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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The present study describes the changes in the traditiona European modd of higher
education, its successes as wdl as falures. The remarkable expanson of higher education in
Europe during the poswar period was the result of a shared bedief in the virtue of higher
education per se. The traditiona modd of higher education assumes a sable raionship of far
exchange between the State and the academics. the State gives power to the academics in the
belief that in this way it will recaive in return the forms of knowledge, basic research, and
advanced education that will be of mogt vaueto itsdf.

In Europe--as was the case in Lain America-the policy of deveoping the higher-
education sector was supported by the elite and by the middle classes, both of whom considered
higher education to be a means for training professona workers and a way to enhance economic
development and socid mobility.

The 1980s marked the beginning of some radica changes on the two continents in terms of
higher educetion. This evolution can be associsted with a shift from a more interventionis,
Keynesan wdfare date to a more neoliberd and supervisory State. This shift meant diminution
of the beief that bureaucratic inditutions could respond correctly to society's needs and
increased currency of the belief in the virtues of markets or quasi-markets.

The am of the study is not to compare trends in Europe with those in Latin America
Neverthdess, it is interesting to note that from the beginning of the 1970s radicd changes were
adso introduced into the Latin American systems of higher education, partidly for economic and
political reasons. The State financing of higher education declined very rapidly in some countries
such as Chile, Argenting, and Mexico. The fiscd criss was accompanied by a crigs of
legitimacy of the traditiond higher education paradigm, and the dimate of ideas regarding higher
education changed dradticdly. The generd bdief that universties contributed to growth and
socid mobility ended. Hard questions are being raised regarding the qudity, efficiency, and
equity of the sysem. A mgor reform to restructure the State, reducing its size and cost and
redefining its role in society, started to take place. As in Europe, the question of the good

" This paper draws extensively on previous works by the author: “Lanouvelle gestion publique de I’ enseignement
superieur,” 1998, Bern: Conseil SuissedelaScience; “ L’evaluation de |’ enseignement superieur dansles pays de
I’OCDE: Etat deslieux,” 1999, Bern: Fonds National de la Recherche Scientifique; and “The New Governance of
Universitiesin Comparative Perspectives’ (with D. Braun), 1999, London: JessicaKingsley



governance of the universty as wel as the necessty of creating links between industry and the
universties were aso placed on the agenda.  The paradigm shift has been much broader in Latin
America than in Europe, with the question of equity and of cost recovery much nore prominent
on the Latin America public agenda  Lain American governments and many internationa
organizations as wedl share the belief that in developing countries the emphasis should be on
basc primary education rather than on higher education. Today privatization, ssgmentation, and
deregulation are the characteristics of the univerdty systems in Latin America (Brunner 1997).
By comparison, the European sysem of higher education is much more homogeneous and more
State controlled.

If we andyze in deal the trandformation of higher education in Europe, the impression of
bewildering divergences remans. Clearly, European universties have changed profoundly since
the 1980s. The number of dudents atending inditutions of higher education has dramaticaly
increesed.  Univerdties have devdoped many new curricula, including more  labor-market-
oriented ones, and are decreasingly characterizable as being mere ivory towers.

The traditiond bdance of power among academia, univerdty adminigration, and
governments has shifted. Instead of bureaucratic control of the universties, government has
granted them more autonomy, while ensuring continued State influence through target setting
and through a system of rewards based on the results of evauations. The manageria power of
the university presidents has been substantially increased.

This shift should not be taken to mean tha European universties are moving toward a
pure free-market modd of universty. In comparison with North American and Latin American
univerdities, in Europe universties are gill clearly consdered to be public goods. Even in the
United Kingdom, where market rhetoric is commonplace, few people advocate a free market for
higher education. Univergties, with the exception of those in the United Kingdom, remain public
bodies, and tuition fees are Hill low in international perspective. When it comes to student and
personnd affars, most governments on the Continent have continued to follow adong on ther
accustomed path.  Access conditions for sudents—and occasondly the development of

curricula and the nomination of university personnd--are il under the authority of the State.
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Introduction

The remarkable expanson of higher education in Europe during the postwar period was the
result of a shared belief in the virtue of higher education per se. In the 1960s, the idea began to
soread in many countries that grester invesment in higher education would contribute
sgnificantly to economic wedth and to socid and culturd integration. Higher education was
expected to have a mgor impact on growth. In addition, the multiplicity of functions assumed
by the universties-such a economic growth, culturd integration, politicd socidization,
education, patient care, and innovative adaptation to economic and socid problems—gave
added vaue to the broad concept of “university.” This economic-growth role and broadness of
scope no doubt has contributed consderably and for a long time to universties high standing in
public opinion worldwide. And it explains why most governments have been generous in terms
of universty funding. The traditiond mode of higher education assumes a dtable reationship of
fair exchange between the State and the academics. The State gives power to the academics in
the belief that in this way it will receive in return the forms of knowledge, basic research, and
advanced education that will be of mogt value to itsdlf.

