment systems share a number of procedural
elements ‐ internal self‐evaluations, visits by external expert review panels,
external evaluation and public reporting (Thune 2002). However, there are
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important differences in the ownership of the systems and in the objectives and
consequences of evaluation.

Trust and the law of anticipated results
For Neave (1994, 1996) the law of anticipated results is a factor that operates in
systems change, mainly at institutional level, ‘giving the impression of
autonomous institutional action to what is in fact an institutional reaction to
actual or anticipated external forces, directives or events’ (Meek 2002, p. 250).
Institutions try to guess what will be required by government policy and act in
anticipation, making it difficult to determine whether change is actually imposed
top‐down. Neave (1994, p. 127) presents the case of the Flemish universities as ‘a
remarkable example of the Law of Anticipated Results’. Flemish universities
anticipated the government movements in quality by initiating a quality
assessment system in collaboration with the Dutch VSNU (Dutch Association of
Universities). This resulted in entrusting the VLIR (Vlaamse Interuniversitaire
Raad) with the responsibility for quality assessment. Portuguese universities
followed the same road, and the Evaluation of Higher Education Act (Law 38/94
of 21 November) entrusted the ownership of the quality agency to ‘representative
institutions’, similar to the Dutch VSNU (Amaral and Rosa 2004).
In the UK, where the government had largely withdrawn its trust in institutions
(Trow 1996), the pre‐emptive strike of the British Committee of Vice‐Chancellors
and Principals in establishing the Academic Audit Unit in 1990 failed, and did not
forestall the implementation of the Higher Education Funding Councils with
‘primary status’, that is, with powers of financial allocation and regulatory
enforcement (Neave 1992). On the contrary, the strong trust between government
and institutions, allowed Dutch universities to claim for themselves the major
responsibility for quality, convincing the Ministry they should control the quality
assurance system through an ‘independent’ agency, the VSNU.

The loss of trust
The level of trust between higher education institutions and the state and society
plays an important role in determining the major characteristics of quality
assessment systems. The literature shows a general decline of the level of trust in
public institutions and in professionals. For a long time regarded as disinterested
guardians of knowledge and producers of new knowledge, academics are facing
a gradual proletarianisation of their professional status (Halsey 1992), and the
academy no longer enjoys the prestige on which higher education can build a
successful claim to political autonomy (Scott 1989).
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Under new public management, students become customers or clients, and in
most higher education systems quality assurance and accountability measures
were put in place to ensure that academic provision meets client needs and
expectations. The transformation of students into clients also transforms
academics from disinterested professionals into service providers. As such,
academics are no longer recognised by their almost monastic qualities, becoming
venal contractors whose activities should be inspected. When academics become
contractors their inherent qualities of altruism and probity are no longer taken for
granted and their self‐regulation capacity is questioned as they have an interest in
institutional decisions. This opens the way for professional managers and a
reinforced presence of external stakeholders in governance bodies.

Performance conditionality and the principal-agent dilemma
The evaluative state is associated with increased institutional autonomy, and
diversity at the institutional and programme levels. This means that the principle
of legal homogeneity is no longer a convenient limitation, being replaced by
performance conditionality (Neave and van Vught 1991). For Neave (1996, p. 38):
The principle of performance conditionality … does not do away with
uniformity nor does it abolish convergence. Rather it makes them, as I have
suggested, minimal conditions against which the health of individual
establishments is judged.

The freedom given to autonomous institutions to compete in a market raises an
interesting question: can autonomous universities be trusted to pursue the public
good even under market competition or, on the contrary, will the state have to
intervene using quality tools to ensure compliance? (Amaral and Magalhães
2004). Governments use quasi‐markets as a tool to create competition. Cave and
Kogan (1990, p. 183) consider that a quasi‐market is in operation when goods or
services, instead of being bought by their final users, are bought by an agent (in
general a public agent) on behalf of clients. These agencies face the classical
principal‐agent dilemma: ‘how the principal [government] can best motivate the
agent [university] to perform as the principal would prefer, taking into account
the difficulties in monitoring the agent’s activities?’ (Sappington 1991, p. 45 cited
in Dill and Soo 2004, p. 58).
When providers have considerable autonomy and competition is excessive, or
when the state cuts public subsidies that curtail the institutional capacity for
discretionary spending, non‐profit institutions behave as for‐profit ones, ignoring
the promotion of the public good inherent in their missions (Massy 2004). This
forces the state to intervene by changing the rules of the market or by using
mechanisms enforcing compliance to ensure the fulfilment of its own political
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objectives. Therefore, we observe a contradiction between a neo‐liberal rhetoric
that favours market regulation and a de facto increase in intervention by the state.

Recent trends
Comparing state approval versus accreditation schemes with evaluation activities
in the years 1998 and 2003 reveals an overwhelming movement from state
approval towards accreditation schemes (Schwarz and Westerheijden 2004).
There is also a trend of replacing quality assessment agencies owned by
universities or by organisations representing universities, using instead
independent accreditation agencies (the Netherlands, Flanders and Portugal),
while some new initiatives are also based on accreditation rather than on quality
assessment (e.g. Germany, Austria and Norway). This might reflect an increased
lack of trust in higher education institutions to satisfy the government and society
about their capacity to ensure adequate standards of quality.
At European level, the Commission has pushed for an accreditation system, as
documented by Amaral and Magalhães (2004). The system of multiple agencies
proposed by the Commission is compatible with a stratified European Higher
Education Area and with the more neo‐liberal model that occasionally becomes
visible in European policies, which tends to emphasise the importance of the
efficiency of higher education systems. Using the two different political
discourses referred to by Neave (1998, 2004), the EU discourse supporting a
European system of quality assurance is classified as mainly economic and
market‐based.

Conclusion: A return to Juvenal´s satire or the guardians replaced
Quality systems are today an intrusive reality of every higher education system
and will remain an important regulation and steering tool for many governments.
Being initially an almost exclusive concern of the academics, quality became
progressively a matter of public concern, the two main objectives of quality
assessment being quality improvement and accountability. Later other functions
were added, ranging from the more academic concern with quality improvement
to the implementation of markets and the interests of government control and
supranational policy implementation (Amaral et al. 2006). Now it is time to
conclude going back to Juvenal’s satire and to discuss ‘Who Guards the
Guardians?’ Neave raises an important question:
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…is the evaluative state to rely on academic expertise by extending the system
of peer group review as part of grinding the levers of national policy to a finer
edge? Or is it, on the contrary, to place trust in the views and opinions of its
professional servants? (Neave 1988, p. 15).

The Prince never fully trusted the guardians that depended on the higher
education institutions. In the Netherlands a system of meta‐evaluation run by the
Inspectorate for Higher Education was supposed to ensure that the assessment
procedures were properly run. In Portugal a special commission was set up to
coordinate the quality assessment process and to issue recommendations for the
rationalisation and improvement of the higher education system; i.e. to meta‐
evaluate the system. However, the guardians of the guardians were not able to
satisfy the Prince.
Apparently the Prince was not satisfied either with the guardians or with the
meta‐evaluation, and did not fall in with his courtiers to indefinitely stay the
execution (Neave 1994). The cases of Portugal, Flanders and the Netherlands,
where the quality assessment agencies owned by the higher education
institutions themselves were replaced by independent accreditation agencies,
show that the Prince knew that the quality assessment systems were not offering
a clear picture of the situation; or, as Juvenal argued, we cannot trust guards
because they are ‘keeping silent the lapses of the loose girl’. In Flanders:
in the second half of the 1990s, criticisms began to be heard about VLIR
quality assurance system. Some policy makers, employers and journalists
questioned the vagueness of the visitation reports and the lack of a clear
overall conclusion (Van Damme 2004, p. 144).

And in Portugal:
…the final reports … very seldom offer a clear basis for drastic decisions.
…the Minister has publicly complained …that the conclusions of the reports
of quality evaluation agencies were quite obscure... (Amaral and Rosa 2004,
pp. 415‐416).

Recently the Portuguese government decided to extinguish the present quality
assessment system run by the higher education institutions. A new accreditation
agency will be created using the recommendations laid down by ENQA, which
was commissioned to undertake an evaluation of the Portuguese quality
assessment system.
The new agencies, including those replacing agencies owned by higher education
institutions ‐ in the Netherlands, Portugal and Flanders ‐ are accreditation
agencies, based on independence from both the Prince and the institutions. Like
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the husband in Juvenal’s satire who would never allow the wife to have a say in
choosing the guardians, the Prince seems determined not to fall again into the
trap of allowing the evaluated institutions to choose the guardians and determine
the ‘guard shifts’. However, the intervention of the EU in the area of European
accreditation may open another possibility: institutions will be allowed to choose
the guardians from a list of reliable guardians approved by the Prince.
Neave (2004, p. 224) argues ‘evaluation systems are not independent of what a
government’s intentions are, nor from what its policy is’. One of the risks is the
government using quality assessment and performance indicators as instruments
to ensure compliance, despite the rhetoric of increased autonomy. In the words of
Mahony (1994, p. 125) ‘The ‘new’ autonomy is then a paradox: it is the autonomy
to be free to conform’.
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Paradox!
More
Freedoms,
More
Controls
Simultaneously in U.S. State Accountability Patterns:
the Virginia Experience
Robert Berdahl 1
This paper argues that there is a public policy resolution to the apparent
contradiction of two current U.S. state trends in the accountability for public
higher education. On the one hand, some state governments are pushing agendas
of deregulation, privatisation and greater use of market forces. Yet some of them
are also shifting state critical analysis from inputs to outputs and demanding both
more assessment of outcomes and more university efforts to meet state‐chosen
goals. What’s going on? Are American public universities more free, or more
controlled, or, paradoxically, both of the above at the same time?
The policy resolution lies in distinguishing the realm of procedural autonomy ‐ the
‘HOW’ (Berdahl 1971) or process control (Neave and Van Vught 1991) from that
of substantive autonomy ‐ the ‘WHAT’ or product control. The state then
deregulates the former, but maintains sovereignty over some crucial aspects of
the latter, in particular, those relating to basic role and mission, but not to
domains like curriculum where issues of academic freedom might come into play.
Increasingly, also, states have begun to establish requirements that universities
work more aggressively to achieve state‐chosen goals for higher education.
In 2005 the state of Virginia passed a law allowing public colleges and
universities to apply for special status under the terms of which they would
receive greater freedoms (purchasing, personnel, construction. faculty salaries,
tuition charges) in exchange for moving to achieve 11 state goals (detailed below).
This paper is a case study of the efforts by the three so‐called ‘flagship’
universities, University of Virginia, Virginia Polytechnic and the College of
William and Mary to obtain such special status. It certainly illustrates Guy
Neave’s interest in the state as an Evaluative Agent.
Virginia’s General Assembly passed legislation in its 2005 session to ‘restructure’
the Commonwealth’s relationship with its 15 public universities and system of 23
community colleges. As subsequently amended by Governor Mark Warner, the

1

An abridgement of a paper by the same title co‐authored by David Leslie, Senior Author, College of
William and Mary, and Robert Berdahl. This paper was delivered to the Rome Conference of the
European Association for Institutional Research, September 2006.
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legislation established three levels of increased autonomy from state regulations,
eligibility for which was to be determined by an institution’s financial and
management capacity. In return for this increased autonomy, the covered
institutions must agree to achieve satisfactory performance on a variety
(originally 11, now 12) state goals for higher education. The ‘case history’ of the
legislation has been thoroughly documented by observers from inside the process
(Blake 2006; Breneman and Kneedler 2006) and outside (Couturier 2006; Leslie
2005). In this paper, we build on the background provided by those observers to
project how ‘restructuring’ may unfold during the initial implementation. Thus,
our orientation is to seek informed speculation on the consequences, both
intended and unintended, of the future progress of this legislation. The act and its
provisions went into effect with the new fiscal year beginning July 1, 2006.
In addition to our own review of legislation and related documents, we have
interviewed 15 individuals who either now hold leadership positions in affected
agencies or institutions or who have been directly involved in the legislation.
Since many aspects of restructuring remain ‘works in progress,’ and since we
wished for our informants to be candid, we opted to promise them anonymity.
The paper draws principally on these interviews and the works cited above.
The senior institutional leaders of William and Mary, the University of Virginia,
and Virginia Tech, three public, but relatively autonomous, institutions, began a
campaign leading up to the 2004 legislative session to convince legislators, the
governor, and the business community that erratic funding and bureaucratic
control by the state had constrained their ability to plan and threatened the
quality of higher education in Virginia.
Their initiative originally took the form of proposed ‘charter’ status for these
three venerable universities. Initiatives in several other states, experience with
earlier Virginia exceptions to state regulation, as well as the University of
Virginia’s own efforts to run its medical school more autonomously and to
operate its law and business schools without state funds, provided both
motivation and experience on which to base the proposal. (Gumport and Pusser
1999, provide background and context for the University of Virginia’s
experience.) The ‘charter’ proposal reasoned that freedom from regulation along
with the capacity to raise and manage funds would improve institutions’
efficiency and allow reduced dependence on the state, a net benefit to both
institutions and an increasingly constrained state budget.
Because the other public institutions eventually expressed interest in the impact
of any legislation on their relations with the state, both Governor Mark Warner
and legislative leaders felt constrained to broaden the agenda beyond ‘chartering’
and beyond the original three.
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Instead of ‘chartered’ status for the ‘Big 3,’ the newly christened ‘restructuring’
legislation provided opportunities for all 15 four year institutions and the
community colleges to negotiate their level of independence from state regulation
with three levels provided. An elaborate two‐track process was written into the
law. First, the state formally established 11 (later 12) state goals in higher
education, providing that institutions would initially need approval of a six‐year
commitment to meet performance benchmarks established by the State Council of
Higher Education on these goals, enumerated below. A second track required
submission of a management plan via a ‘memorandum of understanding’ that
would establish an institution’s fiscal capacity and management expertise to
operate free from rules and regulations that govern state agencies, although the
universities would remain ‘state agencies’ in a legal sense. The stronger the
institution’s capacity, the more likely it will achieve operating freedoms. At the
time of writing, the ‘Big 3’ have all been granted ‘Level III’ status, the highest
available. The other public universities (and the community college system) are
automatically granted ‘Level I’ status under the legislation. Level II eligibility
remains to be fully defined.
The State Goals for Higher Education in Virginia are to:
1.

Provide access to higher education for all citizens including underrepresented
populations.
2. Ensure that higher education remains affordable, regardless of individual or
family income.
3. Offer a broad range of undergraduate and, where appropriate, graduate
programs, and address the . . . need for sufficient graduates in particular
shortage areas.
4. Ensure that academic programs maintain high academic standards by
undertaking a continuous review and improvement of academic programs,
course availability, faculty productivity and other relevant factors.
5. Improve student retention.
6. Develop articulation agreements that have uniform application to all Virginia
community colleges.
7. Stimulate economic development of the Commonwealth and the area in
which the institution is located.
8. Increase the level of externally‐funded research and facilitate the transfer of
technology from university research centers to private sector companies,
consistent with its institutional mission.
9. Work cooperatively with elementary and secondary school administrators,
teachers and students to improve student achievement.
10. Prepare a six‐year financial plan.
11. Conduct the institution’s business affairs in a manner that maximises
operational efficiencies and economies.
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12. (A 12th goal committing institutions to promote the safety of their campuses
and students, was added during the 2006 legislative session.)
It was the position of the governor and his staff that the state had to articulate its
goals clearly before agreeing to give ground to the institutions seeking more
freedom (Blake 2006). He believed that the goals ultimately included in the
legislation were goals that public universities should be achieving as fundamental
parts of their missions. Most observers we interviewed also concluded that the
state’s goals were both uncontroversial in substance and welcomed as adding
clarity to the expectations for universities. In fact, institutions typically believed
that the enumeration of goals actually validated what they were already doing.
In return for their commitment to meeting these goals (known collectively as ‘the
state ask’), institutions were to gain measures of freedom from state control over
purchasing, personnel administration, capital programs, and instructional
technology. (Management standards for performance in these areas remain to be
specified by the Governor).

Impact of restructuring
Our interviews surfaced a varied set of perspectives on how restructuring will
affect the corporate management of public colleges in Virginia, how it will affect
the overall coordination and governance of public sector institutions, and how the
newly authorised relationship between institutions and the state may evolve.

Corporate impact
The obvious effect for the Big 3, all of whom are now ‘Level III’ institutions, is the
authority to manage capital projects, human resources, purchasing, and
technology independently of former state controls. All public institutions, subject
to performance certification, may also retain interest on tuition and fee revenues,
and may carry forward unexpended funds from one fiscal year to the next. These
new freedoms may (or may not) produce savings and the ability to stretch
increasingly tight state appropriations further. One knowledgeable estimate
suggests that as much as $25 million to $30 million per year in additional funds
will reach the institutions. Institutions will likely have initial costs associated with
building their capacity to manage the decentralised functions. They project the
need to hire new staff and strengthen policies and investments to cover
operations once managed elsewhere. The cost side of this new independence is
still speculative. How institutions fare without the benefit of the state’s economies
of scale, but free from its bureaucratic constraint and overhead, cannot be easily
determined. Nor can concrete estimates be made of prospective efficiencies and
savings. It is also possible, some speculate, that institutions will find ways to

91

leverage their independence to generate new sources of revenue. But most
respondents believed that definitive judgments could only be rendered on actual
savings with at least several years of experience.
The other ‘covered’ universities have yet to commit themselves beyond accepting
the reality of their status under the law. They believe they do not have the
financial resources or flexibility to manage ‘Level III’ autonomy on the one hand.
On the other, they anticipate being able to negotiate at least incremental approval
for greater autonomy as the experience of Level III institutions establishes
precedent. But the pathway for these institutions is as yet unclear beyond their
obligation to meet the goals of the ‘state ask,’ and their right, if certified, to receive
interest on tuition and fee revenue and to carry forward unexpended funds.
SCHEV’s role
The State Council of Higher Education in Virginia (SCHEV) has historically been
a coordinating board, not a governing board. It is generally acknowledged that
SCHEV’s influence was substantially reduced during Governor James Gilmore’s
term in office. Its new role represents a dramatic expansion and a new centrality
for SCHEV in the policy arena. The agency staff profile may have been adequate
for its former role, but its new functions may require expansion of both the skills
and stature of SCHEV’s professional management. A new executive director was
appointed at roughly the same time as the proposed law was being studied by the
joint legislative commission, an appointment on which much of SCHEV’s
credibility and ultimate influence may rise or fall.
The law gives SCHEV far more direct regulatory power than it may ever have
had, something the historically very independent institutions may not easily
accept. How SCHEV performs in mediating the inevitable tests of political will
may well determine the fate of restructuring. SCHEV’s current leaders affirm that
its role is to ‘help higher education help the state.’ SCHEV sees this as less a
‘restructuring’ than an effort to align the goals of the state and its universities.
Nevertheless, SCHEV’s role will change under restructuring. It will now make
judgments about whether institutions are responding to the ‘state ask.’ It first
reviews and approves the institutions’ six‐year academic plans in which
institutions resolve to meet the state’s goals. These plans have been approved.
Now SCHEV is developing performance measures to assess whether institutions
have met the state’s goals.
Various measures ‐ as many as 70 by one observer’s count ‐ have been proposed,
and the list has been revised a number of times. The most current count is 26,
reflecting one or more measures for each of the state’s 12 goals. Once the
measures have been established SCHEV will work with institutions to establish
standards for performance on each. SCHEV respondents reported that many of
the institutions were already undertaking many of the activities outlined in the 12
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state goals, so the process would largely formalise their achievement of such
goals. But there is little doubt that the outcome of its performance assessment will
entail high stakes for both the agency and the state’s public universities

Performance assessment
SCHEV staff have met with campus leaders to explore institutional sets of
benchmarks, all tailored to each institution’s mission. Each institution negotiates
its level of performance on standards that cover its financial and management
responsibilities as well as its performance relative to the 12 state goals. Data will
ultimately be reported to SCHEV, the General Assembly (and its joint audit
committee, known as JLARC), and other agencies as may be needed. With a
variety of sources of judgment about the data, and ambiguous criteria of ‘success’
on some of the measures, institutions are concerned about the risk that one could
be ‘performing’ for one purpose in one agency’s view, but not for another. What
is ‘affordability,’ for example, and is it the same for a College of William & Mary,
a Norfolk State University and an historically Black institution? And, how far
should the state push something like ‘access?’ Is it ‘access’ to the institution, or
access to required courses? In addition, the new regime seems to emphasise
negative sanctions as much as positive incentives for institutions to ‘perform.’
But SCHEV and other actors on the state’s behalf, as well as leaders of the
covered institutions, see the overarching goals for ‘covered’ institutions as
uncontroversial ‐ things higher education ought to be doing with or without
restructuring. In one view, performance measures should basically answer the
question, ‘Does the sum of institutional efforts add up to more than the sum of
the ‘scores’ on all the individual performance measures?’ In other words, is the
state better off for the efforts of its public universities? In this view, a balance is
needed between focusing too closely on data themselves and thoughtful analysis
of overall performance to assure the state that it is getting value for its investment
in higher education. The state and the public will judge the credibility of the
process on whether that thoughtful analysis is conducted and whether it can be
clearly communicated.

Do the benefits outweigh the costs?
The cultures of state agencies and higher education institutions differ profoundly,
so these agreements may be helpful in laying down the ground rules by which
conversations between the two sides will proceed. Perhaps more importantly,
higher education had not been seen as fully or consistently responsive to what the
state perceived as its most important goals. SCHEV’s most recent (2004) ‘strategic
plan’ focused only on accommodating more students with less funding,
strengthening funded research, and enhancing instructional quality, in retrospect
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a relatively narrow and pedestrian set of goals when arrayed against a far
broader ‘state ask’ in restructuring legislation. Now those goals are clarified and
written into law. The expectations are made clear and explicit, and it is believed
by some that the whole process has helped the parties to re‐think some major
issues in the relationship of the state and its universities. The state is far more
explicit in stating what public funding should provide for, and, by implication,
the institutions are on notice that all else is ancillary to these central purposes.
In fact, many of our respondents indicated that the renewed focus on substance ‐
what the state wants and what institutions are supposed to do about it ‐ has been
salutary. As one said, ‘We are all getting more focused on output, what are we
accomplishing, than on process.’ Process has been covered in the law and in
management agreements, making both the relationship and its content more
explicit and predictable.
On the other hand, the legislation could serve as a vehicle for legislative mischief.
Simple amendments could add new goals or reform performance standards
painstakingly negotiated by SCHEV. In fact a 12th goal was legislated in 2006, a
signal that the door may be open to future such amendments. We acknowledge
that no current state legislature can, by normal statute, bind future legislatures to
act in specified manners. But some respondents speculated that the explicit nature
of the restructuring process and the very involved negotiations that preceded it
might have some moral carry‐over effect in coming years.
The Virginia policy may offer substantial benefits to both the state and its public
colleges and universities. Management flexibility, saving costs on construction,
holding and managing funds, operating a tailor‐made HR system, and the
promise of tuition and fee predictability all appear to hold promise for
institutions in the Level III group. Their experience may well break the path for
the other institutions, providing them with opportunities for more independent
operations than they would otherwise have enjoyed. Likewise, the intangible
effect of having a clear blueprint for what the state expects and how institutions’
performance will be judged is, in the view of most, a salutary outcome in itself.
As with any newly signed agreement, though, the sterner test will be in how the
parties choose to live up to both its terms and its spirit.
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Conclusion
Seeking more autonomy from the state, Virginia’s public universities found
themselves achieving more procedural autonomy on the condition of the state’s
assertion of tighter substantive control. This procedural/substantive dichotomy is
taken up in a different context by John Donahue (1989) of Harvard University.
Writing on privatisation in US society (and not covering issues in education or
higher education), Donahue uses the text sub‐title of ‘Public Ends; Private
Means’, and argues that to be successful, privatisation must include rigorous
definition of the purposes of public ends and a rigorous process for evaluating
their attainment. To us, the Virginia scene has attempted just such a package. (For
elaboration on the procedural/substantive theme, see Berdahl and Bayer‐
Contardo, 2006.)
The state deregulation on the procedural side is supposed to lead to more day‐to‐
day managerial flexibility, to more entrepreneurialism and to higher institutional
morale that comes with more real self‐government. Whether the increased state
role in defining and evaluating the purposes of its public universities and colleges
will come to be seen as having demanded too high a price for the greater
procedural freedoms remains to be seen. Having taken the initiative to loosen
their relationship with the state as appropriations failed to keep pace with
institutional costs, Virginia’s ‘Big 3’ public universities appear to have unleashed
an uncontrollable ‘garbage can’ agenda that had a different outcome than anyone
anticipated.
The ultimate reality for publicly supported colleges and universities is that they
serve their states. The ultimate reality for state government is that they have to
make explicit what they expect, how much they will pay to get it and how they
will evaluate the results. In other words, there is a relationship that has to be
continuously sustained. Most critical of all, both sides need to focus on how best
to achieve the quality of outcomes that serve the state’s most pressing interests. If
the Virginia reforms result in better quality service to the state, while still
protecting and enhancing the academic quality of the covered institutions, they
will be worth emulating.
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The Social Foundations of the Evaluative State and
the Universities as Stakeholder Organisations
Ivar Bleiklie
Introduction
The unique quality of Guy Neave’s work is to be found in a skilful application of
the methods and knowledge of a classic historian, combined with the analytical
orientation of a social scientist and a personal talent for coining concepts and
using metaphor to form elegant arguments. Thus the best of his contributions are
not only important and innovative, but also fun and interesting pieces to read.
Two of Guy’s most well known contributions may be pinpointed by the use of
two concepts: ‘the evaluative state’ and ‘universities as stakeholder organisations’
(Neave 1998, 2002). Both concepts were used to identify significant developments
in university policy and institutional organisation. Whereas the first suggests how
modern states have tried to adjust their modus operandi in terms of a specific set of
ideals that emerged and took hold during the 1980s and 1990s, the second concept
suggests how modern universities have changed in terms of a new set of
organisational ideals that emerged in the same period. The two developments are
closely related, some would say two sides of the same coin. Nevertheless, the
close relation tends to be assumed rather than demonstrated. In this brief article I
do not intend to undertake the daunting task of providing proof. I shall instead
argue that there are different ways in which we may go about the task of
demonstrating the relationship. I shall start with an illustration, the case of
Norwegian university reforms of the last ten years, embodied in the so‐called
‘Quality Reform’.

The Norwegian ‘Quality Reform’
Previous analyses of Norwegian higher education reforms and their effects on the
higher education system have depicted Norway as a slow reformer characterised
by localism and incrementalism that makes planned reforms difficult (Bleiklie
2004; Bleiklie et al. 2000; Kogan et al. 2000). There are clear indications that this
picture has changed if we look at the outcomes of the Quality Reform (Aamodt et
al. 2006; Bleiklie et al. 2006; Dysthe et al. 2006; Halvorsen and Faye 2006;
Michelsen et al. 2006). The Quality Reform adopted in Parliament in June 2002
and implemented from August 2003, signalled massive changes over a broad
range of issues. Among them were a new degree system (as part of the Bologna
process), introduction of a course credit system throughout the higher education
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system, new leadership and management structures, a new funding system, a
strong drive for internationalisation and an extension of the teaching semester.
Central among the stated objectives was the goal of increased efficiency ‐
reducing dropout rates, reducing time to exam, and increasing research output
and research funding acquisition capacity. In order to achieve this, a funding
system of higher education institutions has been put in place where at the start of
the new funding regime about 60% of the institutions’ budget was supposed to be
a basic grant, about 25% a reward for teaching productivity and about 15% a
reward for research productivity. A quality insurance agency (NOKUT) was
established the primary task of which has been evaluating quality assurance
systems in individual institutions and the degree to which they fulfil established
formal criteria for institutional accreditation, e.g. percentage of full professors,
associate professors and doctoral degree holders among the academic staff. Thus
important mechanisms of the Evaluative State that had gradually been
introduced since 1990 were now in place in full force. Furthermore leadership
structures were put in place that strengthened leadership and increased capacity
for strategic planning and action. Although institutions were given several
options regarding how they wanted to organise their internal decision making
structures, the majority of the institutions chose to opt for elected rectors and
appointed deans and departments heads. External representation on the
institutional boards that had been introduced since 1995 was strengthened and
representatives of the academic staff no longer held the majority. At faculty and
department levels elected bodies with decision making authority to which leaders
previously were answerable, were replaced by bodies with an advisory function.
These formal changes seem to shape the institutions as stakeholder organisations
in which power is transferred from the academic staff and other employee groups
to appointed leaders and external stakeholders.

Three Perspectives on Higher Education Policy Change
The Quality Reform demonstrates that where reformers once tended to be
cautious and act with care, they have in recent years shown a hitherto
unprecedented capacity for radical structural reform. There may be several
explanations for this renewed capacity for policy reform, such as changing
environmental pressures, changing power constellations or changing belief
among relevant actors. Let us therefore have a brief look at these explanations
and see whether any of these are probable candidates for explaining the most
recent turn of events in Norwegian higher education policies.

Environmental pressure and functional needs as policy drivers
One perspective which we may call neo‐Weberian focuses on the functions of
governance and reform processes whereby new aspects of public activities are
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formalised and made accessible to outside administrative and political control
(Ferlie and Andresani 2006; Willmott 1995). This perspective assumes a positive
role of the state, a distinctive public service and a particular legal order. Policy
change, therefore, might testify to the adaptability and resilience of state
structures faced with a changing environment and new challenges demanding
new organisational arrangements. This perspective is useful for two reasons. First
it allows us to focus on current reforms in a long term perspective which makes it
possible to check the extent to which current reforms are the outcome of gradual
processes rather than of changes that have occurred over the last couple of
decades. Secondly, the neo‐Weberian perspective is open to the idea that changes
in state policies may be a necessary product of environmental changes. One set of
environmental changes is the emergence of a ‘knowledge society’ and
‘knowledge economy’, the perceived needs for expansion in higher education and
research, an increased integration of higher education and research with state and
society (stakeholder perspective) and therefore also an increased need for
transparency and efficiency that may be accommodated by the new forms of
incentive policies and evaluation instruments provided by the evaluative state.

New actor constellations in governance
This perspective focuses on the actors that influence or shape policies and their
interrelations. Policies are the product of the actions of major actors such as policy
makers and affected groups where policies are understood in terms of the
preferences of the actors involved in the decision process (Ostrom 1990; Scharpf
1997; Tsebelis 1999). In such a case the degree and pace of change depend on the
aims of the actors and may be explained either by changing values and aims
among actors or changes in the constellation of the actors involved. A recent
version of the perspective ‘network governance’ refers to a situation where
horizontally organised networks of actors ‐ government agencies, business
enterprises and voluntary organisations ‐ are left to formulate, administer and
implement public policies rather than hierarchically organised public
bureaucracies. This is also assumed to have further organisational implications as
policies are implemented in a more non‐hierarchical, discursive and open ended
fashion (Jones et al. 1997). In higher education these changes may reflect changes
in the conception of universities, from a situation in which their organisation is
based on the idea that they are academic collegial communities ‐ ‘republics of
scholars’ ‐ to a situation where they are considered to be stakeholder
organisations (Neave 2002). The actor oriented perspective may explain current
higher education reforms if the reform measures can be traced back to the
emergence of new actor constellations as opposed to traditional bureaucratic
forms. These new actor constellations may then result in new perceptions of
policy problems in higher education and reform proposals consistent with these
perceptions.
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New forms of governance
One of the most commonly used perspectives in social science analyses of public
sector reform over the last decades is New Public Management (NPM). It
represents a perspective that focuses on changes in the instruments of governance,
whereby public agencies are induced to operate as business enterprises in the
market ‐ in casu producers of educational and research services ‐ rather than rule
following bureaucratic units (Bleiklie 1998; Christensen and Lægreid 1998; Ferlie
et al. 1996; Pollitt 1990, 1995). The NPM perspective focuses on changes of the
instruments of governance designed to increase the efficiency of service production.
Particular attention is devoted to new instruments that reflect a changing logic of
steering ‐ such as the shift from ex ante regulation in the form of established rules,
practices and budget decisions to an emphasis on ex post control with a focus on
goal formulation, performance measurement and evaluation. When the emphasis
is moved from rule production and rule adherence to goal formulation and
performance control evaluation becomes a core activity and thus changes the way
in which the state goes about its business of governance (Neave 1998). NPM is
often traced back to the ideological transformation of the ‘managerial revolution’
from about 1980 (Keller 1983). The NPM perspective may therefore explain
current higher education reforms if the reform measures can be traced back to
NPM inspired ideological changes since 1980 that subsequently led to a
formulation of higher education policy problems and thereafter the development
of reform proposals consistent with NPM‐ideology. It is thus a special version of
general institutional perspectives that emphasise beliefs and rule like
assumptions as explanations for the behaviour of relevant actors.

Realist and institutionalist interpretations
In the concluding discussion I shall use these three main assumptions about the
sequence of events driving the reform process as a basis for the analysis. The most
common understanding of the three perspectives above is that the former two
represent different causal sequences reflecting real world or objective events
(actors’ needs/preferences, or functional needs) that have caused some kind of
reaction. The validity of such explanations according to the realist interpretation
which they represent should be tested by observing whether the sequence of
events that is suggested by the models, actually occurs or not. However if we look
closer at the evidence it indicates that one cannot find direct links between
changes in the organisation and expansion of higher education and ‘objective’
needs. Whether we look at how the Norwegian case developed over time (Bleiklie
et al. 2000; Bleiklie 2006) or compare it with the development of higher education
systems in other countries (Frank and Meyer 2007; Meyer and Schofer 2007) it is
difficult to find support for functional or actor oriented explanations. Neither
increasing student numbers nor indicators of economic development are
sufficient to explain satisfactorily higher education expansion and organisation.
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The actor constellations are also quite stable, where institutions and state
authorities have remained the main actors. Although increasing student numbers
represent real world changes, the expansion itself tends to be worldwide and
consistent over time since 1960. The expansion itself cannot be explained in terms
of economic development. According to Frank and Meyer (2007) it has taken
place globally regardless of the level of economic development and the needs of
the labour market and of industry. They conclude that it may best be explained in
terms of beliefs and rule like assumptions made by the actors involved. In our
study of the Quality Reform there are some interesting findings regarding the
beliefs of the actors involved that may contribute further to explaining the
outcome. In our national survey of academic staff we found that they defined the
ability to plan strategically as the most important leadership quality they
expected to find among their immediate superiors, more important than
academic authority and excellence. Furthermore, in spite of the reforms being
rather comprehensive and structural, they have not produced clear gains in terms
of efficiency. This has not yet led to any discussion or reflection regarding the
efficiency of the reform measures, and there is little indication that the basic
assumptions on which the reform was based might be affected by the possibility
of the reform failing in terms of its own success criteria.
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The rise of the ‘evaluative society’ and the
legitimisation of ‘difference’ in UK higher education
John Brennan
Introduction: from ‘evaluative state’ to ‘evaluative society’
Guy Neave has contributed much to the discussion of the implications of the rise
of the evaluative state for higher education (Neave 1988, 1998, 2000). The tentacles
of the evaluative state were particularly in evidence through the growth of the
quality movement during the 1990s as state‐sponsored, if not always state
administered, agencies set about evaluating the qualities of higher education
institutions and some mixture of their teaching programmes, their research, their
staff, their administrative mechanisms and much else (Westerheijden et al. 1994;
Brennan and Shah 2000).
In some jurisdictions, the evaluative state was regarded as relatively benign since
its arrival signalled the relaxation or even the removal of other state controls
(Neave and Van Vught 1994). Some elements of authority were transferred from
the state to the higher education institutions, if not to the academic profession
itself, and it was not therefore perhaps so unreasonable for the state to wish to
know what the publicly‐funded institutions were doing with their new‐found
freedoms. This is what evaluation activity sought to provide. However, in other
jurisdictions where institutional autonomy had traditionally been high, there
were no offsetting freedoms to be found from the introduction of the new
evaluation and quality mechanisms. In such places, evaluation was perceived to
be an attack on existing and long‐held freedoms, producing a lot of extra work for
institutions and their staff and running the risk of producing considerable public
embarrassment if negative results ensued. The celebrated ‘quality wars’ (Brown
2004; Dill 2004) in the United Kingdom were born of this perceived conflict
between higher education’s traditional freedoms and growing state interference,
in large part through the arrival of new evaluation and quality assessment
mechanisms.
Fast forward to the beginning of a new century and there are signs that the
evaluative state has transformed itself into a multi‐layered and multi‐functional
‘evaluative society’. An average evening’s television will likely contain both
celebrity and public evaluations of citizens’ business acumen, their dress sense,
their dance expertise and much else. Much of the popularity of such evaluative
activity is that it entails the creation of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. The concepts and
terminology of the ‘stakeholder society’ also indicate that the state has lost much
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of its evaluative monopoly. It is not that the state is evaluating any the less but
that, now, everybody is doing it!
This chapter will examine how higher education is faring in this evaluative
society, mainly through consideration of the case of the United Kingdom. As
already indicated, this is not to claim that the UK case is typical. In many ways, it
is not, especially from a European perspective. But the UK example of evaluation
in higher education has been fast‐moving and controversial and, it will be argued
in this chapter, has seen the reversal of its original rationale: from attempting to
ensure that higher education was broadly ‘all the same’ (comparability of
standards) to emphasising its differences and legitimising its hierarchies (through
rankings and league tables).

Ensuring comparability
Historically, evaluation processes in UK higher education were overwhelmingly
based on peer review and their essential purpose was to ensure comparability of
standards across a system of largely independent, though mainly state‐funded,
universities and other higher education institutions. Central as far as the
education function was concerned was the system of external examiners through
which the assessed academic work of students was examined by experienced
academics who were external to the institution where the students were being
taught. The central duty of the external examiner was to confirm that the
standards being applied to the assessment of student work at the ‘examined’
institution were the same as those being applied at the examiner’s home
institution and at other institutions with which the examiner was familiar. (Over
an academic career, an individual academic could expect to be an external
examiner at several universities.) While the external examiner role subsequently
expanded to include commentary on the quality of the courses and the teaching
that the students had experienced, the central function of comparability of
standards remained.
Peer review was also central to ensuring that comparability of standards was
maintained during the expansion of higher education during the 1970s and 1980s.
This period saw a major expansion of polytechnics and other non‐university
institutions. Unlike non‐university sectors in many other countries, the standards
in the polytechnics and colleges were anchored in those of the universities. Not
only did the external examiner system of the universities extend to these new
kinds of institutions but an independent body, the Council for National Academic
Awards (CNAA), exercised national authority over academic standards (it
awarded the degrees to the polytechnic students) through the use of a peer
review system of course evaluation, involving site visits by external academics
(drawn from both universities and polytechnics). The CNAA was required by
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Royal Charter to ensure that the degrees awarded in the polytechnics and
colleges were equivalent in standards to those awarded in and by universities.
Accreditation of vocational programmes by professional bodies used similar
mechanisms of peer review and had as its purpose the guarantee that graduates
would be equivalent in terms of knowledge, competence and skills irrespective of
the institution where they had studied.
These unifying features of UK higher education traditions are sufficiently well‐
known and recorded (e.g. Silver 1990; Brown 2004,) not to require any further
elaboration here. The point to underline is that evaluation had historically played
a central role in underpinning a claim that the experience and achievements of
students were broadly similar, irrespective of where they studied. Evaluation
reports were private to the evaluated institutions. All that wider publics needed
to know was that evaluation systems were in place to ensure that standards and
qualifications were equivalent irrespective of where one had studied.

Ensuring difference
If the role of evaluation processes had historically been to attempt to ensure
comparability of standards or at least to play down differences, from the nineties
onwards it was all about creating and legitimising difference. A national Research
Assessment Exercise (RAE) introduced in the late 1980s was already
demonstrating that not all universities were equivalent in terms of research
standing. Public funding of research based on the RAE results ensured that
differences continued and, indeed, were accentuated. It also ensured that any
research aspirations in the former polytechnics that might have been created by
their re‐designation as universities were kept firmly under control.
A national ‘quality assessment’ regime introduced in 1993 and administered by
the higher education funding councils (separate ones for England, Scotland and
Wales) was set to create similar reputational differentiation of teaching. The
essential and novel feature of the system was the grading of the quality of
university teaching on a subject basis. Visiting teams of ‘peers’ observed classes
and met with faculty members and with students to question them about their
intentions and experiences. Reports of the assessments were published and
contained an explicit statement of ‘relative’ quality, initially on a three point scale
‐ of excellence, satisfactory and unsatisfactory ‐ but subsequently on effectively a
24 point scale based on six separate dimensions of teaching quality. Rankings and
league tables followed, though never published by the assessment agencies.
National newspapers were left to do this part of the job.
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The above arrangements were the focus of continuing ‘quality wars’ during the
nineties (Brown 2004; Dill 2004). While the main protagonists were the
universities and the state, each had their allies, their agendas (hidden and public)
and their supporters. A messy compromise of a subject‐based quality assessment
system operated by the funding councils alongside a continuing academic audit
process operated by the institutionally‐owned Higher Education Quality Council
continued until the late nineties when the two systems were merged and a single
nominally independent Quality Assurance Agency was created. In reality, the
Agency was owned by the institutions but took its orders from the funding
councils. Research assessment remained the direct responsibility of the funding
councils.
The most recent evolution of the UK quality assessment regime has been the
replacement of the peer review of teaching by an annual student satisfaction
survey. All final year students complete a questionnaire. The results are
published. League tables are constructed. The market has arrived.
The underlying belief ‐ central to other areas of public service under the Blair
government ‐ is that informed consumer choice is central to driving up quality
and standards. The satisfaction levels of existing ‘consumers’ are conveyed to
intending ‘consumers’ who will draw the obvious conclusions and their resulting
decisions on university applications will force universities to improve their
quality if they are to survive in an increasingly competitive marketplace. (There is
plenty of evidence, however, that students decide on where they want to study
for all sorts of reasons and are hardly affected by this student survey
information.)
What we see from the evolution of the UK case over a 20 year period can be
summarised as a movement through four phases of ‘authority’ over the work of
higher education institutions.
Table 1: The changing locus of authority in UK higher education
Phase 1: Academic authority
Phase 2: Managerial authority
Phase 3: State authority
Phase 4: Consumer authority

External examiners CNAA
Institutional audit
Quality assessment, RAE,
National student survey, Teaching Quality Information

The table indicates something of the 20 year evolution of evaluation arrangements
in the UK and the changing power relationships that underlie them. It should be
remembered, however, that new arrangements never wholly replace the
arrangements that preceded them. External examiners continue to ply their trade.
The culture and processes of the CNAA are still much in evidence in many of the
former polytechnics. And there was considerable overlap between phases 2 and 3.
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Today, open warfare may have gone underground in the UK quality wars. No
clear winner can yet be discerned. But the important change which has occurred
is that evaluation processes that were originally about ensuring that quality and
standards were broadly the same in UK higher education are now concerned with
demonstrating that they are different.

From state to stakeholders
The implications of the growth of the ‘stakeholder society’ for higher education
evaluation systems is that their intended use has extended beyond the organs of
the state to include a wide range of stakeholders, including higher education’s
users and consumers, the people who work in higher education, the employers of
higher education’s graduates, the commissioners of research, and so on. And as a
central part of the prevalent ideology, it is important that all these stakeholders
have real choices and options. It is not sufficient to simply ensure that minimum
standards are everywhere in place. The whole point is to demonstrate publicly
that differences exist and should be differentially rewarded. The theory is that
this will motivate people to do ‘better’. But differentiation also can be used to
justify the unequal treatment of graduates from different higher education
institutions, the unequal support for research, the unequal rewards for academic
staff, and so on.
An emphasis upon ‘legitimised difference’ in the evaluative society reflects for
higher education the consequences of expansion and the need to perform
simultaneously mass and universal functions alongside traditional elite functions
(Trow 1974, 2006). Evaluation systems and processes legitimise differences by
providing the evidence for their existence. The UK system has been marked by
‘vertical differentiation’ (Teichler 2006) whereby differences are generally set out
in a hierarchical order ‐ hence, rankings and league table. In other places, a more
‘horizontal’ and functional differentiation is emphasised. But in both cases,
evaluation plays an important role in demonstrating that ‘things are different’
and are ‘better’ in some places than in others.
It sometimes seems as if everyone is evaluating everyone else in UK higher
education today. Academics are evaluating each other and their students. The
students are evaluating their teachers. Managers are evaluating academic staff.
External agencies are evaluating the management. The use to which the resultant
mountains of evaluation data are actually being put is so far unclear. But it is
undoubtedly the case that many academics take the evaluations very seriously,
especially those concerned with research which have considerable implications
for future reputation and funding. For the rest of it, when so many things are
being evaluated, it is generally possible for most of us to find something that we
appear to be good at!
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Resisting the Evaluative State: Irish Academics Win
the Battle but Lose the War
Patrick Clancy
Introduction
A perennial problem for comparative scholars of higher education policy and
indeed in the social sciences more generally is the tension between seeking to
understand the operation of universal processes which apply in all social settings
and the necessity to take account of national specificities which lead to
particularistic developments in different countries. Scholars who have sought to
apply institutional theory to the study of higher education have emphasised the
extent to which local higher education organisations arise in good measure
independent of local circumstances ‐ derived from wider socio‐cultural
environments that support and even require local structuration around
exogenous models and meanings (Meyer et al. 2006, p. 5). While this endorsement
of ‘isomorphism’ as the master trend, which also seeks to explain commonalities
in change trajectories, does not preclude some national variations, some scholars
argue that the evolving diversity of higher education systems needs to be a more
central focus in comparative analysis (Levy 2006). Guy Neave’s comparative
analysis of policy changes in higher education stands uniquely as the most
sophisticated treatment of this intellectual domain. His biennial reviews of policy
development in the European Journal of Education and his continuing analysis in
Higher Education Policy and in a variety of other papers and monographs offer an
extraordinary rich theoretical analysis of the complex interaction between
universal global trends conditioned by national characteristics. His penetrating
analysis of the rise of the Evaluative State offers a good example of this work
(Neave 1988, 1998, 2004). In this short paper I want to draw on Neave’s analysis
of the Evaluative State to discuss changes in the governance of Irish higher
education.
Central to Neave’s analysis are his distinctions between: routine and
exploratory/strategic evaluation; a priori and a posteriori approaches to funding;
his analysis of the role of intermediary bodies; and his recognition that changing
governance patterns reveal many paradoxes. In his analysis, the growing
interventionist role of the state is consistent with apparently contradictory trends
towards increasing self‐regulation and institutional autonomy, although not
necessarily self‐governance on a collegial basis (Neave 2004, p. 23). The transfer of
functions away from national oversight does not necessarily mean that there is a
corresponding increase in latitude and discretion at the institutional level. He
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points out that what is yielded at the top does not necessarily straightaway flow
to the base; it may gather in the hands of intermediary bodies and/or institutional
leaders (Neave 1998, p. 278). The price of enhanced self‐management is acceding
to enhanced public scrutiny and accountability, exercised via intermediary
bodies. He sees the rise of the Evaluative State in Europe as coterminous with the
installation of new agencies, procedures and criteria for judging quality in higher
education. Contractualisation is a central feature of the operating frame created
by the Evaluative State, designed to enforce change. This implies ‘conditionality’
and ‘renegotiability’ involving complex interchanges between government,
agencies of surveillance and higher education institutions (Neave 1998, p. 277).
The perceptiveness of Neave’s theoretical analysis is matched by his sensitivity to
differences in national contexts. For example, within Western Europe he identifies
two approaches towards the Evaluative State. One, as exemplified by Belgium,
France, Spain and more recently Italy, was the political pathway, where change in
higher education is part of a broader ranging political reform while the second, as
exemplified by UK and the Netherlands, was conceived with economic goals in
mind attempting to make HE institutions more responsive to market forces.

Growing State Intervention in Irish Higher Education
In Ireland, prior to the 1960s, the relationship between the state and all education
providers is best captured by the notion of subsidiarity. The Irish educational
system evolved within a tradition of state‐aided rather than state owned
education. This relationship of subsidiarity was reflected in the higher education
sector whereby the annual grant to the universities came from the Department of
Finance, not the Department of Education. This implied that the state was not
envisaged as having any planning role in relation to higher education.
The interventionist role of the state commenced with the modernisation
programme of the 1960s and the introduction of economic planning. In future,
priority was to be given to achieving economic growth through an
industrialisation programme, which was to be founded on export‐led growth
with a strong involvement of foreign multi‐nationals. As a late‐industrialising
country, it quickly emerged that the scope for growth was in knowledge‐based
industries and the development of human capital was the essential factor in
facilitating this development. The expansion and restructuring of the educational
system became an integral feature of the government’s economic growth strategy.
The essential rationale for spending on education, especially higher education,
was its contribution to achieving economic growth targets in respect of industrial
development and employment creation.
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Contrary to the advice of the Commission on Higher Education, which endorsed
the traditional view of the university (Clancy 1991), the government formed the
view that new and emerging labour market needs were unlikely to be met by the
university sector. The view was that the universities were not sufficiently
adaptable and that their mission statements showed little emphasis on the
application of knowledge and meeting the needs of the labour market. The
mechanism chosen was to develop a non‐university sector which would have an
explicit vocationalist orientation. The main expression of this policy was to set up
a network of Regional Technical Colleges (RTCs), designed as short cycle
vocationally oriented institutions. These new colleges supplemented the existing
Dublin Colleges of Technology, which were greatly expanded and reconstituted
to form the Dublin Institute of Technology (DIT). An important characteristic of
the new sector was that it would be controlled by the government Department of
Education, directly, rather than by the Higher Education Authority, the buffer
body which had been established by the state to regulate the university sector. It
would appear that the strategy to establish a binary system was motivated,
primarily, by the desire to fashion the new sector in a manner which would best
respond to meet the labour market needs of the economy. This new sector became
the main vehicle for expanded provision. and was privileged in terms of the flow
of state resources.
The other new development was the establishment of two National Institutes of
Higher Education (NIHEs) designed to offer technologically oriented education at
a higher level than that which was provided by the RTCs or the DIT. The decision
to establish the first of these new institutes in Limerick, rather than to establish a
university there as demanded by the local community, reflected a very explicit
government determination. It was felt that while there was a need for additional
higher level institutions, the country at that time did not need another university.
The government’s success in establishing a vibrant higher education sector
outside the university sector began to influence developments within the
university sector. The state gradually became more interventionist vis‐à‐vis the
universities, and was no longer willing to allow the buffer agency (HEA) to
exercise the level of discretion it previously enjoyed. While in its early days its
relative autonomy from government enabled it to earn the trust and confidence of
its client institutions (the colleges), gradually the government‐HEA interface has
proved to be more permeable (Clancy 1991). Examples of the increased
intervention, which followed this shift in the direction of penetration (Neave
2004, p. 16), include the state’s greater budgetary control, effectively regaining
some of the functions which it had earlier delegated to the HEA and the state’s
increased influence over the supply of additional third level places; extra
resources are made available contingent on the perceived need for particular
kinds of graduates.
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Academic Resistance: Protecting Autonomy
Notwithstanding this overall trend of declining autonomy some evidence of
successful resistance is noted. Some of this is associated with a process of
academic drift. The NIHEs have been given university status following the report
of an international study group which reported that the standards of scholarship
in the NIHEs were the same as in the universities. While noting that the mission
statements of the NIHEs stated that their teaching and research are largely
determined by what is needed in Ireland, it concluded that there is no inherent
conflict between what is useful and what is scholarly. All of the RTCs have been
renamed, Institutes of Technology, and following a review process each has been
given delegated power to validate its own diplomas and degrees within the
framework of the Higher Education and Training Awards Council. The Dublin
Institute of Technology had previously been given power, via legislation, to
validate its own qualifications although it has been refused university status. The
increased autonomy given to the DIT and the former RTCs provides a good
illustration of Neave’s distinction between product and process control. Now that
the colleges, which developed in the non‐university sector, have internalised their
more vocationally oriented mission they can be allowed more procedural
autonomy. The final stage in the evolution of the non‐university sector was taken
earlier this year when the Institutes of Technology were designated under the
Higher Education Authority. In her speech to the inaugural meeting of the
reconstituted HEA the Minister for Education and Science referred to the
enhanced autonomy and managerial freedoms being provided to the institutes
(Hanafin 2007).
Perhaps the clearest examples of resistance to the evaluative state come from the
university sector. Two developments are especially worthy of note. The first
relates to the enactment of the Universities Act, 1997 while the second relates to
the issue of external evaluation. The Universities Bill was enacted after a
prolonged debate, incorporating substantial amendments. The original bill, as
published, was perceived as involving an assault on university autonomy. It
proposed to give much greater power to the state, mainly by extending the
regulatory powers of the Higher Education Authority. After intense lobbying by
the Heads of the Universities and the Federation of University Teachers, and with
the support of the parliamentary opposition and the senators representing the
university panel, the bill was amended very substantially. The outcome was
broadly acceptable to the Heads of the Universities who felt that they had
successfully neutralised the main threats posed by the bill as originally envisaged.
Changes achieved in the Bill included:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Curtailing the proposed detailed financial oversight of the universities by the
HEA
Locating the prime responsibility for academic evaluation/quality assurance
with the university’s governing authority rather than the HEA
Inclusion in the Bill of a strong section on academic freedom of individual
staff members and of institutional autonomy
Placing ‘tenure’ on a firm legal footing
Increased representation for academic staff on the governing authority of the
universities
Deletion of the detailed reference to the university’s role in relation to
‘innovation and job creation policies’ while retaining the more generic
objective ‘to support and contribute to the realisation of national economic
and social development’

The issue of evaluation and quality assurance has been on the policy agenda for
some years with various proposals to introduce more rigorous external
assessment of research and teaching. A government Green Paper (1992)
suggested that an Academic Audit Unit would be created within the Higher
Education Authority ‐ i.e. external to the institutions ‐ while the Committee of
Heads of Irish Universities (CHIU) suggested that it should be located within the
university system. In this instance the universities were successful in retaining the
‘ownership’ of the quality assurance system, albeit under the overall supervision
of the HEA.
In relation to research funding and its assessment, government thinking favoured
the introduction of separate budgets for teaching and research. The universities
resisted strongly the idea of separate budgets, arguing that the unified budget,
which is reflected in the block grant given to colleges, should provide the basic
level of research funding. It was acceptable that selectivity would arise in relation
to additional funding for which academics would be expected to bid. The
university view prevailed through the 1990s, although as we report below the
issue was not finally settled. In any event there was no suggestion that Ireland
would move towards an elaborate Research Assessment Exercise such as that
which prevails in the UK. It is envisaged that research assessment will be part of
the quality assurance procedures, which are the prime responsibility of the
colleges. Osborne (1996) has commented critically on the resistance of Irish
academics to the demand for the separation of teaching and research budgets
arguing that to the extent that universities in the Republic of Ireland have failed
to ensure that academics have fulfilled their contractual obligations, to do
research and teaching, there has been a breach of trust with the funders of higher
education, ultimately the public.
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Marketisation and Managerialism
The successes made during the 1990s in resisting the Evaluative State may be
judged to be something of a pyrrhic victory. Paradoxically the changes, which
fundamentally altered the relations between the state and the academy, came
benignly packaged as the state’s first major attempt to address the weak research
infrastructure in Irish higher education. The Programme for Research in Third
Level Institutions (PRTLI) was introduced in 1998 with an allocation of €604
million. This was allocated on a competitive basis to institutions, primarily on the
basis of the quality and coherence of the institution’s research strategy. Science
Foundation Ireland was established in 2000 with a budget of €646 million with a
specific mission to fund research in ICT and biotechnology, areas which were
deemed to be crucial for the development of Ireland’s knowledge based economy.
The third element in the enhancement of the research infrastructure was the
establishment of new Research Councils for the humanities and social sciences
(2000) and for science and technology (2001) with more modest budgets.
This new research funding environment heralded the introduction of unbridled
market principles into the steering of higher education and represented the
government’s most serious attempt to exert control over the internal workings of
the university. Ó Riain (2007, p. 193‐196) has given a perceptive account of how
this progressive process worked. While the first traunch of PRTLI funding was
biased towards science and technology it had something of a ‘bottom‐up’
character. From 2002 onwards, a process of ‘softening up’ of the universities
operated as the PRTLI programme was ‘paused’ (for what turned out to be
almost four years) and university non‐pay budgets suffered cuts in real terms.
When the new streams of funding started to re‐emerge in late 2005, they were
more closely linked to the vision of the corporate university. New funding
mechanisms were introduced that linked increases in funding directly to
universities competing with each other to serve government goals ‐ a portion of
the ‘block grant’ was cut and moved to a Strategic Innovation Fund where
universities competed for funding based on proposals around organisational
restructuring, improved access, increased research, teaching innovation and so
on (p. 194).