This belief was shared by developed countries and by developing countries dike! In Europe--
as was the case in Latin America--the policy of developing the higher-education sector was
supported by the eite and by the middie classes, both of whom considered higher education to
be a means for training professona workers and a way to enhance economic development and
socid mobility. At the same time, urbanization and new demands coming from the middle
classes and from women contributed to the rapid expanson of higher education. From that
point of view, until the early 1970s, higher education in Continental Europe was not so different
from higher education in Latin America  Universties were by and large public inditutions

controlled and supervised by the central government according to standardized norms.?

! Based on the same beliefs, international development loan organizations--notably 1DB and the World Bank--
helped the countries of Latin America to finance higher education. From 1961 to 1987, IDB financed a great many
higher-education projects, invested in the infrastructure of the region’s universities and public research institutions,
and financed the training of thousands of Latin American researchers (Mayorga 1997, de Moura1997).

2 We must add that among university systems, the French model was one of the most widely replicated in Latin
American countries (Schwartzman 1993).



The 1980s marked the beginning of some radicd changes on the two continents in terms of
higher education.®> In Europe, the long-unquestioned position of universiies was re-examined.
Universties were facing pressures from growth in their student population and from the need
for sable budgets New imperatives were being placed upon universty systems, including
recondderation of the socid and economic role of higher education itsdf and demands for
accountability. This evolution can be associated with a shift from a more interventionis,
Keynesan welfare date to a more neolibera and supervisory date. This shift meant diminution
of the bdief that bureaucratic inditutions could respond correctly to society's needs and
incressed currency of the belief in the virtues of markets or quas-markets. These new idess
were common in Europe and actudly ingpired most of the reforms in the higher-education
sector. Neverthdess, the big question lurking behind any discussion of these new pressures and
reforms concerned the effects of the innovations in terms of the long-term outlook for Europe's
universties. Were the universties being redesgned and modernized everywhere in Europe? Did
reform mean convergence towards a new universty mode, one in which the collective
provison for higher education would be replaced by a privatized, market-oriented modd of the
university? Or are dl European univerdsties moving towards a new-public-management syle of

governance modd?

With few exceptions, al countries in Europe have introduced changes into their higher-
education sysems. Higher education across European countries was influenced by nationd
debates that had very much in common from country to country. In addition, the process of

3 The aim of the present paper is not to compare trends in Europe and Latin America. Nevertheless, we must
underline the fact that from the beginning of the 1970s, radical changes were also introduced into the Latin
American systems of higher education. Partially for external reasons (the economic crisis of the 1970s), partially for
political reasons, Latin American countries began to introduce more or less radical changes in higher-education
policies. These changes were partially the result of the State fiscal crisis and partially the result of past conflicts
between students and dictatorial States. Starting in the mid-1970s, the State financing of higher education declined
very rapidly in some countries such as Chile, Argentina, and Mexico. The fiscal crisis was accompanied by a crisis
of legitimacy, and the climate of ideas regarding higher education changed drastically. The general belief that
universities contributed to growth and social mobility has ended. Hard questions are now being raised regarding the
quality, efficiency, and equity of the system. A major reform to restructure the State, reducing its size and cost and
redefining its role in society, has started to take place. As in Europe, the question of the good governance of the
university as well as the necessity of creating links between industry and the universities are also on the agenda. But
the paradigm shift is much broader in Latin America. The question of equity and of cost recovery is much more on
the public agenda in Latin America than in Rirope. Latin American governments and international organizations
share the belief that in devel oping countries the emphasis should be on basic primary education rather than on higher
education. Today privatization, segmentation, and deregulation are the characteristics of the university systemsin



European economic integration tended to favor efforts to reduce the differences among nationa
sysems of higher education. Everywhere, the inspiraion for reform came from “neoliberd
idess’ and from the new-managerid agenda. From a generd viewpoint, one can regard the
period from the mid-80s onward as a period of trangtion for the identity of European
universities and their role in society.

Nevertheless, universty sysems in Europe do not converge towards a single monolithic modd.
The move towards a managerid mode of the universty is more pronounced in some countries
than in others. The attitude towards higher education remains embedded in each nation’s own
specific philosophies and higtoricad  heritage. The options available to policymakers in every
country, whatever ther politics ae condraned by inditutiond and programmatic designs
inherited from the past. Furthermore, in some cases, it is Smply not possble to implement the
reforms decided upon by the government, whatever therr nature.  Given quite different systems
of higher education, then, reformers in different countries are choosing different options for
reforms. Exigting commitments and popular expectations limit the options open to them.

The present study begins with a review of the new frame of reference that forms the backdrop
for reforms of higher education in Europe. In the second part, we look a specific reforms
introduced during the 1980s and 1990s. The third part provides an andyss of the reform
processes--successes as well asfailures--in selected European countries.

Higher Education: the European Tradition

The past inheritance

The European tradition consders univerdties as cultura inditutions contributing, in a generd
way and without a rigidly defined god, to the socid coheson and economic development of
their host societies.,

Latin America (Brunner 1997). By comparison, the European system of higher education is much more
homogeneous and more State controlled.



In this system of beiefs, which has been in force snce the last century in most European
countries, univergties were granted rddive inditutiond autonomy from political interference in
order to pursue their quest for new knowledge and conduct the transmisson of knowledge to
society. For von Humboldt, one of the intellectud fathers of this belief sysem, universties were
culturd inditutions needing a certain independent space for maneuvering in order to fulfill their
public functions. The peformance of universties should in a sense be measurdble in market
terms, dthough not redly. The worthiness of universties was not to be seen only in ther
cregtion of new knowledge but dso, and primarily, in ther contribution to "latent pattern
maintenance’ (Tacott Parsons) or to the “"culturd integration” of societies. Univerdties were
viewed as embodying and fostering the culturad heritage of a country--a function beyond result
quantification.

More specificaly, one can sketch the following characterigtics of this beief sysem, which has
been the bedrock of the definition of universties role in society and in ther generd
relationship with thelr nationd environment:

The frame of reference of the universty--that is, its supreme raison dére--is universd
science, disconnected from the trivid redities of the world of economics.

Universties are inditutions for the dite, because the requirements of science imply
selectivity of the better gpplicants regardless of socioeconomic background;

Academic freedom is a sacred vdue. The academics defend the intringc vaue of their gods
and rgject dl potentidly corrupting attempts to pressure or intervene in academic matters.

The universty is organized around and founded upon this modd of a community of
academics united in the same ided.

The heads of the inditution--chancellors or deans--are Smply “primi inter pares’ (“the firgt
among equas’).

A universty career fdls into the category of a vocation. After the initistion period, the
postulant can be knighted. He/she then enters the order of professor/lecturer “ad vitam
aeternam”  (“tenured” in the United Kingdom and the United States  “ordinare’ in

Switzerland, “titulaire’ in France).



Univerdties are little concerned with economic or technological matters. By contradt, there
exids a separate university sector--of inferior status, not engaged in pure research, and
working in direct reationship with the economic world (Polytechnics in the United
Kingdom, Indtitut Universitaires de Technologie in France, Fachochschulen in Germany).

For those who receive an educdtion, the universty is conceived of as a more or less free
public service financed through taxation.

The State governs the well-being and protection of this scientific community and provides it

with the means to carry out its mission.

The traditiond modd of higher education assumes a dable rdaionship of far exchange
between the State and the academics. The State gives power to the academics in the belief that
in this way it will receive in return the forms of knowledge, basic research, and advanced
educetion that will be of most vaue to the State. Academic independence, collective sdf-
regulation, and collegia forms of governance are percaeived to be the essentid conditions for the
central tasks of academic organizations. In consequence, in matters of governance in European
universities, power is shared by the State and the academic oligarchy.*

If we want to be more precise, we should make a digtinction between the British system and the
Continenta  system. In the British system, power has traditiondly been mosdly in the hands of
the academics. By contradt, in the Continentad modd we find dsrong authority of the State
bureaucracy but dso a rdaively strong postion of the academic oligarchy within universties.
In both modds the State interferes primarily in order to regulate such things as access
conditions, curriculum, degree requirements, and academic-dtaff appointment and remuneration.
The academic community mantans condderable authority in the regulaion of internd
univerdty affars, paticulaly with regard to the content of education and research efforts. This
double authority of the scientists (university professonds) and the State bureaucrats drives the
entire sysem. The dud involvement of the State and academic oligarchy derives from an

* For Clark (1983), advanced industrial countries have developed three different forms of “coordination* of higher
education: a more marketlike coordination (example: the United States), a more State-induced coordination
(examples: the USSR, France, and Sweden), and a form of coordination based largely on the rule of the academic
oligarchy (examples: Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom). From Clark’s perspective, two models predominate
in Europe: a State-centered model and an oligarchic model. On this question see Van Vught 1994, Mc Daniel 1996,
and Braun and Merrien 1999.



implicit agreement on the divison of power and responshilities. the academics preside over
internd management while the State oversees the system in its entirety. The levd that is
typicdly the weskest is the upper levd of the universty (week chancedlor) and the inditutiona
levd of the univergty's management and therefore the adminigration responsble for managing
the internd affairs of the universty (wesk management daff). The academics condder these
weaknesses as an excdlent buffer againgt governmentd intruson (Teichler 1996).