Ó Riain argues that the new corporate vision of the university has narrowed the
range of the nature of knowledge to be developed in the university, has increased
the level of corporate control of academic staff and has led to increasing direct
involvement of corporate actors in the government of the university. The changed
relationship between university and society, whereby the universities are more
directly engaged in servicing what the state and business define as crucial issues,
has been effected through competitive funding.
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The response to the changed political climate and funding environment was that
the universities embarked on an unprecedented level of restructuring. This was
most evident in the three largest universities, University College Dublin (UCD),
Trinity College Dublin and University College Cork (UCC). The changes
introduced in UCD were typical where some ninety plus departments and eleven
faculties were amalgamated into thirty‐five schools and five colleges where the
new College Principals (replacing Deans) were assigned managerial roles with
responsibility for setting targets and monitoring outputs which were to be
benchmarked against best practice nationally and internationally. The
prioritisation of research which was seen as the foundation of national
competitiveness was a central focus in the new environment. The new
managerialism faced strong opposition from many staff and, in the case of UCC,
resulted in a very public battle between the President and some senior academic
staff. This opposition was reflected in a spirited correspondence in national
newspapers, especially the Irish Times, where the principal accusations being
made were: collegial culture was being replaced by a pro‐business, corporate,
audit culture; the prioritisation of science and technology was leading to the
neglect of arts/humanities subjects; minority subjects were being downgraded;
one university was accused of poaching staff from other Irish universities in an
effort to increase competitiveness; authoritarian leadership styles were emerging;
and there was a serious decline in staff morale. Barrett (2006) has examined the
economics of Irish university restructuring and finds serious deficiencies, arguing
that the request by the heads of Irish universities for government financial
support for restructuring showed elements of rent‐seeking and power‐play in
internal university governance. He is especially critical of the downgrading of
undergraduate teaching relative to postgraduate teaching and research and the
ignoring of consumer preferences in resource allocation.

Conclusion
Neave’s analysis of the Evaluative State provides an apposite framework within
which to understand changes in the governance of Irish higher education. The
apparent successes in resisting the state’s intrusion occurred in a situation where
‘legal instrumentality’ (Neave 2004, p. 13) is of declining significance. Recent
developments suggest that the decisive move has been the state’s mobilisation of
market mechanisms to achieve explicit political objectives (see also Middleton
2000). The introduction of competitive funding and the consequential
institutional response of the centralisation of power in university ‘managers’ have
proved more potent than earlier attempts by the state at more direct steering and
micro management. I share with other higher education scholars, an indebtedness
to Guy Neave for his incisive theoretical analysis which illuminates this process.
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‘Doing a Neave’: Reflections on the Evaluative State,
Academic Standards, and Blind Mice
David D. Dill
Over his illustrious career Professor Guy Neave has contributed a large number
of seminal writings to the field of higher education. His concept of the
‘evaluative state’ clearly identified a signal change in the history of higher
education policy. Governments that traditionally had monitored inputs to
universities as part of their fiduciary obligation to the public and occasionally
had assessed the strategic direction of higher education (e.g., the Robbins
Report), were now widely adopting for the first time a posteriori analyses. These
attempts to evaluate the actual outputs or outcomes of universities were usually
justified as a concern with efficiency and effectiveness in the new context of
mass higher education.
Many of the subsequent analyses of the evaluative state have appropriately
questioned the capacity of policymakers and their designated representatives to
make valid assessments about university performance, particularly in the area
of academic quality. This criticism stands on firm theoretical ground reflecting
the well known principal‐agent model first articulated by organisational
economists. That is, the principal (the government) finances universities to
provide public goods that might be undersupplied by the private market.
Because these agents (universities) are not subject to truly competitive markets,
the principal must monitor their performance to assure the public interest.
However, information imperfections make external monitoring difficult and
inefficiency likely. In the case of universities a lack of valid information about
the academic standards of academic programs ‐ that is the added educational
value they provide to the student and ultimately to society ‐ effectively ‘blinds’
the principal and leads to predictable government failures.
What is less often acknowledged, however, is that in the new global and
massified environment of higher education, imperfect information also
effectively blinds the other potential evaluators of higher education, the market
and the university itself. This suggests the problem confronting higher
education and society is more complex than that of the blind, evaluative state. It
is the problem of the three blind mice of higher education ‐ the state, the market,
and the university.
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The Blind State
The tools of the evaluative state have included new forms of external quality
assurance such as subject assessments, academic audits, and program
accreditations, as well as contractual instruments such as performance funding.
Research on these new policy instruments has revealed limitations with each,
problems predictable from the perspective of principal agent theory. For example,
the process of subject assessments as implemented in the UK was captured by
former school inspectors and therefore came to reflect their professional interests
rather than those of the larger public. Consequently the assessments focused on
direct inspections of teaching and thereby sometimes encouraged pedagogical
conventions rather than the improvement of academic standards. Program
accreditation as implemented in Europe, similar to subject assessments, is a
comprehensive process and therefore highly costly in faculty time and effort if
regularly repeated. Because of their focus on subject fields, both program
accreditations and subject assessments also fail to strengthen collective
institutional responsibility for maintaining and assuring academic standards. In
contrast, academic audits were designed to evaluate institutional‐level processes
rather than subject fields, and are therefore an inherently less costly external
quality assurance mechanism. But because of information imperfections audits
also may suffer from misdirection, for example placing too much emphasis on
assessing institutional policy documents or administrative and governance
processes, rather than evaluating the effectiveness of core academic processes
known to influence academic standards. Each of these external quality
assessments has had some positive impacts, primarily in encouraging greater
discussion and debate about improving academic quality and quality assurance
within programs and institutions. But the challenges of conducting valid external
assessments of academic standards also have encouraged a wasteful ‘culture of
compliance.’ Administrators and academic staffs have often responded to
external quality assessments with superficial actions, such as creating formal
policy documents or visible quality assurance committees and/or quality
assurance offices, rather than taking the more significant steps necessary to
improve academic standards.
The newest instrument for evaluating university performance is performance
funding. As with external quality assessments the major limitation of performance
funding policies is inadequate data and measurements of the value added by
educational programs. Performance funding measures still tend to rely upon
existing input and process‐oriented indicators of academic quality. As a
consequence performance funding policies as currently designed have had minimal
influence on the quantity or quality of student learning.
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In sum this evidence of the blindness of the evaluative state has motivated many
observers to advocate the use of true market competition as a means of assuring
the public interest in maintaining and assuring academic standards.

The Blind Market
In an effort to increase the efficiency of their higher education systems, many
countries have attempted to stimulate greater market competition among
universities through quasi‐markets for state funded instruction and research.
But market efficiency is also dependent upon the availability of appropriate
information on both price and quality. With many goods and services, a lack of
needed consumer information on quality will offer a market opportunity for
commercial entities to provide the needed information. This has also occurred
in higher education as many publishers rushed to fill the void in academic
quality information by providing university league tables and guides designed
to inform student consumers. However, commercial league tables and guides
also suffer from information imperfections and when combined with the
demonstrated nature of student choice in mass higher education the evidence
suggests that the evaluative market also suffers from blindness.
As already noted the challenge and cost of developing valid indicators of the
educational value added by academic programs are significant and for‐profit
publications have little motivation to make such investments. Instead they enjoy
substantial sales and influence among opinion leaders, higher achieving
students, and even university personnel by focusing on readily available and/or
highly subjective indicators of academic prestige such as reputational surveys
and financial or student inputs.
These indicators of academic prestige tend to obscure the weaker signals of the
quality of teaching and student learning and as a consequence the aggressive
pursuit of prestige in more competitive markets crowds out activities associated
with the improvement of academic standards. Because of the flawed indicators
utilised in commercial rankings, universities in a number of countries are making
costly investments calculated to enhance their international prestige, such as
recruitment efforts and merit awards designed to ‘cream skim’ the student
market as well as new PhD programs, research facilities, and the hiring of highly
visible researchers.
This ‘market failure’ demonstrates that legitimate information on academic
quality is a true public good that will be undersupplied by commercial entities.
As a consequence both government and non‐profit agencies in countries such as
Australia, the UK, Germany, and the US have been motivated to subsidise the
provision of more valid and reliable information on the quality of academic
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programs for student consumers. While these efforts have helped correct some of
the limitations of commercially provided information on higher education, they
are unlikely to make the evaluative market less blind. High achieving students,
who are the group most likely to be influenced by league tables, select
universities based primarily upon indicators of academic reputation rather than
valid measures of the quality of teaching and learning in academic programs.
They believe ‐ correctly ‐ that graduation from these institutions will provide a
signal to society that assures their future financial status. Other students choose
universities for a wide variety of reasons including consumption benefits that
they value personally, but which may ultimately produce limited benefit to
society. These include the pleasures of living in attractive university
surroundings, the appeal of university social life, and in the US the distractions of
university athletics.
In sum, students in mass systems of higher education increasingly choose
universities primarily for the private benefits they will receive, not because of the
social benefits that an effective education may eventually provide society. The
rational choices of even better informed student consumers are therefore unlikely
to create sufficient pressure for universities to improve academic standards.

The Blind University
The observable blindness of the evaluative state and the evaluative market lead
many to conclude that the only effective means of assuring academic standards is
the university itself. Unfortunately information imperfections within institutions
of higher education have contributed to the blindness of the university as an
evaluative instrument as well.
As Sir Eric Ashby candidly observed in 1963:
All over the country these groups of scholars, who would not make a decision
about the shape of a leaf or the derivation of a word or the author of a
manuscript without painstakingly assembling the evidence, make decisions
about admission policy, size of universities, staff‐student ratios, content of
courses, and similar issues, based on dubious assumptions, scrappy data, and
mere hunch (Ashby 1963, p. 93).

Some forty year later Don Anderson and his colleagues in Australia surveyed
university administrators about how they evaluated the academic standards of
their universities:
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… when we asked how they knew, there was no VC or dean who had any
valid or reliable means of knowing about the intellectual standards of their
university’s degrees, e.g. how they might have changed over time, how they
compared between departments or how they compared with other
universities’ (Anderson et al. 2002, p. 36).

Of the many external quality assurance practices external examining, as
conducted in the UK and some Scandinavian countries, most clearly assesses
academic standards. External examiners traditionally assessed the actual
performance of students on subject examinations used to award honours degrees
in UK universities. However, the practice was not regulated nor codified until,
under pressure from the government to assure academic standards, the
Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principals published the first Code of Practice
in 1986. Subsequent research revealed that only a minority of universities were
following these professional standards, challenging academic assertions on the
effectiveness of the practice.
The numerous academic audits conducted in many countries have also publicly
revealed the limitations in the evaluation processes universities employ to assure
academic standards. The Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) in the
US now conducts arguably the most valid academic audits, featuring evidence‐
based assessments of quality assurance processes in university education
programs. Their assessors have been consistently surprised to discover that while
university academic staff are clearly well trained in research inquiry they have
not been systematically applying those methods to their academic courses and
programs.
With the rising world‐wide incentives for academic staff to invest more time and
effort in research than teaching, the increasing demands from students for higher
marks and grades, along with the widespread adoption of modular instruction
and continuous assessment, the limitations of existing university processes for
evaluating academic standards have become more obvious.

Conclusion
The blindness exhibited by the evaluative state, market, and university requires I
believe limited state interventions to improve the evaluative capacity of the
market and most especially the university. This would require first the state
subsidising the costs of producing quality information of demonstrated value
both to students choosing an academic program and to universities and their
academic staffs seeking to improve academic standards. Second, it would require
an ongoing program of valid external academic audits, which are designed to
assure that all universities have in place evidence‐based internal processes for
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assuring the quality of their education provision. Such external evaluations are
warranted because those universities that have made some measurable progress
in improving the assurance of their academic standards have done so only after
receiving well‐targeted external quality assessments. And as a process originally
designed by the academic community, audits are superior to other external
assessments in their clear and necessary assumption that universities themselves
are responsible for assuring their academic standards.
In short given the acknowledged limitations of the evaluative state, market and
university, I have concluded that an academic or quality audit approach offers the
most responsible way for addressing the problem posed by the three blind mice
of higher education. However, the term academic or quality audit clearly evokes
discomfort within the university community, likely because of its connotation of a
financial investigation. So I would like to offer the modest proposal that we
replace the terms ‘an academic or quality audit’ with ‘a Neave,’ as in ‘doing a
Neave.’ That is, an external evaluation process that would encourage academic
staff to actively discuss and debate the essentials of higher education would, in
my view, simply institutionalise the role that Professor Neave has played with
erudition, wit, and an obvious joie de vivre throughout his professional career.
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Policy Laboratories or Garbage Cans? State Policies
for University Science and Technology in the United
States
Roger L. Geiger
The fifty American states have been hailed as ‘laboratories of democracy’ for the
fact that their uncoordinated efforts to address similar problems produce a
multitude of approaches ‐ experiments, if you will ‐ from which it should be
possible to compare and evaluate the results (Osborne 1990). This phenomenon
became especially evident during the 1980s when, in the absence of a national
industrial policy, a multitude of states implemented policies to stimulate
economic growth and to counteract the secular decline of manufacturing
industries. University research became the focus of many of these policies, as
states sought to harness a comparative advantage ‐ vigorous research universities
‐ to generate innovation in local industry. These ‘experiments,’ however, failed to
produce unambiguous results. Programs were abandoned or continued,
downsized or reshaped, with little regard for the intrinsic effectiveness of any
particular program or the experience of similar programs in other states (Feller
1992). Out of favour through most of the 1990s, this type of program was
nevertheless revived with growing enthusiasm after the turn of the century,
although again with little regard for past lessons. The trajectory of state S&T
policies, rather than their specific contents, suggests a different model of public
policy making.
The ‘garbage can model of organisational choice,’ as interpreted by John
Kingdon, provides a framework for depicting the ambiguity underlying major
policy decisions (2003). Organisations that resemble ‘organised anarchies’ are
characterised by problematic preferences, unclear technologies, and fluid
participation. Policy choices under these conditions result from unpredictable
mixtures of problems, solutions, and participants ‐ thrown together in no
particular order, as in a garbage can. In this context, the garbage can model
captures some of the uncertainties underlying state policies for universities and
science and technology. This paper utilises the lens of the garbage can model to
scrutinise policies for ‘technology‐based economic development’ (TBED,
pronounced tee‐bed) that have been adopted by virtually every American state
since 2000.
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Problematic preferences
No state boasts of an analogue to the National Science Foundation. The NSF,
despite occasional criticism, for more than half a century has been a highly
effective agent for supporting scientific research and for shaping science policy.
Three indispensable qualities have made this possible. First, rigorous adherence
to peer review has enabled it to support the best science. Second, relative
insulation from the political process has allowed the foundation to bend to
political pressures when necessary without compromising the best‐science
standard. And third, internal subject‐matter expertise has permitted foundation
officers to shape and advance the development of scientific fields. Of course,
states have not felt the need to build large and costly science bureaucracies
precisely because the NSF and other federal agencies accomplish scientific choice
for them. But for that same reason, they have difficulty implementing coherent
and effective S&T policies that depend on these same qualities ‐ identification of
best science, insulation from politics, and internal expertise.
States have no constituency supporting the advancement of knowledge.
Traditionally, they furthered knowledge growth indirectly, at best, by supporting
their flagship universities. When they formulated separate S&T policies, motives
became mixed. As Irwin Feller noted, ‘these programs are economic development
programs, not science and technology programs per se’ (1992, p. 293). This fact
introduces a bias at all levels of policy formation. For policymakers, these
programs must be sold with promises of economic impact which, if not
necessarily dishonest, are largely unknowable.
Lacking insulation from politics, state S&T policies are subject to gubernatorial
hubris and the legislative pork barrel. Governors generally possess the authority
to dominate both the formulation and execution of S&T policies. They seem to
crave credit above all, as their state web sites readily attest. Legislators naturally
enjoy recognition too, but this principally comes to them by bringing state money
to their home districts. If there is a pattern, it would seem that governors have
capitalised on the popularity of TBED to formulate new, comprehensive
programs and have negotiated with legislators to authorise appropriations for
them. Universities have benefited substantially from these TBED initiatives, but
that does not necessarily make them good science policy.
What does constitute good science policy are investments that enable cutting‐
edge research, focus on strategic fields, emphasise comparative advantage, and
build concentrations of expertise. Where economic development is also an
objective, articulation between academic specialties and the absorptive capacity of
the ambient economy are also crucial factors. However, political influence is
conducive to what is referred to disdainfully in the foundation world as
‘scatteration’ ‐ both functional and geographic. The aim to stimulate the gamut of
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activities, from basic research to product development, can produce impressive
sounding programs with few dollars behind them. Governors like to consolidate
these programs under catchy titles and project them over many years in order to
announce nine and ten figure investments, but the available spending for a
particular goal may be far less. Large bets, like California’s investment in CISI or
stem cells (see below), are the exceptions in state S&T policies.
Scatteration across the state also occurs as political interests exert their power.
New York, for example, has so many S&T programs that it can award research
centers of some kind to campuses that otherwise perform little research (e.g.,
SUNY Binghamton, Clarkson, Alfred, and Niagara universities). South Dakota,
where concentration might be desirable, distributed four University Research
Centers across three campuses. Such patterns raise the suspicion of inefficiency at
the least. From the state’s viewpoint, though, the homes of flagship campuses are
often economically vibrant, while the less populated locales of smaller institutions
may badly need economic stimulation. In fact, states generally seem to have a
fairly positive record in articulating S&T investments with regional specialties.
Here political influence and special interests weigh on the side of good decisions
for supporting at least the ‘T’ portion of S&T.

Unclear technologies
States have largely bought into the Schumpeter thesis that innovation is the key to
economic growth. Never mind the current booms in hydrocarbons, mining,
gambling, or fast food ‐ the operating belief is that innovation is the key to
endogenous growth and a competitive edge in the global economy. In fact, the
wellsprings of economic growth have been endlessly debated by economists, and
such wisdom as has been shed on this subject is probably too complex and
nuanced to be translated into public policy. Yet, states must place bets on
strategies that they believe will not only stimulate economic growth, but also
retain the benefits within state boundaries.
State S&T policies (science + TBED) can for the purposes of discussion be
separated into three levels: upstream policies aimed at strengthening research;
midstream economic strategies that hypothesise linkages between university
research and economic activity; and downstream policies aimed at
commercialising innovations.
States for the most part have adopted conservative approaches to their upstream
policies. They have invested mainly in infrastructure, physical and human, as
means to stimulate top quality research and thus complement the science policies
of the federal government. The distinctive feature of recent policies has been the
targeting of these investments on specific science‐based technologies. States have
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also included provisions for collaborative research with industry to ensure the
relevance and the transmissibility of these activities.
The current infatuation with clusters represents a best guess for an effective
approach amid these uncertainties. The examples of existing clusters are certainly
alluring, but how to replicate these dynamics is still elusive (Cf. Geiger 2007).
Literature can be cited to corroborate the belief that university research gives rise
to the formation of tech‐based firms and increased employment (e.g. Kirchhoff
2002). But it is also a fact that most innovations arise in industry and have no
connection with universities (Baumol 2002). Nevertheless, most cluster strategies
emphasise the founding and nurturing of new firms spawned by university
research.
The large state investments that have flowed into biotechnology, broadly defined,
represent a similar, perhaps safer, strategy. Biotechnology, when seen as
encompassing humans, animals, and plants, affects enormous industries, and
decentralised ones as well. State investments are almost certain to yield some
commercial spin offs. How the resulting economic activity compares to the initial
investment will probably never be known, but assuredly there will be some
results to demonstrate the success of these policies.
Enhancing innovation in large corporations, especially in mature industries,
requires a different economic strategy (Lester 2005). Essentially, policies that call
for co‐investment and research collaboration aim toward this goal. Only fairly
large corporations with internal R&D labs can make the kind of investments
required by California Institutes for Science and Innovation or the Georgia
Research Alliance. Here the uncertainty is less in the nature of the investment ‐
presumably the firms recognise value ‐ but in capturing the economic benefit of
resulting innovations. The research may be performed locally, but payoffs for
multinational corporations can be widely diffused.
Downstream forms of state support for commercialisation of innovations
represent an economic strategy as well. Since these programs are focused on
small tech and start‐up companies, they are central to endogenous growth
strategies. Many of these programs address commercial risk ‐ the perils of
bringing innovations successfully to the market (Tassey 2001). These include
provisions for seed or venture capital (or loans), business incubators, or assistance
with management and marketing. Other provisions are aimed at helping to
overcome technical risk, usually through access to technical assistance or
university research. These last arrangements properly belong with S&T policies.
In some ways, state programs supplement federal programs for subsidising
research in fledgling firms. Although scarcely new, state programs have become
far more proactive in recent years. However, they generally contain relatively
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small outlays of state expenditures and often include onerous stipulations for
record‐keeping and reporting.
Finally, as the effectiveness of state S&T policies has come to depend increasingly
on the identification and encouragement of top quality science, the limitations of
state policy making have become more salient. States have a limited capacity to
make good judgments about scientific quality, and here problematic preferences
considerably outweigh quality considerations on balance: the political agendas of
governors, the power of legislators to direct state spending to their home districts,
the vested interests of economic development organisations, and the ability of
local policy entrepreneurs to work the system to achieve their own goals.

Fluid participation
Technology‐based economic development cuts across a large swath of the
economy and the polity. If governors wield the greatest authority in policy choice,
their decisions are shaped in large measure by who are recognised as
participants, and what problems and solutions they bring to the policy process.
Typically state governments have offices charged with economic development
and additional units responsible for disbursing funds. They often work closely
with local and regional economic development organisations, which themselves
represent aggregates of special interests. Industry too gets a seat at this table, if
and when it wishes. And, universities also can be influential participants when
knowledge‐based policies are at stake. In addition, a plethora of organisations ‐
NGOs, associations, consultants ‐ contribute to what Kingdon calls the ‘policy
primeval soup’, the totality of available solutions seeking to attach themselves to
unresolved problems (2003, pp. 116‐144).
The spread of TBED policies across the states since 2000 undoubtedly owes
something to the kind of organisations just mentioned. The National Governor’s
Association, for example, became an early and consistent advocate. Its direct line
to sitting governors no doubt helped to establish the legitimacy, if not the
inevitability, of such policies. Specific measures, nevertheless, were derived from
other participants.
Georgia has perhaps the oldest and most effective upstream policy, but its
continuation and amplification is owed to the leadership of the state’s business
community. Business and university leaders organised the Georgia Research
Alliance in 1990, and secured continuing support from the governor’s office. The
GRA funds professorships and laboratories at Georgia universities that are
specifically linked with economic development. This same approach was used to
establish a similar, more focused program in 2000. Civic and business leaders
conspired to create a consortium to support a research base for broadband
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communications in the state. Eventually named the Electronic Design Center, and
headquartered at Georgia Tech, this project also tapped state funds to establish
chairs in key areas at Georgia’s public universities. High tech firms of all sizes
joined the consortium, creating an interactive research community. In both these
programs, the business community acted as policy entrepreneurs in mobilising
state resources to enhance university research capacity (Geiger 2004, pp. 210‐213).
New York State has had a checkered history of state initiatives to mobilise
academic science for TBED. Since the early 1980s a succession of programs has
fertilised public and private universities with state subsidised centers. Governor
George Pataki (1995‐2007) consolidated and expanded such programs beginning
in 1999. His signal success was the growth of a nanotechnology‐electronics cluster
in the Albany region. Successive investments turned SUNY Albany, a small and
inconspicuous research university, into a nanotech complex with the country’s
first College of Nanoscale Science and Engineering. Research consortia with
industry, also supported by the state, brought major semiconductor firms to the
area. The state then secured commitments from these firms to build facilities in
the region, in this case by offering fat, old‐fashioned tax breaks and subsidies
(what used to be known as ‘smokestack chasing’). State investments in academic
research provided the kernel on which this cluster grew, but this growth also
required a massive state commitment, engineered by a determined governor.
California has two of the country’s most prominent upstream TBED initiatives
(Douglass 2006). The California Institutes for Science and Innovation (CISI) were
established to advance collaborative university‐industry research in several
cutting‐edge fields. Each of the four institutes is supported with $100 million of
state funding and at least twice that in matching funds, representing a huge
investment in the advancement of bio‐, info‐, and nanotechnologies. This
enlightened state initiative, however, was the brainchild of a
scientist/entrepreneur in San Diego who had connections with governor Gray
Davis. The details were largely worked out by the governor and the president of
the University of California, and enacted into law as part of the governor‘s
budget.
California’s second audacious policy, the stem cell initiative, was a ballot
initiative by which voters approved the sale of $3 billion of state bonds to support
the California Institute for Regenerative Medicine (Proposition 71). The policy
entrepreneur in this case was a real estate developer who had a personal interest
in potential regenerative therapies. Given California’s openness to ballot
initiatives, he was able to mount a successful electoral campaign that resulted in a
major commitment of state funds.
Pennsylvania presents a more highly bureaucratised structure in which
organisations pursue their special interests. The state created four regional ‘Ben
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Franklin Partnerships’ in the 1980s to further TBED. Now well‐entrenched, they
mediate between local economic development organisations, universities, and the
governor’s Department of Community and Economic Development, the principal
source of discretionary state funding. Given this constellation of actors, the state
has had a decided bias toward downstream policies that favoured small business
development and promised to create jobs. Pennsylvania’s public and private
universities have nevertheless had success in obtaining funding for research
partnerships with these local units. The result is a state TBED ‘policy’ that is
largely shaped by the efforts of local policy entrepreneurs.

Learning from the Garbage Can
The state TBED policies that have proliferated since 2000 have not been entirely
unmindful of the experiences of the preceding two decades. The giant non‐profit
corporation, Battelle Memorial Institute, has made this field one of its areas of
consulting expertise. And, an offshoot, the State Science and Technology Institute,
provides information and meetings for the ‘TBED community.’ Hence, policy
analysts have digested and evaluated the results from the ‘experiments’ that the
states have conducted (Plosila 2004). Thus, unclear technologies ought to be the
most readily addressable of the three challenges of organised anarchies.
Indeed, if a problem can be fully specified, appropriate policies can most likely be
identified. But this condition can only be met if the other two challenges are
overcome ‐ if preferences and participants can also be controlled. However, the
technology cycle presents a succession of distinct problems at each stage of
development ‐ augmenting basic research, inducing commercially oriented
research, shepherding inventions into development, arranging angel and venture
capital, nurturing start‐up technology firms, or stimulating R&D investments
from established corporations. Each of these ‘problems’ is likely to be favoured by
a different set of participants. The inherent complexity of the technology cycle is
compounded by the variability of the political process. TBED requires, if
anything, long time frames to produce effects, but political and economic
fluctuations often truncate state commitments to these policies. Governor Pataki’s
successor, for example, announced on taking office that previous state policy had
supported too much basic university research, and that henceforth the emphasis
would be on applied research. Policy fluctuations, intentional or unintentional,
bring new participants and preferences ‐ and imply different technologies as well.
Despite these difficulties, recognition of the economic relevance of academic
research has brought policy initiatives in virtually every state, and many of these
efforts have contributed to the enhancement of university resources. Moreover,
state policies for TBED may now be regarded as permanent weapons of the large,
economic development arsenal. Recognising the peculiar dynamics of an
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organised anarchy should serve to sharpen the legitimate claims of universities.
Careful definition of the problems to be addressed and precise identification of
proven means of resolution can only improve the chances of emerging unsullied
from the public policy garbage can.
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On Governance, Accountability and the Evaluative
State
Ben Jongbloed
Introduction
In the writings of Guy Neave, the issue of higher education’s responsibility to
society (Neave 2000) is a prominent one. This responsibility may be interpreted as
a social contract between higher education and society (Guston and Keniston
1994). In an article for the (‘his’) journal Higher Education Policy Guy Neave (2006)
traces the origins of the social contract to the classic contractualist philosophers
Hobbes, Locke and Smith. His article is a fitting finale to a trilogy of classic
articles spread across a period of some thirty years (Neave 1988, 1998, 2006) that
treat the changing nature of the social contract over time and discuss the
emergence of an ‘evaluative state’.
Taking up the discussion on the revision of the social contract I would like to
discuss the issues of social responsibility and contractualisation and tie these to
current thinking about governance and accountability in the public sector. The
message here is that the rise of the evaluative state as observed by Guy Neave has
entered a new stage, with higher education institutions being challenged to
invent new structures for their governance and accountability. These structures
are based on notions of horizontal, networked governance.

Corporate social responsibility
Universities are undergoing a transformation from organisations that have their
strategic direction mainly determined by government to organisations that to a
large extent are ‘set free’ from government and expected to respond to a more
market‐like environment. Their character changes from a public to a more hybrid
type of organisation. While still carrying out public tasks, their leadership is
expected to make autonomous strategic decisions, to create support for these
decisions and to render account of the results reached. Universities have
undeniably become more business‐like when it comes to the issues of
management, control and strategy formulation. Quoting Neave (2004, p. 153, 154),
‘The referential culture which shapes the university to an increasing degree is that
of the world of business. …most significant is the redefinition of higher education
in terms of performance, delivery, quality, flexibility and adaptability.’
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Universities, like other sectors that perform public tasks, are transforming into
something similar to social enterprises. Social enterprises are organisations which
link their production of goods and services to a social mission. Whereas
conventional businesses distribute their profit among shareholders (i.e. owners),
in social enterprises the surplus goes towards one or more social aims which the
organisation has. The need to deliver on financial, social and environmental
performance targets is often referred to as the ‘triple bottom line’ (Elkington
2004). The triple bottom line (TBL), also known as ‘People, Planet, Profit’, refers to
the extent to which an organisation meets its societal responsibilities. TBL
captures economic, environmental and social values and criteria in judging
organisational success. It reflects the extent to which the organisation is engaging
in legitimate socially responsible activities. The concept of TBL demands that an
organisation’s responsibility be to its ‘stakeholders’ rather than its shareholders.
In this case, ‘stakeholders’ refers to anyone who is influenced, either directly or
indirectly, by the actions of the organisation (Mitchell et al. 1997). The
organisation is seen as a vehicle for coordinating stakeholder interests, instead of
maximising shareholder profit.
The basic functions that universities perform (i.e. teaching, research and
community services) are currently being reassessed with an eye upon the
contribution they make to the social‐economic well‐being of their environment ‐
be it the region, the nation or a collective of nations (e.g. Europe). Universities are
not only supposed to deliver excellent education and research, but also have to
deliver those outputs in ways, volumes and forms that are relevant to the
economy and to shaping the knowledge society. Universities are expected to
contribute to the solving of important problems facing society and to have their
teaching and research play a more visible role in strengthening the innovative
capacities of the economy. This attention to the wider contribution of universities
to society is a kind of parallel to the triple bottom line accountability movement
we see in private businesses. Ultimately it contributes to the revision of the social
contract between higher education and society.
We intentionally speak of a social contract here to stress the ties between higher
education and its multiple stakeholders ‐ governments, students, employers,
intermediary organisations, academic staff ‐ not just the relationship between
higher education and government. For the university, TBL accountability refers to
the extent to which it engages in relationships with its regional communities, how
much it generates in income through contract research and consultancies, how
often its academics participate in public debates, etc. These are some examples of
the ways in which universities reflect their corporate social responsibility (CSR).
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Accountable governance
TBL and CSR relate to the ways in which universities fulfil their accountability
requirements to the wider society ‐ their stakeholders. Meeting accountability
requirements is one element of governance. Accountability completes the circle of
planning and control in public and private organisations. It deals with clarifying
and explaining the organisation’s successes and failures to those that are
committed to the organisation ‐ that is the organisation’s stakeholders. The
question of determining the legitimate stakeholders of the organisation is
dependent on the character and setting of the organisation. In commercial
businesses, the board will be accountable to its shareholders. In social enterprises
or universities the accountability is towards a network of stakeholders.
Due to their ongoing privatisation and liberalisation, higher education
institutions are becoming hybrid organisations. Combining public tasks with
private undertakings, they get tied up in a dynamic network of stakeholders, all
of them demanding their own version of accountability. The search for intelligent
accountability systems is connected strongly to that for new governance
arrangements. In his authoritative essays on the Rise of the Evaluative State, Guy
Neave (1988, 1998) has analysed how that evaluative state is becoming grounded
on principles of contractualisation. Currently, we can observe a need to invent
governance mechanisms for higher education that are based on TBL‐like
principles. The accompanying accountability arrangements are broader in scope
and directed to a wider audience ‐ to more stakeholders, not just to government
agencies ‐ leading to what is known as horizontal accountability.
The new governance arrangements for higher education allow universities to
meet their CSR obligations and organise their accountability requirements
accordingly. Universities remain organisations that have a public mission.
Mechanisms of vertical control ‐ say, state supervision ‐ always remain in place to
help guarantee that the universities do not neglect their public tasks. However,
from the 1980s onwards, the role of government in terms of financing and
regulating higher education has been diminishing. This has meant that
universities have to earn their social legitimacy through the ways in which their
services are accepted and evaluated by the various communities in society that
they serve. Universities ensure this through the ways and means of their quality
assurance mechanisms, how they communicate with their stakeholders and how
they demonstrate accountability towards their stakeholders. The university’s
stakeholders have to be confident that the university is aware of their demands
and interests. This implies that the university has to build networks of trust with
its stakeholders.
Academic excellence is no longer enough for universities. Universities will also
have to show that they produce results that are relevant to their stakeholders ‐
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they need to work on mechanisms of ‘accountable governance’ (Considine 2002).
If universities wish to act in line with their wider social responsibilities, the
mechanisms of vertical control have to be supplemented with mechanisms
ensuring horizontal accountability. This is where the stakeholders of the
universities enter the picture.

Horizontal accountability
Commitment to stakeholders is more than just maintaining contacts with clients.
To the university it means using ways of engaging in a dialogue with
stakeholders in order to learn about how its services are appreciated and where it
can do better. Horizontal accountability includes mechanisms to ensure
transparency about choices made and for communicating university
performance. The word ‘horizontal’ stresses the fact that the university not just
renders proof of its performance to an agent that is placed higher up in the
hierarchy, but to all groups/bodies/agents that have an interest in the institution ‐
that is: its stakeholders. There are various interest groups that may be mentioned:
employees, clients, industry & business, local governments, civic organisations,
intermediary bodies, etc. How the horizontal accountability is shaped will
depend on the type of stakeholder in question, and each university may handle
this matter differently.
Relationships with stakeholders can be manifested in the university’s governance
structure. An example is having representatives from external communities on
governing boards. Another manifestation of horizontal accountability is through
annual reporting by the university to its communities. A less common form is
through organising debates between members of the university’s internal
communities and representatives of its external communities. More formal
arrangements for accountability are through contracts and agreements with
funding bodies and external communities. Contractualisation means organising
stakeholder links in terms of customer‐contractor relations. Another
manifestation of horizontal accountability is the formation of platforms and
advisory bodies that allow consultations with stakeholders. Yet another is
agreeing on procedures for the handling of complaints and disputes.
For the university, the instrument of peer review is a familiar way of making
university performance more transparent and thereby satisfying demands for
accountability. In order to work on more horizontal forms of accountability, such
peer reviews may need to be extended beyond the familiar evaluations that solely
rely on academic peers to do the evaluation of the quality of teaching and
research. An option is to extend the composition of the review teams and include
representatives from other communities. Yet another is to have peer review
teams/panels judge the quality of other parts of university activity and extend the
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evaluation to the quality of community services, technology transfer services or
student services.
These are examples of how universities in their management and primary
processes are placing their stakeholders in a more central position. It transforms
their governance into what is known as networked, or citizen‐centred governance
(Benington 2005). Citizen‐centered governance seeks to avoid both the
government failures and the market failures that accompany bureaucracies and
markets respectively.

Conclusion
The social legitimation of universities depends to an important degree on the
relationships they have with their environment. Their biggest challenge these
days is therefore to create a balanced combination of external (vertical)
supervision, internal control, and horizontal accountability. Universities need to
listen carefully to their social environment and take the feedback they receive
seriously, while internally they need to account for their way of working and
their social achievements. As this system of accountability becomes increasingly
effective, vertical supervision can be applied in a more focused and selective
(proportional) way.
The reform of the evaluative state is a topic that will be on the political agenda, as
well as on our research agendas for many years to come. Guy Neave, in that
inimitable style of his, has taught us a great deal about its origins and its
evolution. But, like history, the reconfiguration of higher education governance
will never be fully completed. We will need sharp minds and pencils like Neave’s
to work on, in his words, ‘more subtle and sophisticated systems of State
surveillance’.
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The Evaluative State and Higher Education Policy in
Germany
Barbara M. Kehm
Introduction: The Concept of the Evaluative State
When Guy Neave developed the concept of the ‘rise of the evaluative state’ in
1988 it was quickly taken up in the community of higher education researchers.
Many experts in this field thought that the concept not only encapsulated a
development in the relationship between higher education, the state and society
that had been observed for some time, but found it useful in sharpening further
analyses.
Neave described the thrust of the evaluative state as having been developed
originally as a response to financial difficulties, i.e. for the purpose of system
maintenance, but then having quickly acquired more long‐term strategic
purposes (Neave 1988, p. 7f). The characteristic feature of ‘strategic evaluation’
was that it triggered a shift from input and process control to output and product
control and that it linked objectives with resources (Neave 1988, p. 9). Neave
identified four rationales of the evaluative state:
•
•
•
•

to develop an alternative to bureaucratic regulation in order to be able to deal
with the growing complexity of mass higher education systems;
to establish clear lines of accountability in order to better ensure that national
priorities were met;
to enable better strategic planning by the state;
and ‐ in the long run ‐ to trigger a change of (public) mentality which would
accept the notion that higher education was no longer a public good but (at
least also) a private good (Neave 1988, p. 10f, p. 21f.).

The basic principle which the concept of the ‘evaluative state’ successfully
attempted to describe was a shift from close state control of higher education to
more remote forms of supervision and monitoring, thus supposedly giving
universities more autonomy to regulate themselves. However, in exchange for
this new degree of autonomy, a key element of which was and remains budgetary
autonomy in the form of lump sum budgets, accountability was introduced.
Accountability did not only entail more reporting duties to society (‘the tax
payer’) and the state, but opened up a number of new dimensions in the
framework of which universities were coerced to provide proof of their efficient
and effective use of public money. A plethora of indicators has evolved to give
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direction to what the state assumes to be efficient and effective. This has been
described as the shift from input control to output control ‐ based on quantitative
measures and increasingly discounting what can’t be measured. Contract
management as well as goal and performance agreements determine not only the
relationship between higher education and the state but also the relationships
between the various levels within the institutions. All this happened under the
premise that higher education institutions should do more with less (i.e. increase
output with less money) while at the same time increase the quality of their
‘products’. The economic discourse took the lead in the debates about, and the
practices of, shaping this new relationship between higher education, state and
society.
Ten years later, the concept was reconsidered and found to have become an
almost global concept on which an increasingly wide spectrum of new control
and governance activities and instruments were based. As Dill (1998) and Neave
himself (1998) observed, the practices and theoretical groundings had acquired a
‘technological’ character in addition to their ‘normative’ features. This reflected
the fact that in later analyses, i.e. in hindsight, the origin of the evaluative state
was traced back to a financial crisis ‐ many national governments felt that they
were no longer able to properly fund their expanded systems of higher education
‐ coupled with a crisis of trust in the performance of the higher education
institutions themselves. This became most visible in the higher education policies
of the Thatcher government in Great Britain. Henkel (1991) was able to show that
cuts in public expenditure had also spread to other areas which had been
considered for a long time as a ‘public good’, i.e. the health care sector and
somewhat later the penitentiary system. Over time the policies which evolved
from the various attempts at (financial) crisis management came to be based on a
new form of contract management which did away with earlier ‘enlightened’
notions of a ‘contrat social’ and consequently redefined higher education as more
of a private good than a public one. This entailed the neo‐liberal shift from the
welfare state to the market economy in which students were seen as customers
and universities as traders in educational services. It is to Guy Neave’s credit that
he analysed the historical roots and policy implications of these shifts at a very
early point.
One further aspect needs to be pointed out in this context: what was sold to the
universities as newly won autonomy from close state control was ‐ if one can
speak of increased autonomy at all ‐ a form of conditional autonomy. The
principle of accountability led to the establishment of an increasing number of
bodies and agencies to which the institutions of higher education became
accountable. Not only was control ‐ now in the form of audits, monitoring,
evaluation and accreditation, quality assessment and output control ‐ shifted
from previously state controlled domains into new areas in which no control had
been exercised before, but the state also delegated these new forms of control to
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newly established bodies and agencies which increasingly gained more power to
define what should be considered as standard, as quality, as satisfactory output
etc. In addition, universities had to accept the participation of external
stakeholder groups in their institutional decision‐making and policy formation. It
has frequently been debated whether these developments have constituted less
rather than more autonomy for the institutions of higher education. Certainly
universities have to serve more masters than they did before.

The Evaluative State in Germany
Germany has always been characterised as having a higher education system
closely controlled by the state. Only academic matters were decided by a strong
academic oligarchy (Clark) and the decision‐making power of university
leadership was relatively weak. This was the basic configuration of actors in the
Humboldtian model of the university.
In Germany too, tight public budgets led to a growing financial crisis which was
made more severe in the face of continuous higher education expansion without
the introduction of tuition fees. As in other European states, demands were
voiced in the 1980s for more efficiency and for more and better outcomes with the
same and subsequently less funding. As a result, the crisis of university funding
became intertwined with a crisis of university legitimacy (Kehm 1999, p. 124). The
Federal Government proposed legislative deregulation to stimulate institutional
responses to changed environmental conditions. Although an amendment to the
Federal Framework Act on Higher Education had already introduced competitive
elements and promoted differentiation, the German States had hesitated to adapt
their higher education laws to the amended Framework Law.
The first attempts to reform the German system of higher education were brought
to a standstill with the collapse of the communist and socialist regimes in Central
and Eastern Europe and German unification. In the entailing restructuring and
renewal ‐ as it was called ‐ of the East German higher education and research
system, the West German system was simply transferred to East Germany in an
almost post‐colonial mode including all of its weaknesses and without giving
credit to the existing strengths of the East German system. German unification
made the problem of public funding of higher education more severe. Once the
process of restructuring and renewal was more or less completed, public pressure
for reforms increased again. In particular, a shift was proposed from cameralist
line item budgets to lump sum budgets with more institutional decision‐making
power on how to allocate resources internally. There was still no proper
consensus between the Federal Government ‐ responsible for the framework
conditions ‐ and the German States ‐ responsible for all higher education
institutions in their respective territories. Finally, in 1996, the German States re‐
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opened the reform debate which eventually led to another amendment of the
Higher Education Framework Act in 1998. This amendment is generally
considered as the beginning of a systematic reform of the relationship between
higher education and the state in Germany. The then acting Federal Minister of
Education and Research presented the amendment to Parliament with an
introductory statement declaring Humboldt’s University to be dead (cf. Kehm
and Lanzendorf 2006, p. 147ff).
Political decision‐makers expected that the new legal provisions would stimulate
competition and differentiation in a university sector in which previously all
institutions of the same type had been treated as equal. Furthermore, institutional
funding was made dependent in part on performance agreements which had to
be negotiated between each individual institution and the responsible state
authorities. Although universities were increasingly pressured to introduce
regular evaluations of teaching in order to increase quality control and
improvement, nothing much resulted from these exercises. The negotiations
around performance agreements were mostly based on quantitative output
measures (e.g. number of students successfully completing their course of studies
within the determined standard period of study; levels of externally acquired
research funding, etc.). The expected increase in competition among higher
education institutions did not really take off. However, with the increase in the
budgetary autonomy and flexibility of the institutions of higher education
themselves, competition increased among departments for the allocation of
resources within institutions. Contractualisation, which has been described as one
of the effects of the evaluative state became widespread. Contracts were not only
negotiated between the state and the individual higher education institution but
also within the institutions between the central level and the individual
departments, and ‐ though less often ‐ between the dean and individual
professors. These changes were accompanied by a debate about the necessary
professionalisation of higher education management.
This account shows that in contrast to developments in many other European
countries the reforms that accompanied or were an effect of the rise of the
evaluative state were implemented in Germany without the state acquiring the
function of the evaluative state. There were a variety of attempts to assess and
evaluate teaching quality ‐ research was excluded from these attempts because
existing mechanisms of peer review were deemed to be sufficiently effective ‐ as
well as a number of commissions to evaluate and make recommendations with
regard to the configuration of higher education institutions in various German
states, but nothing much resulted from the former while the commissions were
intended to be used as a basis for structural decisions on institutional types and
the combinations of subjects and programmes within institutions. Apart from one
case of an enforced merger of two institutions (Duisburg and Essen) and several
instances of the privatisation of university hospitals to save money, change

143

management on the side of state authorities was very cautious. At the same time
each state was taking great care not to weaken its own system to such an extent
that other states could gain a competitive advantage. Actually, the implicit
competition in the field of higher education in which the 16 German states found
themselves had the effect of preventing too much differentiation and competition
among higher education institutions. Overall Kehm and Lanzendorf (2006, p.
173ff) came to the conclusion that the German states provided more autonomy to
higher education institutions only in those areas in which they hoped for
efficiency gains but kept their control and regulative functions in other areas of
planning and organisational structure.
Serious evaluation of study programmes was only introduced with the
implementation of the Bologna reform agenda. Government authorities decided
to establish a system of accreditation and evaluation for all study programmes
which were developed according to the tiered system of programmes and
degrees. Each new programme of study has to be accredited in order to get
permission to introduce it from the state authorities and has to be re‐accredited
every five years. The system of accreditation and evaluation which was set up in
Germany reflects the distribution of responsibilities in a federal state. The
overarching body is the German Foundation for the Accreditation of Study
Programmes which is responsible for the accreditation of accreditation agencies
and has to implement political decisions. Below that level are a variety of
accreditation agencies which have to follow the standards and procedural
guidelines set by the Foundation and compete on the German and increasingly
European market. Altogether the Foundation has accredited six agencies, some of
which were originally regional actors ‐ accrediting study programmes at higher
education institutions in a particular German region ‐ while others are subject
specific agencies ‐ accrediting only engineering or health care study programmes
but all over Germany. With this development evaluation has become an
established practice in Germany (cf. Kehm 2006b for a detailed policy analysis of
the German system of accreditation). Together with the German Initiative for
Excellence in Research which was established in 2006, and the first attempts to
design a comprehensive research policy, Germany has finally caught up with
developments in other European countries.

Higher Education Policy in Germany and the Role of Evaluation
German higher education policy in recent years has been characterised by the
successful attempt of the German states to re‐appropriate full responsibility for
the higher education sector and to reduce the Federal Government’s influence.
Soon the Higher Education Framework Law which was enacted for the first time
in 1976 will be abolished. Until then the Federal Government was only involved
in financial support for the construction of buildings for higher education
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institutions, educational planning and research promotion. These were defined as
the joint tasks of the Federal Government and the States but the States retained
authority and responsibility for all matters of education and culture. The
Framework Act was passed after long debates about the responsibility of the
Federal Government to guarantee equal conditions, as well as mobility of
students among the German states, in exchange for more financial support to the
States to deal with higher education expansion. However, many regulative and
reform initiatives by the Federal Government in the field of higher education
continued to be seen by at least some of the German States as undue meddling in
their own affairs. They wanted the additional funding which the Federal Ministry
provided for the higher education sector but resented much of the policy making.
In 2004, a group of States governed by the Conservative Party applied to the
Constitutional Court for a ruling that recent amendments to the Framework Law
to which all higher education State Laws had to be adapted were
unconstitutional. The first complaint was directed against the introduction of the
so‐called junior professorship as a fast track option to a chair with the intention to
eventually abolish the Habilitation as a requirement for a professorship. The
Constitutional Court came to the conclusion that the Federal Government had
indeed exceeded its competences and declared the amendment invalid. The
second complaint was directed against another amendment of the Framework
Law which included the guarantee of free undergraduate study in Germany.
Again the Constitutional Court ruled in favour of the States and this eventually
led to the abandonment of the idea of a Framework Law altogether. Joint
initiatives of the Federal Government and the States in the field of higher
education are now regulated in detail by a contract. Although the last accepted
version of the Framework Law is still in place, it is expected that it will be quietly
buried in the near future (cf. Kehm 1999; Kehm and Lanzendorf 2006). Many
experts fear that German higher education policy will become fragmented into
the policies of 16 individual States.
These developments triggered an increased competition among the German
States. In the face of increasingly popular global university rankings with no
German university achieving a really good place in them, the Federal Minister for
Education and Science came up with the idea of identifying the best universities
in Germany, supporting them with large amounts of extra money and turning
them into ‘lighthouses’. Again the responsible ministers of the German States
remonstrated immediately. On the one hand they were interested in getting the
extra money, on the other hand they thought that the government initiative was
just another attempt to meddle in their affairs. The States insisted on negotiations.
Three months later a compromise was found which has been termed the German
Initiative for Excellence.
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A competitive bidding process for universities (Fachhochschulen were excluded)
was set in motion in which they could apply for funding in three categories:
graduate schools, clusters of excellence and institutional strategies. The future
German elite universities were going to be derived from the last category in
which up to ten universities could be selected. The selection process was complex
because it involved not only national and international peers but also
representatives of the German Research Association and the Science Council
which were responsible for procedural aspects and the development of selection
criteria, and political decision‐makers. The result of the first round of decisions ‐ a
second one will follow in autumn 2007 ‐ was surprising. Only three universities
were selected in the third category of institutional strategies, among them two
technical universities one of which nobody had until then perceived to be a
potential elite university. In addition, all three institutions were located in the
South of Germany. In the other categories (graduate schools and clusters of
excellence) humanities and social sciences were scarcely taken into account, and
universities in East Germany hardly won in any of the categories (Kehm 2006a).
This result has intensified competition among the German States as well as
among German universities. For the German States it is a matter of prestige to
have one of the future ‘elite universities’ located in their territory; for the
universities it is not only a matter of considerable extra funding and prestige but
those universities that did not participate or failed fear being reduced to ‘second
class’ or teaching only institutions. The selection criteria have been heavily
criticised as being too oriented towards engineering and natural sciences,
concentrating too much on research output and not taking into account excellent
performance in other areas (e.g. teaching, transfer, services). Experts expect that
the initiative will trigger similar results in the German higher education and
research landscape as has the Research Assessment Exercise in Britain.
What do these developments indicate in terms of German higher education policy
and the role of evaluation? First of all we can observe that in Germany as in other
countries a deregulation of detailed governmental control has occurred.
However, due to the federal structure this deregulation has been rather
ambivalent. The German States have been successful in weakening the influence
of the Federal Ministry for Education and Research but this was not a result of
policy decisions aiming at more autonomy for the universities, although
managerial self‐governance has been introduced in the institutions. Rather the
States wanted to defend their own influence on and responsibility for the higher
education sector. There is hardly a unified higher education policy in Germany
any longer. The States themselves have so far refused to reduce their own
regulative power vis‐à‐vis the universities in terms of structural planning and
control. The responsible Ministries in all German States continue to appoint
professors from a short list submitted by the institution and the presidents and
rectors elected by the senate. They retain the right to approve all new study
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programmes, to determine the structure of departments and subjects, and may
intervene in the internal structures of universities.
Nevertheless, the States have subscribed to those aspects of deregulation which
concern the internal allocation of resources and are expected to bring about
efficiency gains. What continues to constitute an important limitation to
institutional autonomy is the fact that the State Ministries still largely determine
the personnel structure (cf. Kehm and Lanzendorf 2006, p. 155f.). However, five
of the German States have included in their State Laws the option that
universities may change their legal status from a corporation under public law to
that of a foundation under public law. Such a changed status gives universities a
higher degree of financial and organisational autonomy, although they continue
to be bound to the public salary structure.
What then is the role of evaluation in such a rather fragmented system of policy
making? Here again we find a certain degree of fragmentation. Evaluation and
accreditation have been established in the realm of teaching, but accreditation is
carried out by external agencies while the evaluation of teaching is carried out by
the institutions themselves. All universities are obliged to establish a regular
system of teaching evaluation but nothing much follows from the results. Only
the fact that some kind of periodical teaching evaluation is in place is part of the
performance agreement between the individual institution and the state.
Currently negotiations are underway on how to spend part of the money which
universities generate through the introduction of tuition fees. This income is
supposed to be spent for the improvement of teaching quality and currently each
university can decide for itself what measures should be taken.
In terms of research, the traditional peer review system is still largely in place,
although it has been increasingly criticised in recent years. First attempts are
currently being made to develop a more strongly indicator based system for the
assessment of research quality but these attempts are still in a very early stage.
The German Initiative for Excellence in Research has, however, triggered more
changes in the German university landscape. It is expected that it will lead to a
serious vertical differentiation of institutions which have been used to being
treated equally and regarded as more or less equal. The gains in reputation (and
funding) from which the winners will profit are expected to drastically change
the German university landscape.
In sum, the late rise of the evaluative state in Germany is only to a limited extent
linked to two of the four rationales which Neave identified in his ground‐
breaking article of 1988. Alternatives to bureaucratic regulation have been found
and a change of mentality in accepting higher education no longer as exclusively
a public good is currently underway. However, the definition of national
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priorities has been more or less replaced by the definition of regional priorities by
the German States and there is no proper and comprehensive strategic planning.

Conclusion: Germany as the Perpetual Latecomer?
In terms of the rise of the evaluative state, Germany can be characterised as a
latecomer just as it has been in the implementation of new governance regimes
within universities and in changing the relationship between higher education,
the state and society. In contrast to Austria where the government triggered a
‘managerial revolution’ (Pechar 2003, p. 120) with its 2002 Universities Act which
moved universities from being departments of the Federal Ministry of Education,
Science and Culture to independent organisations with full legal rights, Germany
has chosen a ‘Sonderweg’ ‐ compared to Austria and the main trends in other
European countries. Not only are the shifts in the balance between higher
education and the state rather hesitant but there is also continued mistrust in the
higher education institutions taking a stronger role in their own governance.
Parallel to the attempts to increase institutional autonomy we find similarly
strong attempts to limit the expected misuse of newly won institutional decision‐
making powers. Therefore, a number of steering agencies have been established
at the macro‐societal level which have increased the complex interrelationship of
policy development and decision‐making between the Federal Government, the
States, societal stakeholder groups, market elements, higher education
management and representatives of funding and advisory bodies. These multi‐
level steering and governance structures make the German situation particularly
complex, both within institutions of higher education as well as between higher
education institutions and their environment (cf. Teichler et al. 2000, p. 14f.).
The story of the rise of the evaluative state is not finished yet. It has already led to
a serious shift in the coordinating role of actors involved in shaping the
relationships between higher education, the state and society. New governance
regimes have been implemented or are in the process of being implemented in all
European countries that shape these relationships according to competitive
market principles and strengthen hierarchical governance at the expense of
collegial governance. The definition of quality as academic excellence has been
complemented by the notion of relevance which affects not only curricular
content but also the focus of research. The organisational responses to pressures
for cost effectiveness, demands for more interdisciplinarity, and increased
research and teaching capacity imply a ‘bifurcation of academic careers within the
same institution (teaching versus research)’ (Hazelkorn 2006, p. 8) or a new
distribution of academic work among institutions (teaching versus research
institutions ‐ a new division of academic labour based on the differentiation of
knowledge production versus knowledge dissemination). It still remains to be
seen what the next years will bring in terms of changes and shifts in the idea and
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the fabric of higher education. The community of higher education researchers
certainly looks forward to Guy Neave’s continued contributions and sharp
analyses.