Towardsagreat transformation

In the 1980s throughout Europe universties became the subject of growing interest. The
universties were confronted with a number of pressures to reform, which fundamentdly
chdlenged the basc assumptions upon which the European higher educetion sysem had been
based. Three main issues could be discerned, as follows: (1) the transformation from an dite
inditution to an inditution “for dl,” (2) the necessty of introducing market consderations into
the academic world, and (3) the obligation to shift from a mixed modd of governance towards

amanagerid modd of governance.

Scholars have often noted many globa pressures that were indrumentad in  obliging
policymekers to introduce radicd changes into higher education. Globdization, greater
competition among nations, and the advent of new technologies are the arguments most often
used to explan and judify reforms. From our point of view, without digouting the fact that dl
these factors have played a role, we think it is difficult to explain the timing, extent, or type of
reform as being smply linear extrgpolations of these new issues. A dgriking feature of reform
discussions is that the references to these new global pressures seem unrelated ether to the kind
of universty system (very State-centric as in France, versus a rather decentralized system as in
the UK), the number of people enrolled in higher education (very low in the UK, high in
Germany), or the kind of links between higher education and industry (week in the UK, but
rather srong in some segments of the higher education sysem in France and Germany). And in
fect, these new globa pressures by themsdves were not sufficient to motivate the reforms,
What is certain, however, is that a number of powerful networks of people were convinced that
these changes must be implemented and that they had solutions to these issues. From that point
of view, the key factor for reform has been the change in the ideas of the dlites (Jobert 1996).



From a generd point of view, this new frame of reference presumes a cognitive interpretation of
past experiences in terms of a partiad falure This interpretation crestes a window of
opportunity for new political actors to place dternative policy ideas on the agenda (Kingdom
1984, Hall 1993). Professona economists and internationd consulting firms are the actors who
provided the new power elite with these new policy idess.

Andyticdly, it is possble to didinguish among three kinds of ideas world views (overarching
ideologies), norms (principled beliefs), and causa beliefs (ideas about how the world works)
(Goldgtein and Keohane 1993). These fundamenta beliefs can be summarized as follows:

world views. freeemarket sysems are more efficient but less equitable than bureaucratic
systems

principled norms. accountability, assessment

causd belief: human capitd as akey to economic growth

The reforms introduced in European higher education under the reign of the new bdigf in
markets or quas-markets tended to tackle two main issues, each of which we shdl discuss in

turn:

the human-capita issue
the relationship among academia, university adminigtration, and the State

() Human capital

After the economic recesson of the mid-1970s, in Europe the beief spread that large
invessments in human capitd would contribute dgnificantly to economic growth. Many
European governments and experts promoted the idea that the only way to compete with labor-
intendve manufacturing countries from the South was to achieve a dgnificant incresse in the
upply of very high-skilled |abor in Europe.



The enrollment of a large part of the population in higher education was promoted as a way to
contribute to modernization. The trangtion from industrid economy to podst-indudtria economy
should enhance the vaue of generd higher education.® At the same time, demand for higher
education was increasng everywhere, reinforced by unemployment among youth, particularly
among low-skilled youth

Under this double pressure from governments and from families, the higher-education sector
has experienced a near-doubling of sudent enroliment in the las 20 years. The rise in the
number of sudents in higher education between the 1980/81 academic year and the 1994/95
academic year is particularly dramatic:

EU B DK D GR E FIRL | NL A P FIN S UK

175 163 148 141 245 219 176 221 159 138 171 334 181 145 210

Source: Eurostat 1997 (1980=100)

Portugd and Spain show the biggest growth, but the trend is the same in every European
country. For ingtance, in France there are more than 2.4 million universty students--that is, 55

percent of the eligible age group versus only 25 percent twenty years ago.

A serious problem in the path of the evolution towards mass higher education has been the trend
by governments, for whatever reason, to reduce financid resources for universties. It is
precisely this gap between the risng number of students and the reative decrease in the
financing of this demand that has troubled universties most serioudy. In 1999, more than 33
percent of Britan's secondary-school graduates entered higher education compared with just 5
percent in 1960. But government spending per student has falen by 36 percent in the interva
between the 1989/90 academic year and the 1997/98 academic year.