References
Dill, D. (1998). ‘Evaluating the ‘Evaluative State’: Implications for Research in
Higher Education’, European Journal of Education, 33, 3, 361‐377.
Hazelkorn, E. (2006). ‘Research Challenges and Issues’, IAU Horizons, 12, 3‐4, pp.
1‐2 and p. 8.
Henkel, M. (1991). ‘The New ‘Evaluative State’’, Public Administration, 69, Spring,
121‐136.
Kehm, B.M. (1999). Higher Education in Germany. Developments, Problems, and
Perspectives. Bucharest: UNESCO‐CEPES and Wittenberg: Institute for
Higher Education Research.
Kehm, B.M. (2006a). ‘The German ‘Initiative for Excellence’ and Rankings’,
International Higher Education, 44, Summer, 20‐22.
Kehm, B.M. (2006b). The German System of Accreditation.
http://www.unc.edu/ppaq/docs/GermanAccreditation.pdf.
Kehm, B.M. and Lanzendorf, U. (2006). Reforming University Governance. Changing
Conditions for Research in Four European Countries. Bonn: Lemmens.
Neave, G. (1988). ‘On the cultivation of quality, efficiency and enterprise: An
overview of recent trends in higher education in Western Europe, 1986‐
1988’, European Journal of Education, 23, 1, 7‐23.
Neave, G. (1998). ‘The Evaluative State Reconsidered’, European Journal of
Education, 33, 1, 265‐284.
Pechar, H. (2003). ‘In Search of a New Profession: Transformation of Academic
Management in Austrian Universities’, in Amaral, A., Meek, L.V. and
Larsen I.M. (eds.), The Higher Education Managerial Revolution? Dordrecht,
Boston, London: Kluwer, pp. 109‐130.
Teichler, U., Mayer, E. and Daniel, H.‐D. (2000). ‘Neuordnung des Verhältnisses
von Staat, Gesellschaft und Hochschulen: ein deutscher ‘Sonderweg’?’,
hochschule innovativ, 5, October, 14‐15.

Steering from Without and Within: Mechanisms of
(Self) Control in Higher Education
Gary Rhoades and Alma Maldonado‐Maldonado
For decades Guy Neave has provided insightful, colourful analysis of changing
higher education policies and governance structures in Europe. Our
understanding of the nation state in relation to universities has been profoundly
shaped by Neave’s framing and naming of the ‘remote steering’ activities of the
‘evaluative state’ (Neave 1988, Neave and Van Vught 1991). Neave has directed
attention to strengthened middle layers between ministries and university
faculties that can be levers of control for the nation state. Working out of Clark’s
(1983) triangle model of power and coordination in higher education systems,
Neave has identified new mechanisms and processes in Europe. With the
characteristic attention of an historian to details that reveal essential features of
the phenomena at hand, Neave offers us rich, well‐told stories that make concrete
the abstract patterns identified by social scientists. In the process, he provides a
method and style for doing comparative higher education, attending to cross‐
national commonalities but not losing sight of particularities that are variations
on the theme, reveal new themes, and are in their cultural specificity their own
theme.
We pay homage to Neave by specifying, through a few stories, mechanisms of
(self) control that exist above the level of the nation state (steering from without)
and that are found within the nation state (steering from within). Our stories are
from the U.S. and Mexico. They point to the significance of considering how the
policies of non‐governmental and governmental agencies, operating in national
contexts and internationally, can be translated into and internalised in the beliefs
and practices, the human agency (collective and individual), of local managers
and professionals in universities, and in national policymakers. Our stories offer a
‘glonacal agency heuristic’ (Marginson and Rhoades 2002) for thinking about
global, local, and national influences on higher education.

A Tale of Two U.S. University Presidents, Departments, and
Managerial Professions
The contract of Arizona State University’s president, Michael Crow, includes a
$60,000 performance bonus contingent on the institution improving its rankings
in US News & World Report (Gabrielson 2007). Within the same state system, the
new president of the University of Arizona, who like Crow is overseen by the
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Arizona Board of Regents, declined having such a provision in his contract. Yet in
his inaugural address to the university community Robert Shelton articulated the
goal that ‘We will be a top 10 public research university’, referring to national
rankings by research expenditures.
In the U.S., rankings matter. They are central not only in public relations, but in
decisions about resource allocation. The rankings that people in the academy pay
attention to are largely national in scope. And it is not only presidents who pay
attention to this ‐ rankings are part of the public face and private aspirations of
academic institutions, and of colleges and departments within them.
Focusing only on ASU and the U of A, one can find many references to rankings
on web pages that are a key part of the academy’s public face. For the U of A,
which is competitive with ASU, the ‘About the UA’ page features the university
as a top twenty public research university and the only institution in the state that
is one of 62 members of the Association of American Universities. Under
‘Highlights and Rankings’ is the US News & World Report ranking of the
university as ‘in the top tier of the nation’s universities’, along with department
rankings in US News & World Report as well as in the National Research Council
and by professional societies.
The ‘Prospective Students’ web page of ASU, under ‘Why Choose ASU’, refers to
‘nationally ranked colleges and schools.’ Going to the web sites of colleges and
academic departments one finds further reference to rankings. The W.P. Carey
School of Business has a section of its ‘About us’ web page devoted to rankings ‐
including US News & World Report and the Financial Times. Department web
pages at the UA similarly often reveal a reference to rankings. Geosciences has a
list of its subfields’ rankings in US News & World Report. Similarly, the home
page of Anthropology refers to its being ranked 5th in the country (in National
Research Council rankings).
Some dimension of some rankings are almost necessarily embedded within the
strategic plans and initiatives of academic institutions, colleges, and units in the
U.S. It is incumbent upon academic units and institutions to aspire to upward
mobility (otherwise they are regarded as stagnant), and to strategically allocate
faculty resources, develop new programs, and downsize other ones accordingly,
according to possible competitive advantage. In the course of such activity,
rankings become a part of the everyday discourse among academics, part of their
own identity.
More than that, such evaluative and quality assurance processes have become the
purview of rising numbers of support professionals. Rhoades and Sporn (2002)
have called these ‘managerial professionals,’ and they are the growth area of
employment in U.S. colleges and universities. Groups of these professions are
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invested in quality assurance processes (and in entrepreneurial activity, as well as
providing services to students) that involve shaping the public image of higher
education institutions. This is their professional jurisdiction, and they have
become an internal engine of self control in American universities, embedded in
local institutions more than national ministries.

A Tale of a Ranked Mexican University, and of Many Higher
Education Centers
Every year in Mexico, worldwide rankings are a major issue. Mexican
newspapers address the ‘PISA effect’ ‐ Programme for International Student
Assessment, which means confronting the reality of seeing Mexico at the bottom
of the PISA results. The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) conducts PISA, the largest and more prestigious
educational assessment administered to 15‐year‐olds in schools in around forty
countries. In 2005, Mexico was last among OECD countries and 37th among 40
developed and developing nations.
There are other public reactions to university rankings, especially regarding the
flagship public university in Mexico. Every year Mexican mass media report the
results of two of the current comprehensive international rankings, those
conducted by the Shanghai Jiao Tong University (Shanghai, China) and the Times
Higher Education Supplement (THES) (Marginson 1997). In October 2006,
UNAM went from number 95 the year before to 74th. It was the best ranked
university in Latin America, and more highly ranked than any university in Spain
or Portugal.
In Mexico, such rankings have a political significance not found in the U.S. A
senior specialist from the World Bank refers to these rankings as ‘policy
instruments’ within the ‘political economy of accountability in tertiary education’
(Salmi and Saroyan 1997). In the Mexican case these results have been used to
criticise current educational policies and as a way of empowering the institution.
In regard to UNAM’s ranking, the media emphasised three points: (1) no private
institution in Mexico or Latin America appeared in the ranking; (2) UNAM
ranked well despite being one of the largest higher education institutions in the
world (UNAM has 290,000 students, whereas the highest ranked institutions have
between 20,000 and 25,000 students); and (3) although UNAM has no tuition, it
has been able to preserve its prestige among Spanish and Portuguese speaking
countries. UNAM’s rector spoke to the amazing way that UNAM emerged from
an almost nine month student strike to recover its relevance worldwide. Finally,
the UNAM rector has traditionally been an important political actor, and this
ranking enhanced the rector’s political position: more than one political party was
considering him as a presidential candidate for the 2006 elections.
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Related to the rankings, Mexico’s federal and state governments, together with
universities, have established a consolidated system of evaluation, especially
compared to other developing countries. The major transformation in the
Mexican educational system in the last two decades has been the transition from
‘Planning State’ to the Evaluative State. Some examples of the mechanisms that
have been created are: in 1984, the SNI (Sistema Nacional de Investigadores
[National Researchers System]), a peer review system that ranks academics
nationally according to their achievement and provides a salary ‘supplement’
which can be double their institutional salary; in 1989 CONAEVA (Comisión
Nacional para la Evaluación de la Educación Superior) [National Commission on
Higher Education Evaluation] was created, in charge of planning evaluation
mechanisms; the CIIES (Comités Interinstitucionales para la Evaluación de la
Educación Superior) [Inter‐Institutional Committees on Higher Education] were
created in 1991 to promote institutions’ self‐study/evaluation; and in 2004
CENVAL (Centro Nacional de Evaluación para la Educación Superior) was
established, institutionalising national examinations in higher education and
beginning the development of accreditation mechanisms. There is an even longer
list of intermediate bodies, programs, and associations in charge of promoting
evaluation in Mexico. The important point is that governmental and institutional
efforts are steering the system towards the creation of a national evaluation
culture. A key part of that culture is CONACYT, a national body that includes
among its initiatives the Padrón Nacional de Posgrado [National Registry of
Accredited Postgraduate Degree Programs] and the Programa Integral de
Fortalecimiento del Posgrado [Integral Program for Postgraduate Education
Strengthening]. These instruments recognise the quality of graduate programs.
Based on the inclusion of graduate programs in these programs, the Federal
government, through CONACYT provides economic assistance to institutions
and scholarships to students. Graduate programs dedicate much effort to being
included and publicise themselves as part of the registries ‐ therefore, many of
their initiatives are organised accordingly.
To explain the origins and promotion of such policies in a country like Mexico it
is necessary to consider the intersection between national agents and global
forces. Since the 1980s Mexican higher education institutions have been
challenged by the neoliberal regimes established in the nation and internationally,
policy regimes with regard to financing and accountability. Some of the clearest
agents contributing to those regimes have been international organisations such
as the World Bank and the OECD (World Bank 1994). International agencies have
different forms of influencing policy agendas in developing countries, mostly by
making loans and credits contingent on adoption of certain policies, or by
influencing the loan criteria of other dominant donors. However, given the lack of
transparency of negotiations between governments and international agencies,
we know relatively little about the content of these conditions and terms.
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Typically, scholars have analysed the influence of agencies such as the World
Bank through the study of policy agendas and adoption. But another approach
might be to study the international organisations’ influence in empowering
networks of national experts who contribute to disseminating and translating
their agendas. In this regard, ‘epistemic communities’ is a useful concept that
helps us understand the way these policies have been translated to Mexican
higher education. Initially used in the study of the influence of experts in public
policies on the control of nuclear weapons (Adler 1992; Haas 1989), Maldonado’s
study (2004) shows the ways these networks of experts have influenced Mexican
higher education policies, helping to specify the reforms of the 1990s
(Maldonado‐Maldonado 2005). Conventional studies of policy often overlook the
connections between individuals, networks, national institutions and
international organisations and forces shaping policies; they do not consider such
mechanisms as self control.

Concluding Remarks
As with Neave’s work on Europe, our stories about higher education policy and
universities in the U.S. and Mexico underscore the import of mechanisms above
and below the level of the nation state that are guiding the governance of
universities. Marginson (1997, 2007) and Vidovich (2002) have adapted Neave’s
ideas to the Australian context, detailing processes by which governments ‘steer
from (or at) a distance’; indeed, both argue that by building into the apparent
autonomy of universities a self‐inscribed set of controls according to
metrics/norms connected to a competitive marketplace, neo‐liberal patterns of
governance involve ‘controls over universities and academics have not lessened
but have changed form’ (Vidovich 2002, p. 391). Similarly, we describe
mechanisms of self control in the U.S. and Mexico, at the level of universities,
academic departments, managerial professions, epistemic communities, and of
national policies.
In detailing the changing landscape of European higher education systems,
Neave has featured new and newly strengthened middle layers of state oversight
outside and below the national ministries that are in the interstices between the
state, the academic oligarchy, and market forces of Clark’s (1983) triangle model.
We offer a somewhat different conceptualisation of human agency and agencies
that specifies the forces of state, academe, and market, and embodies them in
various practices. Individually and collectively, presidents and rectors, academic
departments and colleges, support managerial professions, and epistemic
communities enact self control in ways that are defined by metrics established in
the marketplace within national systems (e.g., U.S. News & World Report), in
federal agencies (The National Research Council, the National Science
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Foundation, the National Council for Science and Technology and the National
Researchers System), and internationally (e.g., the Shanghai rankings, the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, and the World Bank).
In adopting a glonacal agency heuristic (Marginson and Rhoades 2002) that
focuses attention on the intersection between global, national, and local agencies
and human agency, we offer insight into the ways in which neo‐liberal patterns of
control are inscribed in and enacted by key structures and players within
academe.
The conventional perspective on the U.S. is that it lacks a strong nation state role
in higher education. Similarly, with regard to Mexico, as in the case of many
developing countries, a prominent view is that national policy is determined by
international organisations such as the World Bank. But in our view, such
prevailing perspectives overlook key mechanisms of self control, that operate at
the national level. These mechanisms and metrics vary; but they are also similar.
As the aphorism goes, we have met the enemy, and they are us. For in the
academy we have so internalised the prevailing efficiency and revenue focused
metrics of neo‐liberalism (short‐term productivity, efficiency, and quality
assurance proxies), which narrow our role as a social institution, that we have
come to norm, control, and steer ourselves more effectively than any nation state
could have imagined doing directly.
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III. European higher education and the nation state

A Tale of Two Reform Styles
Thierry Chevaillier and Jean‐Jacques Paul
From the early 1980’s Guy Neave has been the most attentive and the most astute
observer of the French higher education system. His education as an historian
and his impressive knowledge of the academic scene around the world make his
analyses both wider and deeper than most contemporary thoughts on the subject.
In a system that most foreign observers find bizarre, he was able to trace in
history the origins of peculiar traditions and to draw enlightening parallels with
features that could be found elsewhere, thus identifying what exactly was the
exceptionalism of French Higher Education. His mastery of the French language
enabled him to ‘read between the lines’ when exploiting the great variety of
written sources he had access to.
His qualification of the ‘French exceptionalism’ in the domain of Education
reduces the apparent complexity to a few central features: a stratification of the
various sub‐sectors of Higher education, with, on the one hand the ‘Grandes
Ecoles’ an elite sub‐sector, vocational in essence, composed of a large number of
small highly selective institutions, mostly public but funded and controlled by
various ministries and administrations; on the other hand, a number of large
institutions, the universities, with open access into most programmes, resting on a
concept of ‘legal homogeneity’ conferring equal value to all institutions,
programmes and diplomas controlled by one single central administration, the
ministry of education.
The different modes of control of the two main sub‐sectors are the root of a
striking contrast in what Guy Neave calls ‘reform styles’ (Neave 1999).

Reform styles
Well into the 1990’s, the distinction between the two sub‐sectors could be
compared to the political divide that prevailed for a long time in French society:
‘A sector of Order where radical policies were introduced largely as a desperate
last recourse’ and ‘a sector of Movement where institutional incrementalism and
a strong sense of vocational adaptability reigned’ (Neave 1999, p. 37).
Since 1968 three wide‐ranging reforms have been passed and several others
planned and withdrawn abruptly under the pressure of the unions or ‘of the
street’. Almost every Education Minister lent his name to a new Act or to an
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aborted bill concerning the structural reform of universities. These structural
reforms, enacted (The 1968 ‘Faure’ Act on Higher Education, the 1984 ‘Savary’
Higher Education Framework Act) or aborted (bills promoted by Devaquet,
Fillon, Allègre) were merely concerned with universities (Musselin 2001). They
hardly touched the non‐university institutions that were included in the general
framework of higher education with their own specific structures and
governance. One of the main purposes of these successive reforms was to better
organise the universities that were seen as being very inefficient in producing
graduates and, above all, employable graduates.

Vocational drive
After the economic crisis of 1974, a policy process started aiming at
‘vocationalising’ second cycle programmes in universities. A sign of the new
policy orientation can be noticed in the replacement in the 1984 Framework Act of
‘teaching’ by ‘training’ in the title of the university departments (UFR ‐ training
and research units ‐ instead of UER ‐ teaching and research units) and in the
rebranding of the administrative title of the universities from EPSC (scientific and
cultural public establishment) to EPSCP (scientific, cultural and vocational public
establishment) in 1984.
At the same time as universities were successfully creating a large number of
vocational programmes and producing graduates who increasingly competed
with those of the grandes écoles (especially in the field of business and
economics), institutions of the elite non‐university sector started to build and
expand a research capacity (Neave 1985). Were these changes the early signs of a
convergence between the two sub‐sectors?

Convergence
In the conclusion of a later study Guy Neave (1999) raised the issue of
convergence in terms of adaptation process and reform style: will both sub‐
sectors, university and non‐university, converge towards a similar
incrementalism? He saw in the increased autonomy of universities and in their
growing differentiation a chance that ‘great reforms’ might be abandoned for
small alterations and constant adaptation of structures and practices. Another
trend was also at work that he had analysed and publicised not only for France
but for most of Europe, namely the rise of the ‘Evaluative State’.
If the French edition of the Evaluative State did not exclude the notion of
competition, it located it in a different sphere, external to the national system.
In such a context, raising the quality of higher education as a public service ‐
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the main priority of the Evaluative State à la française ‐ had as its strategic
purpose to raise the country’s competitive stance in Europe, rather than
pitting one establishment against another for the largesse of the Prince. The
French version of the Evaluative State turned around the dual rhetoric of
competition abroad and national co‐operation and solidarity at home (Neave
2006).

One of the aspects of this evaluative state is the focus that it gave to accreditation.

Accreditation
Before the end of the 1990, one could hardly speak of accreditation in France
where the ministry of education controlled the curriculum of programmes
leading to ‘state diplomas’, mainly offered in universities.
Whilst universities were given the latitude to develop what essentially were
university degrees, the ministry granted such diplomas national status, thus
preserving outward appearances, falling in with students sensitivities and
upholding tranquillity on the campuses (Neave 1993, p. 12).

In the élite sub‐sector, the authorisation of institutions both public and private,
had been delegated since the 1930’s to a specific committee in the case of grandes
école leading to engineering degrees, the ‘committee for engineering title’. In the
case of business schools, the ministry used to grant its approval to institutions
and diplomas without any formal framework. When it was decided that, for all
higher education institutions, authorisation, approval or ‘habilitation’ was to be
granted for a limited period of time and with similar criteria, a national system of
accreditation started operating.

Impact of the Bologna Process
It should be stressed that this converging process was made possible by the
Bologna process, in particular through the introduction of the new degree
structure known in France as LMD (for Licence, Master, Doctorat). The speed at
which the universities reorganised and renamed their programmes to fit into this
structure was quite surprising giving the reluctance they had shown to
implement earlier programme reforms. This was partly helped by the attitude of
the ministry that for the first time gave only limited guidance to the universities
and only outlined the principles on which accreditation would be granted,
leaving them a large freedom in devising new programmes. This freedom was
immediately condemned by students’ and teachers’ unions as an attack on legal
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homogeneity and on the related status of State diplomas (‘diplômes nationaux’)
(Chevaillier 2004).
The elite institutions started becoming aware of the consequences of their
exceptionalism. Some of them chose to align their curriculum to the new
‘European’ structure, in order to become ‘visible’ to foreign students and
employers. This led them to apply for accreditation thus enabling the ministry to
harmonise the accreditation procedures (Witte 2006).Many decided to ignore the
Bologna process and to stick to their specific organisation of programmes.
In a way, these developments led to a reversal in the public perception of the two
sub‐sectors: the Universities that were previously seen as the stronghold of
conservatism began to look flexible and adaptative. The ‘party of order’ had set in
motion. Grandes écoles, on the contrary, being constrained by the defence of their
own diplomas and the idiosyncratic structure of their curriculum 1 were seen as
resisting to adaptation and had to fight off an image of conservatism.
The question Guy Neave asked in the late 1990’s cannot be answered with
certainty: the French exceptionalism has not yet been wiped out by the Bologna
process and by the increased autonomy of the universities. Perhaps the difference
in ‘reform styles’ has diminished or even vanished. There remain some obstacles
to a transformation that would align the French universities to the status and role
of their counterparts in large European countries.
Many believe that the most important of the obstacles is the open access to
university programmes and demand the right for universities to choose their
students. Others argue that excellence in education and training can be combined
with free access, provided students are better oriented during the first years of
their higher education. Guy Neave expressed a moderate point of view in this
respect (Neave 1985, p. 36) since French undergraduate studies do accommodate
to an extraordinary variety of student adjustment strategies.
The elite sector remains deeply rooted in the secondary education system, nearly
as much as Guy Neave pointed out in 1985, even if opposite trends can be
detected: the opening of ‘Grandes ecoles’ to candidates from other tracks (IUT,
STS, University) and the recent attempts to give access to ‘classes préparatoire’ to
talented students from low social origin. The latter is seen by some as carrying the
risk of further lowering the level of students entering universities and as an
acknowledgment that universities play no part in the training of the national élite,
at least at undergraduate level.

1

Two years of preparation in GPGE plus three years in the institutions after a competitive entry
examination, instead of three years for the licence degree and two for the master degree.
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There is one point on which everyone seems to agree: the level of funding of
universities has to rise and get closer to that of the non‐university sector if they
are to improve the quality of education and training they provide while
maintaining open access.
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Historical legacies and New Modes of Governance in
European Education Policy - the inception of the Open
Method of Coordination *
Åse Gornitzka
The significance of seeing the past for understanding the present
A unique feature of higher education in post‐war Europe is the emergence of a
new layer of governance at a level above the nation state. Guy Neave was among
the first to identify this change process and situate it in a historical context. He
has kept a keen eye on the often unpredictable turns it has taken and critically
commented on its implications (Neave 1984, 1988; 2001, 2003a, b). His work on
the European dimension has both inspired the critical reappraisal of the history of
European integration and higher education (Corbett 2005) as well as laid the
groundwork for understanding current process in light of historical pathways of
transformation. The latter is the concern of this chapter.
When the Lisbon European Council launched the Open Method of Coordination
(OMC) to reach the ambition of becoming the world’s most competitive
knowledge‐based economy before the year 2010, the effects were soon felt in
European cooperation in education policy. Grounded in an institutional
perspective (March and Olsen 1984, 1998, 2006; Olsen 2001, 2007) I argue here that
it has represented a fundamental procedural change in how cooperation takes
place with respect to education as a policy domain and that the past history and
institutional characteristics of the European Community in this specific policy
area are important factors for understanding the way in which the OMC has been
turned into practice.
This paper does two things: first it identifies the OMC as part of a family of new
modes of governance and places it in the practical political context of the EU’s
Lisbon Process. Second, it sketches out the main ingredients in how the OMC has
been practiced in the field of education and the key factors that can account for
how this principled method became practice.

*

Based on Gornitzka 2006, 2007.
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New modes of governance, ‘the Lisbon method’ and education policy
The European political institutions’ search for new, complementary and
alternative modes of governance has a background in what was defined as crises
or blind alleys in the EU’s decision‐making processes. Prior to the Lisbon
European Council in March 2000, Member States had been unwilling to transfer
further legal competencies to the European level while at the same time there was
an expectation for the Union to take common action and ‘deliver’ (NEWGOV
2005). The OMC ‐ or ‘The Lisbon method’ ‐ was a template that in principle could
ensure more joint responsibility than found in regular state‐to‐state cooperation
without conferring more legal competencies to the supranational level. The main
elements of the OMC were branded by the Lisbon European Council and involve:
1) identifying and defining common goals for the Union with specific timetables
for achieving them, 2) establishing indicators and benchmarks for assessing
progress towards the goals, 3) translating common objectives to national and
regional policies taking into account national and regional differences, and 4)
engaging in periodic monitoring, evaluation and peer review organised as mutual
learning processes (Lisbon European Council 2000, § 37).
New modes of governance, such as the OMC, share their genealogy with new
ideas of public governance also at other levels than the European. The general
search for new ways of steering has been identified as a development from
government, characterised by hierarchical decision‐making dominated by public
actors, to governance with non‐hierarchical decision‐making and participation
from both public and private actors (Kohler‐Koch and Rittberger 2005), relying on
soft rather than hard law (Hodson and Maher 2001). Yet with the focus on the
EU’s democratic and performance deficit, the governance debate at this level has
been acute. Also since education is an area of national sensitivity and legitimate
diversity the governance challenges for the European level rest in particular on
the fact that Europe cannot operate with new modes of governance in ‘the
shadow of law or hierarchy’ (Heritier 2002). While national governments with
respect to education can experiment with and turn to networked governance and
market oriented reforms, they can still have significant control over public
spending on education and over its legal framework. If voluntariness and
networking do not work at the European level, there is very little legal recourse.

OMC as practice - ‘Education & Training 2010’
With the Lisbon Process educational cooperation became subject to unparalleled
political attention in the history of European integration. In the Lisbon European
Council, the heads of states and government invited the Ministers of Education to
formulate common future goals for European education systems. The Lisbon
summit also provided a diagnosis of a Europe challenged by globalisation and

167

the new knowledge‐driven economy: European education systems would have to
adapt to the demands of the knowledge economy/society, in particular in terms of
investments in human resources, increasing education attainment levels, new
basic skills and mobility (Lisbon European Council 2000, § 25‐27). The
modernisation of European education became linked to an overhaul of Europe
envisaged in the Lisbon strategy.
In 2001 three strategic objectives were adopted that concerned the improved
quality and effectiveness of education, access to education, and the goal of
opening up national education and training systems to society and ‘the wider
world’ (Stockholm European Council 2000). This was turned into a 10 year work
programme containing 13 specified objectives (European Commission 2002), to
which 5 benchmarks for European performance were later added. Subsequently a
‘work organisation’ was set up around these objectives, and from early 2004 two
other parallel processes, the intergovernmental process towards establishing the
European Higher Education Area (‘The Bologna Process’) and EU’s ‘Copenhagen
Process’ for vocational education and training, were added in order to include the
whole range and all forms of education. From then on the OMC process in
education was referred to as ‘Education and Training 2010’.

Alliances within sectors – collisions between sectors
The impact of applying the OMC in the area of education must be understood
against the history, traditions, institutional arrangements and legal competencies
of the EU in this area. For a long time education was an area where the question
was not ‘can policies be coordinated’ ‐ but ‘should they be’. The latter question has
moved closer to being answered in the affirmative within the framework of the
OMC. This is a novel element compared to what has been the dominant view in
the history of the European level’s involvement in this policy area. Nonetheless,
this should not be seen as mainly a story of a change in the political will of
education ministers. The larger context of the Lisbon Summit had important
repercussions for cooperation in the field of education. It identified a template for
cooperation that in principle was seen to enable the combination of a common
European approach with the subsidiarity principle. The Lisbon process and the
application of the OMC have created a platform for profiling the sector in the
wider context of the EU, and for legitimating its place in European integration.
The existing institutions ‐ especially the established administrative capacity at the
European level ‐ played a significant role by putting energy, attention and
resources into establishing a new political space and providing the OMC concept
with a ‘work organisation’. With the pre‐Lisbon story of European cooperation in
education as a basis, core actors in this policy area used the OMC and the Lisbon
strategy to establish a new framework for working at the European level. This
cooperation was also spurred by the need to reclaim lifelong learning as an
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education policy issue, especially from the employment policy domain that had
moved very close to core education and training issue through the European
Employment Strategy.

Partial institutionalisation of a new political space
Permanent staff within the Commission’s DG Education and Culture has been
assigned to keeping the OMC alive, over time reporting procedures have been
established, and there is a budget item from which it is acceptable to finance
OMC activities. The way the OMC has been practiced in this sector seems to have
strengthened the DG Education and Culture as a hub for policy networks in
European education. National Ministries send their staff to Brussels in order to
participate in activities that are legitimised to themselves and to outsiders by
reference to OMC. The political space organised under the label of OMC has
opened up for the participation of non‐governmental actors in the education
sector ‐ notably the social partners and associations that organise students,
parents, and various other stakeholder interests. These types of actors are not
unfamiliar with participating at the European level, yet their participation under
the OMC has intensified.
The OMC process has also made a distinct imprint in the larger order of
European and international policy cooperation in education ‐ this is evident in the
way it has attracted and been integrated with other parallel processes of
coordination, in particular the Bologna and Copenhagen processes, and with
respect to the international organisations and regimes that produce education
statistics and indicators, especially the OECD.
Compared to OMC processes in other areas ‘Education and Training 2010’ has
settled as a natural part of the European level cooperation in education ‐ it is seen
as having become the heart of it. That is a change compared to the 20 years
during which the mobility programmes were the centrepiece of the EU’s
involvement in education. Actors within this policy domain have to some extent
come to have shared rules of procedure for what it means to practice the OMC,
what kind of actors are to be involved, and what kind of actions are acceptable
and appropriate within this setting. It is one of the most established OMC
processes at the European level compared to other Lisbon OMC processes (Laffan
and Shaw 2005) and as an independent process it has ‘survived’ the EU’s reform
of the Lisbon Agenda (‘The Lisbon Relaunch’). Yet it is also a complex process
with several elements that to varying degree have become institutionalised
practices. The political space that was created has been characterised to some
extent by the non‐routinised interaction and uncertainty of what the ‘mandate’ of
the process is, and a search for a working organisational set‐up. Quantification of
education policy into targets and benchmarks is well established. On the other
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hand, direct and short‐term mutual policy learning and coordination through
social sanctioning (naming‐shaming‐faming) seem in particular weakly
developed and institutionalised so far. It has represented an opportunity for the
actors involved to experiment with ways of interacting and with the organisation
of political space, what has been termed ‘risk free path finding in new political
territory’ (Laffan and Shaw 2005). In the OMC in education this path finding has
taken place also within the working groups and as an opportunity for DG
Education and Culture to test out what this new political space should look like.
The core documents of the OMC in education go through the regular decision‐
making procedures of the EU, but for the rest the organisation of the OMC
process seems to have been open and without many predetermined procedures
and rules of participation. Modes of interaction can be changed without going
through elaborate formal decision‐making procedures. That makes the process
flexible but also vulnerable to shifts in attention and commitment among those
who participate.

Governance after Lisbon: the soft hands of Europe
Some parts of the OMC in education show signs of a remarkable level and speed
of institutionalisation. First, the attention and agenda of the EU institutions
involved in education policy have been coordinated over time through the
routines established around the goals and objectives of the OMC process. Second,
the use and development of indicators have become well established as one of the
main components of European cooperation in this field. This can be ascribed to
the introduction of the OMC. These elements have been organised as a new
mainframe of European cooperation in education. In this policy domain
governance after Lisbon has entailed a procedural novelty. Whether or how this
translates into changes in national policy and in the practices of national
educational systems depends on the transformative effects of ‘soft law’: ideational
convergence, development of a numerical language through European statistical
categories and standards, establishing a common pool of information, as well as
common European agenda setting, timing and framing of education policy. Hard
law and the power of the purse still rest with the nation‐state.
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Some
Legal
Aspects
relating
to
the
Internationalisation of Higher Education Quality
Assurance
Jan de Groof
This article is dependent on secondary sources that served as a bibliographical
guide to the topic in question. In this respect I would like to acknowledge two
articles written by Professor Guy Neave (Neave 1997, 2005). I am also grateful to
have worked with him in writing the 1998 book Democracy and Governance in
Higher Education in which he concentrated attention on the relationship and
balance between law and policy from a comparative point of view. I have also
valued his cooperation and interventions at meetings of the European Law
Association.
Over the last few years the legislator has created a legislative overload with
regard to the higher education in the Flemish Community. On several occasions
and in many ways I have already criticised this expanding problem (Janssens and
De Groof 2005). Some consequences of this juridification are mentioned in this
article which primarily focuses on the governing, planning, structuring and
regulation of the higher education institutions in the Flemish Community.

The Open Method of Coordination
The Lisbon strategy introduces a philosophy of governance that is new ‐ certainly
as far as education is concerned 1 ‐ for Europe, i.e. the ‘open method of coordination’.
This governance tool appears to be of particular relevance to the field of
education policy, as articles 149 and 150 of the EC Treaty only provide
Community institutions with the possibility of taking stimulative actions and
making recommendations. What is essential is that the EU should contribute to
the development of high‐quality education by fostering cooperation between
member states and, if necessary, by supporting or supplementing their actions.
This is aimed at, among other aspects, improving student and teacher mobility,
for example by stimulating the academic recognition of diplomas and periods of
study (art. 149 par. 2 EC treaty). However both articles also explicitly exclude
harmonisation.

1

Previously the Union had used this method for the Member States’ social policy, specifically
concerning employment policy and retirement issues.
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The open method of coordination is based on common objectives, naturally with
different timeframes, indicators and benchmarks, regarding the integration of the
guidelines in nationally and regionally established action plans relating to regular
monitoring and peer review. In addition, the method 2 ‐ put in schematic terms ‐
allows for (national) diversity instead of uniformity, for flexibility instead of
enforceable legal follow‐up, framework objectives instead of detailed
requirements and freely determinable timeframes instead of binding entry dates.
The regular consultation, performance screening, feedback and follow‐up
procedures reinforce both the governments’ responsibility and accountability
duties, without the threat of stringently interpreted procedures, which are seen as
a nuisance. This last aspect may seem tempting, but contains an important
drawback, as policy‐measures depend on the goodwill of national governments
and a common education area remains largely hypothetical or even haphazard
when a party chooses to opt out. The ‘Europe moving at different speeds’ is becoming
more of a reality. On the other hand, a Europe of mobile students or scientists, or
a Europe of ‘citizens’, if you will, is becoming less of a reality in certain respects.
The intention is to meet the Lisbon objectives through open coordination. The
recent adjustment of the objectives by the European Council does not take
anything away from this approach. 3 The Bologna process also contains
characteristics of this governance philosophy, taking into account that, formally,
this process falls outside of community legislative powers (Verbruggen 2002,
2003; Zoontjens 2004).
Materially, however, the situation is much more complicated. ‘Quality Assurance’
will be the key for taking further steps in the common European area of the
various educational systems, without implying a restriction on the national
authorities’ competence. At least not in theory, as one of the explicit objectives
contained in the Bologna Declaration is reinforcing the European dimension of
quality assurance with a view to developing comparable criteria and
methodologies. As was mentioned above, article 149 of the EC Treaty allowed the
Community Institutions to carry out stimulative actions and provide
recommendations relating to quality assurance. 4 As the Community Institutions
(and specifically the European Commission) were granted a facilitating role in the
Bologna process, albeit reluctantly, the distinction between the Bologna process and
the general competences granted to the Community under article 149 of the EC
treaty is fading. It is possible that, as a result of both mechanisms, legally
speaking there is an ‘open coordination’, but that it does not appear anymore
2

It is certainly worth looking into its compatibility with the subsidiarity principle, which is far from

3

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/veDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/nl/educ/88635.pdf.

4

Cf. also the recommendation mentioned below. It dates back to 1998 and was therefore issued

obvious. Cf. infra.

before the Bologna statement had been drafted.
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from the de facto situation. If this view is correct, there is a conflict between the
subsidiarity principle and the exclusion of harmonisation, as mentioned in article
149 of the EC Treaty, which only became possible as a result of the voluntary
nature of the Bologna process. In addition, there may be a democratic deficit in the
decision‐making process regarding the fundamental choices that are thus made
regarding the future of higher education in Europe. 5 In conclusion, the
convergence between the Bologna process and the competences granted to the
Community under the EC Treaty lead to a (legal) balancing exercise on a tight‐
rope. It would be interesting to suggest that in the year 2006, higher education is
in the ‘post article 149’ era. 6
It is important to note that there should be more debate surrounding, more
research into and a clearer picture of the relationship between the Bologna process
and EU legislation. 7 In a joint, interim report from the Council and Commission
regarding the Lisbon objectives, the relationship with the Bologna process is
described (albeit covertly) under the heading ‘Implement the process more effectively’
stating that this should be included in the Lisbon process. 8 In a way, this position
has also become obsolete: the process already appears to belong to the acquis
communautaire and if there is no strict need for EU legislation, there are other
ways to enforce soft law: ‘no legally binding force’ does not equal ‘no legal effect
at all’.

Level of Competence National-Supranational
It is sufficiently known that, as a result of the expansive interpretation by the
Court of Justice of the concept ‘Professional Training’, positively mentioned in the
EC Treaty, ‘education’ is part of the Community arena, as a consequence of the
application of the non‐discrimination principle of Member State subjects
regarding access to education and of the principle of free movement. In a sense,
articles 149 and 150 are the reflection of the series of European programmes that
had been developed by the Community before the Union expressly included
education, professional training and culture as a community objective ‐ albeit

5

Cf. nr. 48.

6

Cf. infra.

7

For a similar plea cf.: art. cit., SEW, 2006‐6, p. 211.

8

In diplomatic terms: ‘For the 31 countries involved in ‘Education & Training 2010’, there should
also be closer coordination with the Bologna process. Generally speaking, the case for non
integrated parallel action will be increasingly weaker in the future, be it in higher education or in
vocational training, unless it is manifestly more ambitious and more effective.’ Cf. ‘Education &
Training 2010’ The Success Of The Lisbon Strategy hinges on urgent reforms, Joint interim report of the
Council and the Commission implementation of the detailed work programme on the follow‐up of
the objectives of education and training systems in Europe, PbEG 2004, C 104/1, p. 12.
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within the framework of an application of the subsidiarity principle (Lenaerts
1994; De Witte 1992‐1993; De Groof 1994). The Union’s sphere of action increased
evermore, although it was the result of a voluntary system, of incentive measures
and competition. While the original distrust that originally accompanied the
creation of art. 1 of the second ECHR Protocol started to wane (cf. De Groof and
Lauwers 2004), a sense grew that the European dimension had a positive
influence on the national education system.
The Bologna process is also a paradox. On the one hand, it is part of the
community momentum, particularly for topics related to quality assurance; in
that sense Bologna belongs to the community actions and programmes, but on the
other hand it goes beyond the treaty stipulations. The intergovernmental nature
of the Bologna process has prevented a careful assessment of the criteria and
procedures of the subsidiarity principle ‐ as described in the Treaty‐ including the
monitoring by national parliaments and the principle’s influence on the central,
regional and local level. 9
The aforementioned articles 149 and 150 have become largely obsolete, certainly
as far as higher education is concerned, also as a result of how the facts have
changed, even though the Member States are refusing to admit to this in so many
words. They refer to the lack of resistance when applying tools such as
benchmarking, good practices and open coordination, even though they are the ones
who determine the momentum of the (European) interpretation. ‘Fewer’
European norms and procedures can therefore lead to ‘more Europe’.
‘Harmonisation’ is an explicit objective, but only if it falls outside of the standard
procedures. Moreover, both the Lisbon and Bologna strategy are tied to specific
dates. This tense relationship will have to be reconciled in time.
The focus on diversity depending on the national educational system and as a
consequence of the Member States’ exclusive competence ‐ unlike in the field of
‘research’, which has become an area of shared competence ‐ and the variety of
language and culture, are continuously repeated as being the guiding principles,
also in the field of quality assurance. 10 However, the Commission is now granted
a more important role than simply carrying out administrative duties and
financing symposia. The Commission is expected to monitor the process and the
European Council has integrated the Bologna process in its benchmarks and
recommendations. In line with art. 149, the Economic and Social Committee is
also given a role.
The fact that the member states and parties have no legal obligation under the
Bologna process and therefore tend towards harmonisation, forces legal experts
9

cf. art. 9, 3 Part III Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe.

10

From Berlin to Bergen, l.c., p. 14.
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not only to take a more modest view, but also to design innovative techniques.
The expected update of the European Constitution will present the member states
involved with this opportunity. The support of the Council of Europe, together
with the implementation of art. 149, par. 3, offers an opportunity for opening up
to other countries. 11
Another issue relating the Bologna process is the supposed or real democratic
deficit. Here again, we see a paradox: there are grounds for criticism, but reference
must be made to the decision‐making process in each of the member states and
the direct involvement of the institutions in the draft legislation. For the lack of
debate, the universities and colleges are also partially to blame. However, unlike
the benchmarking exercise and the Lisbon strategy, we notice that the academic
community has indeed taken ownership of the restructuring of higher education.
It cannot be repeated too often that the ownership of the Bologna process should
be with the individual institutions and their stakeholders. We are immediately
reminded that in the constitutional tradition of both Flanders and The
Netherlands, the autonomy and accountability of institutes of higher learning are
still of great importance (De Groof 1989, p. 223).
The completion of both the Lisbon strategy and the Bologna process also creates
the opportunity to provide feedback to the policy‐makers regarding proven or
alleged progress. Educational users can only stake their claims if solid strategies
and process are included in the legislation. The question of legal status therefore
appears to be a decisive argument in favour of measuring the democratic deficit.
Both the Flemish and the Dutch legislation should be analysed from this
perspective, without hampering the European momentum nor the leading role
that Flanders and The Netherlands are playing.

The Principle of Trust
Regardless of which procedures are used with respect to national and European
legislation relating to diplomas, i.e. ‘recognition’, ‘equivalence’ and ‘equality’ or
the procedure of ‘harmonisation’, all these various mechanisms in fact refer to the
principle of ‘mutual trust’ ‐ which, for that matter, is also an essential community
principle.
Regardless of the quality assurance techniques that are provided by national
legislation, international (quality) standards are converging into one general
guideline, for both accreditation of programmes and of institutions. The meta

11

Cf. also art. III. 225 of the Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe.
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evaluation or meta accreditation examines the credibility of the national systems. 12
The national governments continue to exert a real influence on the formal
accreditation system of the institutions relying on public funds or grants and
whose diplomas and certificates are granted an official effectus civilis. In Europe,
this is generally done by governmental recognition agencies or by a meta
accreditation authority, such as the federal Akkreditierungsrat in Germany which
gives its own accreditation to the country’s accreditation agencies.
Most assessments and accreditations in Europe (still) take place at the national or
regional level. It is expected that these assessments and accreditations will
become ever more comparable, i.a., by using international standards, procedures
and guidelines. However, there is also room for trans‐national assessments and
accreditations, for example for strongly internationally‐oriented programmes
such as business studies, medicine or technical training.
International professional organisations and institutions specialising in certain
areas (engineering, animal medicine, tropical medicine, business schools ...) often
issue their own authoritative accreditations based on strict, objective standards. It
will therefore become essential for governments to reach an agreement with these
internationally accepted, non‐governmental bodies to allow them to present
legally‐binding recognitions.
The European Commission supports the introduction of trans‐national
assessments and accreditations of study programmes that may be organised
jointly. One of the underlying ideas is that institutions for higher education in
need of an accreditation that is also valid abroad would tend to look at US
agencies, given the lack of a ‘European accreditation’ (COM 2004).
Sooner than expected, internationalising is becoming a guideline in the reform of
national legislation. Not only the smaller member states will be forced to come up
with trans‐national formulas, as full transparency will become a new
interpretation for the free movement of students, teachers and researchers.

Convergence
‘Convergence’ ‐ i.e. focusing on a shared frame of reference ‐ is becoming a reality
for European higher education, and not just because of the Union’s ‘supporting,
coordinating or supplementary actions’ and the ‘Declarations’ or ‘Agreements’ in this
field. The integration of the labour market and professional training and lifelong
learning systems are also a contributing factor. Europe’s effect is felt less directly

12

In that case, a meta evaluation may be considered a contribution towards a rationalisation of
legislation.
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on the organisation of compulsory education. However, the hope is that increased
workers’ mobility, and, as a result, an increasing mobility of parents, will have a
‘mobilising’ effect. The same can be expected from international benchmarks and
comparative ‘good practices’.
Even if the parties’ or member states’ educational systems continue to converge,
partly under the influence of economic and monetary integration, no uniformity
is to be expected in the ‘organisation’ or ‘contents’ across the various national
education systems. The Bologna process focuses explicitly on structures and
procedures and not, or at least not directly, on course content, curricula and the
educational concept. Even the duration of training may differ. In light of the
divergent preparatory trajectory (compulsory education) that is to be followed,
this does not come as a surprise.
Having a more diversified educational content should eventually pave the way
for a more competitive European Higher Education Area. The European
Commission has concluded that ‘detailed instructions for organisation, control
and management’ have led to too much uniformity within the member states. The
Commission continues: ‘This pressure for uniformity has led to generally good
average performance, but has increased fragmentation of the sector into mostly
small national systems and sub‐systems. These render cooperation difficult at
national, let alone European or international, level and impose conditions which
prevent universities from diversifying and from focusing on quality’ (COM 2006,
p. 3).
However, a different type of convergence is materialising in Flanders and The
Netherlands, between programmes and institutions (De Groof 2004). The three‐
fold system in Flanders and the distinction between the Dutch ‘HBO’ (Higher
Professional Education) and ‘WO’ (Scientific Education) is fading. A greater
uniformity in higher education is helped by the visitation and accreditation
procedures.
Another form of convergence relates to the institutions. The associations between
universities and colleges, certainly in Flanders, play a decisive role in the so‐
called ‘academisation’ of programmes (i.e. making professional training more
‘academic’ in nature). Their influence touches the very core of the programmes
involved, but also human resource management, infrastructure etc. Associations
introduce the perspective of a confederate or integrated institutional structure (cf.
De Groof 2000‐2001). The Dutch universities are also considering associations or
mergers with the ‘HBO institutions’, partly to ensure a through‐flow of HBO
bachelors into master programmes, as is the case in Flanders. Reinforcing the
scientific potential is an important motivation in both cases.
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Brief Conclusion
Mobility from a Flemish-Dutch Perspective
Through accreditation, a different objective of the Bologna process is achieved, i.e.
student and teacher mobility. This requires a guaranteed and transparent basic
quality of the accredited programmes. Only if this requirement is met will the
commitment to bring about growing professional and academic European mobility
be in line with the national evaluation of diplomas, as is prescribed by law and
custom. Education should become embedded in the cultural process and its
mission therefore interlinked with historical, ideological or philosophical or
language‐specific identities and with other national characteristics. It is Europe’s
mission, together with equality and quality in education, to actively stimulate
cultural diversity. This concern is part of the Bologna process.
Automatically recognising the equivalence of diplomas obtained by students and
graduates in other EU member states and, by extension, in the other countries
that have signed the Bologna declaration is, as yet, not a part of the formal,
international legal system. That is why the comparability of diplomas and
qualifications (‘readability’, ‘comparability’, ‘compatibility’) is essential for the
implementation processes of the ministerial signatures under ‘Sorbonne’ and
‘Bologna’. This is a unique opportunity for Flanders and The Netherlands to work
together, not only in the field of quality assurance, but also of accreditation,
recognition and validation of diplomas.
Those graduating from a Flemish NVAO‐accredited training, for example, will be
considered to have obtained a similar degree to those graduating from a
corresponding Dutch NVAO‐accredited training. The degree will be equivalent
for the purposes of meeting the entry requirements, allowing the students to
move on to a different Flemish or Dutch accredited higher education programme.
The recognition procedure of individual diplomas could also be greatly
simplified. Institutions will maintain their entry requirements, but Dutch
diplomas will be treated in the same way as Flemish diplomas for the purposes of
access and vice versa.

Despite all these Achievements: Critical Reflection is needed
From the start, various parties have taken a critical view of higher education
accreditation. Unlike in Flanders, the debate surrounding the introduction of
accreditation in The Netherlands focused largely on the constitutional bottlenecks
that would result from the accreditation system (cf. De Groof and Hendriks 2005‐
2006). After the introduction, some institutions stated that the accreditation
system had significantly increased the administrative burden (VSNU 2004).
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Regardless of the validity of this criticism, Dutch legislators appear to be
planning to carry out a number of substantial short‐ and long‐term changes, both
to the accreditation system and to the higher education system as a whole. In the
Dutch parliament, a first item of debate is higher education funding. The
intention is to change the WHW (Higher Education and Scientific Research Act)
for the so‐called ‘WHOO’ (New Higher Education and Scientific Research Act),
which will facilitate the introduction of ‘learning rights’ in higher education. 13
Secondly, despite some very critical opinions of the Educational Council (2005)
and the Dutch Council of State, 14 the ‘WHOO’, was recently sent to Parliament for
approval. According to the explanatory documents, policy‐makers assume that
the act will already enter into force on September 1st, 2007. The accreditation
system is also debated in this context. A seminal document for the debate is the
‘Simplification of the Higher Education Accreditation System’ note, written by the
Dutch minister and under‐minister for Education, Culture and Science. In it, a
number of problems with the accreditation system are mentioned, together with a
number of far‐reaching (possible accreditation for institutions) and less far‐
reaching (removing bureaucratic obstacles) measures. 15 The possible accreditation
for institutions is further elaborated in the note entitled ‘Towards Full Educational
Accreditation at an Institutional Level’. 16 Finally, international developments, as
described above, have led to a reflection about the current accreditation system.
The debate in Flanders regarding the introduction of accreditation did not create
such a stir, as was the case in other recent examples where fundamental reforms
to higher education were carried out. The VLIR (Flemish Inter‐University
Council) hardly paid any attention to it. Some accepted the changes without
protest, probably still baffled by the volume of legislation facing the educational
arena; others did not find it worth debating, as they assumed that their institution
would hardly be affected. It may also not be assumed that the academic
community saw accreditation as something that was self‐evident. Parliamentary
debates devoted very little time to this milestone as well. For a long time,
accreditation was a non‐issue. Only a hand‐full of Notes bothered with raising
questions and instigating a debate (ICOR 2005a, 2005b).
Before the extent of the accreditation became known, no university or college
found it necessary to put this issue on the management meeting’s agenda. The
resemblance to the signing of the Bologna Declaration, which passed almost
without protest, is striking. The current situation is different, however. A shock
13

Parliamentary Records II 2005/06, 30387, nr. 2.

14

Parliamentary Records II 2005/06, 30588, nr. 4.

15

Parliamentary Records II 2005/06, 29853, nr. 25.

16

‘Op weg naar Volledige Onderwijs Accreditatie op instellingsniveau: voorbereiding van de
volgende fase van accreditatie in het hoger onderwijs’, annex to Parliamentary Records II 2005/06,
29853, nr. 29.
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wave ran through the higher education system, which was felt down to the
department and faculty level. The realisation that an unfavourable accreditation
or opinion from the Recognition Commission could have financial and other
implications, together with the proposed rationalisation will no doubt have
contributed to this.
In Flanders, we also see a frenetic reflection regarding higher education funding
and the related discussion about input and output indicators. There is also no
consensus regarding the introduction of learning rights and the timing as
imposed by the decree for the introduction of a new system is stringent. 17 At the
same time ‐ as was already mentioned ‐ a so‐called Basic decree is envisaged, in an
attempt to unify the very fragmented Flemish legislation (cf. De Groof 2005).
In light of the treaty signed between Flanders and The Netherlands, these
developments will have to be closely monitored in both regions. A joint approach
to this topic is becoming a necessity, given the mutual coherence of accreditation,
quality assurance, macro‐effectiveness, rationalisation and programming,
funding and restructuring (in its associated, integrated, confederate, merged or
other forms). However, until now no initiatives have been taken to this effect.
Upholding the Subsidiarity Principle
The afore‐mentioned treaty does not bestow general competences, but only
competences that are necessary and useful for carrying out the assignment and
that need to respect national competences. 18 Consequently, the assignments of the
accreditation agency that are not clearly mentioned should be interpreted within
the framework of the treaty, while observing the subsidiarity principle. This implies
that (1) the assignment cannot be better performed at the national level; and (2)
the objectives are better reached through supra‐national initiatives (i.e. by the
accreditation agency). What factors justify this intervention on a bilateral level?
The Treaty starts from the subsidiarity principle, on the one hand relating to
responsibility of the institutions regarding organisation and quality of education
and the recognition of the freedom of education, as enshrined in the constitution
of both countries and, on the other hand, relating to the desirability of a joint
accreditation of programmes and the recognition of new programmes, if this
provides added value. Consequently, Flanders and The Netherlands are still
responsible for a number of subjects, while at the same time respecting the
17

http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/hogeronderwijs/beleid/financiering‐nieuw‐model.htm.

18

Preface: ‘This Accreditation Agency should be given the necessary competences under Dutch and
Belgian law needed or useful to fulfil its mission, within the limits imposed by this Treaty and
national legislation.’ The Explanatory Note, point 3 states: ‘The Treaty leaves the national
competences in the field of higher education unimpeded.’
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mutual constitutional freedom of education. Moreover, the treaty can only be
interpreted within the afore‐mentioned framework. The assignments to be carried
out by the accreditation agency have to be interpreted on the basis of the treaty
and must be in compliance with the subsidiarity principle. On the other hand, the
national objectives are only achieved through the supra‐national level, given the
inherently international nature of quality assurance and the added value both
parties attach to an Accreditation Agency created by a treaty.
The subsidiarity requirement will only be met if it is proven that accreditation is
better organised at the Flemish‐Dutch level than at the national level. There is no
doubt that the Flemish‐Dutch level offers clear added value. Quality requires
accreditation; accreditation requires, in the Flemish‐Dutch context at least, a
supra‐national tool. However, the question may be raised of which (additional,
delegated) competences fall under the subsidiarity principle and which do not
necessarily belong to the NVAO. 19 Even more so, as certain matters are covered
under the stipulation ‘the parties to this treaty will remain responsible for their
own education.’ For example, is ‘maintaining an educational register’ not best
performed by the national education administration, which, at the same time, is
also able to control the exponential growth of programmes (and their
requirements)? The institution is appointed via a simple decision from the
Flemish government. 20 In addition, a link with the ‘central database’ should be an
objective. 21
Observing the proportionality principle raises the question of how far the
responsibilities, procedures and actions of the NVAO can reach. A situation
where the NVAO and, previously, the Recognition Commission, are led astray by
their opportunity judgements under the guise of assessing generic quality
guarantees, is to be avoided.
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Travelling in time and space
Jeroen Huisman
Talking about generations
When Guy wrote his first books in 1975 and 1976 ‐ on the sixth form and
comprehensive education, I actually could have been an empirical subject of his
investigations, were it not that I happened to be in the wrong country … and born
too late. When Guy was contemplating connections ‐ ‘mind the gap’ ‐ between
secondary and higher education in Scotland, I was trying to take hurdles of a
slightly different nature. I was dividing my attention between the lessons of the
primary school headmaster ‐ who, by the way, later became a well‐respected local
and regional historian ‐ and the radio. For me, 1975 was not ‐ and this probably
does not surprise the reader ‐ the year of scholarly attention to the relationship
between secondary education and the university. Neither, to be honest, will I
remember the year 1975 because of the headmaster’s history lessons on how my
hometown Coevorden was liberated by Carl von Rabenhaupt in 1672 (disaster
year), how Michiel de Ruyter successfully fought the Brits and how (and why)
Holland and England signed the Treaty of Westminster in 1674. Actually,
confession time, 1975 for me was the year of Roger Glover’s Love is all.
At that time musical events for me were largely unconnected: popular songs were
literally singles and they were only connected to each other because they would
appear on compilations under illustrious titles such as 20 Speed Top Hits. I could
not yet comprehend that events ‐ like the song Love is all ‐ had historical roots. I
only learned later that Love is all was based on the 1973 picture book, which in its
turn was loosely based on William Roscoe’s 1806 poem Butterfly’s Ball and the
Grasshopper’s Feast. Neither could I foresee that the same song would be used ‐ or
misused, as some would say ‐ by the Dutch Christian‐Democrats in their 2006
election campaign. If there is one thing I learned from Guy Neave, it would be to
put things in a historical (time) and geographical (space) context.