> Many experts assume that in post-industrial societies specialized professional knowledge becomes obsolete very
quickly, and for this reason lifelong learning and lifelong professional education are generally viewed as gaining
importance. Second, a growing number of professions and occupations are based on knowledge deriving from
different disciplines. Third, with rapid economic and technological changes, graduates with general knowledge and



In addition, in a period of rgpid movement into mass higher education, increasing demands were
placed on universties to make their research and teaching more responsve to industry needs
(OECD1987 and 199%4; for a summary, Teichler 1997). Inditutions of higher education were
advised to foster cooperation with the working world. The commonly held idea with respect to
this recommendation was that the more that internationa competition intendfies the more
important human-capital formation became. For this reason, inditutions of higher education
were expected to create stronger links with the busness world. Universities were asked to
supply not only genera and basic knowledge but dso more practicd and professond
knowledge, which is directly linked to the demand from the labor market and the business

Sector.

The research-related implications of these new demands on universties were no less important.
It is no longer tolerated that universties regard themselves as pure basic-research inditutions.
Ingtead, it is expected that universities themsdves invest in drategc research or actively search
for partners in drategic research and that they aso see to the gpplication of their findings by, for
indance, reinforcing working reaionships with industry and other gpplicants. These views
were rapidly expanded by international and supranationd organizations such as OECD, the
European Council, and the European Union, and they gained afoothold in most governments.

A paadigm has been emerging in Europe since the mid-80s that is based on rgecting the
consderable freedom of univergties in defining their own tasks and the region is gradudly
giving precedence to a more utilitarian and service-oriented view of public institutions,
including universities. The introduction of more directly economic concerns into research and
teaching, the support of research efforts based more on concrete project proposas than on
academic research outlines, and the increasingly practicd nature of the gpplications of scientific
knowledge are priorities that are now conddered in every higher-education system in Europe to
be just asimportant as universties former freedom to define their own tasks.

skills are more easily able to find ajob and avoid being unemployed because of any mismatch between their specific
education and the economy’ s current demands.



Politicd decison makers everywhere in Europe are beginning to demand, more overtly than
before, that quas-public inditutions visbly present useful and gpplicable results linked to
concrete socid, politica, and economic gods and that they submit to an assessment procedure

regarding their efficiency in terms of monetary input and outpL.
(it ) A new governance for the university

The reorientation of bdiefs in the function of univerdties was accompanied by growing
criticism of the old modd of mixed governance of higher education. For many people
universities weskness semmed primarily from the perpetuation of unsuitable higher-education
management models that were unable to cope with the new international Structurd economic
chdlenges. In this view, universties were being kept too shdtered from the hard winds of
competition and change and were dlowed to remain inefficient and low performing. Societa
and economic demands were not being taken into account, universty administrators were not
aufficiently educated to teke affars into ther own hands and universties internd command
sructures inhibited the centralized and coherent management of indtitutiond affairs.

For many, then, the univerdties weskness resulted primarily from their unsuitable management
dructures and systems, and the crids the univerdties were experiencing came to be equated
with ther isolation, as reinforced by the corporatist behavior of the lecturers and professors and
by the great politicad clout of the student unions. This isolation was adso reinforced by
universties neglect of the needs of society and of the economy, by the lack of professondism
on the pat of universty management, and by the absence of red power in the hands of

university directors®

Governments put pressure on inditutions of higher education for a more efficient utilization of
their resources. These changing consderations marked a second mgor bregk in the traditiona
universty concept inherited from the Humboldtian revolution. Neverthdess, in Europe any

® We have examined an attempt at reform along these lines in France that was not a success. See Merrien, F.X., and
O. Monsigny, Nouvelles universités ou universités nouvelles? Le management des universités nouvelles et les
attentes des acteurs, Paris: DATAR/ISSP, 1996 (as “charge de mission” for the creation of the new univesity in



actuad atempts a deregulation and privatization were not on the public agenda for the
universty sector, even though by tha time the idess of deregulaion and privatization in
themsalves were no longer taboo and even Socidist governments in France or Spain did not
hedtate to privatize some mgor nationd firms and public services But in the case of higher

education, these ideas were not even mentioned.’

Evry (1989-1991), we also were participants in this story and share a part of the responsibility for the failure of the
roject).

Ig)Of course, we are describing here only the main trends. In England, France, Spain and Italy, there were some

experiences of creating private universities.



In Europe, citizens, academics, and governments feared the potentid negetive effects of
privetization and deregulation on the qudity and equitability of higher education. Although a
free market for higher education would mean increased innovation and greater capacity to react
rgoidly to new demands, on the other hand it would aso imply grester complexity,
heterogeneity, compstition, and segmentation, al of which caried the danger of introducing
undesred effects. In other words, in a freeemarket system, higher education would become
more

complex, because inditutions with smilar names (universties, colleges, specidized schools)

can be very different from one another;

heterogeneous, because of variations among universties and among academics in terms of

academic standards;

competitive, because al inditutions seek increased enrollment and grester access to research

funds from the public and private sectors, and

segmented and hierarchica, because some inditutions become rich and attract students and

funds, while others become poorer.