Archaeology
I was curious to take another look at Guy’s 1984 The EEC and education. Whereas
the city I currently live in is well‐known for Roman archaeology, particularly the
ancient spas in the centre, there are other places in the city that remind visitors of
archaeology. Indeed, visiting the library on a winter evening can be a true voyage
of discovery, if only for the fact that the books are kept literally in the dark.
Sensors will notice that visitors are approaching and will illuminate the way to
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the source the visitor is looking for. I found The EEC and education squeezed, but ‐
and this will be a relief to Guy ‐ not squashed, between a series of the European
Commission on new information technology.
As an archival exercise, it is interesting to see how often and when the book has
been taken out by scholars at my university. On the one hand, I would not have
been surprised to find a crisp copy of the book, given the ubiquitous lack of
interest of UK scholars in European matters: British colleagues still talk about
developments in Europe, excluding themselves from these developments. On the
other hand, the university accommodates the European Research Institute and
the university has many foreign scholars. Given that the copy I borrowed seemed
well‐read, I guess that quite a number of Bath scholars were interested in its
contents. From the loan pattern, it was clear that shortly after its appearance it
was probably not much read. The book was added to the library collection in
1986, the first loan was in 1988, the second loan in 1990. Neither has the book
been borrowed recently: the loan before I took it out dates from May 1999. The
latter is not so much a sign of disinterest in the particular book per se, but
probably a sign that contemporary scholars interested in higher education and
the European Community have numerous sources to rely on. But around
1992/1993 the book was often (eight times) released from its trapped position on
the library shelves. An obvious explanation is that this period saw the completion
of the European market (Treaty of Maastricht 1992) and the appearance of the
Memorandum on Higher Education in the European Community (1991); events that
must have triggered scholars to study the involvement of the European Union in
higher education.

You cannot judge a book by its cover
… but the cover, Lord Briggs’ foreword and Guy’s acknowledgements reveal a lot
about the political context and the network from which the book project emerged.
Let us start with the cover. Here the name of the institute Guy was a member of
appears: The European Institute of Education and Social Policy. This institute was
approved in 1974 and set up by the European Cultural Foundation (ECF),
following a recommendation in the ECF’s project Plan Europe 2000. This
encompassing ECF project started in the latter half of the 1960s. The general idea
behind the project and the evolving ECF network was that the Community
should encourage innovation and cooperation in the area of education (Corbett
2005, p. 92). The particular role of the European Institute was policy‐oriented and
to carry out research and organise cooperation in the fields of education,
employment and social policies. The EEC and education clearly fits the objective in
its comprehensive overview of the action areas of the EEC and analysis of the
developments in these areas, including helpful lists of primary, secondary and
tertiary sources.

189

Asa Briggs’ introductory words are rather ‘straightforeword’, but it is interesting
to note his background as a historian and vice‐chancellor of the University of
Sussex. At that university, Hywel Ceri Jones was his assistant. On the
recommendation of Briggs, Jones moved to Brussels in 1973 (Corbett 2005, p. 82‐
83), as one of the first Brits after Britain joined the Community, to later become
Director of Education and Vocational Training. In his acknowledgements, Guy
thanks Jones for his encouragement and advice. The same Jones would later be
acknowledged by Anne Corbett (2005) as one of the seven policy entrepreneurs
that played a crucial role in EU higher education policy in the period 1955‐1987.
Guy also gave words of thanks to Alan Smith, who would lead the pilot actions
preceding the Erasmus programme and to Ladislav Cerych, formerly with the
OECD, and at the moment Guy prepared the book, director of the European
Institute. And … thanks to a certain Martine Herlant at the Office for Cooperation
in Education in Brussels, who ‐ two years later ‐ would become Mme Neave.
The back cover is interesting as well, for here another seminal book is announced:
The Implementation of Higher Education Reforms by Paul Sabatier and Ladislav
Cerych, November 1985, although the main title changed into Great Expectations
and Mixed Performance, the order of the authors was reversed and the book
eventually appeared in 1986. The change of title, author order and publication
date in a time span of a year may ‐ with hindsight ‐ be seen as a forerunner of the
fact that comprehensive change in higher education and a fundamental change in
the relationships between nation states and the supranational state were indeed
possible.

A book of brilliant things
The reader may get the idea that so much time is spent on the context, as there
may be nothing worthwhile to say about the content of the book. On the contrary!
First of all, the book is unique in being the first book on education and the
European Community. Suffice to repeat part of Lord Briggs’ first sentence of the
foreword: ‘… and as such it will be an invaluable work of reference’.
A second remark relates to the breadth of topics addressed, from the obvious
attention to cooperation and the European dimension to ‐ in retrospect ‐ less
obvious attention to education of migrants, equality of educational opportunities
and education and training for disabled children and young people. The attention
given to the latter topics must be seen in the context of the preceding decade (the
1970s) in which many EC activities started or were rooted. A period characterised
by recovery from economic crises at the beginning of that decade and of
expectations of education being able to solve or at least contribute to the solution
of (youth) unemployment, social injustice and poverty.
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Time warps and space travel: from EEC to EU and from Bologna
to…
It would not be an understatement to say that Europe has changed significantly
since The EEC and education appeared, considerably mixing up our understanding
of the neat order of things (national sovereignty; cooperation, not harmonisation)
in the preceding decades. There is no need to dwell upon the current policy
dynamics, let alone their intended and unexpected effects, beyond elaborating on
some of the points Guy made in the final chapter of the book. He correctly
observed that most of the then actions of the EEC were on the ‘interstittal’ parts of
the education system, i.e. linking points between different educational sectors:
primary‐secondary education; secondary‐higher education, and education‐work.
How different that is from current EU policies that address the hearts of the
matter either by policy papers such as the one focusing on the role of the
university in the knowledge society (European Commission 2003) or concrete
action (even if it was through the invisible hand, see Huisman and Van der
Wende 2004): actively engaging in the Bologna process, actually trying to
encapsulate this process in the context of the Lisbon process. Also, the client
group has changed: from a focus on children and youngsters to a focus on nation
states and higher education institutions. The attention at that time on research
and evidence‐based policies may have disappeared somewhat. Currently one
would assess the role of research on higher education differently. It would
require a separate research project to investigate the role of research on higher
education in European policy‐making through time, but I would doubt whether
today this would fit the research‐development‐diffusion model set out in the final
chapter. However worthwhile such a model would be, present‐day political
priorities often distort development and/or diffusion.
Let us, finally, not forget one of the most important messages of the book.
Already in 1984, Guy determined the change in policy approach in the period
1976‐1984 as developing from ‘Europhoria’ (the pursuit of ideological goals) to
pragmatism (concrete actions to solve imminent problems, particular in the area
of higher education). In many respects this change can be seen as the root of a
continuous stress on pragmatism in past decades (e.g. in EC funding
opportunities: Socrates, framework programmes, arrangements), albeit distorted
by a considerable amount of bureaucracy and infused by a ‐ not always
appreciated ‐ reliance on the economic role of higher education.
What the future will bring? Let us close the circle and quote the master himself:
‘What the long term results will be, no‐one can foresee. In policy, no less than in
education, it is a hazardous business to predict the future of the mature man on
the basis of the perceived potential of the younger self’ (Neave 1984, p. 202).
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Higher Education and Science Policy in Finland
Osmo Kivinen
When given the opportunity to contribute to the Festschrift of such an eminent
scholar as Professor Guy Neave, one is inevitably faced with the problem of
finding something worth writing about within the vast field of higher education
that the protagonist of this book has not already discussed thoroughly. I consider
myself lucky, since despite his own cosmopolitanism, Guy Neave has not
published a great deal on Nordic Higher Education policies, and even less on
Finland. Being almost painfully aware of Guy Neave’s extraordinary ability to
combine scholarly wit with solid research, I still dare to dedicate this article to
Guy Neave.

Introduction
In the aftermath of World War II, Finland transformed from an agrarian society
into a post‐industrial one almost overnight, and, ‘good old’ schooling doctrines,
which had drawn on the trinity between the home, religion and the fatherland,
became outdated, to exaggerate a little. In the new brave information society it is
topical to emphasise the development of human capital as a key force in the
knowledge economy and as ensuring the competitiveness of the European Union
in the global market. In the last decades, Finnish education policy has had two
ideological ends in view, namely economic growth and equality of educational
opportunity. The present education policy rhetoric draws on relevant European
documents, which are fitted together with recommendations from the OECD.
For a long time Finnish education policy was planned and implemented on the
strength of carefully prepared reports by numerous parliamentary committees.
However, in recent decades policy‐making has been seen to be better off without
committees of any kind, as they were selected by political parties, and, as the
price of representative democracy, their work was often ridden by internal
disputes and unpredictable outcomes. It is quite obvious that various working
groups of civil servants and experts are much easier to steer than committees if
the anticipated end in view is compatibility with the supranational education
policies endorsed by the EU or the OECD.
Sweden has come to be known as the model country for education policy, and for
good reason. The Nordic welfare state set good conditions for practising
progressive education policies that strived for the maximal equality of
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educational opportunity. Nevertheless, in recent years it has become apparent
that Finland, often seen as Sweden’s poor relation, has passed Sweden in the
quest for becoming the policy model for education. Besides being the EU’s star
pupil, Finland has also been more than dutiful in absorbing the OECD’s science
and higher education policies.

A brief history
Founded in Turku in 1640, the Finnish university system was for a long time
mainly involved in educating the offspring of the minute educated elite. In the
1950s Finland, a country of some four million inhabitants, had five universities,
six institutions of higher education and one university‐level art college; there
were around 15,000 university students at the time. Following the growth in the
student intake facilitated by newly‐founded universities in the following decades
and the student grant system set up in the 1970s, the higher education sector
began to open its doors to an expanding crowd. Where applicable, universities,
which had traditionally emphasised their academic autonomy, were turned into
vehicles for promoting the functions and objectives of the Nordic welfare state.
Alongside research and teaching, universities were given what was then known
as a third function. Having mainly served the upper classes, the elite university
expanded and was dispersed geographically to become a mass higher education
system. Following the equality of opportunity ideology, the doors began to be
open for a broader spectrum of the population; the present goal of the Ministry of
Education is to offer two thirds of each age group a place in higher education.
At present around 50 per cent of each age group can enrol at a university or AMK
institution (polytechnic), and there are altogether over 300,000 HE‐students in
Finland. In 2007 there were ten multidisciplinary universities, three technical
universities, three schools of economics and business administration, four arts
universities, one defence university and 29 AMKs in a country of now five million
inhabitants. The teaching resources and number of staff at Finnish universities
have remained persistently at their former level in spite of the growing number of
students. In 1990 there were 14 students per one teacher in Finnish universities,
but by 2003 the ratio had risen to 22:1. The prolongation of studies and high drop‐
out rates are problems causing much grief in the Ministry of Education, but as the
system is state run one cannot but ask why the state does not intervene more
strongly. The massification of university education carries the risk that the best
principles of meritocracy never become realised as the practices aimed at dealing
with large crowds favour quantity over quality and mediocrity over eminence.
Research training in Finnish universities has been greatly enhanced in the last
decade; following the graduate school system set up the Ministry of Education
and the Academy of Finland, the numbers of completed doctoral degrees has
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almost tripled from 500 in the early 1990s to around 1,400 annually. Along with
the volume of research training, there is a clearly perceived need to improve the
conditions for the advancement of research careers, namely a post‐doc system
with sufficient financial resources.
In the 1970s universities underwent a degree reform, with hindsight criticised of
being modelled on the DDR, the result of which was the abolishment of
bachelor’s degrees. Now, in the beginning of the 21st century universities are
undergoing another round of degree reforms, this time instigated by the EU and
known as the Bologna process, which have seen the re‐introduction of bachelor’s
degrees. Hopefully, should the Bologna process succeed, it could help
universities to overcome certain threats caused by the quality problems that
follow from the massification of higher education. A Finnish peculiarity is that
university tuition is free for all, even though a recent hot topic has been whether
to introduce fees for international students.
A programme by the name of the national innovation system was launched in the
1990s. Investments into research and development are anticipated to result in
new innovations and productivity. Even though Finland exceeds the 3‐per cent
benchmark share of its GDP in its R&D investments as set in the Lisbon Strategy,
these investments have not resulted in the expected new companies, innovations
and growth in exports, not even according to the Ministry of Education. There is,
in fact, much to do to improve the impact of investment and the focus of
innovation policies. It is quite probable that the innovation system strategy in
itself is not quite apt. There seems to be as little sense in launching a system to
produce innovations as there is in believing that ministry‐led policy programmes
can result in original scientific inventions.
Under the banners of the European Higher Education Area and the European
Research Area various means are being sought to make research careers more
attractive and to recruit enough talented young people as researchers. The
creation of the ERA aims at the establishment of a functional internal research
market within the EU. The pooling of Member States’ R&D resources is seen to
endorse productiveness, innovation and competitiveness. However, so far a
relatively low proportion of EU funding has been allocated to basic scientific
research, which ultimately is the stepping stone for significant scientific
discoveries and inventions that can be utilised by R&D companies to produce
groundbreaking innovations.

Education and Equality
In their own downplayed way, Finns have been an educated nation for a long
time, if literacy is used as a measure; after all, the whole nation has been de facto
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literate for over 100 years. Folk educators, the church, schools, universities and
families alike have been successful in passing on a positive attitude towards
education from generation to generation. Against this historical backdrop, it is by
no means surprising that Finnish children have been ranked highly in
international assessments. For instance, the 2003 PISA assessment comparing
educational outcomes between 41 OECD countries placed Finnish youngsters at
the very top in all areas of assessment: Finns came first in reading and scientific
literacy, second in mathematics and third in problem solving. When it comes to
school‐level differences, in Finland they are among the smallest within the OECD.
If Germans are ridden by a PISA shock caused by their relatively poor
performance, Finns, having suddenly been drawn into the international spotlight,
are close to suffering from PISA hubris, even though one never knows what the
results of the next assessment will be like.
In spite of all its praises, the Finnish school system does not function in ways that
satisfy all. Some see that schools in general and upper secondary schools in
particular are neglecting their duties in the teaching of the natural sciences, which
results in difficulties in recruiting students with sufficient mathematical aptitude
to universities; moreover, some claim that Finnish school children study too
many languages, whereas others think that language studies are not receiving
enough attention or that the ‘wrong’ languages are given too much of it. On the
other hand, university studies are said to take too many years and to be
ineffective and alien to real life. Some think that AMK studies are not relevant
enough in terms of labour market requirements, whereas others claim that they
are not academic enough. AMKs are said to suffer from academic drift, whereas
universities are allegedly undergoing a ‘non‐academic drift’, and so on.
If one is to operationalise equality of opportunity as participation in university‐
level studies, in comparing the offspring of academic parents with the offspring
of parents with only a basic level of education by calculating an odds ratio to
depict the opportunities for young people from various backgrounds to
participate in university studies, we can notice that the over‐representation of
youngsters from academic families in the student population has decreased from
the odds value of 19 in 1970 to 11 in 1990 and 8 in 2000. The gap between students
from academic and non‐academic families has narrowed greatly, but social
background‐based inequality in educational opportunity has not disappeared.
Regardless of heavily expansive education policies, young people whose parents
went to university are still eight times as likely to participate in university‐level
studies as others.
In terms of gender equality in education, Finland has for long led the world.
Women are awarded over 50 per cent of all degrees and qualifications, except for
the very highest ones: a slight majority of doctoral candidates are still men. On
the other hand, men still succeed better than women in the job market, if success

197

is measured by income and access to managerial positions and educational
attainment is elaborated.

Education Policy and Beyond
In Finland a whole range of regional development policies have been
implemented under the guise of higher education policy. Now a country of 5
million inhabitants has 50 institutions of higher education, their affiliated
colleges, university centres and so on. Education policies have also been the
vehicle for the promotion of various social policies, which can be seen in the way
in which equality of educational opportunity has been reached between men and
women and the inequalities between various social groups have diminished.
Gender equality has been achieved at all levels of education – only the ranks of
professors are still male dominated. As was already stated, Finland has made
great investments in technology; after all, the share of R&D is 3.5% of the GDP,
which comes second only to Sweden. Education policy has been used as a means
to promote regional policies, social policies and even technology policies, but
from the point of view of basic research it appears that science policy and its
designers are nowhere to be seen.
At present 15 per cent of Finns have a university degree, which is not that much
internationally speaking. Out of the ‘baby boom generation’ some seven per cent
graduated from university and have held high‐ranking positions within the
public sector ever since. Their retirement will take place with a bang, not a
whimper, which means plenty of opportunities for current students; the returns
to university‐level education also seem to remain at a relatively high level as does
the profitability of education. This, of course, requires that the state and
municipalities keep on offering employment opportunities in the same way as
before without any major cuts. In the welfare state era it has become the norm
that two thirds of master’s degree holders find employment in the public sector,
most commonly with the state or municipalities. However, as inspired by the
OECD, European education policies call for cuts in the public sector, with the
most radical proposals suggesting that two thirds of graduates should find
employment in the private instead of the public sector. Although the baby
boomers’ retirement opens up plenty of opportunities for young graduates, it
should be remembered that one cannot proceed from graduation ceremony to
under‐secretary of the state overnight. Should the public sector cuts materialise in
foreseen ways, the number of posts in the public sector would naturally diminish,
and universities, which have educated future civil servants for centuries, would
face new, strange requirements.
From time to time it has been suggested that universities and AMKs should
merge; it is, however, evident that this would not solve any real problems in the
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Finnish context. AMKs should remain in their own specific role as the educator
of a workforce with a high level of skills and expertise. They should not be
forcefully turned into quasi‐universities that mimic the practices of academia;
there are, in fact, several prime European examples of the negative consequences
of interventions that blur the boundaries between universities and polytechnics.
Cooperation between different kinds of institutions should of course be by all
means encouraged. On the other hand, resulting from the massification of higher
education, the growing volume of graduates causes its own problems, as it is by
no means self‐evident that supply and demand will meet optimally on the job
market. There are also signs that the quality of education will suffer unless
universities’ resources also grow along with the student population.
A few Finnish universities, Helsinki in particular and also Turku, have been
placed relatively high in international university rankings when compared to
other European universities. In certain fields of research Finnish universities, in
fact, come close to the very top. That Finnish universities will maintain their
position in the ever‐toughening competition between the world’s 8,000
universities in the future is by no means self‐evident. The recently emerged goal
of pushing all Finnish university departments towards the global top is so hard to
reach that a nation of five million cannot possibly have enough resources to
achieve this. Instead, a more achievable aim, at least in principle, would be to
ensure that in every field of research there is at least one department or research
unit that reaches the global or at least European top. The assumption that with
their current student intake all Finnish universities would offer high‐quality
teaching at both bachelor’s and master’s levels and provide internationally
acclaimed postgraduate training is not likely to prove a feasible goal.
Yet, no matter what future universities will look like, hopefully there will be a
division of labour between universities and AMKs and furthermore within the
university sector, so that in certain fields some universities would only
concentrate on bachelor’s‐level teaching, whereas master’s and doctoral level
courses would only be provided by a few, better suited universities. This will, of
course, only work under the condition that the stakeholders agree to find fruitful
forms of cooperating and dividing their tasks; after all, in the world of academia
one simply cannot reap good results through force or through false promises.
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Creativity as a Challenge for European Universities
and Foundations
Wilhelm Krull
Changes and challenges
Change and talking about change and the challenges that go with it are as old as
European thinking. The Greek philosopher Heraklitos once said: ‘Change is the
only thing in the world which is unchanging.’ And yet, when we look back at the
developments of the past ten to fifteen years, we cannot help but recognize that
the speed of change has increased quite dramatically. Gradually, we have come to
realise that we live in an increasingly interdependent, basically science and
technology driven world which requires a thorough rethinking and subsequent
re‐alignment of our hitherto quite stable concepts and approaches.
During the next 20 years, Europeʹs economic paradigm will change
fundamentally. While the manufacturing base will continuously shrink, future
growth and social welfare will rely increasingly on knowledge‐intensive products
and services. And we can also observe that more or less in the whole of Europe,
we are faced with a completely new challenge of how an ageing society can
actually innovate. In this respect ‐ as well as with respect to the overall financial
situation ‐ priority‐setting will become even more important in the future.

Strengths and weaknesses
When we try to position Europeʹs performance on a global scale, it is interesting
to see that the picture is not as bleak as it is often reported in the press. As you
know, the EU countries have agreed on a goal of spending 3 % of GDP on
research and development by 2010. It is an ambitious goal and thus far only the
Nordic countries have reached the 3 % threshold or beyond it. With respect to the
total number of graduates the figure for the EU is larger than for the United
States. Also the number of PhD graduates is almost twice as large as the number
in the US. When we look at the numbers of scientific papers published in different
parts of the world, we also see that Europe has overtaken the United States in the
mid‐1990s and is currently the largest producer of scientific publications. But in
the meantime we have to recognise that the Asia‐Pacific region is catching up
quite fast. This rapid growth of scientific output in Asia‐Pacific nations is in stark
contrast to slow growth in Europe and stagnation in the United States. If this
trend continues, the Asia‐Pacific nations will be the world’s biggest research
community in about ten years time from now.

202

With respect to elite institutions, Europe is not in such a good position. For
example in a ranking of the best universities published by Shanghai Xiaotong
University in 2005, only two of the top twenty universities were European, while
17 were American. On the other hand, in the top five hundred of the same
ranking, Germany comes second with 46 universities compared with 38 British
and 168 American universities. Of course, we could discuss the basis for these
rankings and the explanations for these results at length. It seems to me that we
have tried to develop good universities in the various parts of Germany, but over
the last three decades we have not really focused on creating high‐class
internationally competitive universities, and the result is evident in these
rankings as well as in many other benchmarking studies. Europe has also been
loosing ground in the field of basic scientific breakthroughs. Fifty years ago,
European scientists dominated the lists of Nobel Prize winners. Today, Nobel
Prizes and similarly prestigious awards are mainly won by scientists working in
the US. Apart from a few research areas such as astrophysics, space research,
nuclear physics and molecular biology, Europe suffers from an almost total lack
of transnational support for basic research. In particular, risky, open‐ended
‘frontier research’ is not supported sufficiently.

The role of foundations
European foundations are a very heterogenous pool of institutions whose
defining characteristics often depend on local factors and the regulatory
environment. In comparison to the US, foundations in Europe have played a less
prominent role until now, but in recent years their importance has grown
significantly. According to the latest comparative statistics for Italy and Germany,
around 50 % of registered foundations have emerged since 1990. Unlike publicly
financed funding agencies which have to provide equal opportunities for all
institutions, private foundations can act much more freely, flexibly and quickly.
They can place objectives above rules and regulations, and they do not have to
wait for political consensus. They can really encourage different ways of thinking
and enable new lines of research very early on by supporting the first
experiments, taking risks, and being frontrunners in institutional reform.
Their independence contributes to the inspiring effect that private funding has on
the development of higher education and research, but it also increases the
willingness of citizens and enterprises to spend their money on these purposes.
However, there are also limitations to the contributions of foundations. Given the
billions of Euros spent by public authorities and enterprises, the impact of
comparatively small‐scale foundations is dependent on spill‐over effects.
Foundations have to rely heavily on partnerships.

203

The way forward: Towards a culture of creativity
When it comes to establishing a culture of creativity, there are at least seven
aspects which have to be considered (but I am sure that one could come up with
many more): competence, courage, communication, diversity, persistence and
perseverance, innovativeness, and serendipity.

Competence
The first precondition is to train the next generation of researchers. It is essential
that we create a stimulating environment, but it also takes time, trust, and
considerable investment. It starts with rethinking and subsequently reconfiguring
our curricula at the undergraduate level.
Elite institutions such as Harvard University as well as experts in curriculum
development from other institutions are deeply concerned about the challenges
ahead of us. One quotation from a recently published report may suffice to
demonstrate the scope and complexity of the issues at stake: ‘We face the
challenge of preparing our students to lead flourishing and productive lives in a
world that is dramatically different from the world in which most of us grew up.
The world today is interconnected to a degree almost inconceivable thirty to forty
years ago (…), it is a deeply divided, unstable, and uncertain world.’ (The
President and Fellows of Harvard College 2007, p. 2f).
Very much in line with these observations and recommendations on
undergraduate education, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching has published a series of essays on doctoral education which clearly
emphasises the need to reconfigure the balance between an indispensable degree
of specialisation and a just as urgently needed ability to make informed
judgements about complex societal issues. As George Walker puts it: ‘The Ph.D.
holder should be capable of generating new knowledge and defending
knowledge claims against challenges and criticism; of conserving the most
important ideas and findings that are a legacy of past and current work; and of
transforming knowledge that has been generated and conserved into powerful
pedagogies of engagement, understanding and application.’ (Golde et al. 2006.)
After having trained as a doctoral student and completed two or three years of
postdoctoral studies, it is important that in the next phase the young researcher
can work independently and set up his or her own group. Young researchers
should pursue their own ideas much earlier and more independently than is
currently the case. And, of course, universities and research institutions also have
to offer tenure track options or similarly reliable career structures if they want to
make sure that the best people do not stay in mainstream areas, or even move out
of research.
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Courage
The second precondition for establishing a culture of creativity is courage ‐ not
only on the side of the researchers, but also on the side of funding agencies.
Researchers and funders must both be courageous and adventurous. Only if you
are prepared to share the risks, can you encourage people to enter new fields and
leave the beaten track; you cannot expect people to take high risks in their
research if you do not make attractive offers to reward them for taking such risks.

Communication
Thought‐provoking discussions are essential for achieving progress in research,
in particular cross‐disciplinary and transcultural exchanges, but also interactions
with the outside world. It is an important task of group leaders, professors, and
funding institutions to foster interdisciplinary and intercultural exchanges, to
strengthen the interaction between research centres and universities as well as to
configure adequate research structures which help to establish the right kind of
networks and exchange opportunities. But it is also necessary to address the
scientistsʹ role in society, and it is essential to ensure that researchers are capable
of dealing with these issues.

Diversity
Also in academia, monocultures do not provide an adequate breeding ground for
exceptional thought. Meanwhile, it even seems to have become more or less
common wisdom that new knowledge is usually formed at the boundaries of
established fields, so the interfaces between these areas of expertise must be
activated. Apart from the usual difficulties in securing career prospects for
researchers embarking upon new areas, interactively productive diversity is also
limited by another factor: the size of an institution. As the American researcher J.
Rogers Hollingsworth has shown, there is clearly a close connection between the
degree of interaction and the degree of scientific diversity within an institution,
while there is also the danger that an increase in size and diversity may create a
decrease in the integration, productivity and flexibility of an institution (cf.
Hollingsworth 2003).

Innovativeness
The fifth precondition for success in achieving breakthroughs is to foster
innovativeness. We have to make sure that we initiate unconventional ways of
thinking if we want to develop research that really sets a new agenda with
radically new approaches: ‘transformative research’ as it has recently been called.
For a funding agency as well as a private foundation it is important that we can
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identify those researchers who are prepared to really think in new ways, to take a
risk with unconventional approaches and go off the beaten track. Transformative
research seldom originates on its own. The readiness to engage in ground‐
breaking research has to be encouraged and facilitated. The need for
transformative approaches and for new funding opportunities for young
researchers have to be tackled as two sides of the same coin.

Persistence and perseverance
To take new pathways in barely known territory requires much longer timescales
than the usual pattern of two to three years of project funding. It is also important
to recognise that mistakes can be made, and to ensure that pursuing other
directions than originally planned is possible. Patience, persistence and
perseverance are important factors for successfully establishing a culture of
creativity. Critical in this respect is the establishment of mutual trust. Only if the
relationship between the funder and the researcher is based on trust and long‐
term commitment, instead of brand‐making and short‐term financing, can we
hope to be successful in the end.

Serendipity
Definitely, the decisive moment when a radically new idea emerges, or a major
scientific discovery is made cannot be planned for. But there are numerous
examples in the history of university‐based research which prove that it is
possible to establish a particularly stimulating environment which is clearly more
conducive to achieving scientific breakthroughs than others. And although there
is no one‐size‐fits‐all kind of recipe we can apply, it is certainly worthwhile to try
and try again. In research as well as in research funding it sometimes helps to
remind ourselves of what the French writer Albert Camus once said: ‘We must
conceive of Sisyphos as a lucky man.’ So there is nothing left but to start rolling
the heavy stone of creative research once more up the hill.

Conclusion
Many challenges can only be met if we take the long view. We must be prepared
to exercise judgement, and to make long‐term commitments whilst maintaining
the flexibility to respond to new challenges. The most important prerequisite for a
successfully performing research institution is clearly a research‐friendly
governance and decision‐making structure.
Research institutions have reacted to the increasing complexity of knowledge
creation and research with an increase in size and diversity. This often creates an

206

increase in bureaucracy and hierarchic structures, but does not help to foster
creativity. With respect to creativity the seven preconditions outlined are
essential. Furthermore, it is important to focus on small research groups of five to
seven researchers, to allow for more creative spaces within large grants, e.g.
collaborative research units, centres, clusters, as well as to develop new modes of
funding which support medium‐, to long‐term research projects and fellowships
of between seven and ten years. Time and space for some thorough rethinking of
common wisdom is urgently needed, e.g. research professorships and extra
grants for the most creative senior researchers should be expanded.
Foundations can help to tackle the challenges of change by encouraging risk‐
taking, stimulating new developments, redressing imbalances, creating role
models for an effective change of research strategies, helping to improve
organisational structures, and contributing to the creation of a more research‐
friendly environment. Ultimately, we should not feel overwhelmed by the
complex and quite complicated issues involved. Rather we should take an
optimistic view just like Albert Einstein who once said: ‘Amidst all the
difficulties, there is also room for opportunities.’
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European integration and higher education: strong
convictions, weak evidence
Peter Maassen
Introduction
In 1987, just a few years after its establishment, CHEPS organised the 9th annual
EAIR Forum. This Forum was not only the first formal event taking place in
Drienerburght, the new conference hotel of the University of Twente, it was also
historical for another reason: it marked the beginning of the relationship between
CHEPS and Guy Neave, a relationship that has flourished in many ways over the
twenty years since. Related to one of its then PhD projects, CHEPS invited Guy to
present a keynote paper at the EAIR Forum on the regional dimension of higher
education.
Strikingly, a current PhD student at the University of Oslo examining the role of
universities in regional development showed me recently ‘an old article’ that he
had found by Guy Neave on education and regional development that was
extremely useful to him (Neave 1979). This illustrates two remarkable
characteristics of Guy Neave’s long career: first, he was often ahead of his time,
addressing topics before they became a central issue on higher education policy
agendas. Second, many of his publications have an almost timeless relevance.
In addition, he contributed significantly to breaking through ‘Teichler’s paradox’
formulated as follows:
Paradoxically, many politicians and administrators in this field as well as the
academic profession itself, while trying to persuade society that systematic
scholarship is superior to practitioners’ experience, are most sceptical about the
value of scholarship and research if it comes to their practical turf, i.e. higher
education (Teichler 2000, p. 4).

Through his many publications Guy Neave strengthened the conceptual
foundations of the field of higher education studies and showed the sceptics that
this field definitely had a right of existence and deserved its own place in the
academic arena. What is all the more remarkable is that as a trained historian his
output includes many other disciplinary perspectives, such as policy analysis,
sociology and political science, as well as a range of themes, in addition to the
regional dimension themes such as quality of higher education (introducing ‘the
evaluative state’); the role of stakeholders in higher education (‘stakeholder
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society’); lifelong learning; teacher training; diversity and differentiation; the
information society and higher education; and higher education governance.
One of the main ‐ and throughout his career most enduring ‐ themes addressed
by Guy Neave is ‘European integration and higher education’. He was one of the
first, if not the first scholar to discuss the effects of European integration on
higher education. Here I am not referring to Guy Neave’s output on national
higher education systems in Europe, but to his publications concerning the effects
on higher education of the emergence of a new governance layer in Europe, and
the supra‐national and inter‐governmental efforts to integrate European higher
education.

European universities in a state of flux
Guy Neave’s publications in this area are highly relevant for understanding the
current‐day situation of European higher education institutions, 1 and especially
the traditional research universities. It can be argued that they are in a state of
institutional confusion and search. The traditional pact between higher education
and society is deemed to be no longer valid, and there is not yet a new pact
(Maassen and Olsen 2007). This is to a large extent caused by far‐reaching change
processes in the environments of higher education institutions, including general
reforms of the governance and organisation of the public sector, and European
integration efforts (Neave 2003). As a consequence, there is a growing imbalance
between demands from environmental actors on higher education institutions
and the institutional capacity to satisfy these demands (Clark 1998). In addition,
many changes taking place in higher education institutions are a result of
processes and decisions from within the private, internal life of academia.
Making sense of these changes and interpreting their effects in a valid and
meaningful way is not an easy endeavour. This is caused in the first place by the
growing complexity of the governance mode with respect to higher education in
Europe. Governmental steering of the European university takes place through a
multi‐level governance system in which the decisions at the European/supra‐
national, national, regional and institutional level have become so intertwined
that it is in practice very difficult to identify at which level and by which actor
which initiative or decision was taken and that has led to which result.
Further, the theoretical and empirical basis for understanding the institutional
dynamics of European higher education institutions is relatively weak. Solid
scientific comparative higher education studies are rare in Europe. This can be

1

See, for example, Neave’s seminal discussion of the history of the European dimension in higher
education (Neave 2001).
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attributed, amongst other things, to a lack of funding, a lack of research capacity,
and a dominant national focus in higher education studies. In addition, there are
a number of methodological issues that affect the validity of comparative higher
education studies. First, the organisation and governance structure of higher
education systems in Europe are still nationally determined. This implies, for
example, that in the case of the use of indicators the same indicators might have a
different meaning according to the country where the higher education
institutions in question are located. A second methodological issue concerns the
heterogeneity of individual universities and colleges. This includes structural
features of national higher education systems, e.g. public versus private, and PhD
and non‐PhD awarding institutions, but also differences in the disciplinary and
field mix of higher education institutions. Third there are specific data problems,
for example, related to the different accounting systems across European
countries (Lepori et al. 2005).
In addition, there are important gaps between the problems identified and the
solutions advocated in European level policy debates, and the quality of the
analyses and evidence reformers have forwarded. Higher education reform
policies are to a considerable extent based on belief systems and a set of
commitments where key assumptions are problematic and unverified by
theoretically oriented, empirical research. This often leads to a deterministic
approach that can be referred to as the TINA‐syndrome (‘There Is No
Alternative’), with weak and ambiguous data being used to legitimise strong
conclusions concerning the need for urgent and radical reforms (Olsen and
Maassen 2007, p. 12). While the ultimate effects of the change processes on the
governance and organisation of higher education in the EU Member States are
not visible in all respects yet, the emerging new institutional contours show that
the institutional governance structures, funding sources, the organisation of
primary processes (teaching, research and services), and the general political,
economic and social conditions under which universities and colleges operate are
being altered. As a consequence the traditional underlying idea of the European
university as a public, democratically run, social institution is clashing with the
instrumental vision of the university as a professionally managed, autonomous
‘enterprise’, operating in various markets as a service industry. 2

Two perspectives on institutional dynamics
The effects of these change processes have been interpreted differently by
different scholars. Some suggest that the changes amount to a far‐reaching global

2

For a discussion of the tensions between the various underlying visions of university organisation
and governance, see Olsen (2007), and with respect to the USA, Gumport (2000).
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transformation of the university as an institution (for example, Marginson and
Considine 2000). They suggest that the changes are rapid and comprehensive.
Others have emphasised that the traditional institutional dynamics of universities
and colleges in handling external and internal pressures, i.e. their evolutionary
change capacity, also dominate in the current period. These scholars suggest that
current changes are also stepwise and incremental (Birnbaum 2000; De Boer
2003).
This apparent disagreement raises a number of questions about the nature and
the outcomes of the change processes: what is the extent of change and in what
direction is it going? What is actually expected of the university in European
knowledge societies and what is expected of other types of higher education
institutions? How do processes of European integration affect the institutional
dynamics of higher education institutions within their national context? Under
what conditions are markets in higher education perfect enough (few frictions,
perfect knowledge, easy entry, etc.), and oriented towards academic quality
rather than low prices, so that competition rewards excellent research and
teaching and eliminates low quality? How does the Europeanisation of higher
education compare to the changes higher education institutions in other parts of
the world are undergoing?
Addressing all these questions is beyond the realm of this chapter. However, they
should be kept in mind when discussing the notion of ‘modernisation’ of
European higher education, since they are an indication of the complexity of the
change processes going on in European higher education at the moment. From
this perspective the analyses and insights provided by Guy Neave, for example,
when he points to the ‘shocking diversity’ of European higher education (Neave
2003, p. 151) are extremely valuable and relevant. They stand out like beacons in a
policy arena characterised by a general lack of valid problem analyses and the
‘simplicity’ of proposed ‘one size fits all solutions’ by the Commission
(Commission 2006; Figel 2006) and other stakeholders who claim that they know
what needs to be done: ‘The challenge for Europe is clear. But so is the solution’
(Schleicher 2006, p. 2).
That this claim is to a large extent built on quicksand can be illustrated by a quote
from one of Guy’s latest publications addressing the complexity surrounding the
inclusion of the notion of social cohesion in the Bologna process:
The real question the Bologna process poses is how far in advancing both an
economic and social dimension a balance may be struck between the principles
of individual opportunity and those of collective advantage. From the
standpoint of political philosophy, this is a very old dilemma and one which,
when extended beyond Europe, is no less evident in the relationship Europe
seeks to have with the rest of the world. It is also explicit in the narrower terms
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of ‘social cohesion‘ as it applies to the different modes of financing those who
study abroad. As we have argued, this particular instance is but one
manifestation of a broader and deeper‐seated dilemma. (Neave and Maassen
2007, p. 152).
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Revisiting the definitions of ‘internationalisation’ and
‘globalisation’
Simon Marginson
Introduction
The historian knows that we work in ‘an unstable organisational universe’ in
which both the realities confronting us and the terms in which we understand
them are constantly changing (Neave 1996, p. 27). All conditions are temporary
and unstable (p. 39) and every problem can be located in context. No policy
norms should ever be taken completely seriously; for normalisation is an attempt
to stop time and such an effort is bound to be futile. Guy Neave is impatient with
the despotic concept, with notions that want to stop time or make any other kind
of claim to absolute authority whether statistical, political, rhetorical or
philosophical. He has an unparalleled ability to interrogate key terms when they
are the height of fashion and discover new perspectives and meanings which turn
the emerging consensus on its head. This is a method that never exhausts its
value.
This paper uses ‘Neavian’ technique in that it interrogates two terms that are
almost wearisomely familiar and are subject to a range of uses and misuses:
‘internationalisation’ and ‘globalisation’. The paper criticises the use of these
terms as ideological weapons or as norms for shaping action, discursive strategies
which unwittingly foster much confusion in the field. It suggests we step back
and examine international and global phenomena more dispassionately to better
guide our thoughts and actions (and passions). It suggests that we use
‘internationalisation’ and ‘globalisation’ as neutral geo‐spatial descriptors, freed
of the heterogeneous baggage that has become attached.
One approach to ‘international’ and ‘global’ is to use them both as more or less
equivalent to each other and as catch‐alls for the whole range of phenomena
beyond national territory. Teichler (2004, p. 23) remarks that this kind of usage is
increasingly common. Within it ‘global’ is more likely to refer to something
worldwide in scope but that is about as precise as it gets. One example in policy is
a statement by the Australian education minister, Engaging the World through
Education (2003), subtitled ‘statement on the internationalisation of Australian
education and training’. A careful reading in context suggests the minister is
overwhelmingly conscious of one aspect of ‘international education’, the
revenues generated by foreign students. Nevertheless the loose rhetoric allows
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him to present his policy ‘engagement’ across borders as being all things to all
people (Nelson 2003).
However most scholars, and some policy makers, attempt to do more with the
words than this. Beerkens (2004) surveys the definitions. In relation to
‘globalisation’ the main distinction is between ‘the notion of global as a
geographical concept the one hand and as a power, cultural and institutional
concept on the other’ (Beerkens and Lub 2002, p. 3). In a geo‐spatial approach
‘international’ is defined as between nations, literally inter‐national, without any
necessary change to the national dimension itself. ‘Global’ is defined as pertaining
to the worldwide or supra‐national regional dimensions, transcending national
borders and more likely to be transformative. The geo‐spatial approach is widely
used outside higher education studies, for example Held et al. (1999) on global
transformations.
But in our field the main mode of definition is political, cultural or institutional.
Some geo‐spatial elements are added, but eclectically and inconsistent with the
other definitional elements. Scholars carve out meanings distinctive to the politics
and practices of higher education, sui generis to the field rather than common with
other social science and social theory. One effect has been to largely cut off higher
education studies from the extraordinarily fecund discussion of globalisation.

Normative ‘internationalisation’ vs. normative ‘globalisation’
Something happens in the lexical transition from adjective [international/global],
to noun, verb and adverbial forms [internationalising/globalising,
internationalisation/globalisation]. The adjectives often remain neutral
descriptors. The adverbs and nouns, words that describe trends and doing,
become more readily associated with policy agendas and interpretations and the
conversation is politicised before it begins. But as George Orwell (1968) famously
argued, when the terms themselves are hostage to symbolic contestation between
advocates of different policy agendas, how can language describe trends and
explain the new?
Two kinds of normative move are made. In the first strategy,
‘internationalisation’ and ‘globalisation’ are imagined as different and
contradictory ideal types. They are treated dualistically, as embodying opposing
political and philosophical agendas and human values, and for the most part as
mutually exclusive. The contrast is drawn in reductionist fashion so as to elevate
‘international’ and to damn ‘global’. For example Jones (1998) states that
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In essence, globalisation is seen as economic integration, achieved in
particular through the establishment of a global marketplace marked by free
trade and a minimum of regulation. In contrast, internationalisation refers to
the promotion of global peace and well‐being through the development and
application of international structures, primarily but not solely of an
intergovernmental

kind…

the

essentially

pro‐democratic

logic

of

internationalisation stands in sharp contrast to the logic of globalisation
(Jones 1998, p. 143).

‘Globalisation’ is imperial capitalist economics and ‘internationalisation’ is
cultural democracy and respect for national sovereignty on the basis of mutual
respect. Having defined ‘globalisation’ as largely outside politics Jones is forced
to underplay the role of national governments in the constitution of markets and
the trading regime. Later he wavers somewhat, stating that arguments for the
primacy of the cultural cannot be overlooked, but he steps back from Stuart Hall’s
argument about globalisation from below (pp. 144‐145), and later he explains
globally‐generated culture as a function of the economy without a suggestion of
causal reciprocity from culture to economy (p. 149).
Welch (2002) develops a similar dualistic argument more fully. For him
‘internationalisation’ and ‘globalisation’ are both ‘two countervailing processes’,
abstract forces manifest in the real world, and two different frames of
interpretation for analysing international education in Australia. As he notes
without irony, observing international education in one or the other framework
produces two different pictures (p. 434). His definition of ‘internationalisation’ is
congruent with Jones (1998) and taken from Knight (1995) who as discussed
below provides the dominant definition in the field. On ‘globalisation’ he remarks
that this can mean world systems, global culture, global society or global
capitalism and the displacement of national political controls, but the last
definition has ‘the most to offer’ in understanding contemporary developments.
The result is that a careful and informative empirical survey is bedevilled with
the need to untangle ‘internationalisation’ from ‘globalisation’, the light side from
the dark, and then, having divided the universe down the middle in dualistic
fashion, in putting the two ‘halves’ back together. Paradoxes abound. Both
commodification and cultural sharing are taking place. Bad economic
globalisation seems to be driving good internationalisation. University leaders are
‘genuinely committed to internationalisation’ yet caught in the grip of fiscal
forces (p. 440). Finally, to secure closure Welch resorts to an in‐the‐last‐analysis
argument. The conclusion reasserts the initial claim that ‘internationalisation’ and
‘globalisation’ are pulling in two different directions and states that in future it
will be increasingly difficult to reconcile them. Globalisation will probably
‘engulf’ genuine internationalisation (pp. 470‐471).
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This kind of dualistic reading of ‘internationalisation’ and ‘globalisation’ is very
common. Van der Wende (2002) notes it dominated 1990s European responses.
Perhaps scholars often reason in terms of light and dark, good and evil because
Judaeo‐Christian traditions are buried in our mindsets. Perhaps it is simply an
outcome of the historical conjuncture, whereby the 1990s revolution in
communication coincided with neo‐liberal policy and the WTO, and advocates of
neo‐liberal ‘globalisation’, and their critics, took centre stage. But to understand
global convergence and partial integration simply as a superstructure of world
capitalism is to occlude the manner in which global flows interweave economic
and cultural activity and more extensive and intensive cross‐border encounters
are transforming higher education, knowledge and identity, i.e. much of what is
most interesting that falls under the heading ‘globalisation’. The neo‐liberal
project, which is to create a global free market for goods and services, is
undoubtedly significant and it needs to be placed under critical scrutiny. Jones
and Welch are right to focus on the downsides of student‐as‐consumer and
unequal cross‐border exchange. But such a critique is a different project to an
analysis of ‘globalisation’ in higher education (though it contributes to the latter).
Neo‐liberal ‘globalisation’ is an effort to exploit the larger process of globalisation.
It is not the whole of that process. Moreover, the critique of the commodity form
cannot be secured by pre‐rigging the terms of discussion. The argument becomes
circular. It fails to convert the unconverted. It blurs the realities being examined.

‘Internationalisation’ as a defensive crusade
The second strategy is that of Knight (1995, 2003, 2004, 2005). It is ‘less ideological
and more pragmatic’ (Harman 2005, p. 121). Knight uses a geo‐spatial notion of
‘global’, understanding it as cross‐border flows and ‘worldwide in scope and
substance’ (2004, p. 8). However this is joined to a normative notion of
‘internationalisation’; most recently understood as
the process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension
into the purpose, functions or delivery of post‐secondary education. (Knight
2003, p. 2).

‘The term process is deliberately used to convey that internationalisation is an on‐
going and continuing effort’ (Knight 2004, p. 10). It is also a commitment, a set of
values and attitudes and something of a crusade. Institutions and systems are
held accountable by the degree to which they have internationalised. The
normative element points to the origins of the definition in North American
higher education where people in universities and organisations committed to
enhanced cross‐border activity (e.g. American Council on Education 2007) must
push forward hard against marginalisation by insular domestic cultures,
especially in the USA. Nevertheless Knight’s notion of ‘internationalisation’ has
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become hegemonic, quoted everywhere by governments, rectors, marketing
departments, faculty, service personnel and in cross‐border forums (International
Association of Universities et al., 2005). It is trumpeted by both advocates of the
market, for whom it is a more saleable rationale than money, and their opponents
who use it as the basis of critique.
In Knight’s definition ‘internationalisation’ is imagined as the property of higher
education. It is ‘situated as both a response to and an agent of globalisation’ (2005,
p. 4) which is seen as an inevitable external force beyond the reach of higher
education (see also Altbach 2004, pp. 5‐6). Internationalisation is a strategy for
dealing with the external global dimension while ‘respecting’ institutional and
national identities (e.g. Knight 1997, p. 6). In other words the ‘global’ dimension is
mediated by the ‘international’ so as to defend existing identity. This helps
explain the ubiquity of Knight’s definition: as Van der Wende (2002, p. 15)
remarks most institutions ‘would prefer to stay within the realm of
internationalisation’. It is reassuring, promising to maintain conventional
frameworks and protecting buried beliefs about the inherent superiority of
Anglo‐American or European institutions. The problem is that it is incoherent ‐ it
is impossible to engage effectively with the global dimension, still less to establish
intercultural educational relations based on a genuine equality, while separating
oneself from the global and minimising the transformation of one’s own identity ‐
and it underestimates the transformative impact of globalisation, the degree to
which global systems and flows of research and publications, people mobility and
policy imitation are changing institutional mindsets anyway. It also
underestimates the degree to which research universities are themselves
implicated in global transformation, particularly in knowledge, culture and
communications (Teichler 2004, p. 23).
The successive Knight definitions focus on revisions to an exhaustive taxonomy
of cross‐border practices. But something is still missing. In short, a practice‐driven
normative strategy that sets out to guide action rather than critique ends up like
the critiques in occluding part of the reality that it sets out to understand and
manage.

Conclusion
In an interview just before his death Michel Foucault suggested that in the face of
new phenomena we first of all ‘step back’ and ‘problematise them as objects of
thought’. This stepping back is different from ‘the set of representations that
underlies a certain behaviour’ (Marshall 2007, pp. 105‐107) such as the ideological
and normative definitions discussed here. Good advice. We need a common,
objective and non‐pejorative language and this takes us back to neutral geo‐
spatial definitions (Marginson and Van der Wende, 2006). That move brings us
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out of defensive shells and pre‐emptive politics and allows us to draw on the
many insights developed in other disciplines.
This does not obviate the potential for sharp‐minded policy critique or
institutional strategies. Rather, it grounds them more effectively because they no
longer depend on category manipulation and its illusionary certainties.
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‘But where is the beef?’ 1: The Confrontation between
le Pays Politique and le Pays Reél in the
Implementation of the Bologna Process in Italy
Roberto Moscati
Speeding up the matter
Italy is the first country in which the Bologna process has been introduced by law.
The fact that there is an obvious coincidence between the city in question its the
nation‐state is not the real explanation for this speed. Instead, the Bologna
declaration (and the earlier Sorbonne declaration) came about when the Italian
government had already started to feel the need for a reform of the higher
education system. In fact, a ministerial commission (established by the Minister of
University, Luigi Berlinguer 2) was working towards that purpose.
The history of the Italian system of education (and of higher education) has been
characterised by long periods of debate on the need for transformation followed
by sudden decisions to introduce a reform. The rhythm has been always dictated
by the political milieu (political parties and parliament). The world of education
(schools and universities) has been involved only marginally through ‘experts’
playing a role in the engineering process of the new system. The opinion of
teachers, professors and administrators has never been asked to verify their
attitude toward the proposed change. Political time has been always in control of
Academic time.
As far as the tertiary level of education is concerned, Italian universities faced a
reform in 1980 (after ten years of political and parliamentary debate), another in
1986‐90 (introduced by the late minister Antonio Ruberti), followed by another ‐
parallel to the Bologna declaration ‐ in 1998‐99 under minister Luigi Berlinguer.
This last law was passed by parliament under the umbrella of a general fiscal law
without any real debate, and presented to the academic world at a unique

1

A challenge by Walter F. Mondale, candidate for the Democratic Party during the US election
campaign in 1984 to his opponent (Ronald Reagan, who eventually won the election!) to say
something concrete. This also has some gastronomic references that Prof. Neave will certainly
understand.

2

Not by chance one of the four ministers who signed the Sorbonne declaration.
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conference at the University of Rome II ‘Tor Vergata’. The reform was intended to
be implemented 3 in a matter of a few months (from Spring to Autumn).

From the pays politique to the pays réel
The process of implementation of the reform (which has been called ‘3+2’ and
automatically identified with the Bologna process) underwent different stages. A
debate has developed inside academia, although not as articulated as one could
have envisaged. Discussions and complaints arose inside Faculty and
Departments but not so strong as to produce examples of strong resistance. 4 The
reasons were surprising and suggested the need to investigate the entire process
of reform implementation at the level of the ‘pays réel’, namely at the level of
institutions and of scientific disciplines. For this purpose a monitoring project was
proposed to the ministry of the university under a special programme for the
internationalisation of the Italian university. 5 Unexpectedly, the project was
approved and undertaken between 2003 and 2006. Within the project a survey
using the CATI technique was conducted among the academic staff members of
the six participating Italian universities. 6 Four outcomes of the survey are
noteworthy:
•

3

First of all, some of the basic aims of the reform appeared not to be
completely understood by the academic staff. The development of the
curricula ‐ according to the reform ‐ was supposed to be correlated with their
final objectives. Objectives were to be defined in advance, taking into account
one or more ideal‐typical goals somehow related to the world of professions:
e.g. the employability of the degree‐holders. The ‘architects’ of the new
curricula were not prepared at all to undertake this task (which required a
knowledge of the professions and of the labour market which most of them
didn’t have). Thus, curricula had a tendency to be developed as usual,
according to internal logic and related to the competencies of the academic
staff.

Basically reducing the length of the first level of courses from 4 or 5 to 3 years, introducing a second
tier of two years, and adapting the number and content of courses to the new credit system.

4

Only one academic tribe (in Becher’s words): the faculties of law, reacted very strongly maintaining
their need to have a longer first tier and special second tier schools for training lawyers and judges.
Eventually they were granted permission to have a 4+1 structure.

5

Six Italian universities contributed to the Project, named UNIMON. In addition six European

6

Around 50% of the 5,000 academic staff members of the six universities participated in the survey,

universities agreed to join the Project and to be represented by higher education specialists.
while a small sample of the technical and administrative staff of the same universities was
interviewed.
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•

•

•

•

7

The lack of knowledge about the employability of university graduates
emerged clearly when the interviewees were asked whether first level
degrees could provide both the basis for progression to the second tier and
the basic competences for professional activity. 7 A majority in the hard
science disciplines answered positively, while a negative attitude prevailed
among the humanities. But the main collective fear was related to the
expected decline of the scientific quality of curricula if they were to focus on
early professionalisation. All these answers reveal a diffuse lack of
knowledge about the world of the economy. Many members of academia are
aware that this separation is negative and cannot be perpetuated (again the
division between the hard and soft sciences is visible here), but a substantial
majority simply don’t know how this could be resolved without a decline in
the quality of teaching and research.
A majority of the academic staff is aware of the need for a profound revision
of curricula related to the new articulation of courses, the module structure
and the credit system. But, almost all admit that this issue simply has not
been addressed yet.
Regarding the evaluation of the impact of the reform on its three main goals,
the most positive evaluation refers to the reduction of drop‐out rates, while
there was an unexpected negative impact on the international mobility of
students because of the reduction of the length of first level courses which
seems to have discouraged students from going abroad, fearing not being
able to complete their programme on time. In fact, this pressure for finishing
on time (which was one of the main aims of the reform) has been contradicted
by the increasing number of modules, courses and related exams which
characterise the architecture of the new programmes which represent a
typical ‘effet pervers’of the reform not taken into consideration.
In the overall evaluation of the reform the majority of those interviewed is
negative as far as its ‘philosophical’ approach is concerned, while slightly
positive when it comes to the way the reform has been implemented in their
own institution. Here, as in several other circumstances, the positive
evaluation of the reform comes more from those in a position of
responsibility at the academic level: deans, department heads, coordinators of
courses of study, not to mention rectors whose association (CRUI) has
supported the reform since the beginning. This result may be interpreted as
an example both of the lack of initial involvement of the academic estate in
the reform, which might have produced rejection as a matter of principle
and/or as a fear of an unknown change process. But it also might confirm a
top down process of reform easily accepted by leaders and those gaining
extra power due to the responsibility of implementing the reform in their
own institution (Veiga and Amaral 2006).
This was the declared double aim of first level courses as officially indicated in the law of reform.
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Tout va bien, Madame la Marquise?
The survey confirmed that to evaluate the success of the Bologna process in one
European country it is crucial to define the level of analysis. How is consensus in
le pays politique (the national governments) reflected in le pays réel (institutions and
their academic, administrative and student estates) (Neave 2002b). In Italy ‐ as in
other countries ‐ the government had the inclination towards an optimistic
evaluation of the results (especially at international conferences). The analysis at
institution level provided quite another perspective vis‐à‐vis the ‘tout va bien,
madame la marquise’ self‐presentation, with the peculiarity of being based on the
direct involvement of actors operating in the field in the implementation of the
reform.
The first ‘discovery’ coming from this kind of inquiry is a confirmation of the
(negative) impact of political time on academic time (Neave 2005). The
government wanted to have the reform law passed without debate and
immediately implemented within the system of higher education. The reasons for
this were less anti‐democratic than they may appear since parliament and
political parties had for decades for ideological and political reasons prevented
the realisation of all kind of reforms. Both minister Ruberti in the ‘80s and
minister Berlinguer in the ‘90s (both of them being members of the academic
estate) tried to overcome the impasse, but failed to mobilise sufficient
involvement of academia. The Bologna process with its schedule, and an
awareness of having failed to introduce reforms in the higher education system
when the wave of social demand had first started to exert its impact, contributed
to increase the pressure. It may be surprising given all these reservations that the
majority of the academic staff ‐ not only those in positions of responsibility ‐
agreed to implement the reform, at least from the ‘engineering’ point of view.
What has been resisted has to do with curricula content and teaching methods.
Certainly this is something more difficult to adapt without a convincing set of
reasons for doing so and opportunities to reflect on possible alternatives. This is a
crucial issue since it affects the core values and tasks of the academic profession
which easily leads to a redefinition of the university‘s role in our society. In this
regard, the question of ‘how far should the Bologna Process extend beyond the
‘public life’ of higher education and infiltrate to its ‘private life’’ (Neave and
Maassen 2006, p. 7) seem unavoidable. The impression of the present writer is
that no matter whether it is the Bologna process or any individual Prince who is
making such a request, it remains the academic estate that has to find its own way
to provide a positive contribution to a society in which ‘the watchword of
continuity (has been) replaced by the imperative of change’ (Neave 2002a, p. 19).
Otherwise, that way will be imposed from the outside (as in the case in point),
and it is hard to say who will benefit from the situation.
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•

•

The survey also confirmed the different impact the Bologna Process has had
on individual institutions. While members of the same scientific discipline
located in different universities reacted most of the time (but not always) in a
similar way to the same issues, a sort of general attitude within a specific
university influenced the answers of its academic staff members. Here
geographic position seems to play a role from the economic point of view,
since the two peripheral institutions (the Universities of Sassari and Urbino)
in the survey had an overall pessimistic attitude vis‐à‐vis the Bologna Process
for reasons in part related to the lack of financial support provided by the
government to implement the reform. In this respect, it is worth remembering
that financial support to implement what would become the Bologna process
was explicitly mentioned in the French ministerial commission led by Jacques
Attali and utilised as a background document for the Sorbonne Declaration
(Attali 1998).
Finally, the traditional isolation of the university from the outside world, and
its dependence on the central State has made stakeholders rather marginal in
the Italian scenario. All members of academia interviewed are aware of and
somewhat worried by the weakness of external relationships and the need for
a diversification of sources of financial support (and related problems). In
practical terms, only a limited number of institutions (such as the few private
universities like ‘Bocconi’and the Politecnici of Milan and Turin) and a few
faculties of hard applied sciences in central universities have started policies
implying a relevant role for external (and to a less extent internal)
stakeholders.

This aspect may be related to the interpretation of the role of the university
prevailing among the academic estate (and in the political milieu as well).
Belonging to the continental European ‘Regulated Area’ the Italian system of
higher education traditionally interpreted its role as the provider of public
servants and of the elite (the ruling class) of the country (Neave 2002a, p. 18,
Neave 2001). The impact of mass social demand and the consequent need for a
revision of those basic assumptions has been resisted for as long as possible and is
gaining ground inside the academic estate at different speeds according to the
degree of exposure to a changing society which varies across different scientific
disciplines and individual institutions. The Bologna process, in this respect, may
be considered to be playing a positive role as long as it puts some pressure on a
system which needs to be rejuvenated and shaken up before facing the real
problems of competition and social cohesion. The added problem is perhaps that
once again there is no two‐stage strategy available to be adopted, and all the
challenges come at the same time. But that’s Europe at the moment, isn’t it?
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Internationalisation Strategies of German Universities
Ulrich Teichler
No Clear Dividing Lines
No matter whether we look at the policies of governments and umbrella
organisations on the level of the whole country or the individual Länder in
Germany or at the strategies of higher education institutions (HEIs), we do not
note any clear dividing lines between internationalisation, globalisation and
Europeanisation, but rather a gradually distinct emphasis:
•

•

•

‘Internationalisation’ is generally used to refer to a multitude of similar
conditions and of border‐crossing activities based on the assumption that
borders and countries still play a substantial role in shaping higher
education.
‘Globalisation’ more strongly underscores world‐wide interrelationships in
higher education thereby emphasising a gradual blurring of the roles of
borders and nations as well as the role of market forces in the steering of
higher education.
With Europeanisation one refers to similar aspects as in internationalisation
and
globalisation, but in the framework of neighbouring countries and policies to
make these neighbouring higher education systems more similar.

Therefore, we have to observe the whole bundle of strategies and activities
pursued under these three labels.

Past and Recent Major Debates and Policies
As the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD) has pointed out, more than
half of the internationally mobile students all over the world before World War I
went to German universities. This reflected their academic quality and
reputation, but also the international scope and openness of the German
university system. The universities were unable to sustain this position once the
Nazi regime cut the size of higher education and severed international ties.
In the period from the 1960s to the 1980s, the Federal Republic of Germany had
the second or third highest rate of foreign students, the first or second highest rate
of students studying abroad, and the highest public expenditure on staff and
student exchange among large economically advanced countries. However,
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Germany did not put a strong emphasis on higher education in its development
aid. Since the 1980s, we can observe a gradual change in climate and policies
(Hahn and Teichler 2005).
a.

Global competition in science and technology: Concern spread that Germany
might lag behind the U.S., Japan and a few very successful European
countries as far as investment in research, research quality and the impact of
research on economic development are concerned. The resultant campaigns
and measures had some impact: for example, the proportion of publications
in international reviewed journals written by German authors clearly rose.
b. Temporary student mobility in Europe: With the inauguration of ERASMUS in
1987, student mobility was no longer seen as an exception but as a normal
option; most universities enlarged international offices and made
international activities a strategic priority area. Intra‐European cross‐border
mobility and cooperation grew rapidly. In 2003, almost 11% of students in
Germany were foreigners, of which more than two‐thirds were citizens of other
European countries, while about 4% of German students studied abroad, 80%
in Europe (Kelo et al. 2006). The data do not provide a full picture; among
other factors, many countries do not include temporarily mobile students in
their statistics. In a survey undertaken in 2003, 15% of the students at German
higher education institutions reported shortly before graduation that they had
studied for a while abroad, and another 15% had undertaken other study‐
related activities abroad (DAAD 2005b) ‐ more than twice as many as twelve
years earlier. This development has been supported by the fact that students
receiving a need‐based scholarship can now use this for a year in another
country.
c. Fitness for international challenges through new modes of governance: The German
higher education system moved during the 1990s towards similar changes of
governmental steering, university management and the extension of
evaluation activities as some other European countries had done earlier. The
view spread among politicians, experts and university leaders that these
changes would lead to higher quality, relevance and efficiency in higher
education and would make German universities ‘fit’ to be successful
international actors (cf. Stifterverband 1997).
d. Measures to make German higher education more attractive and export‐minded: In
1996, the German national government, the DAAD and the Higher Education
Rectorsʹ Conference (HRK) started a campaign for shifting the emphasis of
the international strategies and activities of German HEIs: they should attract
larger numbers of high quality foreign students and scholars. Moreover,
financial incentives were provided for the ‘export’ of German study
programmes or for joint and branch institutions or programmes in other parts
of the world. Also on the agenda were efforts to increase the number of
foreign doctoral students in Germany (currently about 10% of doctor degrees
are awarded to foreigners), to reduce ‘brain drain’ to the U.S., to increase
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e.

f.

both the number of study programmes taught in English and provisions for
German language learning, and to ‘foster a service culture’ at German
universities (DAAD 2004). As a consequence of these measures, the
proportion of foreign students in Germany is expected to rise to 20% by 2010.
Establishing a European Higher Education and Research Area: Between 1998 and
2000, governments of various European countries agreed to take joint action
for the purposes of changing higher education and research similarly in
European countries, strengthening intra‐European cooperation and mobility,
and raising the world‐wide attractiveness of European higher education and
research in order to increase the quality and relevance of HE and research in
Europe compared to other parts of the world. The Sorbonne Declaration in
1998 and the Bologna Declaration in 1999 of European ministers were most
salient for study programmes and the Lisbon Declaration in 2000 of the
European Council for research funding. Germany lags behind the European
average in the process of transforming the structure of study programmes
and degrees. In 2005, only about one quarter of the existing study
programmes were new and only about 10% of students were enrolled in the
new programmes (Alesi et al. 2005).
Stratification: Arguments in favour of strengthening top universities have
gained momentum in Germany in recent years given the popularity of
ranking lists of top world universities which reinforce the philosophy that
only elite institutions can be ‘global players’ in the growing world wide
competition. Currently, the institutional hierarchy in Germany is very flat: for
example in 2005, the fifth decile of universities raised more than 60% of the
external research income per academic of the top ten universities (DFG 2003;
Teichler 2005). Competition was seen to take place between individual
scholars, and the system facilitated student mobility within Germany.
Eventually in 2005, German government agencies and other higher education
policy actors agreed that somewhat more than one percent of total public
higher education expenditure should be reserved over a period of five years
for 30 excellent research ‘clusters’ between various universities, 10 top
universities and a few dozen graduate schools in order to foster a sector of
‘excellence’.

Strategies of Individual Universities
In a comparative study on the impact of internationalisation and globalisation,
five cases of German HEIs were analysed. Some institutions seemed to
understand internationalisation to be a top priority in their institutional
development strategies, but also those not sharing such a strong emphasis had
similar growth rates of international activities (Hahn 2005).
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a.

Cooperation contracts: The number of formalised cooperation agreements of
German HEIs with universities in other countries has increased from about
1,400 in 1989 to more than 15,000 in 2003. As student and staff mobility over
this period at most tripled, these figures indicate a growing inclination to sign
contracts. As most contracts were traditionally initiated by individual
scholars and departments and were widely spread, the number of institutional
contracts remained small before the European Commission required
universities to sign cooperation contracts with all universities to which
mobile students go.
b. ‘National’ policies with international and global reasoning: All universities in
Germany have moved towards looser ties of control between government
and universities, stronger management and more evaluation activities. There
are no signs, however, that a choice of the most radical solutions in these
respects was linked to above‐average interest in internationalisation and
globalisation strategies. HEIs that are internationally very active seem to be
quicker on average in implementing the new bachelor and master
programmes.
c. Mobility: The rate of foreign students at individual German universities
ranges in most cases between 5% and 15%, with academically highly‐reputed
universities tending to have slightly above‐average rates. Most prestigious
research fellowships of the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation concentrate
on highly reputed universities. In contrast, doctoral and short‐term
fellowships awarded by the DAAD are awarded to universities in almost all
reputation ranks.
d. Top‐down policies: Most financial resources for international cooperation and
mobility continue to be channelled in Germany through national support
agencies. Moreover, funding for international marketing is provided for
networks of German universities rather than for individual universities. Thus,
the funding system contributes to highly similar internationalisation
strategies in all German universities.
e. International study programmes: A survey showed that 2% of the new
bachelor programmes and 21% of the master programmes established until
2003 had English as the language of instruction for the whole programme
(Schwarz‐Hahn and Rehburg 2004). The DAAD (2005a) published in 2005 a
list of about 400 ‘international degree programmes in Germany’ which are
widely spread across institutions and disciplines.
f. Nationality and mobility of academic staff: Obviously, the number of foreign
scholars in Germany has increased in the last two decades, but we do not
observe any major strategies in individual HEIs to increase their foreign staff
other than announcing their vacancies in international journals and
magazines. Labour force statistics show that the proportion of foreign
researchers among all researchers employed in higher education, public
research institutes and private R&D units in Germany has increased from
5.1% in 2000 to 6.4% in 2005. The figures are slightly higher than the EU
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average (5.0% and 5.3%), but smaller than those for foreigners among the
total labour force and the total population in Germany (almost 10%).
g. Trans‐national education: The interest of the German HEIs in establishing
programmes or branch campuses abroad is not very strong. In 2000, the
DAAD provided governmental funds for an export programme called
‘Future Initiative for Higher Education’. 29 activities were sponsored until
2004, e.g. summer schools, off‐shore campuses or centres, study modules and
entire study programmes offered primarily in Asia, Eastern Europe and Latin
America (cf. DAAD and HRK 2005). In 2004, the DAAD called for the
establishment of about 25 trans‐national programmes by 2010 with a
participation of at least 15,000 students. These are still moderate targets.

Concluding Observations
The terms globalisation, internationalisation and Europeanisation seem to have
similar popularity across a large number of European countries, and a magnitude
of related activities are undertaken everywhere. In Germany, very strong
emphasis is placed on enlarging and improving cross border mobility and
cooperation. As regards the establishment of convergent European structures of
study programmes and degrees, the speed of implementation resembles the
European average. The change of the steering and management system as well as
activities to increase the stratification of the higher education system ‐ both
advocated in the name of globalisation ‐ lags behind the European average.
Involvement in ‘trans‐national education’ is increasing, but remains small when
compared to the leading countries involved. In sum, internationalisation is a
strong force in debates and actions in German higher education, but the priorities
and posteriorities are specific. This confirms the findings of a comparative study
(Huisman and van der Wende 2004, 2005) that similar challenges are experienced
across Europe but the policies vary strikingly across European countries. Even
with respect to the international dimensions of higher education, the leeway for
specific national policies and strategies remains impressively high.
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Corrosion of the Character and European Politics of
Higher Learning
Voldemar Tomusk
Wer, wenn ich schriee, hörte mich denn aus der Engel Ordnungen?
Rainer Maria Rilke (2003) Duineser Elegien.

We are living, as Guy Neave has suggested on several occasions, in interesting
times; perhaps the most interesting in the history of the European University.
Some may, though, argue that much of what we experience today is not entirely
new, that according to pre‐internet era records called ‘books’, which some older
people still remember, changes similar to those of our much lamented about days
have also been seen before. There is certainly a benefit rising from the knowledge
of history and the Great El Neave has taught us a lesson or two about that over
the years. Reformation, the fall of the Holy Roman Empire and the rise of the
European nation‐state once radically changed the mission of the University, or so
we think. What the globalisation commentators in higher education particularly
tend to misjudge in their search for a radical discontinuity is the fact that despite
the divided political map of the continent and the mission of the universities
being driven by the legitimisation and reproduction needs of the nation states
functioning within more or less arbitrary borders (unless they are, of course,
islands), there has always been a universalistic ambition present in the university
mission, based on the trust in the universality of knowledge, revealed or
researched. As a matter of fact, the only reason why the university can assume the
role of legitimising Power is its own assumed universality.
Once again, the changes we experience in our days raise the question on the
balance between the universal and the particular in higher education and the
point beyond which integrity of the academic souls would be dissolved under the
corrosive pressures of power and money. If anything, it is the universal that has
the potential of carrying us through also this time, and not the relativists’ claims
suggesting that the civilising mission of the university constitutes but another act
of conspiracy by white heterosexual males. As Neave has conveyed to this author
in private, it is the post‐modern writing that constitutes the contemporary
equivalent of the institutions such as the 18th century debtor’s prison in the
Cambridge Castle where academics unable to pay their debts were confined until
a merciful benefactor redeemed them. Redemption by a generous benefactor was
a hope one harboured back then, but life is more difficult now ‐ once labelled as ‘a
truly progressive’ no easy exit exists from the consuming fire of keynote and
dinner speeches. Perhaps, as men of mind and integrity in similar situations over
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the past nine centuries, Guy Neave and his brothers in pen wonder whether ours
may be the time when the ‘aristocracy of trained intellect’ (Searl 1975) is finally to
give in to the temptations of the ‘Queen’s shilling’ (Neave 2004) or the position of
an authorised or not so much Bologna promoter pose.
It is hard to count the number of occasions on which borders in Europe have been
re‐drawn over the past century. Since the European Common Market coming into
completion in 1992, a new process ‐ that of eliminating the borders has been set in
progress. Various policies adopted by the European Commission are to assure
that borders disappear with as little trace as possible. Several of such policies
follow the principle of subsidiarity that Neave (2007) traces back to St. Thomas
Acquinas and his Summa Theologica. The principle ‐ that in simple language
means that every decision is to be taken at the lowest effective level ‐ carries an
obvious goal of devolving certain powers to levels lower than the nation state
while certain decisions are to be handed over to regions, including cross‐border
regions. And there are functions that for the sake of Europe as a totality can be
effectively exercised only at the supranational level. In the latter case the lowest
effective level actually means the highest possible. Over the past half a century
such policy areas have been constantly expanding from those related to the coal
mining and steel industry all the way to common agricultural policy that still
consumes the largest part of the Union’s budget, monetary policy, foreign policy
and humble suggestions for a common defence policy.
Controversies
surrounding the issues related to modest but persistent attempts at eroding the
perceived source of evil in Europe over the past three and a half centuries ‐ the
nation state, by disconnecting its brain from power and connecting the university
to Europe as a political entity and to the market as a universal mechanism of
regulation. This is something that has attracted Guy Neave’s attention in the early
years of the 21st century. It is too simplistic to see recent developments in Europe
and its higher education as signs of globalisation only or even predominantly.
Only a part of this has to do with that concept which, as Wallerstein (2004) has
suggested, can be better seen as a part of the academic entrepreneurs’ marketing
strategy than a useful analytical device:
Academic buzz words are fickle and usually last but a decade or two.
Development was suddenly out. Globalisation arrived in its wake. University
professors, foundation executives, book publishers, and op‐ed columnists all
saw the light. (Wallerstein 2004).

An important element of changes in the relationship between the university, the
nation state and the market relate to the political goal of re‐configuring Europe. A
significant limitation on the spectrum of possible policies rises, however, from the
fact that Europe does not have the cash to move its higher learning in any
direction it might just wish. Therefore, Europe despite its misgivings about
capitalism and the longing for the social, is being forced by economic realities to
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find an agreement with the market and achieve two goals at the same time ‐ to
switch the university from the nation‐states to Federal Europe and to transform it
from an item of spending to a source of revenue. That leads one to an ‘Inspiring
Number of Contradictions’ (Neave 2002) that follow European integration in
higher education. But it also tests the limits of the intellectual integrity of at least
some of the European academics.
Kateb suggests ‘There must be continuity between private and political morality
if politics is not to be as virulent as many of its practitioners want it to be’ (2006,
p. 170). It seems to be the case in European higher education that the immorality
of politics practiced on the level European extends over the ranks of activist‐
minded academics mobilised for the perceived higher political goal and ready to
present the pays politique for the pays real (Neave 2002), that is ‐ present the
politically desirable as a description of institutional reality. Although in an
unfaithful age as ours talking about sin is out of the question, corrosion of the
character may still be an issue:
The world has long observed that small acts of immorality, if repeated, will
destroy character. It is equally manifest, though, never said, that uttering
nonsense and half‐truth without cease ends by destroying Intellect (Barzun
2002, p. 50).

Arguing that corruption is the everyday reality of European politics may appear
as somewhat far‐fetched and requires further substantiation. It is, however, not
difficult to demonstrate that uttering half‐truth without cease constitutes one of
the main ways by which the European Federal state is being created ‐ Jean
Monnet has explained it in his memoirs (e.g. Tomusk 2004). It was obvious from
the beginning that the grand project of creating the United States of Europe, as
the earlier generations of European federalists like Count Goudenhove Kalergi
had proposed since the end of World War I ,would never be accepted by the
European public ‐ a truth that referenda over the European Constitution fully
confirm. The only way forward was therefore to proceed with the grand plan
without telling the European public that there was a grand plan, while allowing
those working towards that aim to do so while coming together to work on
particular limited issues. Lord Patten of Barnes, the Chancellor of Oxford
University and a former European Commissioner for foreign relations has for
example explained to this author his understanding of the word Federal in the
current agenda of building Europe ‘As for me Europe is obviously Federal, but
you cannot tell it in Great Britain’. 1 Such are the half‐truths Neave too seems to be
in pains with. However, as half‐truths have been accepted as a normal part of the
political discourse and also in some areas of the academic discourse, one no
1

This conversation took place during a 21st Century Trust Fellowship Seminar ‘Where is Europe
Headed?’ Commerzbank Tower, Frankfurt am Main, 24 March 2005.

236

longer knows how much the individuals who once used to signify truth by their
very being can be trusted. And no longer one knows whether bridges have been
built according to the calculations of mechanics of politics, as Hesse suggested,
and if the latter ‐ what happened in Chernobyl on April 26th 1986 may easily take
place in any other country where the academic community finds all too easily an
agreement with comrades like Michel Foucault, Karl Marx and Vladimir Ulyanov
that all knowledge is necessarily ideological and having secured the classics’
support find no fault in serving their own ideologies or those of their paymasters,
which in the final stage will be reduced to mere Interest, ignoring entirely
anything that may deserve to be called a truth:
Man weiß or ahnt: wenn das Denken nicht rein und wach und die Verehrung
des Geistes nicht mehr gültig ist, dann gehen bald auch die Schiffe und
Automobile nicht mehr richtig, dann wackelt für den Rechenschieber des
Ingenieurs wie für die Mathematik der Bank und Börse alle Gültigkeit und
Autorität, dann kommt das Chaos. (Hesse 1997, p. 38) .

That leads us to the final issue to be addressed in this short letter in honour of an
old friend and teacher, a fellow Morgenlandfahfrer, has Hesse would have said.
The issue is about the connections between economy, politics and knowledge.
Neave has suggested that higher education is moving away from the realm of the
political to become a major factor in the economy:
This is the transition of higher education from being considered as a sub‐set of
the political system—the selection of, formation and enculturation of elites—to
its redefinition as a sub‐set of the economic system—the training of the mass for
the private sector labour market (Neave 2004, p. 8).

This is for certain a part of the picture, but not the entire picture. It is also the case
that the borders between the three domains are being blurred, particularly in our
days in Europe. The situation is surprisingly similar to that experienced in
Hungary under the rule of the communists who called themselves socialists and
who, understanding the need for reforms but not ready to give up the power,
decided that the Party Central Committee should be giving ‘market signals’ to
guide the economy. In Europe too politics offers itself for knowledge if not the
truth, while the economies suffer and the Lisbon goals are becoming too
embarrassing even to mention, because politics can be sold as knowledge only in
narrow political circles, far too limited to give a boost to the ‘knowledge
economy’. There are not too many actors on the marketplace ready to pay for
knowledge but to walk away with political declarations. To the extent such
customers exist, interestingly enough, many of them are located in one medium‐
sized town in Belgium.
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Here our hope is that Guy Neave will continue for at least another half a century
telling younger colleagues, but not only them, that learning has a purpose beyond
what can be metaphorically described as Baron von Münchausen’ lifting exercises
or even that of securing economic growth, that integrity is possible and that truth
makes sense. Or, to follow Nelson Goodman, we need him to set limits on those
who follow ‘the perverse maxim that whatever you can get away with is right’
(Goodman 1983, p. 32).
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Universities and the European Dimension
Frans van Vught
The higher education policy‐domain has come only slowly on to the European
Union’s agenda. Although some initiatives in this domain were developed before
the 1970s, it is very clear that until the 1990s Europe had not been given
competence in the field of education by the Member States. As Guy Neave put it
in one of his first analyses of European education policy, the education sector was
‘taboo’ for European policy‐initiatives (Neave 1984, p. 6). But after the Maastricht
Treaty (1992) things changed rapidly. This Treaty laid out the conditions under
which education could be addressed and supported at the European level. The
Treaty of Amsterdam (1997) put these in the broader context of the knowledge
society, concluding that the EU Member States were ‘to promote the development
of the highest possible level of knowledge for their peoples through a wide access
to education and through its continuous updating’. The Treaty of Nice (2001) was
even clearer on this issue. It was decided that the EU would be able to contribute
to the development of quality education by encouraging co‐operation between
Member States through a wide range of actions such as promoting the mobility of
citizens, designing joint study programmes, establishing networks, exchanging
information or teaching languages for all citizens of the EU. The basic idea was
that, although the competence for education in general and higher education in
particular remains at the level of the Member States, the Union has a
complementary role to play by adding a European dimension to education, by
helping to develop quality education and by encouraging life‐long learning.
Guy Neave has reflected frequently and thoroughly on what he calls the
‘European Dimension’ in general and on the role of universities in this dimension
more specifically. It is this topic that I intend to discuss briefly as my contribution
to this series of essays in his honour.

Europe and its universities
Europe and its universities have a strong and long‐standing relationship. During
many centuries the European universities have contributed significantly to the
social, economic and cultural development of Europe. Perhaps even more
distinctive for this intense relationship is the fact that the very existence of
European universities reflects one of the most central dimensions of the ‘idea of
Europe’. Particularly from the age of the Enlightenment onwards European
universities became the institutional homes of modernity and rationality. When,
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as Kant said, Europe broke out of its ‘self‐imposed tutelage’ during the
Enlightenment, modernity became a fundamental European invention and
modern science lay at the heart of that modernisation process. Rationality and the
corresponding attitude to science and technology became essential and decisive
elements of European identity. ‘Since Europe became Europe in its own eyes,
science has been held up as its image and its emblem’ (Daston 2005, p. 30).
Through the centuries European universities have changed considerably. Yet they
have also remained the central European institutions of reason, knowledge,
criticism and learning. Plato’s Academy was a center of dialogue and critical
enquiry. The Medieval universities were open, self‐governing communities of
scholars. The ‘liberal university’ of cardinal John Newman was an institution for
independent intellectual self‐empowerment. And Wilhelm von Humboldt’s
proposals for the establishment of the University of Berlin were first of all aimed
at preventing the search for knowledge being corrupted by social forces (Barnett
1990; De Ridder Symoens 1992, 1996; Nybom 2003).
Through the centuries the European universities have also regularly shown their
‘Europeanness’. Although Plato’s Academy was not the large community of
students and teachers that we associate today with the concept of the university,
it was an open institution accessible to scholars from all corners of the Greek
empire. Similarly, the Medieval universities are known to have attracted scholars
and ‘Wanderstudenten’ from all over Europe. Helped by the fact that lectures
were normally delivered in Latin, students and teachers moved easily from one
university to the other, from Coimbra to Vilnius or from Uppsala to Salerno
(Burke 2006, p. 237). In the 16th and 17th centuries many universities provided
temporary academic homes for European scholars without even thinking about
national frontiers. Until the 18th century the European university was a European
institution, reflecting the European values of intellectual freedom and of a
borderless academic community.
The rise of territorial states largely brought an end to these European academic
peregrinations. In the 18th and 19th centuries, the newly emerging national states
fostered their unity along the lines of a strong and homogeneous cultural identity,
forcing the universities into national frameworks (Huisman et al. 2001). The effect
was a ‘nationalisation’ of science and (higher) education. The European
universities received their core funding from the Nation States. It was assumed
that they would train the cadres for the national civil services and contribute to
the new national cultural identities, underpinning the nation‐building processes.
The Nation State came into Europe (and the world) after long and complex labour
pains and remains a dominant part of the reality of Europe today. As Strömholm
puts it: ‘The Nation State, with its ambitions, its glories, its splendid political and
cultural gifts, its constraints, its oppression of minorities, and ultimately its
demand for the life and blood of its citizens cannot be dissociated from our image
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of Europe today, and will in all likelihood remain for a very long time’
(Strömholm 2005, p. 6). As a consequence, contemporary European universities
are still first of all national, rather than European institutions. However, we may
be on the verge of a new phase of academic ‘Europeanness’.
It is exactly in this context that Guy Neave places his analyses. He shows that
during the 19th century the ties between Nation States and universities intensified
with increasing governmental controls over budgets, qualifications, access and
the employment conditions of academics. However, as he also argues, the last
decades of the 20th century show a new relationship between national policy‐
systems and universities. The autonomy of higher education institutions has
increased while state interventionism has changed from detailed regulatory
control to accountability and quality assurance policies (Neave 2001).
In this new set of relationships between Nation States and universities, the
‘European dimension’ appears to be growing once again in European higher
education. As Neave puts it: ‘Certainly, the Nation State is no longer the sole
framework within which higher education in Europe operates. And since the
Nation State has been the crucible of the modern university, … this is no minor
metamorphosis’ (Neave 2003a, p. 16) and ‘In place of the monolithic, territorially
defined referential community ‐ the nation state ‐ that evolved over the past 190
years or more, the power … of a superordinate community … is growing. A
further drift in influence away from the nation‐state is possible … Even so, how
Europe will respond will not be completely divorced from the historical and
cultural image it has of itself’ (Neave 2003b, p. 161).
I argue that it is exactly this historical and cultural self‐image of Europe that is a
crucial responsibility of present‐day European universities. Europe’s universities
need to understand that they, through the centuries, have carried the ‘idea of
Europe’ as a central characteristic of their very existence. Now that universities
increasingly appear to be the addressees of European level policies, they should
remember that they are important symbols of ‘the European Dimension’.
Let us be clear that the newly developing EU higher education policy is first and
foremost an innovation policy. It addresses the European universities as
important actors in the overall EU innovation strategy. As such, the EU policy is a
larger‐scale version of the university policies of many European (and other)
Nation States. As in these national policies, the EU emphasises the instrumental
and utilitarian functions of the university in present‐day society. Universities are
assumed to be able to contribute to the further development of the knowledge
society by increasing and professionalising their provision of human capital and
their production and transfer of knowledge. At the EU‐level, the processes of
stimulation, co‐ordination and harmonisation of the Member States’ policies for
higher education and research create their own dynamics and effects. But the
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main focus of the EU university policy remains the role European universities can
play as the major providers of knowledge and knowledge‐workers for the future
of Europe.
Nevertheless, the EU university policy may well lead to a new phase of
‘Europeanness’ for European universities. The fact that they are increasingly
being challenged to contribute to the European (rather than only the national)
knowledge society may encourage European universities to once more reflect
upon their historical role as truly European institutions. As history shows, this
role has been broader than only the creation and transfer of knowledge. It
contains crucial cultural dimensions which European universities have been
major symbols of through the centuries. European universities are challenged by
the EU university policy to act as European institutions. But these challenges are
limited to only a part of their broader European role. It is now up to European
universities themselves to further develop their historical role as one of the most
important institutions guarding and carrying ‘the idea of Europe’ into the future.
Or, to let Guy Neave speak: ‘The European Dimension has a long history, not as
long as that of Europe’s universities, but venerable, even so. Its importance has
always remained for academia a symbol of the universality of knowledge. It has
not always been at the forefront of the university’s concerns or commitments,
however. Today, the European Dimension has assumed a dynamic state. And for
those universities which choose to commit themselves to it, it will prove a
doughty challenge and a demanding testing ground’ (Neave 2001, p. 67).
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On Unity and Diversity; The EU, Bologna and higher
education
Kurt de Wit
Introduction
Guy Neave was one of the pioneers who focussed on the higher education policy
of the European Union. He described this policy when we were still speaking
about ‘European Communities’ and when it was just ‘not done’ to describe the
actions and programmes in the field of education as a genuine ‘policy’ of these
Communities (Neave 1984). His interest in higher education policy in Europe,
both within the EU and in terms of comparative national higher education
policies, has continued throughout the years. For example, his editorials in the
European Journal of Education provide us with a broad view on the general
developments in European higher education (Neave 1985, 1995). In 1999, he
asked Jef Verhoeven and me to make a ‘sandwich’ for him… He wanted to
publish a book about higher education and its relationship with the nation state
(Huisman et al. 2001). He wanted it to have a substantial introductory chapter on
the European dimension in higher education, smaller chapters in between, and a
substantial concluding chapter on the EU’s higher education policy. We wrote
that concluding chapter (De Wit and Verhoeven 2001). In this contribution, I will
first recapitulate briefly the conclusions of that final chapter. I will then discuss
the Bologna Process and its bearings on the higher education policy of the EU. To
conclude, I will focus on the introduction of the bachelor‐master structure to
indicate that the achievements of the Bologna Process do not yet, in fact, reach far
beyond the aims and policies of the EU.

The EU’s higher education policy: with and against the Member
States
The cooperation of the nation states of Europe in what is now called the European
Union has as its main characteristic a permanent search for a balance between the
sovereignty and autonomy of the nation states, on the one hand, and cooperation
and loss of national autonomy, on the other. The balance reached is never
definitive and always negotiable. However, more and more countries are
agreeing to retain a decreasing amount of their national sovereignty, and
European integration has increasingly become an accepted solution to common
problems and challenges.
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In higher education, too, a shift has gradually occurred. Guy Neave, for instance,
has pointed out the increasing tendency in national politics to compare
educational systems and policies (Neave 1995). One of the factors promoting a
more ‘European’ or at least comparative way of thinking has been the EU’s
actions and programmes in the field of higher education since these actions and
programmes have often focussed on mobility and networking. In these areas, the
EU could act without infringing on the Member States’ core education policies
and responsibilities. It could, indeed, as laid down in the Treaty on European
Union, complement the Member States’ actions and policies.
These EU programmes promoting mobility and networking are based on
voluntary co‐operation between institutions of higher education and on a bottom‐
up approach, and the grants in these programmes come with strings and
conditions attached. This means, in other words, that institutions of higher
education can participate in European programmes at their own discretion and
that the European Commission was able to develop incentive programmes
without the assent of all Member States being required. Thus, one could say,
convergence between national education systems would to some extent appear
inevitable as regards mobility and networking,
However, the Member States still retain strategic control of their education, for
which the educational policy of the EU is far from a substitute. Rather, the EU is
concerned with regulation (Olsen 1996), that is, with building a competitive
market and creating rules of fair competition between actors.
In the past and especially in the 1980s, the EU succeeded in adopting and
implementing actions and programmes that were clearly (although only partly)
supranational in nature. The de facto educational authority of the EU was
extended considerably. The pro‐European jurisdiction of the European Court of
Justice, convergent with the European Commission proposals, extended the
authority of the EU over every action that could be justified as leading to
achieving the goals set in the treaties. Programmes grounded in voluntary co‐
operation and in mutual trust like ERASMUS emerged with EU funding as the
incentive to establish initiatives on the national or institutional level.
With the Treaty on European Union there came an end to the reinterpretations of
the treaties establishing the European Communities and the resulting expansion
of the EU’s authority. A European higher education policy based on the
precarious grounds of reinterpreted treaty articles was no longer considered
appropriate for the amounts of money and responsibilities involved. Therefore,
the Treaty on European Union provided a firm legal basis for the EU’s initiatives
in higher education. The explicit mention of education and training in the Treaty
on European Union consolidated the achievements of the programmes and
actions developed in the 1980s. By voluntarily accepting the new treaty and thus
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extending integration, the Member States indicated that they preferred joint
problem‐solving over national autonomy (Kohler‐Koch 1996).
At the same time, the new treaty articles heavily stressed the responsibility of the
Member States for the content and organisation of education. Likewise, the EU’s
fields of authority were strictly pegged out and defined. There still is some scope
for reinterpretation (for instance, how far do initiatives regarding educational
quality or the European dimension in education reach?) but the new generation of
action programmes (in particular SOCRATES and LEONARDO) have been
limited in scope to the framework as defined in the Treaty, thus ensuring the
dominance of the Member States.

The EU and Bologna: competing and converging forces in higher
education
The development of the EU’s higher education policy clearly reflects the tensions
or, stated positively, the dynamics between the national and the supranational
levels. Cooperation in the field of education is strongly intergovernmental in
nature, and the Member States retain the prime responsibility for education.
However, as we have noted, there is an encroachment of the EU into areas that do
not constitute the core of the education authority of the Member States, such as
mobility and networking. Moreover, outside of the EU in the so‐called Bologna
Process, a rarely seen dynamic has developed from apparently similar
developments in the different Member States.
The reforms taking place throughout Europe as a result of the declarations of
Sorbonne (1998) and Bologna (1999) and the subsequent ministerial communiqués
have as their goal the establishment of a European Higher Education Area. These
declarations initiated a reform process that should make the educational systems
in Europe more similar to the Anglo‐American undergraduate‐graduate structure
as a starting point. This process started outside the framework of the EU.
Moreover, references to the EU were carefully avoided in the texts. While the
1998 Sorbonne Declaration was an initiative of four ministers of education, the
Bologna Declaration was signed on 19 June 1999 by all the EU Member States and
the associated states. The university rectors also supported the text. The
involvement of the EU is, however, growing. The EU is financing the follow‐up of
the process, that is, the biannual meetings of the ministers of education (Prague
Communiqué 2001; Berlin Communiqué 2003; Bergen Communiqué 2005;
London Communiqué 2007, the next meeting will take place in Leuven/Louvain‐
la‐neuve in 2009). And since the Prague meeting, the European Commission has
been represented in the Bologna Follow‐Up Group.
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This already shows that the Bologna Process cannot be seen completely apart
from the EU, and these processes both have consequences for each other. The
European Union is a ‘strange’ construction that cannot easily be restricted by
formal limits, which was obvious already at the very beginning of cooperation in
the field of education. The ministers of education did not meet as a Council of
Ministers but as a diplomatic conference. This allowed them to have meetings
and propose initiatives even though there was no formal framework (education
was not part of the treaties). Something similar happened at Bologna. The call of
four ministers of education in Sorbonne was adopted by the Member States and
the associated states of the EU. Here we see that the links between the EU and the
Bologna Process are more intense than may be apparent at first sight.
First, as noted, the EU finances the follow‐up of the Bologna Process and since
Prague has been part of the follow‐up group monitoring the Bologna reforms.
Moreover, although the cooperation in the area of education is intergovernmental
and although the Bologna Process exceeds the borders of the EU, the European
Commission is a strong supporter of this evolution and contributes to its
implementation by funding transnational projects. The Commission speaks of
‘synergies’ between the Bologna Process and the Commission policy on higher
education (Berlin Communiqué 2003).
Second, the EU provides the means that help realise the Bologna Process both in
general (the method used to coordinate the process) and in particular (the
instruments available to reach the goals).
In general, the method used to coordinate the Bologna Process resembles much
the method of open coordination that was introduced in the employment policy
of the EU. Open coordination means that the Member States commit themselves
to striving for certain goals both individually and collectively and to reporting
about the progress to the European Commission. This means there has to be some
sort of preparedness to allow for convergence on the basis of ‘best practices’. This
resemblance between employment policy and developments in the field of higher
education is not a coincidence. The European Council of Lisbon (March 2000)
stressed the importance of education and training in the framework of the
employment strategy of the EU, particularly for rendering the labour market
more accessible and improving the adaptation capacities of employees. The
Council of Ministers and the European Commission issued a ‘report on the
concrete future objectives of education systems’. The three main goals are to
improve the quality and effectiveness of the education and training systems in the
EU, to enhance the accessibility of these systems for everyone (in the framework
of lifelong learning), and to open up these education and training systems to the
‘outside world’ (with reference to employment and research but, for example,
also to foreign language instruction and more mobility and exchange).
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More in particular, the instruments used to achieve the goals of the Bologna
Declaration are provided by the EU (although they are not yet being used by the
Member States to their full extent). In the area of the mobility of students and
young researchers, these instruments are the mobility programmes, the diploma
supplement, the ECTS, and the directives on the professional recognition of
higher education diplomas. Regarding the relationship between higher education
and employability, reference is made to the conclusions of the European Council
of Lisbon (see above). Moreover, both mobility and European employment are
viewed as being in line with national priorities and serve as a catalyst for planned
or current national developments or policy plans.
Third, the goals of the Bologna Process such as strengthening the European
dimension in higher education and stimulating student mobility are the same as
the goals of the EU cooperation in higher education. The only aspect that does not
fit within the EU framework is the introduction of a ‘harmonised’ educational
system (the two‐tier structure). This becomes clear when we compare the two key
texts in the European higher education policy arena: the Bologna Declaration and
the relevant EU Treaty articles. The comparison shows that the Bologna Process
and the EU programmes in higher education are both closely linked but still
worlds apart.
Although the wording is different, it is clear that the two texts are concerned
largely with the same goals: the promotion of mobility, the development of a
European dimension in education, the promotion of cooperation between
institutions, and the introduction of a credit system. The system of easily readable
and comparable degrees in the Bologna Declaration can also be compared to the
recognition of diplomas mentioned by the EU Treaty: both want to increase the
transparency of the educational qualifications students attain.
However, there is one important difference between the two texts (apart from the
fact that only the Bologna Declaration mentions quality assurance and only the
EU Treaty explicitly makes a case for distance education). The difference is, of
course, that the Bologna Declaration argues for a two‐cycle system to be
introduced in all signatory countries. The EU Treaty does not and, in principle,
cannot take this goal aboard. This has to do with the way in which the goals set
out for the EU should or can be reached. The EU must ‘support and complement’
Member States’ actions, with ‘full respect’ for the responsibility of the Member
States for the content of teaching and the organisation of educational systems and
their cultural and linguistic diversity. Moreover, the Treaty articles explicitly
exclude any harmonisation.
The Bologna Declaration states that the signatories will ‘engage in co‐ordinating
our policies’ and will take ‘full respect of the diversity of cultures, languages,
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national education systems and of University autonomy’, and to that end they
‘will pursue the ways of intergovernmental co‐operation’.
Both texts acknowledge the diversity in national education systems and stress the
national responsibility for these systems. But the EU Treaty explicitly excludes
any harmonisation, whereas the Bologna Declaration states that the signatory
countries will coordinate their policies to reach certain objectives such as
introducing a two‐cycle structure and a credit transfer‐system. Moreover, this
coordination should have results within a limited time frame, that is, by the end
of 2010.
Thus, the role of the European Union is to ‘encourage’ cooperation and the
countries who have signed the Bologna Declaration agree to ‘pursue’ cooperation.
In other words, there is no contradiction between the two texts. Both agree that
the main responsibility for higher education lies with the Member States. But the
Bologna Declaration goes beyond what is possible within the EU framework as it
commits the signatory countries to ‘coordinating’ their policies, that is, to
harmonising the organisation of their higher education systems in the areas
intended by the Declaration.

Official and real: results regarding the bachelor-master structure
The formal framework of the EU does not allow for a harmonisation of the
systems of higher education. But some saw a hidden agenda in the expansion of
the EU education programmes in the 1980’s to achieve just this (see above). And,
in this sense, the Bologna Process and the goal of a European Higher Education
Area would be on that agenda. Much depends, however, on the question of
whether harmonisation is really taking place or if the apparently similar
developments in the EU Member States conceal meaningful differences. In what
follows, I take the introduction of the bachelor‐master structure as an example,
more in particular its introduction in Flanders and its neighbours: the French
Community in Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands.
If we take official texts documenting the Bologna Process as a starting point, a
picture emerges of a rather smooth, fast and clean introduction of the bachelor‐
master structure in those four regions. For instance, according to the stocktaking
exercise, a two‐cycle degree system was being implemented on a limited scale
(Germany) or a wide scale (Flanders, French Community in Belgium, the
Netherlands) in 2005. The conclusion of this report is that ‘the collective and
voluntary inter‐governmental process is a success’ (Stocktaking Report 2005, p. 5).
The communiqués of the ministers for education, too, invariably speak of the
‘substantial progress’ that has been made. Without much differentiation, positive
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reference is made to reaching the goals on time notwithstanding the different
stages of implementation in different countries (BfuG report 2005, p. 17).
The stocktaking project took its data from Eurydice (2003) and national reports,
while the BfuG report took its data from the stocktaking project. In other words,
all these reports base their conclusions on the same information. Moreover, the
information provided in these reports (and the basic information used to prepare
them) gives only a general picture of the national implementation of the Bologna
goals. We might well wonder about the extent to which the positive results
claimed ‘officially’ are also ‘real’ results when we take a detailed look into the
developments in participating countries. Although differences in implementation
are not denied in the official texts and reports (e.g. also in the Trends Reports), the
stress often is on the common goal that will be reached. The example of the
bachelor‐master structure makes clear, however, that, in reality, significant
differences not only emerge but can even lead us to question the uniformity in the
progress towards the common goal of a two‐tier structure.
In the Netherlands, a bachelor programme can be academic (180 ECTS) or
vocational (240 ECTS) when organised by universities or colleges (hogescholen),
respectively. Students in an academic bachelor programme are prepared to enrol
in a master programme. Students in a vocational bachelor programme are being
prepared for entrance to the labour market. In Flanders, a similar distinction
exists but all the bachelor programmes are 180 ECTS. The French Community in
Belgium has allowed for university‐level bachelor programmes of 180 ECTS, and
short‐type bachelor programmes of 180 or 240 ECTS. Finally, in Germany, there is
no distinction between the academic and the vocational, and a bachelor
programme requires between 180 and 240 ECTS.
Turning to the master level, a similar diversity emerges. In the four regions,
master programmes require between 60 and 120 ECTS. The content of academic
master programmes in the Netherlands can be oriented to society, research, or
education. Colleges can also organise master programmes. In Germany, master
programmes are organised in three varieties: professional, applied, or research. In
the French Community in Belgium, there are five kinds of master programmes:
vocational, research, or education‐oriented masters at universities, and education‐
or specialisation‐oriented masters at hautes écoles. In Flanders only academic
master programmes are organised by universities or by colleges in cooperation
with universities.
In short, a very diverse picture emerges that seems to be far removed from the
starting point of the Bologna Declaration: the strength of European higher
education does not come about by diversifying it but by uniting it. The only
‘unity in diversity’ that is clear from the example is the recurrence of the names
‘bachelor’ and ‘master’. And our example does not even mention some of the

252

elements that make the complexity even greater: the parallel introduction of the
bachelor master structure in Germany alongside the old structure, the pre‐master
programmes in Belgium and the Netherlands, and the bachelor‐after‐bachelor
and master‐after‐master programmes in Flanders.
In our 2001 publication, Jef Verhoeven and I predicted that a build up in depth of
higher education co‐operation in the EU was not to be expected in the near future
but that the balance between the EU and its constituent nation‐states remained
flexible and, hence, that Europe’s higher education policies would continue to
converge (De Wit and Verhoeven 2001). The Bologna Process, which took place
outside the formal boundaries of the EU, seems to prove that point. However, not
only convergence but also divergence has emerged in the new higher education
structures. The new higher education structures in the European Higher
Education Area are not as comparable as they might seem at first sight. Therefore,
the goal of strengthening European higher education by clarifying its structure is
not yet reached. There will still be work to do after 2010.
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IV. Comparative perspectives in higher education
studies

The Disciplinary Characteristics of Comparative
Higher Education: a Sociological Approach
Akira Arimoto
This paper attempts to identify the disciplinary characteristics of comparative
higher education by focusing on a sociological approach, especially a knowledge‐
model, on the basis of the author’s recent article related to this issue (Arimoto
2005a). In the early stage of the institutionalisation of this discipline, a
philosophical approach prevailed (Altbach 1979). More recently a sociological
approach has gradually come to dominate over other alternative approaches. In
general, comparative higher education uses a methodology of broadly interacting
vertical and horizontal approaches, although emphasising a horizontal approach
in a narrow sense. This paper seeks to examine the characteristics of comparative
higher education studies by a sociological approach that puts greater weight on
the latter rather than the former. The sociological approach embraces research
areas such as knowledge, the social condition and the social function of the
university, and the social structure of the university.

Knowledge and the knowledge-model
In this context knowledge relates to the sociology of knowledge and the sociology
of science itself in sociological methodology. In comparative higher education,
this implies a study of comparative education on the basis of the knowledge on
which university activity in connection with academic work is grounded. The
philosophy and history of science are concerned with its knowledge content and
epistemology; equally comparative higher education is concerned with the social
context and characteristics of knowledge.
Robert Merton, who succeeded Emile Durkheim in developing the sociology of
knowledge, is thought to be the first scholar to systematise the sociology of
science. This methodology developed later into comparative higher education as
a knowledge‐model through linking the sociology of science and higher
education research by consideration of the condition, function, and structure of
science so as to initiate a number of theories and positive studies. Merton
originally made a comparative and sociological study of the scientific world,
identifying a competition for priority in scientific productivity among scientists,
the scientific community, and nations. He also discussed kudos, ethos and the
norm implicit in the development of a scientific community, which scientists
internalise so as to control their role and behaviour (Merton 1973). With reference
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to this norm, the reward system, which evaluates the products of discoveries in
science in both the university and those academic communities that have
established an effective science system, is apt to promote a level of scientific
productivity that leads to scientific development (Arimoto 1987).
Some scholars, including Joseph Ben‐David, Tony Becher and Morris Kogan, have
studied higher education from a perspective of knowledge and knowledge
productivity which provides an important concept for the sociology of science.
Furthermore, Burton Clark adopted a similar approach in the early 1980s in his
development of the comparative study of higher education systems (Ben‐David
1977; Becher 1989; Kogan et al. 2000; Clark 1983). This trend has attracted
attention in Japan as an excellent basis for establishing a perspective of
achievement with regards to knowledge in the field of comparative higher
education. The discipline, consisting of advanced knowledge as such, can be
divided into groups including the various categories such as researchers,
scholars, and scientists, and organisations such as chairs, departments, institutes,
faculty, and university.
In addition, a national system has its own collective functions. The organisation
can have its dynamic functions distributed between vertical and horizontal
directions. Reflecting such dynamics, every system is inclined to adopt unique
characteristics. Philip Altbach discusses a South‐North problem on the basis of
knowledge to the extent that competition for priority takes place between systems
in the advanced and developing countries by which the systems of advanced
countries gain from brain‐drain from the developing countries (Altbach 1987;
Arimoto 2005b).
Such theories and experimental research are based on the formation of
knowledge societies in the academic community as well as in academia generally.
For Merton, academic science ‐ or university science ‐ formed the main research
object. Today, the relation between society and university is more borderless than
in the past to the extent that society itself is beginning to become a knowledge
society. Now it is natural to say that the production, dissemination and
application of knowledge is generalised to the entire society just as in the past it
was concentrated within the university (Gibbons et al. 1994; Nowotony et. al.
2001; Henkel 2007). The emergence of this kind of knowledge society means that
the university and higher education as social phenomena have to be studied from
a knowledge‐model provided by the sociology of science as well as the sociology
of knowledge.
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Social condition of the university
The area relevant to social condition deals with problems such as social
development (social structural conversion, internationalisation, globalisation, IT
orientation, lifelong learning, knowledge society), the population, and social
demands such as politics, economics, culture, and the government’s higher
education policy, planning, evaluation and reward systems (including mutual
evaluation, and third‐party evaluation). It is necessary to take into consideration
the relationship between social development and the university from the
perspective of the horizontal axis by focusing on the present social context in
addition to the perspective of the vertical axis with its focus on the past social
context.
Martin Trow discussed the relationship between social development and the
university by using university enrolment population of the 18 year‐old cohort as
an indicator. He identified an elite stage in which the enrolment rate is less than
15%, a mass stage in which it is more than 15% but less than 50%, and a stage of
universal access in which it is greater than 50% (Trow 1974). The Trow model is
an historical‐structural and comparative approach as it is basically constructed on
an assumption that higher education systems worldwide follow a developmental
trend similar to that in the USA. The model has profoundly influenced
comparative higher education research in Japan since it was introduced in the
1970s. To a considerable extent it is useful and meaningful as a macro approach.
However, the limitations of this linear model are evident in the increasing
conflicts between quantitative and qualitative development at the mass stage and
the difficulties encountered in shifting from a mass stage to a universal stage.
Considering these facts, it is necessary to extend the model by introducing an
approach containing a post‐massification stage.
In this context, the author of this paper made an international comparison of six
countries: Germany, Switzerland, USA, China, Singapore and Japan (Arimoto
2004). The results showed that universities in both the USA and China are
confronted by similar problems because they both face similar environmental
changes such as globalisation, marketisation, IT orientation, knowledge society
orientation, a situation reconciled more readily with a knowledge‐model than the
Trow model (Arimoto 2006).
The condition of university development is defined by social development and
especially by political and economic development. Politically, it is defined further
by governmental higher education policy and planning. Burton Clark’s triangle
model allows a theoretical comparison of the characteristics of a system as
defined by the relationship between the power and prestige exercised by the
nation (policy), university, and society (market) (Clark 1983). It leads to a
typology of a market type, as in the USA, a national concentration type, as in the
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USSR and Sweden, and an academic guild type, as in Italy. In this international
framework, Japan is shifting from a national concentration type to a market type.
A study at the Center of Higher Education Policy Study at Twente University in
the Netherlands made a comparison of the policies of national systems in OECD
countries in proposing a policy for university reforms in Germany
(Goedegebuure et al. 1994). As in the Clark model, its basic framework involves a
comparison of the systems with regard to the relation between government,
university and society (market).
Evaluation of actual higher education activities through these system level
policies is made not only by self‐evaluation within the university but also by
external evaluation from outside the university. These evaluations also determine
conditions for university development. As far as research trends are concerned,
they are controlled by the evaluation and reward system identified by the
sociology of science. Kells has compared the present trends of such evaluations in
various systems and institutions from an international perspective (Kells 1999).
An international comparison has also been conducted to compare the effects of
social changes such as internationalisation and globalisation on universities and
colleges (Enders and Fulton 2000; Ebuchi 1997).

The social function of the university
In the light of the characteristics of knowledge, functions such as research,
teaching, and service occupy a core part of the social function of the university.
Studies of ‘research on research’ ‐ dealing with the discovery of knowledge ‐
established a base for comparative research on academic productivity. For
example, Ben‐David analysed the systems and institutions that are responsible for
promoting scientific development by making international comparisons of the
centers of learning (Ben‐David 1977). In Japan, Michiya Shinbori studied the
sociology of science through comparison of systems worldwide by using the
concepts of ‘eponymy’ and ‘academic productivity’ (Shinbori 1985; Arimoto
1994).
Productivity in teaching provides one of the central categories of academic
productivity, but its study is largely undeveloped in contrast to research
productivity, mainly because no adequate scale exists. Nevertheless, in surveying
higher education systems from an international comparative perspective,
identifying superior systems in terms of promoting teaching and learning will
increasingly become important. Specifically, comparison is necessary with regard
to those factors contributing to education such as teaching itself, the curriculum
and syllabus, liberal education, awarding credits and degrees, the educational
climate, and quality assurance. For example, in the field of comparative studies
on curricula, a series of studies has already been conducted between Japan and
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the USA ‐ which is regarded as a benchmark as the dominant center of learning in
the postwar period (Tachi 1997; Arimoto 2003).

The social structure of the university
Comparative studies on aspects of the university’s social structure are focused on
the university system, the institution, its organisation, and its groups. Its content
covers diversified areas, which include the university’s norm, ethos, and values;
the university’s organisation; its groups (i.e. its academic staff, non‐academic staff,
students, the president); its approach to relationships, administration and
management; and its implementation of evaluation (i.e. self‐evaluation, mutual
evaluation, third‐party evaluation). A comprehensive comparison of higher
education systems, organisation and groups has been made by Burton Clark. He
made a comparative analysis of the institutionalisation of the Humboldtian ideal
of the German university into the individual national systems of the UK, France,
the USA, and Japan. The study showed how these systems had shifted from a
single structure, with only an undergraduate tier, to a multi‐structure, with
graduate courses, and an organisation from a place of unified teaching and
research to systems of differentiated research, teaching, and learning. The
importance of retaining places of inquiry was indicated by the international
comparisons (Clark 1994, 1995).
Within the meaning of the concept of groups are academic staff, non‐academic
staff, students, and administrators. A number of researchers have studied the
academic staff group from an early stage in the history of comparative higher
education research, focusing on areas such as the academic career and academic
nepotism (Shinbori and Arimoto 1969). In the field of international cooperative
studies, the first worldwide large‐scale study of the academic profession was
conducted in 1992 by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
(Altbach 1996). It identified both the similarities and differences of the systems in
thirteen countries and one region in the world, including the USA, the UK,
Germany, the Netherlands, Russia, Korea, Israel, and Hong Kong. Among its
many findings, it is especially interesting that each individual system has a
different characteristic with regard to its own academic staff’s orientation to the
academic work of research and teaching. Yet a number of typical patterns emerge.
A German pattern, with a trait of research orientation, is seen in some countries:
Germany, the Netherlands, Japan, Korea, Israel, and Sweden. A South American
and Russian pattern, with a trait of teaching orientation, is seen in the South
American group including Mexico, Chile, Argentina, and also in Russia. An
Anglo‐Saxon pattern, with a trait of orientation half on research and half on
teaching, is seen in the UK, the USA, Australia and Hong Kong.
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In Japan, a comparative study, based on an analysis of the original Carnegie data,
indicated an emphasis on research rather than on teaching in an international
perspective (Arimoto and Ehara 1996). This finding has influenced a paradigm
change of higher education policies and reforms since the 1990s by initiating an
era of ‘teaching revolution’ in Japan in accordance with the reconsideration of
‘scholarship’ as introduced by Earnest Boyer together with the institutionalisation
of Faculty Development into academia (Boyer 1990; Arimoto 2007).