In the worst cases, the free-market approach can lead to a Stuation in which some universities
ae very good and attract rich students while other universties are very poor and students
coming from the poorer part of the population are relegated to these lower-standard ingtitutions.
In such cases, deregulation and privatization of higher education would mean less equity and a
widening gap between the rich and the poor.

These shared beliefs explan why free-market solutions to higher education problems were not
srioudy conddered. The new paradigm for the universty was developed instead within the
framework of a genera discusson on the "modernization of State dructures' (Grande/Prétorius
1997) in which it was podted that hierarchica, bureaucratic State action should be replaced by
cler inditutiond separdtion from the old paradigm of the State's politicd “seering” and the
universties adminidrative “rowing* (Osborne and Gaebler 1992). The solutions proposed by
this “new-public-management” philosophy were much more popular than any possble free-
market solution.



The “ new public management” revolution

The so-cdled new manageridism or new public management of universities (Hood 1991, 1996;
Sant-Martin 1998, Merrien 1999) was consdered to be a preferable way of introducing
needed innovations and some market principles into the sector. This revolution in universty
management was characterized by the following two main components (1) withdrawa from the
“Weberian-hierarchic’ modd of govenance and an  accompanying shift towards a
“contractual/market” modd  of  governance and (2 abandonment of the
“democratic/egditarian” or “paticipaory” modd of governance (representation of professors
and dudents in a universty “senate’) adopted a the end of the 1960s and an accompanying
shift towards the development of strong managerid sructures. The core philosophy of the (new)
manageria revolution was “desring from a disgance” The key words of this reorganization
were the following:

management strategy
decentralization
deregulation
accountability

Under the norms of the new public management (NPM), higher-education inditutions will be
expected to assume responghility for ther own futures They will now have to formulate ther
programs and draw up both medium-term and long-term plans. Moreover, they are invited to
demongrate the effective use of resources and evidence that the objectives st have been
attained. The management drategy is closdy linked to qudity control and to the principle of
“accountability.” The second point of the management moded is the edtablishment of a new
equilibrium among the different parties concerned, through a redefinition of exising stakes
among the parties or by recognizing new interests (eg., students, commerce, loca industry,
different socid partners, and different government representatives). Within this perspective, the
contractua arrangement  subtitutes for the former command hierarchy.



The public authorities must define the nature of the contracted services that the decentralized
unit must provide, aswell as the expected quantity and quality.

In exchange for the funds envisaged in the contract, the decentraized units must seek to

achieve these objectives.

For the duration of the contract, the centrd authorities must limit themsdlves to checking and
evauating the execution of the contract and must not intervene in any way in the

management of the services,

Egtablishments enjoy dl the necessary autonomy for ataining the objectives set for them.
They may modify ther internd rules and organization and are no longer redricted by a
punctilious respect for adminigrative regulations, they are now not only responsible but aso
more widdy accountable for their staff hiring, equipment, and drategy. They are judged on

ther reaults.

Public authorities can now occupy themselves with the evauating of universities contracted
output rather than with the bureaucratic monitoring of the univergties obsarvance of rules
and inditutiond routine.

The entire rform means a <hift away from a sysdem whereby the universty/scientific
community itself sets objectives and evaluates results, giving way to one whereby te objectives
and results are the subject of external recommendations and approval. Elements of this new
trend are to be found throughout Europe. This transformation is of sufficient consequence to
Sgnify the emergence of anew universty paradigm.

Conver gent Reforms of Higher Education in Europe?

Similarities

During the 1980s, reform atempts dong the lines of the new-public-management modd were

made in some form or other in al the countries of Europe. Most of these countries have used



laws to reform the higher education sysem—eg., Italy (1989), the Netherlands (1993), England
(1987), Sweden (1993), Spain (1983), and France (1988). Germany has adopted a new

framework law and severa German Lander (states) have dready changed their university laws.

Many reforms of Continentd European universties am to reinforce the leadership of
univergties. This implies radicd reduction of State-centrd regulation and the devolution of
condderable responghility and authority to the universty in metters of inditutiond organization,
resource dlocation and digposa, and program execution and organization. This shift away from
being a State-centered system dso means that strong demands will be made on the higher-
education sector’ s accountability.

Although dl the European countries have augmented the procedura freedom of their
universties, the degree of this increese has varied from country to country. For instance,
freedom is dill very limited and State adminidration remains a mgor player in France, Germany,
Sweden, and the Netherlands. Neverthedess, throughout Europe universities on the whole now
enjoy greatly expanded room for procedura decision making.