Concluding remarks
From a Japanese perspective, comparative higher education presents an
absolutely inevitable area of research into the university and higher education.
Yet so far its development has been gradual. At present, even the particularly
powerful sociological approach still remains at a developmental stage, although it
is full of potential in its application to the analysis of the critical issues that are
becoming apparent in the changes that lie ahead.
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Dr. Prometheus visits Latin America
José Joaquín Brunner
He gave man speech, and speech created thought, which is the measure of
the Universe Prometheus Unbound (Percy Bysshe Shelley, 1820).

When Guy Neave and some of his colleagues spent an academic term in Latin
America almost twenty years ago, they soon lost track of one of their party, Mr.
Prometheus. While he has been cited on various occasions, the distinguished
author continues to be worried about his charge as he showed most recently in
one of the Fulbright Brainstorms when he asked,
Whether today Mr. Prometheus is unbound, still shackled or merely released
on parole from what is conceived by the canons of Ultra‐liberalism as the
dead hand of the state … (Neave 2004, p. 1) 1

This question originated with changes in western European higher education in
the 1980s, particularly between the university and the State. These changes can be
seen as a series of shifts ‐ almost personality changes: from a facilitator to an
interventionist state; from the friendly to the evaluative state; from policies set by
social needs to policies based on budget possibilities; from negotiated policy
coordination to product and process control; from collegiate administration to
managerial and entrepreneurial logic; from the internal needs of each institution
to the needs of the labour market and firms; from block grants or guaranteed
financing by the State to contracts that require universities to meet specific
standards, objectives and performance measured by efficiency and impact
indicators (Van Vught 1989; Neave and Van Vught 1991).
Paradoxically, in Western Europe at least, with the exception of the United
Kingdom ‐ the altered relations between the State and higher education did not
result in greater direct intervention and control ‐ but rather in a style of self
regulation which the Dutch Ministry of Education and Sciences called, in the
1980s, ‘steering at a distance’; that is, giving the universities and other higher
education institutes more autonomy and responsibility.

1

Which recalls the original question, ‘Are we right to think of western higher education systems like
poor Prometheus, chained to a rock with his guts exposed day after day for the eagles of cost
cutting and intervention’ (Neave and Van Vught 1991, p.397) [Author’s translation form Spanish
text].
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So it is worth asking whether universities have been liberated? Has Prometheus’s
sacred knowledge improved the lot of Man ‐ or is it just another way ‐ subtler and
more effective ‐ to tie him to the rock. Neave’s answer, although full of subtleties,
seems to point to the second conclusion. According to him, writing with Van
Vught, these shifts ‘mean neither more nor less than a reworking of the
traditional strategy of rational planning and control’ (1991, p. 394). 2 In other
words Prometheus is still chained.
This message ‐ as well as those of other writers notably Burton Clark from the
United States ‐ arrived in a subcontinent where from the XVI Century, both the
tradition and the trajectory of universities had developed in a very different way
from Western Europe (Schwartzman 1992).
In Latin America most universities were almost completely autonomous while
enjoying state support ‐ Prometheus unbound in Macondo, and the state ‐ a
forceful Leviathan in other respects ‐ acted as a kindly, if blinkered, local banker.
How did these relations work? The state made direct contributions to each
university, negotiated on the basis of past history and usually free of conditions,
either about performance or efficiency. While they enjoyed preferential treatment
from a benign (at least to them) State they received few if any stimuli to improve
activities, or to innovate and respond to social and development demands
(Brunner 1996). Indeed they were often discouraged from doing so.
The region continued to follow this pattern of higher education ‐ reduced access,
few graduates, little scientific technical research for most of the twentieth century
‐ at least up to the time of Mr. Prometheus’s holiday and apparent disappearance.
In fact, it was only in 1985 that Latin American higher education moved from an
elite to a mass system (Trow 2006) with 15 percent of the relevant age group
attending tertiary institutions. In contrast to Western Europe, two‐thirds of Latin
America’s undergraduates were enrolled in public institutions while one‐third or
more (and growing) were enrolled in private institutions; this laid the basis,
although passively at first, for greater heterogeneity and institutional
differentiation. This ‘Private Prometheus’ (Altbach 1999; Neave and Van Vught
1994), it was then imagined, would have the potential to unleash the power of
the market to restructure and improve higher education systems.
However there continued to be great differences between systems, not least in
terms of internal efficiency. Using the ratio of graduates to enrolled students, by
the mid 1980s the ratios for Latin America varied from 40 undergraduate
students (Peru) to 7 (Brazil) per graduate; while that for Europe at that time,

2

Author’s translation from Spanish text.
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examining systems as diverse as Belgium, Denmark, France, Finland, Ireland and
Norway ranged between 3 and 6. 3
So too, research results were disappointing. In 1981, the two largest countries ‐
Brazil and Mexico ‐ together produced around 3,000 articles in the principal
journals, around the same number as Belgium or Denmark considered separately.
Together Latin American countries produced fewer scientific‐technical
publications than Sweden and contributed less than 1.2 percent of the world
total. 4
With this as background, how was Neave’s inquiry treated in Latin America?
Well, at one level the question was perplexing; and at another the response drew
on Latin America’s capacity for ‘ideological utilitarianism’.
Perplexity, because Latin America has always expected grand thoughts from
Europe about universities and higher education. The histories of Salamanca and
Alcalá were as well known as the examples of Paris and Bologna and there was
considerable interest and discussion around the ‘idea of the university’ of Kant,
Humboldt, Cardinal Newman, Jaspers and Ortega y Gasset. But systematic
research into the functions and structure of higher education systems really did
not exist although there were individual exceptions. 5 Only as recently as the
beginning of the 1990s did a field of higher education studies emerge in Latin
America, coinciding with the publication of Clark and Neave’s The Encyclopedia of
Higher Education (1992) which had a theoretical and empirical impact ‐ as
examples and policy suggestions ‐ in this continent.
On the other hand, this new focus became an inevitable part of an ideological
debate about higher educational policy. There is nothing uncommon about this
occurrence ‐ on the contrary, this always seems to happen when visitors arrive in
Latin America bearing gifts. They become allies or enemies in the ongoing
national polemics and eventually end up being little more than rhetorical
ornaments in Latin America’s own culture wars.
This new research focus however ‐ based on authors as diverse as Neave, Van
Vught, Clark, Teichler and Kogan among others ‐ was adopted by both sides and
used to support the two main positions that continue to influence higher
education debate and policy design in Latin America. These positions ‐ for want

3

Calculations based on UNESCO (1997).

4

Based on data from The Task Force on Higher Education (2000), Statistical Annex, Table F.

5

For example, Medina Echavarría (1967); CEPAL (1968); Solari (1968); Schertz (1968); Rama (1970,
1982, 1987), Schwartzman (1981) and Brunner (1985).
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of anything better ‐ might be called ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’ and both make
their appeal to Prometheus.
For the traditionalists, the chained Prometheus justifies the university status quo
as it demonstrates the risks to university autonomy from neo‐liberal or
Thatcherite policies. In this case, Europe is used as an example of perverse effects
when a state instead of helping public universities, promotes self regulated
coordination and uses public funds to manage the institutions from afar, but not
hands off.
The modernists, on the other hand, use Europe as an example of a positive world
wide trend, pointing out that, as in Europe the time has arrived for Latin
American universities to re‐evaluate and change the contract between themselves
and the state. In this version, Prometheus neither robbed the gods nor is chained,
but is alive and well, being paid for doing not too much. It follows that if things
were better ordered the market would impose negotiations, the provision of a
new job description, and a conversation in which young Prometheus is firmly
told that the State may finance part of his education, but never all and always
against agreed performance standards.
It has been over twenty years since Prometheus’ visit and his happy friendship
with traditionalists and modernists in Latin America. During this time higher
education systems have been transformed, ‘massified’ and have grown more
differentiated and complex. They are much more diversified, get funds from
many different sources, have changed the way they are administered and
sometimes how they are governed. Something the same seems to have happened
in Europe, although in the context of greater resources, stronger institutional
traditions, and greater potential regional unity under the European Union’s
commitment to the Bologna process.
Neave agrees that Prometheus’s situation has changed (2004, p. 11).
His degrees of freedom, responsibility and answerability have certainly grown.
At the same time, so too have the draw of reward and penalty of failure […]
The Gods, where‐ever it is they sit, whether in Quality Assurance Agencies,
National or Regional Evaluation Committees, have accepted his parole. They
have also made very clear to him that the price of freedom is success as they ‐
or their Masters ‐ have for the moment, defined it.

In Latin America, by and large, the theory and policy analysis as well as the
values and sentiments that underpin it ‐ Gouldner’s background and domain
assumptions, (1971) ‐ are now part of the common language and make up the
analytic instruments of the growing group of higher education researchers. More
remarkable, higher education institutions and governments have adopted the
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same language as well as the idea of the Neavean notion of the ‘evaluative state’
(1988) as a key part of their discussions and strategies.
Universities now accept that they should be accountable and to do so they should
develop self evaluation processes and external review procedures. Governments,
from Mexico to Chile, use the language of evaluation and their common
procedures ‐ self‐evaluation, peer review processes, performance indicators,
effectiveness of academic programs, administrative decision making and
planning systems, goal achievement, mission statements, evaluative reports, etc.
Further, even if a bit timidly at first, there is an unmistakable tendency to discuss
formula and performance based funding, conditional contracts, competitive
funds, etc.
So it would seem that Prometheus was more helpful to the modernizers than the
traditionalists who want to maintain the status‐quo. But is this really so?
First, it must be admitted that the language in which higher education is
discussed has undergone changes not only as a result of North American and
European research and academic influence but also because of World Bank
proposals and texts. Equally these messages did not fall on stony ground because
the economies and societies that make up the region ‐ Chavez notwithstanding ‐
are more open and competitive with a more efficient and modern domestic
production base than ten years ago. Globalisation is understood to be an
educational challenge.
But when higher education is looked at in terms of actual performance and
international indicators the changes are less dramatic than the language and the
status quo far less vulnerable even though the relationship between the State and
universities (public and private) has been defined without acrimony as in
Western Europe.
So for the modernists it looks as if these new and potentially radical ideas have
been less successful in kick starting change than in providing a new corporate
and bureaucratic language ‐ influential with organisations, institutions and
governments ‐ with which to discuss higher education. As always happens in
Macondo, innovations are absorbed first by the ideologues before being
neutralised in practice, showing the continued divide between words and deeds.
Take for example Guy Neave’s ‘evaluative ethic’ which many of us talked about
in the late 1980s. In Latin America this soon became an ‘evaluative culture’, which
is blander and less demanding. It is as if puritan values (close to and part of the
evaluative ethic and Weber’s Spirit of Capitalism) were absorbed and changed
internally by Latin American Catholic baroque culture, ending with a greater

270

ritual and liturgical meaning, but loosing their force for innovation and change in
the process.
And so Prometheus, having accompanied G. Neave on his visit, is still here ‐ less
protected and slightly disenchanted ‐ but free of the Leviathan’s heavy hand
even if (living under an assumed name) he has to earn his keep with the modest
wage of a public official supplemented, one can feel sure, by consultant fees at
market rates. Dr. Prometheus is now something of a proselytiser ‐ a free man,
roaming without restraint through capital cities and towns. And this is much
better than when he was beaten up and persecuted by dictators, even though
there are times when he is nostalgic about not being treated as and living like a
gentleman. Now his burden is that he has to earn a living for which improved
higher education remains an absolute necessity.
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Financial Austerity, Cost-Sharing, and Culture:
Perspectives on Comparative Higher Education
D. Bruce Johnstone
I don’t recall when I first began considering myself a higher educational
comparativist. Insofar as I have any entitlement to that scholarly appellation, it
came much later and considerably less deservingly than to our eminent colleague,
Guy Neave, in whose honour these essays have been written and collected. But
like Guy, my interest began with the idea of higher education and its scholarly
study. Later came the realisation that other countries were at once so alike and so
different in their institutions of, and policies toward, higher education and that,
for one interested in policy, comparative higher education was a veritable stew of
history, culture, and competing ideologies. Finally, as a special reward, I began to
realise that my understanding of my own situation (I was then, in the mid 1980s,
the president of an American public comprehensive college) could be profoundly
enriched by these international comparative perspectives.
Because my first degree was in economics and my first serious scholarship a book
on student finance and student loans, and because (for reasons unimportant to
this essay) I found myself inhabiting the vice presidency of an eminent US private
university at the relatively young age of 36, followed two years later by the
presidency of a large public college in considerable financial stress, I have always
viewed the overwhelming challenge to higher education ‐ from the standpoints of
institutional viability, student accessibility, and social policy ‐ to be essentially
financial. Whether in the so‐called transitional countries emerging from the former
Soviet Union and Eastern and Central Europe, or in the impoverished nations
throughout Africa, most of Asia, and much of Latin America, or even in affluent
Western Europe, I could observe university leaders and government officials
grappling ‐ just as I was ‐ with trajectories of costs that seemed always to be rising
faster than their trajectories of available revenue. Looking at institutions and
policies through an international comparative lens, I saw the overwhelming
worldwide challenge of financial austerity. At stake to the institutions of higher
education was financial viability and quality. And at stake to nations and to the
governments that are charged with their well being were the even more profound
challenges of capacity, and equity.
Underlying this austerity were three forces. The first was the underlying
trajectory of unit, or per‐student, instructional costs, pressed ever upwards by the
need for new programs, new academic specialties, the soaring costs of periodicals
and scientific equipment, and a voracious technology that ‐ quite unlike the
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application of technology in the goods‐producing sectors of the economy ‐ tended
only to increases unit costs (albeit presumably quality as well) rather than to
decrease them. The culprits are not incompetent leaders or wasteful faculty
(although there are examples of both throughout the world), but rather the very
nature of higher education’s underlying, labour‐intensive, productivity‐resistant
production function. Simply put, there are not within most universities the kinds
of continuous productivity enhancements typically associated with the goods‐
producing sectors of the industrialised economies, which substitute capital for
labour, enhance their productivity, and make possible the real growth of the
underlying economies. Higher education, on the other hand, faces a default per‐
student cost trajectory that generally exceeds whatever is the prevailing rate of
inflation.
Accelerating and worsening the financial consequences of this rising instructional
cost trajectory are the rapidly increasing worldwide enrolment pressures.
Massification is fuelled first by rising birth rates (at least in most countries outside
of Western Europe, Russia, and Japan), which are then accelerated by rising
proportions of these increasing population cohorts being prepared for, and
expecting, higher education. Both of these massifying forces, of course, are
considerably more relentless in the less developed world, where birth rates
continue to be high and where the participation rates at the secondary level,
however low in absolute terms, are very often increasing rapidly, propelling more
and more young people out of the schools expecting accommodation in the
already overstrained universities.
Arrayed against these forces of expansion ‐ and thus of the sharply and
continuously increasing revenue requirements ‐ is declining ability in almost all
countries to keep up with this trajectory of needs through public revenues. This
shortage of public revenue goes considerably beyond a mere unwillingness to tax.
For most countries, taxation is as difficult technically as it is unpopular politically
(and especially taxation that is at all progressive and also not detrimental to the
economy). Globalisation and the nearly unlimited mobility of capital and
productive facilities leads multi‐national goods producers to seek a combination
of political stability, low wages, and low taxes ‐ limiting the ability of countries to
maintain high taxes, and thus limiting the size of their public sectors, including
publicly financed higher education. The formerly Communist, or transitional,
countries, long dependent on relatively easy value‐added taxes on state‐owned
producers, have had to devise new means of taxation, none of which have been
particularly successful. The dependence of the low‐income countries on
donations from wealthier nations or credits from the international lending
agencies has limited the use of deficit financing (that is, the printing of currency)
as an alternative to taxes.
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Finally, this shortage of public revenue also goes beyond the not inconsiderable
waste from the corruption and misplaced priorities so prevalent in many poor
countries. To the extent that most low‐ and even middle‐income countries were
able to tax more and to increase these taxes every year, other even more
compelling public needs ‐ elementary and secondary education, a social safety
net, public health (including the AIDS pandemic), public infrastructure, and the
restoration of the environment, to name just a few ‐ would seriously compete
with higher education for these precious limited revenues.
Throughout the world, one of the major policy responses to these diverging
trajectories of rapidly and continuously increasing revenue needs and
diminishing public revenue availability is cost‐sharing. Cost‐sharing is a term that
I seem to have coined in my first international comparative scholarship in the mid
1980s (Johnstone 1986) and to which I have added much of the descriptive and
theoretical literature in the eight years of my International Comparative Higher
Educational Finance and Accessibility Project (Johnstone 2006). 1 Cost‐sharing is both
a statement of fact ‐ that is, that the costs of higher education are shared among
governments (or taxpayers), parents, students, and philanthropists ‐ and also a
reference to the policy shift of some of these costs from a predominate (sometimes
a virtually exclusive) reliance on governments and taxpayers to being shared
among parents and/or students in addition to taxpayers. In this latter policy
meaning, cost‐sharing can be seen throughout the world in the introduction of
tuition fees where they did not previously exist, the sharp increases of tuition fees
where they have long been accepted in principle, the rise in other fees to recover
what may previously have been governmentally subsidised (e.g. food and
lodging), the reduction, or at least the freezing, of what may once have been
generous student maintenance grants, the more effective cost recovery on student
loans, and a policy shift of some of the higher educational demand to tuition‐
dependent private institutions (Johnstone 2003, 2004b, 2006).
Cost sharing may add significant revenue to colleges and universities, and/or add
capacity to a country’s higher educational system, and/or bring some relief to the
taxpayer, and/or allow some shift of public revenue to competing public
priorities. Partly because of these indeterminate consequences, and also from
combinations of ideology and self interest, cost‐sharing also brings opposition
from students, parents, and others who may continue to think of higher
education as an entitlement, or who may resent not so much the fact of having to
pay more for their or their children’s higher education but rather resent the fact
(or the perception) of getting nothing more in the way of higher educational
quality or accessibility for the additional expense.
1

See the website of the International Comparative Higher Education Finance and Accessibility
Project: http://www.gse.buffalo.edu/org/IntHigherEdFinance/.
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Most economists maintain that some element of cost‐sharing ‐ assuming some
means‐tested grants and/or generally available student loans to maintain
accessibility ‐ is actually more equitable than free higher education in that
students everywhere are at least disproportionately from the middle and upper‐
middle classes, while the taxation required to support free higher education tends
to be proportional or even regressive (thus falling disproportionately on those
who benefit least). However, just as powerful a case for cost‐sharing ‐ and a far
less ideologically contestable case ‐ can be based on the two aforementioned
challenges. The first is the difficulty of substantially increasing taxes in most
countries (and especially of maintaining some progressivity in these additional
taxes). Second is the very long and compelling queue in virtually all countries of
pressing public needs competing with higher education for any limited additional
tax revenues even if governments should be willing and able to raise taxes
significantly.
In short, the theoretical case for at least some degree of cost‐sharing is easily
made. However, as Guy Neave, with his extraordinary appreciation of the
juxtaposition of history, culture, politics, and ideology, knows well, what makes
perfect sense to an American scholar of higher educational finance is not
necessarily so clear to others. For the remainder of this essay, I wish to discuss
three essentially cultural complications to what I, as a liberal, American, higher
educational manager, scholar, and policy analyst had once thought to be the easy
and uncomplicated case on behalf of cost sharing.

Parents or students?
The first of these is the question of to whom costs are to be shifted: that is to
parents, to students, or to both? The economic rationale behind the case for
students bearing a portion of the costs of their higher education is that there are
substantial private benefits, both monetary and non‐monetary, that accrue to the
student from higher levels of education and that these benefits therefore justify a
tuition fee ‐ especially one that can be deferred and repaid through a loan or
through some form of surtax upon future earnings. This case is generally
accepted, at least in theory, by most analysts and even most politicians (other
than those convinced that higher education can continue forever to be an
entitlement provided free of all charges).
However, the case for parents bearing a share of the costs of their children’s higher
education (entailing an up front tuition) is based on two quite different rationales.
The first is that parents, too, benefit from the higher education of their children ‐
as demonstrated by the fact that so many parents throughout the world take great
pride and pleasure in the higher education of their children and willingly buy
them the best they can afford. The second is the cultural notion that parents (at
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least those who are financially able) have a financial obligation to pay something
for those students who can plausibly be thought of as financially dependent
children. Thus, an officially expected parental contribution is the veritable bedrock
of cost‐sharing in the United States Canada, Japan, China, and increasing
numbers of other countries (and a legally enforceable expectation, at least for the
costs of student living) in Germany (Marcucci and Johnstone 2007).
But a parental contribution is not at all the expectation in the Nordic countries
and is mainly voluntary in Australia and New Zealand. And it was opposition in
Britain less to the principle of a tuition fee and more to the expectation that such
fees should be paid up front by parents that lead to the virtual abandonment of
up‐front, parentally‐borne tuition fees and their replacement by deferred,
student‐borne fees in the constituent countries of the once United Kingdom,
which for a short while (from 1997 though until Scottish devolution in 1999) had
been the only European country with a more than nominal tuition fee. It is true
that much of the opposition to tuition fees in the UK was from the left of Labour,
which had simply never accepted the end of free higher education. But equally or
more damaging to Britain’s short‐lived, up‐front tuition fee ‐ even though it was
means tested and not imposed on the poor ‐ was this cultural opposition to
thinking of university students as dependent children (Johnstone 2005, 2004a).

Whose money: the government’s or the taxpayer’s?
Public policy analysis in market economies contains three assumptions. First is
that markets are valid signals of worth (assuming complete information and free
competition). A second is that governments can only spend what they have taken
from citizens, whether directly (e.g. taxes on income, sales, or property),
indirectly (e.g. taxes on businesses or transactions), or through the confiscation
not of money itself, but of its purchasing power through the inflationary printing
and commensurate devaluation of the currency. A third assumption follows upon
the second: that all governmental spending is (or should be) transparent and has
opportunity costs in the form[s] of alternative benefits foregone. Thus, the
opportunity cost of additional governmental spending on higher education is the
forgoing of the additional benefit that might have come from the devotion of
these additional resources instead to, e.g. health care, infrastructure, basic
education, defence, transfer payments, pensions, or any other alternative public
good or service.
This assumption was at least theoretically true as well in Marxist countries in
which virtually all means of production were owned by the state. Taxes were in
fact paid by these state‐owned enterprises ‐ in very large sums and allowing huge
governmental expenditures for the ubiquitous public sectors. However, few
citizens (e.g. of the former Soviet Union) felt taxed as such, even though they
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might have wondered why there seemed to be so little remaining in the
enterprise after the value added, or turnover, taxes were paid, for the enterprises
to pay them a more decent wage. Citizens in state‐owned, state‐controlled
economies, therefore, were more inclined to believe that their typically very large
public sectors ‐ embracing, for example, all of higher education, including the
canteens and student lodgings ‐ were free because the government had chosen to
spend the government’s money that way, not because the government chose to tax
the people and spend their money in that fashion.
But the notion that ‘it’s the government’s money’ can stem from more than legacies
of Marxism. Countries combining small populations with huge extractive
industries such as oil or other minerals (or even tourism or state protected bank
accounts) can, at least while the export earnings flow, get by with taxing mainly
these industries and whatever multinational corporations and individuals are
implicated in their extraction without the need for many or even any taxes, direct
or indirect, borne by the average citizen. Even many third world countries
without such abundant natural resources may get most of the public revenues
from taxing a wealthy minority, their civil servants, and the handful of
multinational operating with the borders and not have to worry about taxing the
average citizen. And it is these average citizens, therefore, who understandably
believe ‐ contrary to my own liberal, free‐market perceptions – that the
government has all of the money and ought properly to fund higher education (as
it presumably used to do) without recourse to something as radical as the
imposition of tuition fees.

What is equitable participation?
A final cultural complication to the policy intersection of cost‐sharing and equity
lies in the different, largely culturally‐determined, notions of what properly
constitutes equitable access. To most American academics, and even to most
American politicians other than those on the far right, equitable participation in
higher education (or the lack thereof) is revealed by statistical correlations
between higher educational access, access to more prestigious institutions and
programs, college completion, and going on to advanced levels of graduate or
advanced professional study and such attributes as gender, socioeconomic class,
and ethnic or linguistic minority status. Reliance only on traditional screens to
higher educational participation ‐ that is, on conventional measurements of
academic preparedness and interest ‐ are not considered sufficient indicators of
equity because both academic preparedness and interest in higher education are
themselves widely considered to be so culturally constructed. That is,
achievement in high school and scores on school leaving or university entrance
examinations are considered to be highly impacted by social class, peer group,
the dominant childhood role models, the quality of the middle and secondary
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schools, and the language of the home and the neighbourhood. Even such
behaviours as interest in higher education, the ability to study with concentration,
and the aspiration to achieve academically are believed (with considerable
evidence) to be highly correlated with socio‐economic status, race, and other
socially‐ and politically‐unacceptable correlates. Thus, the United States and
Britain especially, but also other industrialised countries such as Australia and
most of Continental Western Europe have generally accepted (although not
without considerable political contention) the appropriateness of some degree of
preferences and second chances to achieve more genuine equity in higher
educational participation. Other countries with long histories of racial, ethnic, and
linguistic divides ‐ for example, India, Malaysia, Indonesia, Brazil, Mexico, China,
and many others ‐ also provide measures of preferences, frequently politically
contested and of uncertain effectiveness.
However, I have observed many countries that seem far more accepting of a
reliance on a conventional academic screen of merit in spite of what may be a
continuing statistical association between higher educational participation and
these supposedly unacceptable correlates of race, social class, and the like.
However, to higher educational leaders and politicians in such countries, the
presence of a handful of students from poor rural areas or from ethnic or
linguistic minorities frequently seems to be sufficient proof that ‘they can make it’
‐ all continuing statistical correlations aside.
My quite unofficial and admittedly limited observation is that formerly Marxist
countries seem especially accepting of what I term exceptional ‐ as opposed to
statistical ‐ evidence to demonstrate the equitability of their higher educational
participation. This may in part be a legacy of Marxism, which needed officially to
deny any persisting social inequities and which thus needed to rationalise
whatever social class, regional, or ethnic differences as might be observed as a
consequence of such more politically acceptable criteria, such as insufficiency of
intellect or of interest. And it is probably true that the very most pernicious social
and economic correlates of a failure to complete school or to attend or complete
college ‐ correlates such as failing urban schools, cultures of drugs and violence,
being children of single teen‐age mothers, or being victims of racial
discrimination ‐ are tragically American (or British, or even French) and far less
prevalent in most other societies, however poor or isolated, or otherwise
marginalised.
I still believe higher educational cost‐sharing ‐ with appropriate policies for
expanding participation and equity ‐ to be an imperative for most countries in
spite of the inevitable political opposition and in spite of the complexities of
introducing financially viable means‐tested grant and student loan programs. But
culture matters, and I am still learning how and to what consequence.
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The Devil’s in the Detail; Guy Neave and Comparative
Higher Education
V. Lynn Meek and Leo Goedegebuure
Professor Guy Neave held the Chair of Comparative Higher Education Policy
Studies at the University of Twente and his most substantial contributions to the
study of higher education arise from his comparative perspective. However, his
approach to the comparative study of higher education is not one that unduly
bothers with the niceties of methodological rigour. Rather, he is primarily
concerned with the realities and importance of time and place. Context ‐
historical, geo‐political and cultural ‐ makes all the difference.
Neave’s great contribution to enhancing our understanding of higher education
dynamics rests on his detailed appreciation of place, time and ideas. He rejects
the notion that a better understanding of higher education can be achieved by
stripping away context:
Comparative policy studies in higher education … walked resolutely away
from the historical paradigm and embraced the social and, more especially, the
economic and administrative sciences. To be sure, the application and
refinement of the latter fields have sharpened immeasurably our analytical
purchase over higher education. But at the same time, they have also tended to
reinforce what has sometimes been called the ‘tyranny of the present’. The
study of higher education policy is taken up with explaining and
understanding what is, and with analysing the impact that policy‐driven
change and adjustment in selected dimensions of the enterprise have upon
others closely related to them (Neave and Van Vught 1991, p. ix).

A decade later, his writing on the topic was more direct: ‘there is a tendency in
comparative higher education to concentrate on analysing the function of
institutions and the mechanisms of educational and administrative procedures as
if these processes may the more easily be grasped by stripping them away from
their cultural, political and historic settings’ (Neave 2001, p. 46).
Much of Neave’s comparative analysis is an ‘examination of the evolution,
pervasiveness and variation of ideas and beliefs that are rooted in, and
consequently shape, [higher education] systems and institutions’ (Neave 2002a, p.
35). And he goes on to say that ‘In this respect, comparative higher education
resembles the oarsman who judges his progress by looking back as he moves
forward’.
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Neave’s writing on West European higher education highlight three major
historical trends or models: the Humboldtian, the Napoleonic, and the Anglo‐
Saxon. These major historical traditions of higher education and the ideas on
which they rest have influenced the shape, or more accurately, the shapes, of
higher education over the centuries. Neave provides extensive empirical evidence
to illustrate the power of these different traditions, and has been a strong
proponent of including the Napoleonic heritage in our analyses (Neave 2002b).
But much of his comparative analysis is via symbolism and analogy rather than in
reference to sterile empirical fact per se. In this respect, he often calls on his good
friend Prometheus, particularly so when with another good friend and colleague,
Frans van Vught, he addresses the question of transition from state control to
state supervision of higher education in Western Europe:
Prometheus is a symbol of many dimensions: of Mankind’s daring in the face
of divine ordinance ‐ Prometheus was punished, as you know, in a singularly
nasty way for stealing the sacred flame from the gods. He is also the symbol of
innovation and daring. As far as Western Europe was concerned, we [Neave
and van Vught] concluded that indeed, Mr Prometheus ‐ Higher Education
made flesh ‐ had been unchained. The question to which I wish to address
myself follows on from this estimate. Is he still unshackled? Whether today
Mr Prometheus is unbound, still shackled or merely released on parole from
what is conceived by the canons of Ultra‐liberalism as the dead hand of the
state, how the relationship between government and institution has evolved
in the meantime, is no small issue in itself. It is fraught with methodological
niceties. How one assesses the degree of change, as Napoleon’s Foreign
Minister and regicide, M. de Tallyrand Périgord once remarked of treason
itself, is largely a question of dates (Neave 2004, pp. 1‐2).

Behind much of Neave’s comparative thinking on higher education are questions
of convergence and homogeneity and their opposites. We will devote the
remainder of this necessarily too short a summary of Neave’s comparative
approach by examining its implications for research on diversity. In a post‐
massification era, characterised by strong common international processes, such
as Bologna (which has become much more than a purely European phenomenon
as highlighted by the so‐called Brisbane Communiqué that opens the debate for
an Asian‐Pacific parallel process), the question of the degree, if at all, to which
higher education systems are converging on a common theme or pattern looms
large.
In examining questions of diversity and convergence of higher education
systems, Neave, unlike some of his contemporaries, has not been seduced by a
presumed Anglo‐Saxon juggernaut of change:
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There is a tendency in comparative higher education, and more particularly in
that sub‐set which is concerned with policy, implicitly to believe that beneath
the triumph of the Anglo‐Saxon language as a vehicle of exchange, there is also
a convergence towards the norms and practices which that tongue carries with
it. The best ‐ or, depending on your ability to sustain a literally ‘multi‐cultural
perspective’, perhaps the worst ‐ examples of this process are to be found in
that burgeoning field of analysis of ‘internationalisation’ or ‘globalisation’.
Here convergence is explicit in the theory, and amazing efforts are made to
prove its existence as an objective phenomenon. But convergence is also
explicit in the application of the terms employed; the language itself rests on an
implicit but unwarranted assumption that the models and practices contained
in it are the normative points for the convergence (Neave 2002a, p. 18).

In examining diversity and convergence, Neave has been primarily concerned
with the dynamics of systems and the direction of their movement. His is a
systemic perspective, concentrating analysis at the national and supranational
policy levels.
In examining the forces that work for and against homogenisation and integration
within and across national systems, he presents the concepts as ideal types ‐ they
are never ultimately achieved in real life, nor are their opposites: differentiation
and diversity. Moreover, neither set of concepts is linear, that is, no higher
education institution or system moves inevitably towards either homogenisation
or diversification. Rather, according to Neave (1996), it is a continual process of
oscillation between the polar extremes.
Another proposition of fundamental analytical importance advanced by Neave is
that the degree of dynamism of any higher education system is dependent on the
level of aggregation at which observation occurs. He is conscious, for example, of
the fact that our perception of the evidence of diversity or convergence depends
largely on where we cast our eye. Once again, this is best illustrated by metaphor:
The situation is vaguely reminiscent of the episode in Alice’s Adventures in
Wonderland when Alice meets up with the Cheshire Cat. The Cat, like Higher
Education itself, is a singular creature. From afar, its profile looks pretty solid.
The nearer the analytic ‘Alices’ come to the university Cat, the less solid it
seems so that, in the end, at the level of the individual establishment, often all
that we have is a grin at best or a rictus sardonicus at worst (Neave 1996, p. 26).

Neave emphasises the importance of defining at what level questions of diversity
and convergence are being investigated: discipline, institution or system.
Researchers merely looking for diversification will always find it, as they will its
opposite. For example, what may appear to be a stable and well‐integrated
system at the macro level, will most likely experience at least some degree of

284

change and innovation at the institutional or departmental level. Contrary
patterns of activity can coexist at different levels of aggregation. As Neave notes,
whether a particular system is ‘diverging or converging is largely a function of
where we focus our attention’. But, of course, this does not say anything about
what may cause movement in one direction or the other.
At the systemic level, the degree of homogenisation or convergence has
traditionally been a product of the relationship between higher education and
particular national governments. But the advent of the European Community and
subsequently the European Union has introduced a supranational dimension into
the coordination of higher education for many Western European countries
despite the fact that formally higher education remains the prerogative of the
nation states ‐ the principle of subsidiarity. According to Neave, strengthening
the European dimension, particularly in terms of removing obstacles to student
mobility between countries but also through the European Court of Law (Mdme
Gravier also features frequently in Neave’s writing), implies an increasing impact
of supranational directives on national systems, aimed at establishing some form
of standardisation and thus generating pressures for homogenisation. But once
again, what appears at a superficial level to be the same or similar national
response to external pressures, quickly becomes much more varied and complex
with closer scrutiny. The Bologna Process is a case in point. The Bologna Process,
rather than forcing national higher systems to conform to a common supra‐
national initiative, provided them with a lever to do what they intended to do all
along:
[Bologna] is built upon ‐ and brings together ‐ trends already present in
different systems and presents them as part of the Bologna process. It does not
create them. From a political perspective, this is useful indeed. By bringing
existing developments, or those moving towards the implementation stage at
the national level, under the shadow of Bologna’s wing, it is possible to impart
an unprecedented sense of achievement, apparent consensus and agreement,
all in a miraculously short space of time. However, from the standpoint of the
policy analyst, and very certainly the methodology buff, it is exceedingly
difficult to draw a distinction between those lines of policy the origins of which
are prior to Bologna and those which Bologna might reasonably claim to have
initiated (Neave 2002c, pp. 186‐187).

Neave’s comparative approach to diversity and convergence of higher education
systems and institutions also introduces the interesting concept of the ‘law of
anticipated results’. The law of anticipated results operates at the institutional
level, giving the impression of autonomous institutional action to what is in fact
an institutional reaction to actual or anticipated external forces, directives or
events. Institutions interpret what is or will be required by government policy
and act accordingly, making it considerably difficult to determine whether
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change is bottom‐up driven or top‐down imposed. ‘Thus’, according to Neave
(1996), ‘the rhetoric of public policy is often at odds with the institutional
behaviour it elicits. One has only to think of the strangely schizophrenic marriage
between the centralising tendencies in contemporary British higher education and
the government rhetoric of greater autonomy to appreciate the usefulness of the
device’.
Neave in many of his writings notes that the traditional Continental European
model of higher education coordination, based on the principles of the
normalising state and legal homogeneity, served its purpose of ensuring equity
and equality of higher education provision, at least in part. But the model’s
central tenet of legal homogeneity made it difficult to achieve large‐scale change,
because change had to be equally and systematically spread across the entire
system. This is one reason why over several decades now most if not all European
countries have been involved with deregulation of higher education where legal
homogeneity has given way to performance conditionality. Under the so‐called
state supervisory model (see above), institutions are given more freedom to set
their own mission, objectives and strategic plans. At the same time, institutions
are held more accountable for use of their new freedom through such ex post
devices as performance indicators, quality audits, and cost efficiency measures.
An expectation of deregulation has been that it would provide institutions with
more stimuli to innovate and find a particular niche in a more competitive higher
education market. But Neave (1996) questions whether transferring more
regulatory control from the centre to the institutions ‘changes greatly the balance
of power between the forces for convergence or for diversity’. Posteriori methods
of control and quality assurance mechanisms apply minimal performance
conditions across the system, and, at least potentially, are as powerful forces for
uniformity as centralised state control, particularly when they bring reward or
punishment in their train.
With the introduction of the dual (and potentially contradictory) policy initiatives
of institutional self‐regulation and enhanced accountability in many countries,
along with various international processes that spread their influence across
many systems, what has changed is the structure of the policy environment, and
the rules that govern it. Within this new environment, change is a presumed
constant. But Neave reminds us, change cannot be assumed within some sort of
tautological theory that identifies from the outset that which it hopes to discover.
And, as mentioned above, he cautions us against the ‘tyranny of the present’:
Paradoxically, the question of dates is, if anything, more important today than
perhaps it has ever been, though it has to be said that higher education policy,
conceived comparatively, rarely if ever concerns itself with chronology in that
form. Rather, it is concerned ‐ and is increasingly with a particular aspect of
chronology ‐ with the pace of change ‐ with an ever accelerating present rather
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than with the origins that have led up to the contemporary condition (Neave
2004, p. 1).

He might have also added that to ‘ignore history is to repeat it’. And herein also
lies an important message for today’s higher education policy makers as well as
for our research community. Policy borrowing may have become an increasing
feature as demonstrated by research findings on the similarity of developments in
different higher education systems. Yet, these cannot be isolated from context,
historical or cultural. Indeed, the devil is in the detail and will remain there.
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Comparative aspects in higher education: The value
of learning from others
Barbara Sporn
The Importance of Comparative Research
Higher education research has been formed and influenced by comparative
methods of empirical research and theory building (Clark 1983; Kogan 1996;
Teichler 1996; Neave 1996; Altbach 2004). Over the years, a body of knowledge
developed which resulted from this fruitful comparison. Different levels have
been the subject of this investigation and have provided a rich pool for research.
The state and system level has been a key departure point for many higher
education researchers. Especially public policy experts, political scientists, and
economists conducted research on related topics. The institutional level is the
second layer which has drawn much attention over the years. Here,
organisational theorists, management professors and leadership as well as
governance experts have been active. A final level includes the individual as well
as the academic units. Here, topics of productivity, satisfaction and evaluation are
most important.
As we know well from Clark, a higher education system can be analysed from
different perspectives (Clark 1983). Guy Neave has been able to contribute at all
levels and in that way has influenced the discourse substantially. The role of the
nation state, the problematic emergence of university management and the
consequences for researchers and their academic units has been his major concern
(Neave 1996, 1997, 2002). Neave was preoccupied with the notion of knowledge
production in different environments and ‐ at the same time – was worried about
centers of learning (universities) in the age of globalisation, commodification and
internationalisation. He closely observed the trends in Europe ‐ from the Bologna
Declaration to its implementation at different institutions (Neave 2005). The
comparative aspect of his work focused ‐ as a consequence ‐ on Europe, the UK,
Japan, the US and many more nations. He was eager to understand and bring into
context different dynamics and idiosyncrasies in order to explain global
phenomena. We, as a higher education researcher community, are immensely
grateful for this curious mind.
Comparative higher education research has a long tradition. The comparative
perspective was informative especially regarding the academic profession (Clark
1998, 1983; Neave and Rhoades 1987; Henkel, 2000), the organisation (Clark 1983),
management (Peterson 1995; Williams 1995; Gumport and Sporn 1999)) and the
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social as well as the political role of higher education institutions (Neave 1995;
Slaughter and Leslie 1997). Neave’s work has been interested in the organisation
and the social role of higher education. Especially the nation state and its
changing role have an impact on all other areas.
The organisation of higher education institutions has shifted tremendously over
the last decades in Europe and elsewhere. The complex tasks of modern
universities made changes necessary in the direction of more integration of
different functions, increased leadership and accountability and a revised
relationship between the institution and the state. The state’s role changed from a
control to a supervisory function. Universities were asked to manage their
enterprise with a more entrepreneurial approach (Clark 1998) and with a
willingness to orient actions towards market mechanisms (Sporn 1999). Critics
viewed this as capitalist behaviour (Slaughter and Leslie 1997) and warned us
about the danger of ‘doing more with less’ and cutting resources. New centers
and positions were created. Strategies began to define the institution, and the
freedom and power of the faculty diminished. Many different countries, from the
Netherlands to Spain and from Australia to the US, showed similar trends (De
Boer 2001; Harman 1999; Dill 1997). The institutional autonomy of universities
has been strengthened to the disadvantage of individual (professorial) autonomy.
The social role of institutions of higher education is a second important
phenomenon in comparative higher education research. As Guy Neave once
called it, ‘The end of the Social Democratic relationship’ (Neave 1995) coins a
certain development. It is characterised by the emphasis on social equity, access
to higher education and the common good idea of education. In many countries
this has been replaced by neo‐liberal policies, trickle‐down economics and
individualism. Higher education is not necessarily seen as a common good
anymore. Individual choice, the privatisation of higher education (Trow 1998),
and the rise of a managerial ideology (Slaughter and Leslie 1997) have been major
issues. In short, higher education ideology has been moving away from a social
institution to a market industry (Gumport 2000) which features pragmatism,
professionalism, evaluation and the withdrawal of the state.

The Importance of Governance, Management, and Leadership
Recent developments in higher education have shown some interesting trends for
the future of governance, management and leadership of modern colleges and
universities. Neave has been well aware of these changes and commented on
them in many publications. His major concern has been the changing balance of
power in higher education, market mechanisms driving management, and the
evaluative state (Neave 1991, 1997, 1998).
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The governance of higher education has changed substantially. New leadership
structures are accompanied by a new organisation of teaching and research
(Tierney 1997; Marginson and Considine 2000). The state has delegated much of
its power to the institutions of higher education (Neave and Van Vught 1991).
Boards have been introduced to oversee university and college’s activities
including approving most budgetary and programmatic decisions as well as
appointing the rector or dean. The composition of the board can be a contested
issue as board members, especially at public institutions, represent state
ownership and/or society at large.
Today’s colleges and universities have an increased level of institutional
leadership across the globe. With autonomy, deregulation and decentralisation,
the power and accountability of rectors, presidents, and deans has increased. The
senate’s role has weakened in governance. A concentration on core issues of
teaching and research and a change towards an advisory function has been the
result. The challenge has been to reconcile administration and faculty. Some cases
show the development of new executive boards which have dual representation
of faculty and administration. Others try to involve faculty in management
positions (e.g., deans, program directors).
Within the triangle of governance, management and leadership, administrators
and professional managers emerged as new professionals. The professionalisation
of higher education has meant the rise of ‘professional managers’ (Rhoades,
1998). Institutions have extended their mission to include technology transfer,
new teaching methods based on new information technology, fundraising
activities in response to decreasing public funding, as well as far‐reaching student
services to increase their customer‐orientation. Professionals with an adequate
training have been hired to provide these new areas of service. Examples of the
establishment of professional support are teaching centers to should help
professors improve their course development and teaching styles or technology
transfer officers who advise faculty in translating their research into marketable
products (Rhoades and Sporn 2002a).
The management of higher education has changed as well (Rhoades and Sporn
2002b; Shattock 2003). Different new instruments help to make colleges and
universities more efficient and effective. These instruments range from
management by objectives through contracts, goal setting and strategic planning
as a basis for resource allocation, as well as output and ex‐post control. Control is
exercised through assessment and evaluation. In addition to this, goals with
service level agreements and a customer focus are increasingly required.
From a comparative perspective, trends in governance, management and
leadership point in a similar ‐ but also contested ‐ direction (Sporn 1999; Kogan et
al. 2000). Institutions move towards more market‐oriented and entrepreneurial
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models, and governance is focused on top leadership. The balance between the
authority of the faculty and the power of administration is at stake. Colleges and
universities need to be flexible and strong enough to meet these challenges.
Shared governance and professional administration could be possible success
factors.

Neave’s Importance
Researchers

in

the Community of

Higher

Education

As a scholar, Guy Neave has provided us with a rich body of work which ranges
across many topics. From a comparative perspective, he gave us insight into
many systems and analysed these from a critical perspective. His push to
investigate the role of the European Union in higher education reform has been
especially influential (Neave 2002, 2005).
As a mentor, Guy Neave has been instrumental in helping young researchers
across the globe to flourish. His thoughtful leadership has helped junior
researchers to develop their ideas and he has assisted authors to structure their
projects so that they become publishable.
As a president, Guy Neave helped the European Association for Institutional
Research (EAIR) to develop further into an internationally recognised
organisation. He helped to increase the focus on institutional research in higher
education organisations and that way further grounded the organisation.
As an editor, Guy Neave has been successful in publishing some of the most
important books of the century in higher education research. He has been able to
choose the right topics from the right authors and in that way he has helped the
community to evolve. Among those publications relevant for comparative higher
education research are Promotheus Bond (Neave and Van Vught 1991) and
Creating Entrepreneurial Universities (Clark 1998).
As a speaker, Neave is unique. The community has long enjoyed speeches and
keynotes by Guy Neave. He is an exquisite speaker with the ability to draw on his
rich background in history, political science and international affairs. His
language is colourful, witty and provocative at the same time. His thoughts and
ideas have inspired many audiences.
Guy Neave has been a great member of the international community of higher
education researchers. His retirement celebrations and this publication in his
honour will undoubtedly demonstrate his influence and importance among us. I
am personally grateful to have worked and interacted with Guy Neave over the
last years and hope to do so in the future.
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V. Higher education studies: research and policy

Wisdom and Wit in the Study of Higher Education
Ronald Barnett
Introduction
What is it to study higher education? This matter is intimately bound up with
what we take higher education to be. And so a further question lurks within our
opening question: how do we understand higher education itself? And yet
further questions could open, for instance as to differences between research into
higher education and the scholarly understanding of higher education. The point
though is perhaps made. Understanding the understanding of higher education is
‐ to draw on an analogy that Guy Neave has offered us ‐ akin to opening a
Russian doll: opening one issue serves only to reveal yet another; and so on and
so on. But the matter here is more complicated still: in opening our doll, we find
inside twin dolls. For our opening questions gives rise to two parallel sets of
inquiries: on the one hand, questions as to the nature of higher education; and, on
the other hand, questions as to the appropriate means of elucidating higher
education.
I want to pursue these two sets of matters together. I want to explore both the role
of scholarly inquiry and the nature of higher education itself. And I shall do so
with a few examples drawn from the work of Guy Neave.

Grand narratives; local stories
We have been told by the post moderns that large stories of ourselves, of
humankind, are at an end. We only have the local, even the parochial, to serve as
the context for our values, our hopes, our projects. Reason with a capital ‘R’, so to
speak, is in difficulty. The world is broken open, and even broken up. It is a fluid
world, a liquid world (Bauman 2005). Large categories can find no secure hold.
It seems to be thus, too, in higher education. The national systems vary; the
institutions differ (prompted by national agendas towards ‘diversity’) and
disciplines take on contrasting shapes. And, in a marketised age, it is better if we
also note that students differ among themselves and look to be treated as
‘individuals’: if we do not do so, the students may accept the label that comes
their way and take their ‘custom’ elsewhere. Accordingly, a sensitivity to micro‐
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structures springs up in the literature. Qualitative research in higher education
prompts this focus, certainly; but so, as remarked, does the power of the student‐
as‐consumer, real or imagined.
But large stories do not easily die. Guy Neave, for one, keeps giving us large
stories. Four papers, culled at random from the internet, bear these titles:
•

•
•
•

‘Anything Goes: or, how the accommodation of Europe’s universities to
European integration integrates an inspiring number of contradictions’
(Neave 2002);
‘Euro‐philiacs, Euro‐Sceptics and Europhobics: Higher Education Policy,
Values and Institutional Research’ (Neave 2005a);
‘The Social Dimension and Social Cohesion. Or, On Reconciling Adam Smith
with Thomas Hobbes’ (Neave 2005b);
‘The Temple and the Guardians: An Excursion into the Rhetoric of Evaluating
Higher Education’ (Neave 2004).

The titles alone speak to large vistas, and grand categories, and diverse
perspectives ‐ of history and the analysis of higher education systems, of cross‐
national perspectives and of policy analysis and of value engagement. Here, we
have wisdom and wit: far ranging views and an intriguing juxtaposition of ideas.
And, within the papers, we find asides in different languages and references to
Greek mythology. But, characteristically too, the analyses that come to us from
the metaphorical pen of Guy Neave are anchored in examinations of specific
policies and developments in particular countries. The grand narrative and the
local story: we are tacitly reminded in these writings that the two levels of
analysis need not be held apart; they may just inform each other.
Long quotations can be hard going; but perhaps, in a Festschrift, I might be
indulged. Here is a paragraph by Guy Neave, taken from the last of the papers
listed above (in which it forms a whole sub‐section):
The Unholy Trinity of Euro‐Politics
What is a Euro‐philiac? A Euro‐philiac is one for whom hope and enthusiasm
transcend evidence or logic. The prime quality of Euro‐philiacs, like the Saints
of old, is Faith. They know the cost of nothing and the value of endowing
everything with the adjective ‘Euro’, however remote the association ‐ Euro
uitlaat for instance! What contrast, the Euro‐phobic. There, pessimism outstrips
all pragmatic attempts to move at all, which makes him the unwavering
celebrant of a glorious Stasis. The Euro‐phobic dwells in the past, knows the
cost of everything and the value of nothing. Last, we have the Euro‐sceptic.
The Euro‐sceptic suspends belief. He or she forswears wild enthusiasm. The
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Euro‐phobic is not ‘set around with dismal stories’ ‐ that frisson d’horreur the
Euro‐phobic delights in. The Euro‐sceptic keeps his disbelief in check, too.
Thus, the Euro‐sceptic figures neither in the ranks of those for whom Europe
looms as the post‐modern equivalent of the Holy Grail. Nor does he figure
amongst our present‐day Ayatollahs who abjure Europe as the Great Satan of
the hour together with all its Works ‐ good, bad, indifferent, surreal, sublime or
ridiculous’ (Neave 2005a).

In the one paragraph, we have the large canvas, the landscape populated with
figures that supply resonances with the Bible (and Christianity) and also with
myths. And the movements and the figures invite both attraction and even
repulsion. This is a rich tapestry. That landscape is nothing less than Europe (a
theme to which we must return) with large stories being played out before us.
And there is, surely, wit here, ‘wit’ at least in the earlier meaning of the term; for
here, we see a playfulness in its use of terms, and associations of ideas, and
references. Texts by Guy Neave call for wide knowledge and understanding of
the culture and history of the different countries of Europe. This is a wit that at
once lifts the ‘study of higher education’ from its conventional terminology and
style and, at the same time, implies that those in higher education ‐ especially
perhaps those who study higher education ‐ may just at times take themselves a
little too seriously.

Serious matters
And yet, beneath the wit, present in the apparently easy flowing texts, are serious
matters. Perhaps the most significant matter in Guy Neave’s writings may be
expressed in the form of a question: in the twenty‐first century, can we speak of a
European idea of higher education and, if so, in what might it be said to reside?
By ‘Europe’, I mean here especially Western Europe, for it was there that we
witnessed several of the dominant ideas of higher education taking shape.
Indeed, not only is the term ‘Europe’ to be found frequently in Neave’s writings
but ‘Western Europe’ is no stranger either. Yes, we are continually treated to
insights into differences across countries but they come across, surely, as players
within a larger drama concerned with the fate of Western European higher
education.
The drama has not yet become a tragedy. ‘Bologna’ is deployed as a largely
pejorative term, conjuring for bodings of a new tyrant imposing its will upon
academic peoples:
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Constructing a European Higher Education Area without the Academic Estate
seems very much in keeping with constructing a citizen’s Europe without its
citizens, though recent events show this is no joking matter and no longer a
theoretical scenario (Neave 2005a, p. 116).

So there is a Europe of the bureaucrats and a Europe of the academics. But the
forces with which the academic estate has to contend extend to include the state
and the economic sphere. The playing out of the former set of relationships ‐
academe and the state ‐ has long been a point of fascination for anyone interested
in higher education across Europe; an evolving set of relationships over some
hundreds of years. The rapid evolution of state‐directed or state‐influenced
evaluation systems in higher education has offered one marked site of such
relationships; and significant differences can be observed across Western Europe:
If we look at the French interpretation of Evaluation, it … may be seen as
government building up the trust and … the self‐confidence of (the) academic
Estate. Such an approach stood in marked contrast to what was happening
beyond the Northern mists of the English Channel for the Prince in France was
not seeking to assert his powers over academia, nor to bring it to heel (Neave
2004, p. 222).

The phrases ‘assert his powers over academia’ and ‘bring to heel’ are self‐
evidently indications as to where the readers’ sympathies are expected to lie: the
analysis leads to some clear value‐judgements as to the locus of legitimacy in the
contemporary shifts in state‐higher education relationships. Some states have
been effecting the changing relationships in acceptable ways ‐ sustaining or even
enhancing trust in, self‐confidence among, and a collective spirit across higher
education institutions, while some states (the UK most markedly, it seems) have
been putting all of that in jeopardy.
And ‘Bologna’ has added a further layer of patterning for the discerning to
unravel. It can be read, after all, precisely as a project to develop a European idea
of the university. But, then, two questions arise: is this a new idea of the
university? And how might we understand its playing out across Europe?
On the first issue, the idea of the university implicit in Bologna, we may see that
the long‐standing sense of the university as a particularly ‘public’ institution is in
jeopardy:
The historic and identifying feature of the European university … has been the
close alignment of higher education with public service … (Neave 2005b, p. 4).
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For Bologna is associated with those wider shifts in the positioning of the
university conjured by terms such as ‘entrepreneurial’, ‘competition’ and
‘consumer’, but:
Placing the emphasis upon the market as the prime condition of social
coherence has had weighty consequences indeed for the European university
… (Neave 2005b, p. 6).

For all its modern positioning in terms of an agenda of inclusivity and social
cohesion, the university is now associated with an agenda of individualism, as
students have both to find the economic wherewithal to complete their
programmes and to take responsibility for developing the skills to ensure their
own ‘employability’ after gaining their qualifications. In the process, the idea of
the European University as a site of ‘culture’ is being radically turned around. It
is not that the University is no longer a site of culture; rather, it is a matter of the
kind of culture for which the European University has come to stand. We are
witnessing no less than:
… the re‐sitting of the university as an expression of national culture and its
[recasting] as a service and training institution the purpose of which is
predominantly defined in terms of serving one particular interest within the
Nation, namely the Firm and the development of one over‐riding priority ‐ the
embedding of entrepreneurial culture … (Neave 2005b, p. 8).

Coda
We may return to our opening questions: what is it to study higher education?
And just how might we understand higher education? These few insights drawn
from Guy Neave’s work open, surely, the following dual set of observations:
Firstly, that, if those who seek to understand higher education do not exercise due
diligence (not to be associated with Guy Neave), there lurks the prospect that the
modern understanding of higher education may come unwittingly to mirror the
movements it is trying to illuminate. The very language of higher education
scholarship and research may come to be limited; and its concepts and its
definitions of the problems may become those largely of the bureaucracies. In
short, the study of higher education may come to form itself a kind of
‘Eurospeak’, tacitly serving those new ‘Princes’, that is the knowledge economy
and the learning economy.
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Secondly, however, and as we have seen here, it does not have to be like that. The
study of higher education can itself hold onto large stories, traditional themes,
and a sense of the longer historical role of universities. It can even ask if the idea
of the university makes sense today; and, if so, just what sense? But, if it is to
make inroads in such a somewhat subversive project, it had better not take itself
too seriously. A little wit fed into its wisdom may be all to the good, if only to
prick the pomposity of the bureaucratic trends and ideological forces with which
this scholarship must contend.
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Research and Knowledge Transfer: New Goals, Old
Dilemmas
Elaine El‐Khawas
Spurred by national and international trends, many nations have launched new
initiatives to strengthen their educational systems to meet the demands of a
knowledge economy. As part of these efforts, policy attention has turned to the
importance of knowledge transfer and information dissemination. Questions are
being raised about ways that universities and governments can enhance the
linkages between producers and users of knowledge. This paper offers a critical
perspective on these initiatives. Inspiration for these comments is found in
writings by Guy Neave, a gifted scholar of higher education whose insights have
consistently clarified ‐ and modelled ‐ the principles that under gird strong
research, in whatever time and place (e.g., Neave 2004, 2006).

Knowledge transfer as a new policy arena
In the last decade, much attention has focused on the role of educational systems
and universities in the knowledge economy, expected to face increasing
competition from other countries, large and small. The future role of universities
in China, India, South Korea and other emerging nations is increasingly given
close attention, as demonstrated in a recent UNESCO Forum on Research
(UNESCO 2006). Responding to new imperatives for educational quality and
innovation, governments are pressing their traditional universities to be among
the most competitive knowledge producers in the 21st century.
The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) has
played a leading role in international debates, with several projects that have
explored the heightened need for better knowledge production. OECD
publications, including Knowledge Management in the Learning Society (2000) and
Innovation in the Knowledge Economy (2004), have argued that better knowledge
bases and knowledge management are increasingly critical to innovation and
success. A related OECD report, New Challenges for Educational Research (2003),
considered the implications of these new demands for educational research, and a
new report, Evidence in Educational Policymaking: Linking Research to Policy,
examines recent actions to develop more effective linkages (OECD forthcoming).
These reports have emphasised the need to develop more effective mechanisms
for knowledge transfer and dissemination. i.e., assembling, interpreting and
distributing knowledge to both practitioners and policymakers. Between 2004
and 2006, OECD organised four seminars on ways to improve evidence‐based
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policy research. A 2005 workshop in The Hague, for example, discussed the role
of brokering agencies in mediating between research and policy or practice.
Recent debate has focused on weaknesses in the quality and relevance of
educational research, and on actions to improve its scientific rigor and its
evidentiary base. A number of countries have responded with new policy
initiatives. In England, the educational R&D system was judged to be weak as a
source of innovation, and several new projects got underway. A National
Education Research Forum was established, bringing together various
stakeholders to build partnerships for R&D. The Teaching and Learning Research
Program (TLRP), established in 2004, has sponsored 60 teams of researchers
working in different thematic areas. The EPPI Centre (Education Policy and
Practice Information) has also given leadership. Established in 1993 and located at
the Institute of Education, University of London, the EPPI‐Centre develops
systematic research syntheses on questions of education policy. These reviews,
prepared by teams of scholars that closely examine the strength of the evidence
on each topic, are available through REEL (Research Evidence in Education
Library), its online ‘library.’
In the United States, the National Academies of Science has made
recommendations for strengthening the scientific basis of education research and
for helping educators assess the relevance of research to education practice
(Shavelson and Towne 2002). The U.S. Department of Education has called for
strengthening the ‘evidence‐base’ of education research and, especially, greater
reliance on what they call the ‘gold standard’ for research, experimental or quasi‐
experimental research designs with randomly selected treatment groups. The
Department reorganised its research office into a new Institute of Education
Sciences and, in 2002, funded the What Works Clearinghouse, a new mechanism
for information dissemination that shares with the EPPI Centre in the U.K. the
overall objective of increasing reliance on evidence‐based research. The activities
of the What Works Clearinghouse are devoted principally to reviews of whether
strong experimental or quasi‐experimental design was employed on studies of
the effectiveness of educational practices on student achievement (U.S.
Department of Education 2003).
Several other countries have launched new efforts to strengthen education
research, sometimes spurred by disappointing results documented by PISA and
other international testing of student achievement. In 2004, Canada established
the Canadian Council on Learning, which has projects underway to address
knowledge gaps, promote information exchange and foster more effective use of
evidence and research to support learning. Systematic reviews of research have
been prepared, learning indicators developed, and assessment and monitoring
tools have been produced. In New Zealand, the Ministry of Education organised
a collaborative knowledge‐building strategy, based on the development of Best
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Evidence Syntheses that focus on learning outcomes and major influences on
those outcomes.
New initiatives are underway in other countries. The Netherlands and Denmark,
for example, have recently identified new mechanisms to link research and
policy. These country‐level efforts mirror a set of international initiatives to
promote stronger research. The Campbell Collaboration is an international
initiative that, since 2000, has sponsored systematic reviews of policy
interventions in a variety of social and educational arenas. A major agenda of the
Collaboration is to promote the use of randomly controlled trials to test causal
relationships. This work has been modelled on the activities of the Cochrane
Collaboration, established in 1993, which promotes strong research design in
medicine and healthcare.

Knowledge production and distribution: some practical realities
Other initiatives could be cited but these examples illustrate some of the themes
and directions of recent policy debate around the world. It is clear that current
international debate addresses a broad objective, seeking ways that knowledge
production can better serve national purposes. Obvious, too, is a new emphasis
on more systematic synthesis of research and transfer of research knowledge to
external audiences. Governments have shown a new readiness to sponsor formal
channels for knowledge exchange. Not as clear is whether these initiatives will
support, or instead challenge, the traditional autonomy of universities in
formulating, conducting and reporting on research.
In most countries and in all areas of research, knowledge production traditionally
has been a shared enterprise between university and government. Each had
defined responsibilities, and university professors were accorded the prerogative
to define their research problems and approaches. This freedom has always faced
some tension with governmental pressures for practical guidance, especially in
the many research areas that are relevant to public policy. This pressure has
increased in the current climate, as governments seek to assertively promote and
strengthen their research capacity as a key element in international
competitiveness (cf. Edquist 1997). Traditional forms of knowledge production,
relying on methodical scholarly work accumulated over many years, are seen as
too slow, too undependable for new times. Traditional forms of knowledge
transfer are also seen as problematic (cf. El‐Khawas 2000, 2001). Professional
journals and meetings, even when linked to websites, are criticised for being slow
and directed primarily to other researchers.
If a more effective system for producing and sharing knowledge on education
issues is to develop, a number of issues must be considered. Thus far, the debate
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has been narrow, primarily focused on changing methods for disseminating
research findings. A broader issue must be addressed: whether education
research has the level of capacity to be successful. Many veteran observers have
concluded that research capacity in education (e.g., Slavin 2002; Weiler 2006), and
in higher education research (Teichler and Sadlak 2000) is woefully short of what
is needed. OECD statistical studies support this view, demonstrating that the
level of investment in education research is low.
In most countries, education research is funded by the same mechanisms as other
fields of scholarly research, i.e., primarily through competitively awarded
research grants from governmental agencies and, sometimes, from private
foundations. Typically, education has been given low priority by such processes
and, consequently, the structure of education research activity is limited. In most
countries, only a small number of universities support organised research units
devoted to education issues. Subject coverage is uneven, as repetitive small‐scale
studies are conducted on certain subjects while other issues are neglected. Certain
methodologies are favoured, particularly those that are not costly.
These indicators and others argue for urgent attention to capacity and capacity‐
building with respect to research and the ability of universities to contribute to
the burgeoning knowledge needs of today. The task for governments and
universities, seen in this perspective, go well beyond that of building a better
approach to dissemination. As Weiler outlined recently, strengthening research
capacity calls for attention to many ingredients of capacity, among them a
requirement for developing a cadre of capable researchers, including support for
young scholars; adequate infrastructure; an appropriate and dependable level of
funding; dialogue between universities and government; a critical understanding
of how research plays a role in addressing policy problems; and a climate
‘…where research is valued, supported and autonomous’ (Weiler 2006, p. 3).

Conclusion
As Guy Neave would suggest ‐ although more elegantly ‐ recent debates among
policy makers seem to have put the cart before the horse. It makes limited sense
to improve the tools for synthesising research results if the greatest need is, first,
to improve the capacity for producing high‐quality knowledge directed to
important policy questions. The separate ingredients need to be aligned: build
capacity, address important questions, and disseminate findings effectively. All
are critical ingredients of successful innovation and improvement (Neave 2006).
The new policy attention to knowledge production and dissemination, launched
initially with a focus on evidence‐based research, may have significant long‐term
benefits for research on education policy. Even the narrow focus on research
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synthesis and dissemination may offer a significant gain, compared to prior
dissemination projects that limited themselves to cataloguing and categorising
studies. Current efforts also are likely to influence the nature and methods of
education research, in part by establishing new norms and definitions of good
research. Because the debate has broadened, reflecting governmental concerns for
the quality and relevance of education research, other gains might be expected
and may lead to a strengthening of research capacity. Ideally, the debate will also
exert pressure for increased funding of research, including support for the large‐
scale, robust studies that increasingly inform health practice and other areas of
social policy.
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Higher Education in the 21st Century: Seven Pairs of
Contrasting Trends
Sarah Guri‐Rosenblit
Higher education systems in the 21st century have been faced by most demanding
challenges. Operating in a very complicated world, universities and other higher
education institutions have to adjust themselves to handle concurrently
contrasting trends (Weiler et al. 2006; Guri‐Rosenblit et al. 2007). They do not
normally have the privilege of choosing either one or the other, but rather have to
find a delicate and subtle balance between opposing policies. This paper presents
briefly the intricate interrelations between seven pairs of contrasting trends in
higher education: globalisation versus national needs, government steering
versus greater institutional autonomy, harmonisation versus diversity, public
versus private sectors, basic versus applied research, competition versus
collaboration, and intellectual property versus intellectual philanthropy.

Globalisation versus National Needs
Universities are at present engaged in becoming partners in inter‐institutional
schemes and pushing forward in the drive towards globalisation. Students,
academic staff and curricula are transferred and exchanged between institutions,
and collaborative research projects are forged. Unquestionably, globalisation has
become one of the defining features of higher education in the 21st century. It
draws attention to the undeniable fact that boundaries of what were relatively
closed national systems are increasingly being challenged by common
international trends (Altbach and Teichler 2001; Enders and Fulton 2002; Enders
2004; Guri‐Rosenblit et al. 2007; Van der Wende 2002).
Transnational education is one of the potent manifestations of the impact of
globalisation upon higher education. The number of transnational students world
wide, that either study abroad towards academic degrees or study within
extensions of foreign universities in their own national jurisdiction, has increased
dramatically in the last decade, and according to OECD projections will include
around seven million students in 2025 (Guri‐Rosenblit et al. 2007). The positive
aspects of transnational education include: widening of learning opportunities at
various higher education levels by providing more choice for citizens in any
given national jurisdiction; challenging traditional education systems by
introducing more competition and innovative programs and delivery methods;
helping make higher education more competitive; assisting in diversifying the
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financing of higher education; and benefiting through links with prestigious
institutions, mainly for developing countries (UNESCO 2003). However, there are
also negative aspects of transnational education. Currently many unregulated
providers of higher education operate for‐profit in many countries. They are not
subject to external or internal audit/monitoring processes, and their operation
remains outside official national quality assurance regimes. Many of these
institutions constitute ʹdegree millsʹ that provide low level education.
In the wake of globalisation trends, there is also an emerging super model of
productivity of world class universities, reflected in many league tables and a
special sub‐set of studies comparing different league tables, with some countries
and some institutions already headhunting for Nobel Prize laureates in order to
improve their standing in some of the rankings (Altbach 2004; European
Commission 2004; Weiler et al. 2006).
Globalisation trends, while facilitating networking, collaboration, and flexibility
between systems, also threaten the stability, security and identity of universities
in some national settings (Ordorika 2006). Considering that we cannot eliminate
globalisation trends, even if we do not like many of their results, we have to
adjust to them and see what can be gained from them, while at the same time
taking care of the national context (Weiler et al. 2006; Huisman et al. 2001; Neave,
2000). It is of tremendous importance to pay careful attention to the relevant roles
of higher education in national settings. There are acute differences between
developing and developed countries, and between different types of higher
education institutions within any given country. Some universities are much
more generously endowed and equipped to serve a broader range of functions in
a global context, even beyond the needs of their particular environment and
society, while many others need to concentrate first and foremost on the present
and future knowledge needs of their own communities, and develop their special
loci of expertise (Ordorika 2006; Weiler et al. 2006).

Government Steering versus Institutional Autonomy
The last decade witnessed a growing trend of providing more autonomy,
especially in financial matters, for higher education institutions coupled with a
demand for increased accountability. There is noticeable contradiction in the
position which many governments are currently portraying in their relation to
higher education institutions. On the one hand, they are retreating from their
responsibility for sustaining universities and university research and give the
universities more autonomy to be entrepreneurial and to define their own agenda
and policy (Clark 1998; Guri‐Rosenblit et al. 2007; UNESCO 2003). On the other
hand there is a great deal of pressure for greater accountability on the
universities’ performance, as reflected in an array of quality assurance and
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ʹperformance indicatorsʹ and in the emergence of new evaluation bureaucracies
and steering mechanisms. New mechanisms of government steering and
management have today a substantial impact on the structures of higher
education systems and their operation (Bleiklie 2001, 2004). Higher education in
many countries is increasingly shaped by mechanisms of incentives and sanctions
imposed top‐down.
As a reaction to severe cuts in funding in many national settings, higher
education institutions have been forced to compete for public financial support
against a wide range of other areas covered by public/government budgets. An
emerging trend in many countries is the moving of many higher education
systems to charging tuition fees combined with a system of appropriate cost
recovery and the provision of student support systems. More and more
universities have become entrepreneurial in their search for diverse funding
sources, mobilising private resources and investing in areas of applied research
which bear the potential to yield revenues through patents and collaborative
ventures with industry and the corporate sector. A handful of universities have
managed to take advantage of the opportunities presented to them by being
given more degrees of freedom to define their priorities both in research and
teaching, and set themselves as leading universities.

Harmonisation versus Diversity
The last decade has witnessed a growing tendency to harmonise higher education
systems and make them more flexible, most noticeably in Europe through the
Bologna Process. Since 1999, the Bologna Process has set up an intensive process
which aims at establishing a harmonised joint Higher Education Area of Europe
by 2010. Restructuring the academic degrees in many national jurisdictions has
initiated profound changes in many countries (Guri‐Rosenblit and Sebkova 2004).
Each stage in advancing the Bologna Process requires greater commitment to the
commonality of purpose and action in the field of higher education, so that, by
2010, higher education services will be able to flow freely from one side of the
continent to the other, like material goods do today (Commission of the European
Communities 2003; UNESCO 2003). Students of all ages will draw on the most
convenient services, relevant in the terms of their intellectual interests, career
development or social commitments. For learners, and administrators, the
freedom of movement in a common European intellectual space will offer equal
conditions of access to many providers and users of higher education, equal
conditions of assessment and recognition of services, of skills and competencies,
and equal conditions of work and employment. The tools given by the Bologna
Declaration are intended to invent a European model of higher education
sufficiently strong to establish its attractiveness vis‐à‐vis the rest of the world, and
particularly vis‐à‐vis the American model.
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Concurrently with decreasing the diversity between higher education systems at
the macro level, the architects of the Bologna Process have stressed from the
outset that it is of tremendous importance to acknowledge the legitimacy of
institutional diversity and heterogeneity of academic cultures. They emphasised
that diversity must be preserved, even if convergence and common issues of
concern should be implemented and pushed forward (UNESCO 2003). In other
words, the trend of convergence does not abolish the inherent diversity of higher
education institutions in European countries. Various types of higher education
institutions will continue to operate in all national settings, and they will portray
both vertical differences (based on various hierarchical and ranking criteria) and
horizontal differences (targeted to different student clienteles) (Guri‐Rosenblit et
al. 2007; Neave 2003).

Public versus Private Sectors
The interrelations between public and private higher education institutions
portray different academic cultures. In some countries, there is almost no private
sector in the higher education system. In England, for example, except for
Buckingham University which is a private small scale university, there are no
private universities and colleges. The United States, on the other hand, has a very
strong component of private higher education institutions, and it is particularly
proud of its private research universities, that have established themselves as
leading world class universities, and are models for imitation the envy of many
nations. Japan, China, India and Germany have proclaimed in the last decade that
they are opting to establish world class universities comparable to the American
ones. However, the unique interrelations between academic institutions and the
corporate world in the USA are non‐existent in any other country. The generous
donations and endowments of the business world and private alumni to
American universities are the envy of all other countries, and are hard to imitate,
because they are built on strong cultural roots that have been cultivated for
centuries in American society. There are also other types of private institutions in
the USA, like Phoenix University that constitutes the largest distance teaching
university in the USA, many for‐profit consortia, corporate universities that cater
to various clienteles and expand access opportunities in American higher
education (Guri‐Rosenblit 2006).
The widening of access to higher education in Europe has been linked also to the
development of many private higher education institutions. In some of the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe, which experienced enormous increases
of students, the proportion of private institutions in the overall number of higher
education institutions is remarkably high. For instance, in Slovenia the private
institutions constitute 82% of the total number of higher education institutes; in
Poland ‐ 63%; in Romania ‐ 60%, in Hungary ‐ 52% (UNESCO 2003, p. 5). But a
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prevailing number of these private universities and colleges are small, and
provide mainly high demand subjects of study in business administration,
economics and some other social science subjects. Unlike the well‐established
leading private universities in the USA, most of the private providers in
European countries, as well as in many other countries worldwide, have weak
infrastructures, relatively unstable full‐time academic faculty, and operate mainly
for profit. In order to ensure minimum standards of academic diplomas, it is of
tremendous importance to set quality assurance measures. Nowadays, the
Bologna Process aims at establishing accreditation agencies, both state agencies
and self‐regulatory bodies of academic institutions, in order to enhance a quality
assurance culture, setting clear criteria for the evaluation of quality of higher
education provided by both public and private higher education institutions. The
introduction of the ʹEuropean Credit Transfer Systemʹ is viewed as a principle
instrument in achieving transparency of the quality of academic programs (Bolag
2003; UNESCO 2003).

Basic versus Applied Research
Research is a key ingredient in the institutional identity of universities and an
indispensable prerequisite for a successful program of teaching and public
service. Good research does cost money, and often a great deal of money (Weiler
et al. 2006). In order to mobilise large amounts of resources for costly research
which requires expensive infrastructure, great attention is paid nowadays to
applied research. Many scholars in the field tend to relate to the triple helix model
which emphasises the importance of connections between industry, government
and universities in order to provide adequate resources for fruitful research. Fifty
per cent of research in China, for instance, is currently sponsored by industry and
the corporate world, and unquestionably such a connection has an immense
impact in defining the areas of research (Weiler et al. 2006). In a large scale
colloquium which UNESCO held in December 2006 on ʹUniversities as Centers of
Research and Knowledge Productionʹ, many presentations highlighted the
importance of applied research. The presentation of Abdul Razak and Ramli
Mohamed from Malaysia outlined five generations of research, over which the
head of the traditional research pyramid was turned upside down. The first
generation of ʹivory towerʹ, or pure and basic research, has been defined as the
first generation of research, and the innovative kind of research in which
products are produced and money earned has been defined as the highest
generation of research (Weiler 2006).
There is real danger that basic research which has led to so many breakthroughs
in every domain in our lives will decrease significantly in the future. Already,
throughout the world fewer students apply to study physics, maths and similar
subjects. The majority of students are interested in business administration, law
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and computer science. The leading research universities should stand as strong
ʹresearch citadelsʹ and invest special efforts to maintain their contribution to basic
research, while governments should allocate special resources to sustain and
encourage vital basic research.

Competition versus Collaboration
Another pair of contrasting trends relates to the conflicting world in which higher
education institutions are required to both compete and collaborate with their
counterparts. On the one hand, they are told to thrive and develop through
competition. On the other hand, they are being told to collaborate with one
another. Each institution has to define concurrently its competing parties and its
potential collaborators. It is inevitable that, in the world of higher education, as
elsewhere, there is competition for scarce resources, be it research funding, good
faculty or good students. At the same time, successful collaborative ventures hold
great potential for generating additional resources and recruiting new student
clienteles (Guri‐Rosenblit et al. 2007). Many international bodies encourage, and
even condition funding of research projects by forcing collaboration between
several higher education institutions, preferably from different countries. In the
research domain one influential form of cooperation is reflected in a growing
trend of forming interdisciplinary teams within and across institutions. Research
cooperation with the business sector also constitutes an influential trend, as
aforementioned.

Intellectual Property versus Intellectual Philanthropy
Two contrasting trends are apparent in the field of knowledge generation and
have been enhanced by the knowledge revolution through the emergence of
digital technologies. Both so‐called developed as well as developing countries
have defined stringent copyright regulations and invested great efforts in
registering patents in the last decade. A new ʹcyber lawʹ field has been born to
deal with intellectual property issues.
At the same time an intriguing movement has started to evolve advocating open
source policies, and this movement is gaining momentum at an accelerated pace.
Clearly, more open access to sources of scholarly information, libraries, and
software codes would tremendously benefit especially teaching and research in
those countries that suffer from severe shortages in adequate academic
manpower and research facilities. The ʹMITʹs Open Courseware Projectʹ was one
of the pioneers in promoting open source materials (Olsen 2002; Vest 2001). It
demonstrates how a leading private university can practice intellectual
philanthropy in the world of academic teaching. Higher education institutions all
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over the world are able to adapt content and ideas from the MIT courses for their
benefit. Many leading universities have followed suit.
Organisations like OECD, the World Bank and UNESCO, but also companies
involved in producing the appropriate technology, have joined recently the effort
to make their influence felt in the direction of making these vital resources for
research and teaching more openly and equitably available, to the benefit of all,
and particularly to developing countries.
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Social Scientists and Higher Education Policy Studies
Grant Harman
A distinctive feature of higher education policy studies over the past four decades
has been the significant contributions made by distinguished scholars trained in
social science fields other than education. These researchers, of whom Guy Neave
is one, have enriched the field of higher education policy studies, identifying and
exploring important new research agendas, introducing theoretical orientations
new to higher education studies, organising large‐scale team and comparative
projects, and contributing significantly to conceptualising how higher education
systems might operate more efficiently and effectively. Some of these scholars
have remained in university social science departments while others have joined
or linked themselves with specialised higher education policy centres or
institutes.
This essay considers the contribution of this group of scholars over the past four
decades, drawing examples selected mainly from North America and Europe. My
examples also have been dependent on colleagues with whom I have interacted
closely and cases where career information is readily available.
No suggestion is being made that the work of these scholars has been more
significant or important than that of scholars trained in education studies. Rather,
the argument is that the field of higher education policy studies has been
enriched by the contributions of a considerable number of scholars trained in
such disciplines as sociology, social psychology, economics, political science and
history and that their contributions have significantly complemented and
strengthened the insights and contributions of other scholars.
In Guy Neave’s case, his first academic qualification was an honours bachelor’s
degree in history from Queen Mary College of the University of London. From
there, he went on directly to undertake PhD research in French political history at
University College London, graduating in 1967. His PhD thesis was on the topic
of ‘Agricultural Syndicates and Interest Groups in French Politics 1884‐1910’ and
his supervisor was the distinguished medieval historian, A.B. Cobban.
Presumably such as topic could have been equally well pursued in a politics
department. Guy then spent two years as a lecturer in modern history at the
University College of Wales in Bangor before being attracted to a Social Science
Research Council Conversion Fellowship in the School of Education at the
University of Leicester, where he spent almost three years from October 1969. His
research interests from then on were concentrated on education topics ‐ first
school education, with publications mainly on comprehensive schools in the UK
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and continental Europe, and then increasingly on higher education topics. Of his
long list of publications produced from 1970, consisting of 28 books and
monographs, 23 three official reports, 84 chapters in scholarly books and 127
journal articles, most were in the field of higher education.
Guy Neave thus should be thought of as being one of a distinguished group of
‘outsiders’ who fortunately were attracted to higher education studies. This
group includes: sociologists such as Martin Trow, Bob (Burton R.) Clark, and
Chelly (A.H.) Halsey and Christine Musselin; political scientists such as Seymour
Martin Lipset, Maurice Kogan, Robert Berdahl and Frans van Vught; economists
such as Gareth Williams, Maureen Woodhall and Bruce Williams; social
psychologists such as Don Anderson and David Beswick; and historians such as
Sheldon Rothblatt, Thorsten Nybom and Cicely Watson.

Attractions of the Study of Higher Education
Social scientists appear to be have been attracted to the study of higher education
in different ways with different motivations operating. Guy Neave came to higher
education via a Social Science Research Council Conversion Fellowship,
presumably based on a deliberate decision to change research directions. Other
scholars came to higher education via their PhD thesis or dissertation topics, or
by invitation to join multi‐disciplinary research projects or units. Robert Berdahl
developed his interests in the coordination of higher education systems through
his Berkeley PhD study of the British University Grants Committee. Bob Clark
wrote his PhD dissertation in sociology at UCLA on adult education. This led him
on to study community colleges, with the results of his seminal case‐study of San
Jose Community College being published under the title of The Open Door College:
A Case Study (1960). Following his appointment to the sociology department at
Berkeley, Clark soon became involved with T.R. McConnell, Lyman Glenny,
Martin Trow and others in the newly established Center for Higher Education
Studies, leading to significant publications including his book, The Distinctive
College (1970). This was based on a Center team project that studied in depth three
different elite private liberal arts colleges ‐ Reed, Antioch and Swarthmore. For a
period, Clark continued to publish in sociology journals and remain in sociology
departments, but from his move in the early 1980s to the education school at
UCLA as Allen Cartter Professor of Higher Education he increasingly identified
himself with the higher education community.
Martin Trow’s career path was somewhat different. Trained initially as an
engineer at Stevens Institute of Technology in New Jersey, Trow worked for a few
years as an engineer prior to undertaking graduate work in sociology at
Columbia that led to a doctorate in 1956. As a postgraduate student, he worked
with Seymour Martin Lipset and James Coleman on a study of democracy and
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trade unions, leading to publication of the classic study, Union Democracy (1956),
exploring the internal politics of the international Typographic Union. Trow
joined the sociology department at Berkeley in 1959 and soon was persuaded to
become involved in the Center for Higher Education Studies. But for the rest of
his career, he remained first a member of the Berkeley sociology department and
then of the Graduate School of Public Policy. However, from his appointment in
1976 as Director of the Center for Studies in Higher Education, he became
organisationally linked to higher education studies. From the 1960s, his major
research focus clearly moved to higher education studies. In 1973, he wrote a
ground‐breaking study for OECD that described the expansion of higher
education in the United Sates, which had shot far ahead of other countries in
providing broad access to universities and colleges (Trow 1973). This led him to
speculate on the processes of transition that other countries would follow in
moving from elite to mass higher education.
In contrast, Maurice Kogan came to higher education studies via the study of
history at Cambridge where he achieved a ‘first’. Thence followed fourteen years
as a civil servant before moving to university research and teaching in the areas of
social and public policy. His initial insights into higher education came through
his work as a bureaucrat in the UK Department of Education and Science, and
through the post of Private Secretary to Sir Edward Boyle (Secretary of State for
Education) and as Secretary to the Plowden Committee that produced a detailed
but controversial report on primary education. He left the civil service in 1967 to
join a talented group of younger academics including the economist John Vaizey
recruited to Brunel University, a college of advanced technology that has been
granted university status. His first assignment was as director of Brunel’s hospital
reorganisation research unit but two years later he was appointed a professor of
government and social administration. For some years, he continued broad
teaching and research interests in public policy and health administration, but
with the publication of The Politics of Education in 1971 and Education Policy‐
Making: A study of interest groups and parliament in 1975, his work increasingly
concentrated on education, especially higher education.

Full or Partial Engagement
The commitment of social scientists attracted to higher education studies has
varied from shorter‐term involvement on particular topics or projects, to full‐time
commitment to the field of higher education studies. Guy Neave is one those who
put most of their energies into higher education studies. In doing so he joined
people like Bob Clark, Martin Trow and Gareth Wiliams, to name a few.
In contrast, Seymour Martin Lipset is an example of a distinguished social
scientist who had a single burst of activity on the study of academics, particularly
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their political orientations and beliefs, but whose interests continued on topics
other than higher education. Lipset has been described as one of the most
influential social scientists of the past half‐century and he is the only person to
have been president of both the American Sociological Association and the
American Political Science Association. Educated at City College of New York
and Columbia University, he was particularly interested in the connections
between economic development and democracy, and how the core American
values of equality and achievement keep class conflict in check. With Everett
Ladd he became interested in the values and political behaviour of American
academics. Together they published The Divided Academy (1975), as well as
numerous journal articles dealing with the political orientations of particular
disciplinary and academic groups.
Many scholars including Guy Neave developed an interest in higher education
relatively early in their careers. In contrast there are some notable scholars who
developed an interest in higher education relatively late in their careers, often
following service as a university president or vice‐chancellor. One example is the
economist, Howard Bowen who, after distinguished service at the University of
Iowa (including a long term as President), came to the Claremont Graduate
School to a semi‐retirement appointment. Here he developed a keen interest in
the economics of higher education and then went on to do ground‐breaking work
with Jack Schuster on the academic profession (Bowen and Schuster 1986).
Another example is the former University of California President, Clark Kerr,
who developed his interest in higher education as a senior University
administrator. For a decade following being sacked as UC President by California
Governor Ronald Regan, Kerr led the Carnegie Council for Higher Education and
became a leading expert on higher education policy both in America and
internationally.

The Contributions of Social Scientists
The contributions of social scientists to higher education studies have been
notable in several ways. In the first place, they brought to the notice of the higher
education scholarly community important topics that had been little studied and
in doing so introduced key explanatory concepts and theories from other
disciplines. Guy Neave and Frans van Vught, for instance, became interested in
the relations between governments and higher education institutions, identifying
European changes in the late 1980s from tight bureaucratic control to ‘steering
from a distance’. Neave’s two books with van Vught on government‐higher
education relations (Neave and Van Vught 1991, 1994) are among the most cited
of his publications. Neave also developed and elaborated the concept of ‘the
evaluative state’ (e.g. Neave 1998). Bob Clark applied the keen eye of a well
trained sociologist to social relations in American community colleges and elite
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liberal arts colleges, leading to elaboration and application of such concepts as
‘the cooling out process’ (with regard to community college students), ‘academic
culture’ and ‘organisational saga’. Maurice Kogan took up themes such as the role
of Ministers, parliament and interest groups in UK education policy
development, and ‘the receptor function’ whereby bureaucracies are able to
absorb technical advice from academics and consultants.
Second, many leading social scientists interested in higher education studies have
been particularly active in organising and leading large‐scale team projects, often
with an international, comparative focus. In the early 1990s, Guy Neave and Bob
Clark brought together a large team of scholars with Pergamon Press to produce
a comprehensive, four volume Encyclopedia of Higher Education (Clark and Neave
1992). Bob Clark also organised regular seminars in exotic locations where
scholars presented the first drafts of chapters related to specific themes such as
graduate education and the contributions of particular disciplines to higher
education studies. In the 1970s, Martin Trow took on major responsibilities for the
large‐scale surveys of American academics as part of the comprehensive review
of higher education undertaken by the Carnegie Commission.
Third, many social scientists including Guy Neave became involved with key
national and international associations and contributed directly to policy
development, evaluative studies and to thinking about national systems and how
they relate internationally. The work of Guy Neave with the International
Association of Universities is well known. Guy also undertook consultancies for a
wide range of bodies, including the Commission of European Communities, the
Council of Europe and the World Bank. Maurice Kogan, Gareth Williams and
Ulrich Teichler worked extensively for the OECD. Kogan was involved in various
national reviews of higher education policy in the United States, Finland, Greece,
Sweden and Norway. For many years, he also edited the OECD journal, Higher
Education Policy and Management.

The Future
With many leading higher education researchers coming to the end of their
formal careers, an obvious question to raise is about the future of higher
education studies and whether new groups of social scientists can be attracted to
higher education studies. While the increasing number of graduate programs
offering PhD training in higher education studies is producing considerable
numbers of younger scholars well placed to undertake serious research, my hope
is that their efforts will be supplemented by younger social scientists attracted to
higher education studies.
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The
Evaluative
State:
some
contradictory
consequences for the research-policy relationship
Mary Henkel
In the course of a study carried out in the late 1970s, a British bureaucrat was
asked what he valued in social science research. This was the decade in which
British governments were first expected to commission research within a
customer‐contractor relationship (Rothschild 1971). His reply reflected a rather
different era, however, in which the knowledge on which policy makers drew
was defined by producers rather than users: he valued it ‘for the depth of
theoretical and historical understanding that … is brought to bear… and the
critical but not unfriendly involvement in [government’s] business’ (Kogan et al.
2006).
In a different era again, I suspect that there remain plenty of bureaucrats across
the world, who, if asked what they valued in Guy Neave’s work, would reply in
not dissimilar terms. They would do so, in full cognisance of the fact that among
the debts owed to him by all those active in higher education research and policy
are, first, the identification and conceptualisation and, second, the evolving
analyses of ‘the evaluative state’, a political phenomenon that appears to leave
little time or space for the theoretical and historical understanding that Guy
persists in disseminating.
This chapter will concern itself with the significance of Guy’s work for one line of
higher education research and its contribution to policy, namely the socio‐
epistemological implications of the changes he delineates. Using just two
examples, I shall suggest that, despite the degrees of restriction these changes
might seem to impose upon policy‐related research, including that in higher
education studies, they have in practice only partly succeeded in resurrecting the
linear, instrumental models of the research‐policy relationship, discredited in the
1980s (Weiss 1989; Kogan and Henkel 2000). Rather, for researchers in our own
and related fields, they have provided important research questions and a
stimulus to pursue the illuminative and critical models, within which Guy’s own
work is located. For these changes impinge upon the heart of the academic
enterprise: knowledge, the forms it takes and the conditions that shape them.
Both in his writing on the evaluative state and in a more recent overview of the
changing relationship between research, the university and policy (Neave 2006),
Guy charts major shifts in the structural framework within which universities
operate and indicates the challenges they represent for the control of academic
time and space, as well as for academic freedom within these dimensions, all of
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which might in turn have major repercussions on knowledge structures and
practices.
With the emergence of the evaluative state, Guy suggests (1988, 1998), higher
education exchanged government within a stable framework of law and
regulations for the more distant but at the same time more intrusive governance,
a key instrument of which is evaluation, administered by ‘intermediary bodies’
that are often not so much intermediary as implementation agencies. The
overriding national goals within which academic agendas are subsumed are
major economic and social changes, goals so large that they must remain forever
on the horizon. But the drive to define and redefine intermediate aims and to
measure progress towards them is intense. Hence the development of
increasingly elaborated but chronically ‘renegotiable’ and ‘conditional’ sets of
performance indicators, ranking schemes and benchmarks. Academic time is, in
consequence, being reconstructed in response to the rhythms of evaluation and
the shifts in evaluative criteria.
As the market looks to supersede the state as ‘the referential institution’ for the
university (Neave 2006), academics are expected to work not within the
boundaries of their own established epistemic communities but in partnerships or
contracts with business, public sector and not‐for‐profit organisations. The links
between research and undergraduate teaching in academic practice are in many
institutions deemed to be dispensable and less important than those between
research and different forms of external knowledge transfer. Universities are no
longer the taken‐for‐granted location for the generation of fundamental research
or for higher education. As innovation becomes an increasingly dominant theme
of academic agendas, new, and sometimes hybrid (Gibbons et al. 1994) epistemic
communities are constructed round domains defined by social or economic
problems rather than disciplines, while the academic work space has become
more movable.
Within this context, then, it might be expected that the field of higher education
studies would itself be reshaped and re‐oriented towards short‐term
instrumentalism. To some extent it has been. For example, policy makers’ interest
in the field of scientometrics, and particularly bibliometric models, maps and
citation analyses, has intensified with their perceived needs for more
sophisticated techniques and measures for the evaluation of research.
However, the application of bibliometric methodologies has proved far from
straightforward and they have attracted strong critique from sociologists of
knowledge, even if by the end of the 1980s, it seemed that a sufficiently stable
consensus had been reached about the levels of validity and reliability they could
provide for them to be used substantially as decision‐support tools for evaluation
and resource allocation by national science policy makers (Rip 1988). For

323

example, while citation analysis was developed on the assumption that multiple
citation is an unequivocal indicator of scientific merit or high impact, critics have
attacked it on the grounds that it takes for granted the purposes of citation in
academia. They argue that these are on the contrary problematic and multiple
and that to regard citation as the basis for objective and reliable indicators of
scientific importance is mistaken. Some point out that the citation of works may
be made in order to disagree with or discredit them. More radical critics suggest
that the primary roles of citation in scientific practice are ceremonial or rhetorical,
a legitimating or persuasive strategy (Gilbert 1977; Rip 1988; Woolgar 1991).
This is one area in which policy needs have generated and reinforced
epistemological debate and critique as much as technical, instrumental and linear
advances. Another is the organisation of knowledge production and, in
particular, the drive towards interdisciplinarity. In policy documents and, indeed,
much university strategy, this is treated as an incontestable good, integrally
linked with the drive towards innovation and the solution of ‘real problems’, and
a counterforce to the internalist preoccupations of specialisation’, frequently
associated with disciplinary communities and modes of organisation. There is
also an increasing tendency to value disciplines primarily as sources of control,
rigour and reliability, as distinct from original and imaginative theories or lines of
inquiry (Weingart 2000).
However, the growing influence of interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity, too,
in science policies has stimulated substantial scholarly debate about what they
mean for the future of academic institutions and the setting of research agendas.
Some argue that the production of knowledge will be organised largely according
to mode 2 principles of openness and fluidity in mode 2 societies where
traditional boundaries of all kinds are collapsing (Nowotny et al. 2001); that
research agendas will be increasingly shaped by real world problems as opposed
to those defined within the disciplines; and that there may be major change in the
balance of power and control over knowledge production.
Against this, it is argued, first, that it is a mistake to see disciplinary and
interdisciplinary organisation as mutually exclusive or even distinct from each
other: many academics are, in practice, well able to combine strong commitment
to their disciplines with interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research.
Moreover, interdisciplinary borrowings and syntheses have always constituted
an important form of disciplinary development. Secondly, it is said that such
conclusions about the control of agendas are based on flawed assumptions about
how ‘real problems’ and solutions to them are formulated and about the
conditions for the creation of knowledge. Weingart, for example, suggests that
‘real problems’ are inevitably defined in the terms of existing knowledge and its
(academic) gatekeepers and, moreover, that without the kinds of structures,
boundaries and rules generated by disciplinary communities, ‘there could be no
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such thing as knowledge’ (Weingart 2000, p. 38). He argues that while academics
may increasingly be obliged publicly to define and present their research in terms
of environmental, economic and social problems or ‘the fashions of the political
agenda’ (ibid.), that does not necessarily mean a fundamental change in their
modes of thought or research practices.
As yet we know too little about how far, in what ways and in what time spans the
reframing of research agendas and the new levels of interaction between
disciplines and between academics and non‐academics in the production of
knowledge will impact upon the nature of that knowledge, on the institutional
contexts in which it is generated and, perhaps most important of all, on the
educational experiences of the next generation of the academic profession.
Such knowledge‐centred debates and research questions are, however, important
sources of illumination and critique for policy makers and there is a case for them
to be brought further into the centre of our studies of the impacts of policy
changes on universities, the academic profession and graduate and
undergraduate studies, drawing more extensively on the sociology of knowledge
and on science studies. Having said that, one stream of research in which we are
already gaining more detailed and relevant understanding is that established by
Tony Becher’s seminal work into disciplinary cultures. Recent contributions to the
socio‐epistemological studies of disciplines (e.g. Di Napoli 2003; Cownie 2004;
Parry 2006; see also Becquet and Musselin 2004) not only demonstrate the
continuing power of disciplines in academic lives and the diversity of cultures
they represent but also highlight some of the complexities and ambiguities of the
interplay between interdisciplinarity and disciplines.
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On Guy Neave and Spider-Man: Reflections on Higher
Education Research and Meaningful Metaphors
Glen A. Jones
I first met Guy Neave in Turku, Finland in 1990. I was a doctoral student
attending my first truly international conference in the field of higher education,
and the list of invited participants was a ‘Who’s Who’ list of shining and rising
stars in international/comparative higher education policy. That conference
played a formative role in my development as a junior scholar because I obtained
a glimpse of what can be learned through cross‐national policy analysis. I also
distinctly remember a very long, stimulating conversation with Guy on higher
education as a field of study, and I have followed his work in this area ever since.
Higher education only emerged as a recognised field of study in the latter half of
the twentieth century. It had long been an area of specialised interest within some
of the more traditional disciplines. Historians had chronicled the story of
individual institutions, the evolution of the university as an institutional form,
and the biographies of great scholars. Philosophers had long debated the
importance and structure of higher learning. Scholars within the field of
psychology became very interested in understanding learning and intelligence.
For the most part, however, studies of higher education emerged as attempts to
address questions within the methodological and epistemological frames of the
disciplines.
A different organisational arrangement for the study of higher education began to
emerge as a function of the post‐war expansion of postsecondary education in
North America. Higher education had become an important sector of public
policy, and there was a need for research on a wide range of questions that were
directly related to issues that were emerging at every level of these systems. A
number of universities moved to create research centres and academic programs
focusing on the study of higher education. There was private foundation and
government funding available for research, a need for specialised personnel to
staff institutional and state‐level research units, and increasing public interest in
what had become a major area of government expenditure.
Higher education slowly emerged as an interdisciplinary field of scholarship
within American and Canadian universities. The new research centres and
academic programs brought together scholars who shared a common interest in
studying and teaching about higher education, though they differed in discipline
background and orientation. Most of these activities became located within
faculties of education which had only recently expanded beyond their roots in
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teacher training colleges and normal schools to house a range of new graduate
degree programs and research initiatives. New interdisciplinary scholarly
journals focusing on higher education emerged to complement the longstanding
Journal of Higher Education. There were new scholarly associations and research
conferences.
In Canada, the University of Toronto had appointed its first professor of higher
education in 1964 and by the end of the decade there were graduate programs
emerging from what became known as the Higher Education Group. Another
small graduate program emerged in the Faculty of Education at the University of
British Columbia, and a third program was created at the University of Alberta.
McGill University created a specialised centre focusing on teaching and learning
in higher education that was linked to its Educational Psychology programs. The
Canadian Society for the Study of Higher Education, a broadly‐based
organisation including university and government researchers, institutional
leaders, and policy analysts, was founded at a meeting in Winnipeg in 1970. The
Canadian Journal of Higher Education, a peer‐reviewed journal supported by the
Society and individual subscriptions, emerged later that same year (Jones 1997).
Given the range and complexity of policy issues and research questions that
accompanied the ongoing expansion of postsecondary education during this
period, it is not surprising that higher education scholars tended to focus
attention on the local higher education environment. The scholarship emerging
from American higher education centres and programs focused on American
higher education, and the theories and concepts that emerged from this literature
were almost entirely grounded in the American experience.
Canadian scholars focused attention on the Canadian experience, but given the
massive importance of changes taking place in the United States and the much
larger body of American research literature, Canadian scholarship in the field
tended to be more derivative and comparative. Given the country’s colonial roots,
Canadian scholars were also somewhat more interested in monitoring the
changes that were taking place in the United Kingdom and France, and
maintaining connections with the new parallel research centres and programs
that had emerged in Australia. Canadian scholarship became somewhat
international in perspective and scope simply because Canadian scholars could
not ignore the rapidly growing body of American scholarship and they were
interested in understanding how Canadian changes compared with those taking
place in the ‘old country’ and the commonwealth. Even the international/
comparative literature in the field had largely become dominated by the handful
of American scholars, including Burton Clark, who were interested in
understanding broader international trends and developing theoretical
perspectives based on comparative analysis. So Canadian scholars studied and
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wrote about Canadian higher education using concepts borrowed from the
American literature and with a tendency to describe Canadian phenomena in
relation to the American experience.
My understanding is that the Canadian situation was not dissimilar to the
development and evolution of the field in Australia, the United Kingdom, and a
number of countries within continental Europe and Southeast Asia. A relatively
modest infrastructure for higher education research began to emerge focusing on
the study of higher education in the specific jurisdiction. Given the much larger
research infrastructure in the United States, including the rise of a number of
influential journals and a number of major academic publishers in the field, there
was a common tendency to link local (Canadian, or Australian) higher education
research with the American academic research literature. A number of citation
studies in the field of higher education noted a bifurcation of citation references
between scholarship focusing on the local experience of the subject country (that
is, research studies, government reports, etc.) and literature published in
American journals or by American publishers (Jones 1994; White 1990).
Guy Neave has played a leading role in taking the field of international higher
education scholarship to the next level. He did this in part as a member of a new
network of leading European scholars who made enormous contributions to our
understanding of the dramatic and complex transformations of higher education
policy taking place in a large number of European jurisdictions during the 1980s
and 1990s. This has been an extraordinary influential generation of leading higher
education scholars that included such important authors as Maurice Kogan,
Ulrich Teichler, Frans van Vught, and Marianne Bauer. This is the generation that
founded the Consortium of Higher Education Researchers in 1988 as a major
forum for a European conversation on higher education scholarship, published a
range of foundational works on the evolution and massification of higher
education in Europe, and initiated a range of new journals and publication series.
In addition to his contributions to original research in the field, Guy Neave has
made two other extremely important contributions to the international study of
higher education. The first, and perhaps the most obvious, has been the role he
has played in defining and furthering the field. The Encyclopedia of Higher
education that he co‐edited with Burton Clark (1992) stands as one of the most
important reference works ever published in the field of higher education. It is
comprehensive, truly international in scope and perspective, and brings together
an extremely impressive team of scholars to define and discuss a very wide range
of core issues in the study of higher education. Under his intellectual leadership,
the journal Higher Education Policy quickly became an extremely important forum
for the thoughtful discussion and analysis of higher education policy issues in
every region on the planet. As editor, Neave encouraged and facilitated the
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publication of thematic special issues that offered multiple perspectives on
common policy issues. Higher Education Policy provided a forum for the
publication of important research, but it also legitimised and reinforced the
importance of policy analysis in the field of higher education. Finally, Neave has
been a major contributor to the literature on higher education as a field of study
and scholarship in Europe (for example, see Neave 1991; Neave and Teichler
1989).
The second important contribution is associated with Neave’s rather unique
ability to engage in higher education policy discussions on every continent and to
link people and ideas to further the field of higher education scholarship in new
and exciting ways. By definition, higher education policy, and the study of higher
education policy, has tended to be national in scope and orientation, but Guy has
been one of only a handful of international scholars who are able to build fluid
connections between those working on similar questions in different jurisdictions,
and between those operating from quite different discipline orientations at
different levels of the higher education system. Higher Education is an enormous
field of scholarship with a quite modest cadre of scholars, and Neave has created
new web‐like linkages within the broader higher education research community
that have led to the emergence of new research pathways. Guy Neave has been a
sort of higher education Spider‐Man flying through this international field of
study spinning webs to pull together new and innovative research linkages and
connections through thematic publications and creative conversations.
Like some of the metaphors that one can find within his writings, this image of
Guy Neave as Spider‐Man may seem a little forced, but it also, somewhat
stealthily, illustrates the other important form of linkage that has been
systematically enabled through his writing, and that is the linkage of what may
seem at first glace to be disparate ideas. There is a playfulness in his writing style
that has sometimes led me to wonder whether he begins the writing process with
a title, and then, somewhat later writes the text that legitimises the caption. Only
Guy Neave could have written ‘On Scholars, Hippopotami and von Humboldt’
(2003) or ‘M. de Talleyrand‐Périgord’s Qualities.’
I believe that one of Guy Neave’s great contributions to the field of higher
education scholarship has been this creative synthesis of complex understandings
and this imaginative linkage of ideas to illustrate a point. The field of study has
clearly been advanced by his scholarship and his enormous contributions as an
international gatekeeper and editor, but I also think that he has challenged us to
see relationships that would have otherwise been invisible, and to consider trends
that have emerged from his insightful analysis.
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Academic drift - a reinterpretation
Svein Kyvik
Introduction
The term academic drift was originally coined to describe the tendency of non‐
university institutions to orient their activities in ways that bring them closer to
the university image (Burgess 1972). In his analysis of academic drift in Europe,
Neave (1979) reserved this concept for processes taking place on the faculty and
department levels in individual establishments and introduced the notion of
‘institutional drift’ to account for similar processes at the institutional level. In
addition, he used the notion of ‘policy drift’ to describe the failure of the
government and central administration to enforce policy and their reluctance to
intervene in processes at the institutional level. Moreover, he introduced a fourth
category ‐ ‘drift in curricular emphasis’‐ implying accentuation of abstract
knowledge, a gradual reduction in the emphasis attached to practical work and a
move away from a utilitarian approach in course curricula. Finally, Neave
mentioned ‘personnel drift’, meaning that teaching staff in non‐university
institutions were more academically oriented than envisaged.
Neave’s useful elaboration of the term academic drift seems to have been more or
less neglected in the literature on this subject. This is a pity because he has offered
a more advanced theoretical explanation of the dynamics of academisation
processes than his predecessors and successors in this field. Inspired by Neave’s
analysis, and based on research undertaken over a quarter of a century, I will
suggest an even more fine‐grained typology and distinguish between six
different, though related academisation processes which take place at student
level (student drift), staff level (staff drift), programme level (programme drift),
institutional level (institutional drift), sector level (sector drift), and governmental
level (policy drift). Although academisation processes on the various levels are
closely intertwined, nevertheless it is, for analytical purposes, important to
distinguish between them to improve our understanding of the dynamics of these
processes.

Student drift
The role of students in academic drift processes has largely been bypassed in the
research literature. As long as students enrol in vocational programmes in the
non‐university sector in sufficient numbers and enter working life upon
graduation, it is natural to omit them in explanatory models. However, if an
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increasing number of young people prefer to enrol in university programmes,
and if an increasing share of non‐university graduates wants to extend their
lower degree with a higher degree, we witness an academisation process on the
student level (Jónasson 2004). A theoretical approach to student drift towards
universities or higher degrees is credentialism as formulated by Collins (1979).
According to this school of thought, students compete for credentials in order to
enhance their competitive advantage in the labour market and their social and
cultural capital. If academic degrees are perceived to contain a higher monetary,
social and cultural value than vocational or short‐cycle professional degrees, this
may lead to student drift towards universities, not necessarily because they are
particularly interested in obtaining the technical skills of such a degree, but
because they want to improve their competitive advantage when applying for
jobs, or because they like the idea of earning a higher degree as a means of
enhancing their social status (Jónasson 2004). Consequently, non‐university
institutions will try to develop higher degrees, or to copy university programmes,
in order to sustain or advance their position in the higher education market.

Staff drift
Educational institutions are populated by individual staff members, and
experience shows that, at all times, some individuals (cosmopolitan staff) have
been more oriented towards the national and international community of scholars
than others (local staff). In the non‐university sector this has been particularly
noticeable with regard to research orientation. Cosmopolitan staff have higher
aspirations and pursue their academic interests even though they work in pure
teaching establishments and no time is supposed to be spent on such a purpose.
The majority of those who are recruited to these institutions have been trained in
universities or specialised university institutions, and many hold a doctoral
degree and expect to have the possibility to pursue their research interests. They
tend to refer to the standards of their discipline as to what constitutes a proper
academic achievement rather than identifying with the expectations of their
institution. A theoretical explanation for such individual drift processes can be
deduced from reference group theory. The basic idea is that people frequently
compare themselves with individuals within groups other than their own when
assessing their own situation. When the higher education system is regarded as a
hierarchy, staff members in programmes or institutions defined to be in the lower
part of the ranking scale will be inclined to compare themselves with staff at
higher ranked programmes and institutions and will subsequently try to copy the
behaviour of these people to obtain the same status or income.
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Programme drift
The non‐university sector is constituted by a large number of vocational and
professional programmes. They were developed to serve the needs of industry
and the public sector, were strictly work‐oriented and had few links to the
universities. Most of these programmes were originally taught in independent
schools, which were later merged into polytechnic colleges. A common trend for
many programmes is a drift towards academic values and practices in relation to
the curriculum, degree structure and research. The reason for this programme
drift is basically found in professionalisation strategies by entrepreneurial leaders
and professional associations. Elzinga (1990) argues that professionalisation is
characterised by the scientification of the knowledge core through the
establishment of a research capability, the introduction of Master’s and PhD
programmes, as well as new career patterns based on research and research
training, while the role of tacit knowledge in the training process is downplayed.
In addition, public professional bodies and accreditation agencies will often set
minimum standards for different programmes which usually imply more
emphasis on academic knowledge. Representatives of the academic community
are often members of government committees, professional bodies and councils,
as well as evaluation and accreditation committees where they have considerable
influence on curricula and quality standards. Even though these university
representatives might oppose academic drift in the non‐university sector, their
own academic standards can unintentionally enhance drift processes in the
various programmes.

Institutional drift
According to Neave (1979) institutional drift involves the departure by an
institution from publicly stated and agreed objectives ascribed to it by an
authoritative government agency. This process is well documented
internationally. There have been countless examples of vocational education
institutions striving for college status, as well as colleges attempting to achieve
university status. In many instances, these attempts have been successful. The
basic mechanism behind institutional drift is similar to programme drift, but
different. While programme drift is driven by professionalisation processes,
institutional drift is driven by status competition. An adequate theoretical
explanation for institutional drift can be drawn from organisation theory. There
seems to be a universal tendency for organisational leaders to try to imitate other
organisations they regard as more successful (DiMaggio and Powell 1983), and
colleges are no exception in their drive to achieve university status. In addition,
regional political and administrative authorities and industry may encourage, or
even pressure, the local college to develop research activity, to introduce higher
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degrees, or to seek university status as part of a policy effort to strengthen the
region.

Sector drift
While the term institutional drift describes processes within individual non‐
university establishments, sector drift is related to the non‐university institutions
as a whole, basically driven by their joint associations and spokesmen to enhance
their academic status. Sector drift can also take place when new rules and
regulations pertaining to non‐university institutions as a whole have an academic
direction. Such changes have taken place in most countries through the
upgrading of post‐secondary schools to higher education colleges, and in the UK
with the renaming of polytechnics as universities. But sector drift also takes place
through minor reforms pointing in an academic direction like the introduction of
academic career structures in the non‐university sector and the introduction of
financial incentive systems favouring academic practice. Such reforms are usually
not deliberate efforts by public agencies to move the non‐university sector closer
to the universities. In conclusion, however, such efforts may contribute to drive
the non‐university sector closer to the values and practices of the academic
system. A specific aspect of sector drift is the tendency of non‐university
institutions to apply the university label in international contexts. In various
European countries, these institutions translate their national names into
‘universities for professional education’, ‘university colleges’, or ‘universities of
applied sciences’. This is a kind of symbolic drift that does not change their legal
status, working conditions, or institutional reputation in the national
environment. In an international context, however, the university label may be of
great importance to market the institution to potential students from abroad and
to providers of research funds. A theoretical explanation for symbolic drift
processes can be deduced from institutional theory with its emphasis on values
and symbols in the construction of organisational identity (Meyer and Rowan
1977).

Policy drift
Neave (1979) has argued that the concept of ‘policy drift’ as used in this context
implies a departure from publicly stated objectives. Policy drift, thus, implies that
state authorities gradually change their views on the purposes of non‐university
education, the rights and obligations of academic staff, and the status and role of
non‐university education within the higher education system. This policy change
may be due to pressure from the non‐university sector and important
stakeholders, or to a shift in attitudes regarding the mission of these institutions
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and the content of their programmes. On the one hand, the drift away from initial
objectives may be regarded as a failure by state authorities to stick to their policy.
On the other hand, change in policy goals may be regarded as a natural process.
Implementation theory can help us to better understand the mechanisms
involved in policy drift. In the view of Majone and Wildavsky (1978),
implementation is evolution. They argue that during the implementation process,
policy makers must cope with new circumstances that often imply the
reformulation and re‐design of original intentions and plans. Thus, goals often
change over time, partly because of weaknesses in the ideas themselves, partly
because of the fact that ideas change, and also because of new circumstances.