“Globd budgets’ for univerdties is no longer a drange term for State adminigtrators in any of
the European nations. Assessment procedures are discussed everywhere and have dready been
introduced--in quite different ways--in most countries. The application of global budgets and
assessment procedures has contributed considerably to a new way of thinking and acting among
univergties. In addition, research is drongly influenced by an effort of dl governments to
increase the proportion of earmarked versus lump sum research funds didributed by State
agencies, by funding agencies, and by other economic and socid bodies. The proportion of
earmarked funds to lump sum funds ill varies consderably, though, with dramatic changes
having been made primarily in England, the Netherlands, and Sweden and fewer changes made
in Italy, Germany, and France.

Everywhere, seps have been taken to reinforce the authority of the executive authorities in
univergties Almost dways, the hand of the presdent, vice-chancdlors, and other leading
adminidrative figures has been drengthened while the traditiond participatory and democratic



university bodies have lo some or most of their authority and scope within the university

decision-making process.

At least rhetoricdly, governments have affirmed ther intention to promote the market
orientation of universties. In dl the European countriess we now find new ingtances of
cooperation between firms and universities, such as joint research projects between industry and
universities, “technopoles’, dudent participation in research projects sponsored by indudtry,
dudent internships during their courses of dudy, practitioner involvement in  curriculum
devdlopment, and indudry paticipation in decisonrmaking processes, often through
participation on university boards of directors.®

Naturdly, the implementation levels of reforms amed a renforcing the links between the
universities and industry vary from one country to another (very advanced in England, barely

incipient in Italy) and from one university to another--even within the same country.

Towards two models of university governance in Europe?

Taking into account the various universty governance reform attempts we have described, two
principa kinds of reform can be discerned, as follows:
a more radical approach that leads to a more client/market-oriented modd of higher
education
a less extreme gpproach that leads to a more efficiency-oriented modd of higher
education

8 This participation can be uneasy in higher-education systemsin which academics are strongly opposed to what
they call theintrusion of capitalism into the academic sphere. An excellent case in point is provided by the
experience of new universitiesin France (Merrien 1996, 1999: cf annex).



(i) Towards a client/market-oriented model of higher education

Decentrdization, privetization, and atempts to creste an attitude of dient orientation in public
and quas-public inditutions are characterizing the dient/market-oriented modd, which we find
today most notably in England, Sweden, and the Netherlands. In this client/market modd we
find, of course, differences in the degree that the utilitarian belief system has been recognized as
legitimate by most actors (the Netherlands and Sweden being 4ill only on the verge of
acceptance), but in comparison to the other group of countries one can clearly see tha the
acceptance of the utilitarian bdief system has been progressing more rapidly in these three. The
attempts to grant more procedurd freedom to public universities conditute perhgps the most
remarkable reform aspect in dl of them. The switch in the governance modd in England from a
collegium to a market- oriented manageria moded has without any doubt been the most radical.

The man concern of the British reforms was to make univerdties more responsve to nationd
needs. The primary function of universties was now seen as that of serving as instruments of the
nationd economy. Traditiond universty sdf-regulation in education and research matters was
ovewritten. The government took a firm grip on quaity assessment and qudity control in
universty research and education. Quadrennial research assessment is now the bass of a
sective policy of research resource dlocation by the funding councils, and evauation of
university teaching qudity has adso been introduced. A mgor function of the assessment system,
paticularly in research, was to sudain differentiation and sdective dae resource dlocation
among the univerdties. These reforms sought dso to indill market mechaniams into British
univergties, in order to encourage them to be less dependent on Sate subsidies and to generate
their own wedth.

The Swedish (1993) and Netherlands reforms (1993) have been less radica than the British one,
but rather amilar to it nonetheless. These countries reforms laws introduced a radica change in
higher educetion. They implied a radica reduction of centrd regulation through the devolution
of condderdble responghility and autthority to the universties in matters of inditutiona

organization, resource dlocation and avalability, the offering and organization of undergraduate



courses, and the appointment of professors. In the same two countries, a new performance-based
funding dlocation system was introduced for teaching and for research aswell.

(if) The efficiency model and its limits

In the efficiency mode we observe a generd <hift in the direction of a more utilitarian belief
system, decreased substantive autonomy, and greater procedura freedom. Although we find
vaiaions in the countries beonging to this group (our examples are France, Itdy, ad
Germany), they are dike in that they dl atempt to march in the same direction but have not yet
journeyed far. Some laws have been enacted, but in practice the universities of these countries
are dill much closer to the traditional modd of university than to a new-manageriaist modd.