Academic drift as mutually reinforcing processes
Neave (1979) made the assumption that the various drift processes are
hierarchically organised, such that policy drift will result in a chain reaction down
through the different levels. But there will also be a reverse causality, beginning
at the lowest level and eventually leading to policy drift. This is of course a
plausible explanation for how these drift processes take place. I will, however,
suggest an even more dynamic model for academic drift with less emphasis on
vertical chain reactions and more weight on mutual interactions between the
various levels. The underlying theoretical assumption is that entrepreneurial
institutional leaders, programme leaders and their professional associations,
cosmopolitan staff and academically oriented students, as well as non‐university
sector associations, state authorities and external stakeholders take part in
mutually reinforcing academisation processes. Cosmopolitan staff may, for
instance, want to raise their status and pay through copying the academic
behaviour of their university colleagues. They put pressure on the institution to
obtain better research conditions and to develop higher degrees. In turn,
institutional leaders and programme leaders, inspired by academic achievements
of cosmopolitan staff, may put pressure on all staff to become more academic.
Another example is governmental reforms which may have far‐reaching and
unintended consequences for the behaviour of staff and students in the non‐
university sector. Thus, the introduction of institutional reward structures
emphasising research and publishing may encourage academic drift at a staff
level. Similarly, the improvement of transfer possibilities between non‐university
programmes and universities may encourage student drift and force these
programmes to unintentionally move in an academic direction. In turn,
programme drift may reinforce student drift. Accordingly, the essence of this
theoretical assumption is that (a) academic drift may take place simultaneously
on several levels, (b) academic drift on one level may lead to academic drift on
another level, either through chain reactions or by by‐passing levels, and (c)
academic drift on one of the levels, which has been triggered by academic drift on
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another level, may have a further effect on drift processes on the initial level,
leading to mutually reinforcing and self‐sustaining processes virtually impossible
to stop in the long run.
In conclusion, Neave’s elaboration of the notion of academic drift has proved to
be very useful. Nearly thirty years have now passed since he published his paper,
and much more empirical evidence for such drift processes is available. I have
therefore suggested that his model could be further developed, both with regard
to the various levels involved in academic drift processes and the dynamic
relationship between such processes on the various levels.
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Scientific Neutrality and Objectivity 100 Years after
Weber: Still Relevant in the Era of Big Science?
Jan‐Erik Lane
Introduction
Higher education is of crucial importance for enhancing knowledge and the
pursuit of truth as has been shown in the many investigations into the social
functions of universities and colleges since the American Carnegie Commission in
1970. UNESCO as well as the International Association of Universities (IAU)
arrive at the same conclusion in their comparative efforts at promoting higher
education, defending its claim to autonomy. Few scholars have worked so much
for this goal as Guy Neave. Yet, we must rethink the principles of university
autonomy in the era of Big Science that we have entered today (Jongbloed et al.
1999; Neave 2000).
The problem can be described as follows: Higher education units have grown
exponentially in size and have diversified into complexity since the Second World
War. Their research operations are increasingly linked with the needs of huge
organisations for applied knowledge, such as government, multi‐national
corporations and organised interests. So‐called research parks mushroom where
high‐powered academic interests are to be combined with mundane and down to
earth interests in quick applications and huge profits. Various so‐called think
tanks, whether funded by right‐wing or left‐wing interests, claim to deliver the
same high profile research as old age universities. Scholars work with both
private laboratories and university research centres and move easily from one to
the other. University professors are often active within a political party or openly
state their political preferences. Not only social science research is highly policy
relevant, but so increasingly is natural science enquiry. Higher education is
looked upon as the change engine of a country, harbouring its future, although
the choice among alternative paths would be a democratic decision, to be
resolved fundamentally by ordinary man and woman. Will, then, higher
education become a MASTER instead of a SERVANT? Will academic research
bend to the interests of powerful organisations, bypassing its pursuit of pure
research and the dissemination of the truth? (Appignanesi and Horrocks 2002).
The problem of higher education autonomy has two sides that somehow
contradict each other. On the one hand, higher education has become so large and
so prestigious that it almost constitutes a system of its own in society, being able
to challenge the state and powerful private interests. On the other hand, higher
education has developed so many links with government and the private sector
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that it is no longer clear what independent and neutral pursuit of truth
represents. What, then, is the meaning of scientific objectivity and neutrality
today? When suggesting an answer to this essential question, let me start from
the position that Max Weber outlined in the early 20th century before the arrival of
Big Science (Cruze 2006).

Weber’s Theory of Science and Society
At a time when there was ‘Little Science’, meaning it was concentrated in classical
university research at centres of excellence of a modest size, Max Weber outlined
a theory for the ethics of the scientific community. It has been much commented
upon and also criticised, but it is worth restating here as a benchmark for a
discussion of new scientific ethics in the period of Big Science.
Weber never presented a coherent presentation of his ideas concerning
objectivity, neutrality and science as a vocation. They are to be found in various
places, i.e. in articles written over a long time span, basically from 1904 to 1918,
two years before his death. These papers have different aims, so that one has to
extract from them a cogent theory of the relationship between science and society.
It may be justified to mention the key papers (Weber 1949, 1968, 1978):
1.
2.
3.
4.

‘Science as Vocation’ (1919)
‘The Meaning of Ethical Neutrality in Sociology and Economics’ (1918)
‘Objectivity in Social Science and Social Policy’ (1904)
‘Critical Studies in the Logic of the Cultural Sciences’ (1906)

These papers were edited together in volumes after his death in 1920, and they
were translated into English rather late, i.e. after the Second World War.
Although they deal with several topics, often in a polemical fashion against other
contemporary scholars, one may chisel out a coherent position regarding
academic research and the search for true knowledge in a society where politics
and practical interests had begun to impact considerably upon the universities.
Weber aims to save the notion of science as the pursuit of true knowledge,
although he had realised that all kinds of factors impinge upon science: values,
biases, interests, pecuniary rewards, propaganda, politics, etc. His attempt to
rescue the notion of the pure pursuit of true knowledge includes an argument
based upon the following principles:
a.
b.

Ultimate values guide human action and they cannot be verified by science
Science is dependent upon these ultimate values, i.e. science has value
premises
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c.
d.
e.

Value premises influence the choice of scientific topics of interest and decide
whether science is useful or not
It is not proper for scholars to propagate their value premises
Although value premises permeate science, a core of scientific beliefs exists
that can be objective, neutral and true.

Weber’s theory sets up a tension between his value premises which suggest what
is interesting and useful on the one hand, and scientific beliefs that purportedly
describe the world as it exists or may be conceived theoretically on the other
hand. Lots of discussion has focussed upon whether this balance can be upheld.
One argument states that value premises play such a major role in driving the
scientific establishment that objectivity and neutrality must be sacrificed. The
counter‐argument points at the rationality of value premises, hinting at the
possibility of rationally motivating ultimate values. Whether Weber’s sharp
distinction between science and values is defendable or not, it remains true that
his theory suits Little Science but not Big Science. It is a philosophy of science and
society for the period of the ‘Privatdozent’, the German researcher who volunteers
his career in the pursuit of knowledge facing all the time the temptation to engage
in political discourse. If his/her call (‘Beruf’) is strong enough, the balance between
scientific objectivity and neutrality on the one hand and the propagation of
ultimate values could be upheld. With the arrival of Big Science after the Second
World War and the enormous expansion of higher education, students as well as
units, Weber’s theory of scientific ethics appears outdated. Let me specify some of
the reasons.
‘Science as vocation’ entails to Weber the question about the meaning or the
purposes of science. He lists three such aims or functions:
1.
2.
3.

technology of controlling life by calculating external objects as well as man’s
activities
methods of thinking, the tools and training for thought
to gain clarity (Weber 1978, pp. 220‐225)

However, he downplays the importance of these three functions, because science
cannot help resolve the great Tolstoy mystery of life: What is good conduct? Why
do we live our lives as we do? Again, it is the sharp distinction between science
and ultimate values that makes the difference. Even if science had the functions
specified above, one could ask: Qui Bono? Science remains for Weber a means
that cannot decide upon its ultimate value(s).
From Weber’s theory of science and society and his ethics of science springs
antimony that almost looks like a flat contradiction:
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1.

2.

Science in itself carries an undeniable claim to objectivity and value
neutrality. It is an activity with its own vocation that can never be
compromised. Here, he elevates science to the ivory tower position.
Science cannot help resolve the most basic questions of human existence.
Since it has no intrinsic value, he debases the relevance of science.

Perhaps these two ideas ‐ both elevation of science and its debasement ‐ were
correct for the time of Little Science. In Big Science, one has seen a complete
reversal of these two principles. Thus, it has become increasingly difficult to
distinguish between science and any pursuit of information on the one hand, but
science appears to be involved in almost every serious activity today, making it
highly relevant to almost every aspect of life, on the other hand. With Big Science,
almost all the parameters change: funding, organisation, governance and policy.
Higher education institutions have become the largest organisation in society and
they penetrate into all aspects of society, public or private, and they in turn are
penetrated by society and state.

Big Science
Today science dominates society to an extent that would have surprised Weber,
despite all his talk about ‘Entzauberung de Welt’ or rationalisation of conduct in
state and markets. It is not merely an incredible increase quantitatively in the size
of universities and colleges. Science has experienced a qualitative leap, as it
permeates almost all aspects of life. Thus, science is ubiquitous, applied, value
ingrained and economically driven (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Big_science). Big
Science amounts to a style of scientific research that emerged during and after
World War II, characterised by large‐scale instruments and facilities, funded from
government or international agencies, in which research is conducted by teams of
scientists and technicians. (Galison and Hevly 1992). Some of the best‐known Big
Science projects include the high‐energy physics facility CERN, the Hubble Space
Telescope, and the Apollo program. By and by Big Science has come to permeate
all aspects of academia. ‘Big Science’ first appeared in a 1961 article in Science:
‘Impact of Large‐Scale Science on the United States,’ by A. Weinberg. Big Science
is not only the huge separate projects funded in new institutes or laboratories and
research parks, but it encompasses all of academia, universities as well as colleges
(Weinberg 2004).

Ubiquity
Science no longer takes place mainly in one site, the academic site. The conduct of
scientific activities occurs in private firms, separate research institutes, large
government bureaucracies, civil society institutions, policy institutes, etc. And the
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horizontal links between these scientific endeavours are stronger than the vertical
borders between institutions. Thus, people move freely from one site to another,
merely shifting their caps. The separation between academic research and non‐
academic research has become fluid, as is also true of the distinction between
universities and colleges, the latter seeking the advantages of academic drift.
Moreover, huge organisations fund their need for research with academia
directly, commissioning research or funding huge research parks. Similarly,
innovations in academia are easily transplanted into economically viable projects,
as researchers try the role of the entrepreneur, often with success. In short, there
is interpenetration between society and academia to an extent that provides
science with the driver’s seat in the 21st century. A sign of recognition of this
paramount role for science is the setting up and funding of large national research
boards, governing the direction of research towards vital needs, if this is indeed at
all possible. Countries tend to have several such research funding boards, public
as well as private, national as well as international.

Applied Emphasis or Practical Usefulness
Big Science is without any doubt driven by the promise of useful applications,
meaning new knowledge leading to practically operating innovations of
economic value in the market place. As a matter of fact, the separation between
pure and applied research no longer has any clear‐cut sense, as great insights in
pure research take little time to be transplanted into useful applications. It almost
seems to be the case that the more imaginative the pure research tends to be, the
stronger would be its practical usefulness. Bio‐medical research exemplifies this
close connection between pure and applied research, with DNA research as the
most obvious case including for instance GMP: (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Genetically_modified_food). But it is also true of physics and chemistry research ‐
e.g. the laser (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laser).
The social sciences have hardly resisted the emphasis upon application. Much
ongoing research has a normative focus, attempting to improve upon social
practices. Thus, one researches the sources of inflation in order to overcome
inflation. The same is true of research into unemployment or research into
political instability. It comes as no surprise that consulting has taken on a huge
dimension within both medicine and economics. It is not merely the
straightforward application of already existing knowledge, but may also involve
the pursuit of new information.
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Value Ingrained
Not only is science orientated towards the solution of practical problems or
towards the innovation of new useful products, materials and tools, but science
also tends to include advocacy as a major component. Thus, science is often an
argument about values, either for or against. This explains the rise of the think
tanks in the social sciences. These research institutes often have a basic
commitment to a set of values, on the basis of which research is conducted.
Values play a major role in cementing connections among researchers, sharing
certain basic commitments such as neo‐liberalism, social democracy or Marxist
values. This is not only true of the humanities and the social sciences, as advocacy
occurs in major fashion also within the natural sciences. For instance, global
warming is not a question for pure research but tends to lead to a basic value
divide
among
physicists,
chemists
and
biologists
(http://www.ipcc.ch/SPM2feb07.pdf).

In search of a Post-Weberian Framework
In the era of Big Science, the question of the meaning of Weber’s concepts ‐
objectivity, neutrality, call ‐ has to be addressed. When governments engage in
science policy (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Science_policy), then what role is to
be given to them? Interestingly with philosophy of science there have emerged
two schools, one maintaining the ideals of Little Science, as with e.g. Karl Popper
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Karl_Popper), and another challenging the notions
of verification, falsification, conceptual clarification and the logical growth of
scientific knowledge as conjectures and refutations, as with Paul Feyerabend
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paul_Feyerabend). I do not wish to argue that the
Weberian concepts of scientific objectivity, neutrality and vocation should be
redefined along relativistic or post‐modern terms. Big Science just makes them less
relevant.

Objectivity is Opaque
With a role for values that is so large in modern science, establishing what
objectivity entails is not easy. This is no defence for the opposite, namely
subjectivist theories of knowledge. Scientific objectivity could only be
forthcoming from an open society where scientific criticism is allowed to play out
completely.
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Neutrality is Disguise
As scientific argument is so close to advocacy, the attempt to stay in between the
battling opinions may be interpreted as pusillanimous at best, and a virtual
disguise at worst. To argue for a balanced position may not guarantee attaining
the truth, as there is no cosmological principle that states that reality in itself must
be balanced. Often exaggerated arguments carry the day. And underneath
neutrality there may be hidden values.
Call is not Incentive Compatible
Scientists may state on solemn occasions that it is unlikely that they are in the
game because of the glory inherent in the pursuit of knowledge. However, they
would try hard on a daily basis were it not the case that effort is rewarded
mundanely. A scientific career is in many countries the only truly prestigious
alternative to a career in politics or business.

Conclusion
It is no longer possible to maintain that academic research is somehow different
from other kinds of research. Big Science entails a research society where the
pursuit of new information permeates all aspects of organisation and behaviour.
Values tend to be highly involved in the conduct of scientific research. No
researcher can live only from his/her vocation. And to attempt to be scientifically
neutral may merely be a strategy to push the values that lie underneath scientific
work. The notion of scientific objectivity can only be salvaged if it is interpreted
collectively as the requirement of respecting the scientific dialogue and its rules
about scientific evidence, argument and critique. It belongs to all within the
scientific community, but not to any single person.
Thus, university autonomy is hardly a necessary or sufficient condition for
scientific objectivity, as only diversity and critique is conducive to that enigmatic
objective, in order to return to the starting point of this paper. Yet, Weber was
right about ultimate values. Science cannot provide them by deduction from its
knowledge. But as the conduct of inquiry moves along, almost in a Juggernaut
fashion, scientific objectivity emerges as an unintended and unrecognized by‐
product of the never ending battle between competing theories and models
(Kaplan 1998). It is not, as Weber believed, a property of the individual researcher
or the single text. Big science will promote this ideal, only if the critique is never
suspended as the Juggernaut of modern science rolls along.
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On story-telling, Frank Sinatra and scholarship in
disguise
Bjørn Stensaker
Introduction
To contribute to a ‘Festschrift’ honouring Guy Neave is on the one hand a very
easy task while on the other hand a very difficult one. The easy part is related to
the many possibilities to comment on research that covers a wide area in the field
of higher education. With such diverse research interests as history, policy,
comparative studies and internationalisation to mention just a few, Guy covers a
wide area of higher education studies. The difficult part is an implicit
consequence of his wide scholarly achievements: how to select a single area and a
topic that actually portrays Guy´s many talents and contributions to the field?
The approach taken in this tribute is to focus on his abilities and skills in
addressing current issues in higher education in a way that attracts the interest of
both researchers and policy‐makers. A good example in this respect is the many
editorial duties taken on by Guy over the years, not least as editor of the journal
Higher Education Policy from 1988 to 2006. The argument advanced in this article is
that an analysis of his editorials reveals Guy’s methodological approach and his
contributions to higher education studies more generally.
Working as an editor is essentially a two‐dimensional task. The first, and more
trivial, is related to the many administrative tasks that need to be conducted to
publish a journal regularly. Sending manuscripts out for review, getting the peers
to deliver, the follow‐up of authors during the process, and the eye for detail
needed when manuscripts are going into the printing process are all tasks that
require patience, a constructive attitude and generosity ‐ skills that all who have
published in his journal over the years have appreciated. The second task is
related to the role of ´gatekeeper´, to set the agenda for research and policy, and
to construct meaning in areas where policy and research issues meet, are
confronted and contested. Needless to say, different editors perform these latter
functions in very different ways.

His way
Although it is an understatement to claim that Frank Sinatra and Guy Neave did
their thing in their own way, they both may be said to have mastered at least in a
more abstract sense, the techniques of ´crooning´ ‐ the style that has its roots in
the Bel Canto of Italian opera but with more subtle vocal nuances and jazz‐
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inspired phrasings as value‐added elements. Hence, when reading articles,
comments and editorials by Guy Neave the reader is introduced not only to the
classic themes of higher education research, but the message is delivered in a
form and style that create intriguing nuances and introduce phrasings that true
´crooners´ would be proud of. My argument is that this way of writing is far more
than just style, and that Guy through his writings and especially through his
many duties as editor has made important contributions to higher education
research and methodology which deserve closer attention. I will elaborate three
dimensions in more detail:
•
•
•

Texts as narratives
History as sensemaking
Metaphors as illumination

Texts as narratives
Within the social sciences one might argue that the last three decades have
brought about a quiet methodological revolution (Denzin and Lincoln 1998, p.
vii). We have witnessed the blurring of disciplinary boundaries in which the
humanities and social sciences have been brought closer together developing a
more interpretative and qualitative approach to research and theory
(Czarniawska 1997). A plausible explanation for this cultural shift is the
increasing institutional transformation witnessed in western societies over the last
thirty years. Higher education is no exception to such transformations, but the
field of higher education studies has in many ways been rather conservative with
respect to the willingness to experiment and try out new approaches reflecting
what many see as the narrative turn in the social sciences. Although one should
be very careful in seeing Guy as someone who has adopted this approach and far
from him being a post‐modernist, one could argue that his writings in practice
reflect some of the insights and benefits created by developing texts more along
the lines of narratives. In a field often strongly influenced by the consultant, the
reflective practitioner or the applied researcher (Teichler 2000), academic texts
may as a result be quite descriptive, problem‐focused and ´isolated´ where the
text is about a case, a single event or a specific problem. The advantages of using
a narrative approach is that context and meaning are brought into play enabling
learning across institutional, cultural or national borders. But this depends on
how the ´story´ is created and told, and how it breaths life into the message. As
the storyteller par excellence in higher education research, Guy has shown how this
can be done in practice. Good narratives produce definitions and concepts but
also drama as illustrated by editorial titles such as ´The Marketeers and the
Marketizing: The American Eagle and the Chinese Dragon´ (Neave 2005) or ´On
Bicycles, Sharks and Universities´ (Neave 1994). These titles help to capture
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processes of change as well as to identify the red thread in an edited issue of
Higher Education Policy.

History as sensemaking
What narratives do is in essence to create meaning ‐ a process of sensemaking.
Karl Weick (1995, p. 25) has pointed out that sensemaking activities always are
retrospective since people can only know what they are doing after they have
done it. Guy, perhaps due to the fact that he is a historian by training, is one of
those scholars who always use this insight to point out that contemporary events
or fashionable concepts are perhaps neither as novel nor as important as may be
believed. An historical approach creates a more balanced view on how recent
events can best be described, and is also relevant in sketching out the possible
long‐term impact of new developments. Guy has used this technique in
numerous articles, but especially in his editorials as a way to reduce the
fascination of the ´latest new thing´. A typical example is his last editorial in
Higher Education Policy in which a certain Monsieur de Talleyrand‐Périgord is
characterised as a man who constantly rose from the ashes led by the motto that
treason is only a question of dates (Neave 2006, p. 401). With this as a starting
point, Guy goes on to discuss the never‐ending interest in the relevance of higher
education, and the disappointing outcomes often experienced by those who are
obsessed with making relevance the primary objective of higher education.
However, history as a way of sensemaking can add more to higher education
research. Weick (1995, p. 27) has pointed out that ´retrospective sensemaking also
is an activity in which many possible meanings may need to be synthesised,
because many different projects are under way at the same time´. Synthesising
such projects may be said to be one of Guy’s specialities, whether he addresses
the needs of developing countries in a more globalised world (Neave 1994, p. 12)
or the pressure on academic freedom in periods of reform or transformation of
higher education (Neave 2002, p. 331). As such, history also becomes a tool for
critical analyses of issues such as power, interest and conflict in academe.

Metaphors as illumination
A final characteristic worth mentioning is Guy’s use of metaphors as a tool for
comparison and illumination. Czarniawska (1997, p. 1) has stated that complex
phenomena need complex metaphors that create meaning at the same time as
nuance and diversity is maintained. Alvesson (1994, p. 364) has pointed out in a
similar manner that good metaphors should not oversimplify reality, and that we
should create metaphors that challenge the frame of reference used by those in
power. To be able to do this requires an eye for challenging taken‐for‐granted
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assumptions about how things are, and should be. This is exactly what Guy often
does in his editorials, for example when calling for greater engagement in
conceptual clarity and distinctiveness when analysing and studying the interest
in stakeholder development in higher education (Neave 1998, p. 247). If we as
researchers cannot describe who and what ´stakeholders´, ´partners´ or
´consumers´ actually are, we will also lack tools to analyse and examine whether
or not universities have ´responded´ or not to community demands and to the
myriad of interests the community contains. He goes on; ´As Napoleon the Pig
observed in Orwell’s satire Animal Farm, so with stakeholders and partners ‐ some
are indeed more equal than others´. Numerous examples could be added, such as
his comparison of Hippos and academics (!) (Neave 2003, p. 135), or his reference
to Kafka, Pharaohs, Anglican churchgoers and The Promised Land within a single
paragraph in another of his editorials (Neave 1996, p. 87). While being thought‐
provoking, funny and often satirical, his use of words and concepts is always to
the point. The effect is that problems, developments and challenges in higher
education are opened up to both insiders and outsiders in the field.

Monsieur El-Neave’s Qualities
Higher education research is a heterogeneous field both in terms of disciplinary
focuses and research themes. Tight (2004, p. 12) has described the field as follows;
´higher education tends to be small‐scale rather than large scale, cross‐sectional
rather than longitudinal, short‐term rather than long‐term, positivist rather than
critical, seek solutions to problems rather than challenges, be instrumental rather
than theoretical´. One way of avoiding this fragmentation, and to develop more
long‐term and critical research is to improve communication between higher
education researchers (Teichler 2000, p. 23). As a scholar, but especially as an
editor, Guy Neave has worked for a very long time to achieve this objective. But
as emphasised in this small contribution, his work is far more than just ´editing´ ‐
it could perhaps better be described as a form of scholarship in disguise that
´translates´ reform, change and sometimes chaos into order and meaning where
maps are created for manoeuvring in both research and policy. If the world of
higher education is becoming more complex, communication between those
studying it will not be enough to guarantee us better understanding. We need
translators as well. As Guy Neave steps down from his duties in this area he has
left us all with a formidable challenge for the future.
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The Recusancy of Higher Education Research in the
Age of Knowledge
James S. Taylor
Higher education represents one of the oldest institutions in the world.
Throughout history academic institutions have sought to respond, with varying
degrees of commitment and success, to the demands of endlessly changing and
evolving environmental conditions. The global economy of today demands the
development of management capabilities, innovation strategies and competitive
advantages within the higher education enterprise. All institutions have to be
prepared for the challenges of a highly competitive and ever increasing global
market that is in a constant state of flux.
Enormous change has been occurring in higher education that has greatly
complicated governance, as well as management and leadership. Institutions
have grown in size and complexity over recent decades. The increasing demands
of external stakeholders for knowledge production, wealth creation and social
relevance have placed inordinate pressure on higher education institutions to
maintain vigilance and be strategically positioned to seize opportunities and avert
threats quickly and efficiently. More recent movements to publicly evaluate and
criticise the higher education enterprise have diminished public trust. Finally,
institutions themselves are becoming more diversified, serving different missions
and clienteles. As a result, new governance cultures are surfacing to address these
differences.
Higher education institutions are pushing or being pulled toward better strategic
positioning in order to face emerging new social needs. Certainly, the research
domain within higher education is an essential part of that formula. Unlike a rich
man’s sport that can be pursued selfishly and with little regard for its ultimate
contribution to anyone or anything external to the pleasure it provides the
participant, higher educational research is now being called upon to do more. It is
no longer sufficient to engage in scholarly exercise for the sake of exercising, to
pursue esoteric unknowns simply because they exist or, more succinctly, to
embark upon research that makes no difference. Knowledge is now the coin of
the realm. Our institutions of higher learning must respond to the clarion call to
educate young people, preserve cultural heritage, create professionals, certify
competencies, challenge mainstream thinking, stimulate change and conduct
meaningful research for our societal well‐being. More than any other social
institution, higher education must orchestrate the journey to increased knowledge
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creation, discovery and dissemination. As the health and robustness of our higher
education enterprise goes, so goes the health of our knowledge society.
The conundrum I have suggested above is multifaceted and complicated. In this
short space, I shall not dwell on issues surrounding the misguided governance
structures that perpetuate and promote the ‘publish or perish’ mentality; and I
will avoid the dilemma of the professors who have conceded defeat and resigned
themselves to the reality that survival is measured in research quantity rather
than quality. I will also avoid an opinionated and no doubt controversial diatribe
about the societal value of professorial overspecialisation resulting in
idiosyncratic work shared in semi‐private conclaves of like‐minded colleagues
having an equally singular focus. I will instead offer thoughts on the conceptual
focus much higher education research has and what I believe should change in
that regard.
Within the academic triad of teaching, scholarly activity, and service and
innovation, research has always played a major role. As market forces drive more
and more higher education institutions into a competitive frenzy, interest has
shifted away from the core curriculum of the first degree students to the doctoral
programs. It is here that institutions hope to find their scholarly reputational
advantage. Elevated international rankings and institutional prestige come from
research output, not the quality of teaching at the undergraduate level.
Unfortunately, this will leave us with winners and losers. The latter being, of
course, those institutions that distinguish themselves through excellence in
teaching. As noted by Neave (2005, p. 9), ‘Competition may indeed secure
brilliant students and lavish resources of revenue. But it cannot, by definition, do
so for all….Competition discriminates…’ As long as competitive success is
measured this way, legitimate mission differentiation ‐ and broader and better
contributions to the society we serve ‐ will be more difficult to achieve.
If for a moment we accept this competitive reality as a given, it is not hard to
envision how it interfaces quite effectively with the exponential mutation
occurring within the higher education environment. The present framework in
which the world exists today encompasses a variety of challenges and
educational trends that may impact higher education research and push it toward
better strategic positioning in order to serve emerging new social needs. The
arena of higher education will continue to become more and more global and
international in its depth and breadth. Fewer and fewer will be the issues and
solutions we find at the local and even national levels. Information technology
and ease of travel have already made networking and research collaboration
commonplace. This will continue to expand to the point where academic
appointments will be jointly made based on these research endeavours. As
humankind continues to endanger the Earth’s sustainability, more research
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alliances between multiple institutions and businesses will be formed to confront
the issues of world health, poverty, the environment and global peace, among
others. While at least the more notable institutions will persist in recognisable
form, their functional boundaries will be blurred by the cross‐fertilisation with
other institutions, businesses and governments world‐wide as humankind tries to
come to grips with its own survival. In the last ten years, technological and
scientific advancements grew more than in the rest of the years of the century
combined. Governments are expecting that universities address tangible social
and environmental priorities. It is suggested the university must be capable of
maximising the relation between technological development and societal
contributions. This relationship cannot simply be inferred. It will have to be
accounted for by the research that emanates from the institutions.
It would seem to me that the gauntlet has been laid down for higher education
research. It must continue the path many institutions have begun away from sub
rosa and/or esoteric research and toward transparent and beneficial research that
will contribute to the commonweal. For research to be deemed relevant and
legitimate, it must meet the requirements set forth by many demanding criteria.
Certainly among them are the constructs of validity and reliability. While their
meaning is no doubt clear to the reader, I would like to relate them to the
continuum of theory and practice as it applies to research. My point is to try to
articulate a bit more robustly the path research must pursue and the importance
of doing so.
Higher education research spans a broad continuum from theory and abstraction
to application and practicality. A given study can find its rightful place anywhere
on the continuum. The challenge is to bridge the great divide between theory and
practice and ensure that the continuum does not become too much of a
dichotomy. Sound research is buttressed by theory and tied to previous credible
research. This grounds the research to existing knowledge and provides evidence
that it is addressing and evolving from known propositions ‐ that it has validity.
Over time, research should prove to be replicable ‐ to have reliability. However,
since replications of original published research tend not to get published
themselves, few replicative studies are pursued. Ideally, replication should
expand to include differing circumstances and thus the original study’s broader
applicability ‐ that it has generalisability. Studies of this type, with some degree of
originality in their application, tend to appear in print more often. But ultimately,
for research to be both valid and reliable, it must span the continuum in order to
evidence legitimacy and relevance.
This same challenge must be extended to research training and the cultivation of
new PhD students. They must be inculcated with the desire to make a meaningful
difference through their research. Neave (2002) makes the point that higher
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education still holds a monopoly on research training, at least in the advanced
economies of the North. He further states (Neave 2002, p. 3), ‘…the research
function…is moving very rapidly beyond the groves of academe….’ Higher
education’s pre‐eminence is not a given. We must earn our continuing dominance
in research training through relevance.
Perhaps it is time for higher education research, especially in Europe, to move
beyond the Humboltian tenet of a self‐directed journey in search of personal
perfection. Higher education institutions need to grapple more vigorously with
their relationship to their real‐world environment. Our research must contribute
to the common good. The Knowledge Age is not a time when higher education
can rest comfortably with the view that, by default, it is the hub of the wheel.
Society is clamouring for us to assume a central role more aggressively, and we
are clearly capable of doing so in stellar fashion. However, changes (and needs) in
the world are advancing faster than the tradition‐laden wheels of academe
typically turn. Higher education research must embrace an entrepreneurial spirit
of innovation, creativity, and collaboration with the external actors in its
environment. To do less is to abandon one of the most promising opportunities
higher education has to contribute to the Age of Knowledge.
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Education policy and research on higher education in
Belgium
Jef C. Verhoeven
In 1988 Guy Neave wrote that ‘the educational ‘explosion’ in Western Europe was
not simply a matter of economic interest or pragmatism. It also went hand‐in‐
hand with what could be qualified faute de mieux as a ‘moral commitment’
enshrined in the notion of equality of educational opportunity’ (Neave 1988, p.
274). I can agree with that, but I have the feeling that economic interest is not
always far away from policies promoting equal opportunities. Looking back over
the results of research concerning higher education in Belgium, one can show that
the selection of the topics of research was very close to the higher education
policy issues of a particular period. Certainly in the post‐war period, a moral
commitment to equality of educational opportunities was defended by political
parties and other pressure groups, but the universities were interested in having
larger numbers of students not only for the sake of moral principles but also
because their funding was based on their numbers of students. Moreover, the
opposition between the two language and the two ideological groups (see below)
made universities and their researchers more interested in the question of how to
expand the number of students of their particular group. No doubt this had
important moral consequences, but it did not diminish the economic benefits for
the universities. Once the intellectual reserve seemed to have been exhausted,
attention shifted to other topics of research than the social background of the
students. This process was certainly also influenced by the autonomy given to the
different language groups in the country as regards educational policies. I will
clarify this process by briefly describing, first, the Belgian higher education policy
in the years 1945‐1980 and 1989‐1999 and, second, the research concerning higher
education in these periods.

Education policy
As in many other Western countries, after World War II, the first steps were taken
in Belgium to attract a larger portion of the less well‐off potential students to
higher education and more particularly to universities. This development can be
divided into three periods (Mortier and Verhoeven 1979).
During the first period (1945‐1964), policymakers became aware that much talent
was being wasted because of the strict rules governing entrance into the
university. Therefore, they passed a law that enabled secondary school graduates
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from different tracks to register at a university. In addition, they created a
foundation to provide scholarships for students from less well‐off families. At the
same time, they realised that the then established universities did not have the
capacity to deal with larger groups of students. Belgium then had four
universities. To resolve this problem, two additional state university centres and
two Catholic university centres were established, one of each type in Dutch‐
speaking Flanders and one in French‐speaking Wallonia (1965‐1969: the first
university expansion). This was the natural consequence of a ‘pacification’ policy
that had long governed Belgium (Verhoeven 1982). Indeed, three important
cleavages marked political life in Belgium: the first cleavage was religious: the
split between Roman Catholics and the anticlericals; the second was economic
and social: the conflict between the working classes and the propertied classes;
and the third was linguistic: the opposition between the Dutch‐speaking Flemish
and the French‐speaking Walloons. In this complex system of oppositions, the
prudent political elite was often compelled to resort to compromise, which was
obvious when the decisions were made for the first university expansion and also
during the second university expansion (1970‐1980). The two language groups
and the two ideological groups were enabled to establish more university
institutions, spread out over the nine Belgian provinces of the time. In 1968, when
the Flemish members of the Catholic University of Leuven/Louvain wanted to
split the university into a French‐language university to be established in the
French‐speaking part of Belgium (UCL) and a Dutch‐language university
remaining in Leuven (KU Leuven), the student revolutionaries in Europe and the
USA were calling for a new, more open form of university governance and
administration. Both processes profoundly influenced the Belgian university
structures: more university centres were established in order to pacify the
oppositions in Belgium, and new governance structures were devised for the
universities themselves. The free universities established their governance
structures in response to the demands of their members, while the state
universities received their governance structure from Parliament, albeit after
ample deliberation with the various stakeholders of the universities.
Already during the 1970s policymakers wanted a state structure in which the
tensions between the different oppositions could be relieved (Verhoeven et al.
2002). One of the solutions put forward was to create a federal political structure.
The result was that in 1989 the parliament of the French‐speaking community
became responsible for education in the French‐speaking part of the country, and
the Flemish Parliament for education in the Dutch‐speaking part. This federal
structure was, for the Flemish government, a starting point for changing the laws
regulating universities (1991) and colleges of higher education (1994). These laws
granted more freedom to the state universities and colleges but also made them
more accountable for their policy. Quality assurance systems were established,
and compulsory assessment of the staff was introduced. The colleges of education
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underwent an even greater change. The 164 colleges that existed in 1991 were
forced to merge in a very short time. At present, there are 22 colleges. This
process was intended to contribute to the creation of a stronger basis for making
all of the colleges valuable components of the higher education system, a process
that, since 2004, has culminated in the recognition of the master’s programmes of
the colleges as university education.

Higher education research
During my career, I have had the occasion to work on two projects studying the
link between education policy and education publications and research. The first
project (covering 1945‐1978) was based on the Belgian publications of both
French‐speaking and Dutch‐speaking Belgian researchers; the second one
(covering 1989‐1999) was concerned with publications as well as descriptions of
research projects in Flanders provided by project leaders. For the first period, I
will refer to publications (n = 195), and for the second I will use research projects
(n = 649). 1 I prefer the last method because it provides a better overview of the
time and money actually spent on the research. Publications do not always give a
clear picture of the motivations of the authors and the funding organisations.
Focusing on higher education, we found that about 53% of the publications on
education in the 1945‐1979 period were devoted to higher education but no more
than 14.1% in 1989‐1998. This is a remarkable difference that requires clarification.
In the post‐war period, policymakers and other pressure groups were more
interested in the participation of working‐class children as an indicator of the
level of democratisation of higher education than in answering the question of
why working class children had fewer opportunities than did the others.
Moreover, youngsters in Flanders (although they composed 62% of the Belgian
youth in 1959) participated proportionally less in higher education than those in
the French‐speaking part. Among other reasons for this, it was suggested that
because Flanders had only two universities and the French‐speaking part of the
country three, the participation ratio in Flanders was lower. Figures were
important for policymakers and vice‐chancellors in their efforts to acquire more
money in order to serve a larger client system. In the 1990s, the idea was

1

The big discrepancy between the number of publications in the first and the second period is due in
part to the method of research and in part to the tremendous increase of education research funding
and the number of education researchers in the 1990’s. The data of the first period were collected
from bibliographies (at that time not available as a digital database) from the six largest Belgian
universities. For the second period bibliographies were also used but all of the authors were also
invited to improve the publication list (n = 2,664).
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widespread that working‐class children could attend higher education if they
wanted to, even when it was shown that the increase in attendance at universities
was due much more to the growing numbers of middle class youngsters in
universities. This lessened the interest of policymakers for collecting information
about working‐class children in higher education. Other groups, such as women
and the children of immigrants, became more interesting as potential clients.
Higher education research in 1945-1979
The most important issue between 1945 and 1979 was the higher education
participation of students of socio‐economically weak families, mainly in
universities. The number of university students was very small in comparison
with the present: 55% of the 105 publications concerned the socio‐professional
category of the father (sometimes also the mother) of the students. Policymakers
and universities were very interested in these figures because it gave them an
idea of an unexploited segment of the market. Further, 20% of the studies
investigated questions concerning the chances of succeeding at the university,
and 10% discussed problems of the labour market for university graduates. The
rest of the studies are very diverse. Worthy of note is that only one study was
dedicated to the functioning of the decision‐making councils at a university.
Related to the university expansion policy, we can discern different publication
patterns:
1945‐1964: The first period of democratisation
In this period 22 of the 27 publications were devoted to the study of the higher
education participation of different social classes.
1965‐ 1969: The first period of university expansion
Seventeen of the 19 publications were concerned with the socio‐professional
background of the students in universities.
1970‐1979: The second period of university expansion
Fifty‐seven of the 105 publications on higher education between 1945‐1979 date
from this second period of university expansion and 33% provide information
about the social background of the students. Other issues were the chances of the
different students of succeeding at the university (25%) and the problems
confronting graduates on the labour market (17%).
Researchers seemed to follow the demands of their universities and the
policymakers. Almost every year, they reported on the position of the universities
on the road to their targets. Some researchers also reported about student
numbers in order to attract the attention of policymakers to the deficits of a
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particular part of the country thereby delivering support to the various
oppositions in the country (Dutch‐speaking vs. French‐speaking, Catholic vs.
anticlericals).
Here it is also important to note that most of the research projects were then as
now funded by the FKFO (Foundation for Collective Fundamental Research ‐
where the initiative of researchers was the most important) and the universities.
Moreover, most of the projects studied the situation in the university of the
researcher. At that time as now, the universities were not eager to open their
doors to outside researchers.
Higher education research in 1989-1999
In comparison with the former period, the attention of educationalists in 1989‐
1990 was proportionally less focused on higher education, even though more
publications were produced than in the former period. Indeed, more funding was
available than in the first period, and consequently the number of educational
researchers grew. Nevertheless, only a small proportion (14.1%) of the education
research projects was dedicated to higher education. There seems to have been a
certain taboo among researchers about studying their own workplace. Education
researchers seemed more interested in the educational problems of secondary and
primary schools than those of higher education.
This is no different among the policymakers. The OBPWO 2, the main funding
institution in Flanders for education research, provides funding for research
planned by the Flemish Minister of Education, who is advised by senior civil
servants and researchers. Of the 128 funded projects in this period, 20% were
devoted to the study of secondary education, 11.4% to primary education, and
15.4% to higher education.
In comparison with the projects of the former period, there are more differences
to report. First, more than in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, research on higher
education was also concerned with the colleges of higher education. While in the
first period the colleges of higher education had to struggle to be recognised as
true higher education (not only legally), in the 1990s their position as part of the
higher education constellation was widely accepted. However, because of that
old, special position 3, the government funded several research projects to collect
information about the adaptation of the colleges to the new laws. For instance,
research projects studied how the newly merged colleges had adapted to the new
2
3

Policy Oriented and Practically Oriented Scientific Educational Research, Brussels.
Colleges of higher education provided education that before World War II was often considered to
be secondary‐school education level.
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structures prescribed by law. Although the universities also came under a new
law, no research was funded to study if and how they had implemented the new
regulations. The universities, more than the colleges, were keen to maintain their
independence.
Second, the topics of research varied more than in the first period. Some of the
general categories of research concerned participation in international programs,
information and communication technology, inequality of opportunity, the
labour market, language teaching, learning, teaching methods, the organisation
and management of institutions, the education policy of the government, study
choices, students’ progress, failure rates, methods of student assessment, student
well‐being, and effective ways of schooling. Although the researchers were still
interested in the problem of inequality of opportunity and the labour market, the
range of studies was much wider then it was in the years immediately after the
Second World War.
The universities and researchers were still interested in participation of minorities
in higher education. However, instead of focussing mainly on the participation of
working‐class children, they became interested in the presence of women, and,
more recently, of immigrant children among higher education students.

Conclusion
In the wake of the work of Guy Neave, this overview shows beyond doubt that
governmental and university policymakers used research on higher education to
determine the distance that had to be bridged in order to attain the moral
objective of ‘equality of educational opportunity’. The figures concerning the
participation of the less well‐off classes in higher education were also used to
encourage policymakers to grant more money to the universities, a policy that
was supported by the political parties and pressure groups favouring the
working class in Belgium. The high proportion of this kind of research between
1945 and 1970 confirms this standpoint. The data of the second period (1989‐1998)
shows that policymakers were less interested in research concerning these issues.
There was a feeling of satisfaction ‐ or perhaps more a conviction that ‘we can’t
do better’ ‐ as regards the large proportion of secondary school graduates who
registered at higher education institutions. This cleared the path for new research
themes. More than before, researchers received the funding to investigate colleges
of higher education, thereby reflecting the recognition of their legitimate position
in the higher education system.
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Reflections on Forty Years of Higher Education Policy
Research
Gareth Williams
An historical sketch
Higher Education Policy as an academic field of study in Europe 1 is almost
contemporaneous with the career of Guy Neave. Although there were
antecedents in the 1960s, particularly in the work of the economists of education
in the OECD and UNESCO, it was not until the 1970s that the study of higher
education began to be considered a serious field of academic endeavour in its
own right. Since then its rate of expansion has been at least as rapid as its raw
material. One of the first academic journals that had higher education policy
research as one of its main themes was Higher Education: An International Journal of
Higher Education and Educational Planning which first appeared in 1972 with 4
issues a year and about 25 articles. It now has eight issues a year with over 100
articles and the editor, apparently, still rejects a high percentage of the material
submitted and has a backlog of accepted articles awaiting publication. There are
now, in the London University Institute of Education library 38 academic and
professional English language journals dealing entirely or largely with higher
and/or tertiary education policy and related issues. They produce about 750
scholarly articles a year of which about 250 are concerned with higher education
policy issues in one form or another. The Research in Higher Education Abstracts
from the UK Society for Research into Higher Education, which was founded in
1967 to disseminate abstracts of scholarly articles on higher education research in
the English language from outside the United States, included in its first year
seven abstracts on topics that might be described as policy. In 1980 the number
had expanded to 57 and in 1990 to 110. The most recent issue includes abstracts
from about 150 journals three times a year and, out of a total of about 1000
abstracts a year, publishes about 200 abstracts of scholarly articles on higher
education policy and related areas. There is a useful review of English language
articles in higher education research in Tight (2006)
The websites of the research centres that are members of HEDDA, an association
of research centres, institutes and groups in eight European countries list over 60
books and book length reports published in the past three years. This is only a
small percentage of the books published on the subject in Europe.
1

As in much of higher education policy during the period being considered, similar events occurred
in the United States a few years earlier.
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There has been a parallel growth in specialist higher education journalism, much
of which is concerned with policy analysis, since the first appearance of the Times
Higher Education supplement in 1972. Now many major newspapers across
Europe contain periodical higher education supplements, often weekly.
However, this attempt at quantification highlights a taxonomic problem in
identifying higher education policy research. It overlaps with psychology,
sociology, economics, history, political science and policy studies, comparative
education, management studies, research into teaching and learning and
journalism. Journals in many social science disciplines and subjects regularly
publish scholarly articles on higher education policy. In addition there is not a
clear distinction between policy research and policy practice. Higher education
policy research is an archetypical mode 2 research area, in that its validity arises
in large part from attempts to find solutions, often multidisciplinary, to real
world problems. A Venn diagram in which each article is attributed to one or
more parent disciplines leaves little space left that can be called higher education
policy research sui generis. There are philosophers of higher education who
attempt to derive prescriptions from first principles, but even Barnett, one of the
leading exponents of this discipline, draws heavily on broader philosophical
schools of thought, such as postmodernism. The question remains of whether
there is really a field of study that can be called higher education policy research
or whether it consists of the application, by historians, psychologists,
philosophers, economists of their disciplinary skills to higher education issues.
There are and have been during the past forty years some brilliant scholars of one
or more of these disciplines, of whom the person we are honouring in this
festschrift is one, who have devoted most of their research to higher education
issues. But is Guy Neave a higher education policy researcher or is he a brilliant
historian who has chosen to apply historians’ ways of thinking and writing to
higher education issues?
So where does higher education policy research belong? Some major centres are
located in universities, some are close to government and a few are self‐standing.
In the United Kingdom, where the Research Assessment Exercise requires all
university research to be evaluated by designated subject panels it is classified
along with Educational research. In Norway too the main centre works alongside
other educational researchers. In the Netherlands one of the leading European
higher education research centres, CHEPS, is now located in a Public Policy and
Business Studies faculty. Of two leading centres in France, one is housed with
Sociology at the Sciences‐Po and one with is linked with Economics at the
University of Dijon. In Germany too, Sociology has been prominent in the
INCHER (International Centre for Higher Education Research) centre.
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The establishment of CHE in Germany in 1994 and of CIPES in Portugal in 1998
are examples of a shift towards self‐standing higher education policy research
centres. However, the fact that CHE was founded by the German Rectors
Conference and CIPES by the Portuguese Council of Rectors highlights another
intrinsic difficulty in placing higher education researchers. Is much of their
research really anything more than a sophisticated lobby for higher education
interests? Even when governments sponsor the research it is usually through
Ministries of Education and the research is an aspect of the internal competition
within government for resources. The intrinsic preconceptions inherent in most
social science research may also be accentuated by the fact that most researchers
are personally involved in, or closely associated with the subject of their research.
Interactions with policy
Higher education policy researchers, in the past forty years, have related to policy
in four main ways.
1.
2.
3.
4.

undertaking research that drives or influences policy making paradigms.
writing interpretative descriptions, analyses and evaluations of policy‐
making and policy‐implementation processes.
applying research findings to specific problems of policy implementation.
becoming policy makers or senior managers.

There are obvious overlaps between them and some of the most distinguished
higher education policy researchers have moved easily between the four metiers.
However, there are clear analytical and practical differences between them.

Proactive Research
The major policy transformations of higher education in the past forty years have
been the results of changes in political ideology, expansion, new financial
management, globalisation and information technology. Compared with the
1960s, European higher education systems are no longer explicitly public‐service
activities, they are much larger, they are more financially and managerially
autonomous, they are more international in scope and outlook, and they are
making very considerable use of new electronic based forms of information
creation, analysis, storage and dissemination. There have been organisational and
management changes associated with all of them. The only one of these
developments that was preceded by higher education related policy research or
analysis was expansion in the earlier years of the period.
Possibly the most influential research based proactive policy analyses were the
studies of human capital by economists of education in the 1960s and the work of
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sociologists in the 1960s and 1970s exploring the role of higher education in
promoting upward social mobility and its effects on social equity. Human capital
theory instigated and legitimated the massive increase of public funding on
higher education that occurred in that decade. When it was shown that higher
education was an investment with rates of return higher than physical capital it
was not difficult to persuade Ministries of Finance to find cash for expansion.
This research was particularly sponsored by the OECD, which became one of the
major direct and indirect employers of higher education policy researchers in the
1960s and 1970s.
Economists of higher education also played a role in the backlash against publicly
funded expansion of higher education in the 1980s when World Bank analyses
showed that ‐ in developing countries at least ‐ rates of return to primary
education were larger than those for higher education and brought about a major
reversal of Bank policy.
Such findings also played a significant part in more recent changes in the
financing of higher education by showing that returns to individual graduates
were higher than those to society as a whole. Sociological analyses confirmed that
much of the public expenditure on higher education was in practice benefiting
people from relatively wealthy households. The growth of private higher
education and the shift towards tuition fee payment in several countries owes
much to such research.
Since the 1980s research has been a much less powerful driver of higher education
policy. This is in part a result of the success of expansion policies. Much larger
and more costly higher education systems have inevitably become more salient in
the broader policy agendas of governments. One important contemporary driver
of European higher education policy is the economic policy concern that only by
keeping ahead in the race to create and transfer economically and socially useful
knowledge can European economies keep abreast of those of North America and
Asia. Higher education policy has become much more a constituent of broader
social and public service policies. Policy analyses of new public management,
globalisation and information technology reach far wider than higher education.
Higher education policy research has become much more reactive to broader
policy agendas. To paraphrase von Clausewitz, ‘higher education policy is too
important to be left to higher education policy researchers’.

Reactive research
Fifteen of the journals in the Institute of Education library referred to in the
opening paragraph are available on line. Of the policy related articles in these
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during the past two years nearly three‐quarters can be categorised as descriptive,
evaluative or interpretative studies of policy‐making and policy implementation
processes. The great expansion of higher education policy research in the past
quarter of a century has been almost entirely of this type. The reactiveness is
hardly surprising. A very high proportion of the research depends on contractual
funding from policy‐making bodies and their interests are naturally concerned
primarily with evaluation in areas of current policy interest
The majority of the articles that can be described as policy related research
attempt to explain how particular policies have come about and why they have
had particular, often unintended, outcomes. Rather than promoting research‐
driven policy we are engaging in policy‐driven research. We are seeing historical,
political science, sociological, economic and many other interpretations of higher
education policies. They certainly improve our understanding of policy processes
but whether they make any difference to the policies themselves is doubtful.

Applied research and consultancy
However, research does impact on policy in a different way. Accompanying the
shift towards policy reactive research in academic publications there has been a
huge increase in the number of researchers engaging in applied research and
consultancy that results in small changes in policy implementation. A glance at
the curricula vitae of ten leading higher education policy researchers available on
line shows that all of have spent some of their time on consultancy work for local
and national governments and international organisations. This is certainly in
part because on line CV’s are intended in part to catch the eye of potential
sponsors but there are few senior HE policy researchers who have not succumbed
to the temptations, and often the necessity, of consultancy income.
The nature of such activities, and the fact that they appears in a variety of forms,
sometimes indirect, makes it very difficult to even begin to quantify them, but
there can be little doubt that this is the main way in which higher education
policy research now has at least marginal proactive impacts on policy itself.
However, to underline the previous questions about the contributing disciplines
it is also clear that many of those engaged in higher education consultancy
activities have come directly into it from other disciplinary areas without
undergoing training in higher education policy research itself.
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Interaction of research and policy careers
There are now several leading system and institutional managers who were
higher education researchers earlier in their careers and are in a position to put
their research knowledge into practice. More often, however, the movement is the
other way. University heads and other leaders in the area of higher education
policy move into research towards the end of their careers. Although there is
some tendency for much of their published work to be, in effect, personal
memoirs these are not epistemologically very different from the reactive research
outlined above and their writings do bear the authority of experience.
In conclusion higher education research is a multi‐disciplinary domain and is
likely to remain so. Higher education has become and will remain a very fertile
field for young scholars to embed their doctoral theses but they should remember
that higher education policy research is not an island of intellectual endeavour.
To properly understand or to influence what happens in higher education policy
it is essential to maintain close contact with broader intellectual and political
currents.
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VI. Postscript

In Honour of Neave the Unique
Bob Clark
As his forty‐page curriculum vita attests ‐ in its length, depth, and width ‐ Guy
Neave laboured much in the vineyards and begot many titles. The realm of his
mind seems limitless and untamed. While he has an historianʹs eye for factual
detail and is clearly attracted to traditional structures, he also has a flexible mind ‐
an intuitive mind ‐ and probes alternative futures with great glee, beyond the
reaches of day‐to‐day social science.
What I have come to admire most is his stubborn pursuit of brute realities not
presented in the written file. Three examples, in unconnected ways, point to
Guyʹs uniqueness in facing down unanticipated realities in the life of a wandering
scholar.
First was Guyʹs sustained effort in a trip to Brazil, an extended visit to
universities, north and south, east and west, arranged by Professor Amaral from
Portugal. The mettle of the visiting group of eight to ten people was first tested by
the visits to universities in the Belem ground level heat and humidity in the
Amazon region, made all the more difficult by a ‘social’ weekend up the river to a
buffalo farm where, among other pleasures, we slept three to a room. David Dill
and I were then treated to Guyʹs sturdy capacity to find rest in the midst of chaos.
The next morning Guy happily rode a buffalo, followed soon thereafter by an
unintended dip in the brown Amazon, when a collapsing walkway thrust the two
Amarals, David, and Guy ‐ all four fully dressed ‐ head over heels beneath the
surface of the river. Guyʹs head was the first to reappear, whereby he went to
work to get everybody into the small river canoe that was our only means of
transportation back to urban civilisation. Guy was soon in fine humour, cracking
jokes and looking out for others despite a soaking that put passport, money,
watch, and everything in his pockets at risk.
This unplanned episode served to separate the men from the boys. By the end of
the first week I was on my way home. Together with the Amaral staff, and one or
two colleagues, Guy put the sustained visiting of other Brazilian universities on
his back, climbing on and off airplanes to march yet again onto another speakerʹs
platform. In‐the‐field stubborn leadership, I would call it.
Second was Guyʹs work far beyond the call of duty that saved the four volume
encyclopedia (he and I were acting as co‐senior editors, with a dozen sub‐editors)
when it came closest to breaking down. Guy took responsibility for volume one
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dedicated to developmental accounts of about 130 national systems of higher
education, from Afghanistan to Zimbabwe. He had to increasingly intervene to
spur this effort along. Five promised papers never did appear, despite much
dogged urging. The easy decision would be to simply drop those countries. I
voted for this simple answer but that was not Guyʹs way. Instead he roamed the
data sources available in Paris and, one by one, sat down and wrote the missing
chapters, doing a better job than the original named country experts could do.
The Contributors Index in volume four reveals in recorded history that Guy
became an on‐the‐spot African and Middle Eastern expert, in the preparation of
essays on Congo, Jordan, Kuwait, Tunisia and Uganda. When you want
dedicated persistence, on top of endless learning, to finish the job, Guy Neave is
your scholar.
Third, Guy was President of The European Higher Education Society (EAIR), as I
remember, at the time of that associationʹs meeting a few years ago in Barcelona.
The meeting veered towards total collective disaster when, at the celebratory
main dinner, all who were assembled were served, as the main course, a plate of
salted cod. Various diners, in horror, began to edge toward the door, dialling up
taxis and restaurants as they went, a sensible individual response, given the
circumstances. But not Guy Neave. With great gusto he ate the cod on his plate
down to the last frozen crumb. All who witnessed this example of persisting
collegial leadership did not dare to get up and head for the safety of escape.
Instead, we stayed, to be rewarded with Guyʹs final benediction: ‘In Cod We
Trust.’
No use our moaning about it. It is not possible to clone Neave The Unique. In the
study of higher education around the globe, Guy has been for several decades
THE spirited intellectual commentator on the odd ways of universities in your
countries and mine. We will not be able to fully replace him. He has been a prince
for all seasons and settings. Hereʹs to his continued presence in our midst. He
surely has a few more uniqueness’s up his sleeve.
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