In France, the introduction of contractudization was a firs step--but the only step--towards a
new modd of universty governance. The contractuad policy that was initigted in 1988, a few
weeks after the inauguration of the Rocard government (1988) and the re-éection of Francois
Mitterrand as President of the French Republic, had as its objective the establishment of four-
year contracts between the State and each universty. The universty would be required firgt to
andlyze its drengths and weskness and prepare a written development plan defining its priorities
for the next four years. Then a negotiation process with the State agency would determine which
priorities would be funded by the Minister during the four-year period.

Nevertheless, the truly interesting point in this policy was not so much the use of contracts’ as it
was the policy’'s objectives themsdves, among them the following: to foder an inditutiona
dynamic within the univerdties, to drengthen the chancellor's postion, and to modify the
State-university relationship. The government took some complementary technica measures.
One of these dedt with new budgetary processes and the globaization of the budget, in order to
promote the development of adopted and own budgetary policies within each universty. Another
concerned the adoption of new rules for academic careers, notably the reinforcement of the

universty leve requirement for the gppointment of professors and lecturers.

® Until 1995, research was managed by separate contracts negotiated on avery different basis. Four- year research
contracts had been introduced as early as 1983.



In Itay, in 1989 the government adopted a radicad and mgor reform bill for the higher-education
system that contained many of the dements of the new manageridism

In Germany, the switch to a more flexible framework is dill in the phase of project and
experiment. The federd government is dudying the posshility of reforming the country’s
universty law. This law, as wdl as the specific universty laws of the different German dates,
will be reformed not only with regard to financid issues but dso with regard to personnd-related
and organizationd matters. State authorities promise to reduce therr involvement in the “externd
matters’ of univergties. Concerning “internd matters” the same reduction is being discussed
with respect to the Stat€'s regulation of curricula and examinations. Many politica regulations
a the federd level will be reduced in order to promote more competition among the reforms of
higher-education policies of the different German dates A far-reaching proposd in this respect
concerns the introduction of an “experimenta clause’ into the framework law. This clause would
dlow each date to sugpend cetan regulations of the federd law in favor of temporary
inditutiona experiments. Moreover, in severd universties the highly redrictive traditiond
adminidrative budgeting sysem has been replaced by a “globd” univerdty budget. If this
experiment proves successful, dl German universties will receive a “globd” budget in the

future

How to Explain the Diver genciesin Europe?

During the 1980s and 1990s, al European States tried to reform their inherited regimes of higher
education. Some of them were more successful than others in implementing such reforms
Studies have demondrated that the level of resistance to reform has varied from country to
country, as has the actud capacity to implement it. To understand this process, we have to take
into consideration the reasons for reform in each country, as wel as the inditutional and politicd
condraints tha make reform and retrenchment policies possble, patidly possble, or

impossble.



What then are the main factors that explain the successes and failures of managerid reforms of
higher educetion in the countries of Europe? Let us turn to the case dudies of individud
European nations, which will show us that some factors seem to carry more weight than others.
Firg let us take a look a England, the Netherlands, and Sweden (the client/market-oriented
model) and then a France, Itay, and Germany (the efficiency modd), bearing in mind that both
modds qudify as new-managerid models.

England is the country that has taken the largest steps in the direction of the new-manageridiam
mode. In the United Kingdom, the combination of a consarvative government influenced by
neoliberd ideas and a mgoritarian democracy has made it possble to modify inditutiond
conditions for universty action in a most profound way. The mgor dements of the reform
cgpacity of England are well known. A government with a strong and uncompromising policy
project, a maoritarian democracy alowing for the redization of reform projects, and the long
rule of the conservative party (1979-1997) have made radicd reforms possble. The traditiona
fragmented academic community was unable to turn back this sorm of neoliberdism in the
higher-education system.

In the Netherlands, it has teken much more time to arive a a raher radicad reform in
universties. The firg reform laws were adopted in the mid-80s. New and more radica
legidative reforms were initiated only after it had become clear that the reforms implemented to
date had not sufficed to redize the policy ams. The reforms undertaken in the Netherlands were
the subject of long public debate, and by the time of the adoption of the new reform law in 1997,
dl actors had had the opportunity to voice their opinions--something that was not possble in
France, for indance. Resgstance did arise, contributing to the adoption of the mixed mode of
authority in universties, and there will continue to be some resstance. But by and large, while
in other countries the academic community may dill try to rid itsdf of the new-manageridism
project, the academic community in the Netherlands has learned to adapt itsdf and to live with

the new governance mode.

Sweden, like the Netherlands, has a long tradition of a consensus-based or corporatist
democracy. This does not mean that the Swedish academic community necessarily shared the



idedls of the reform projects. But in generd it seems that through aprocess of research regarding
the national consensus on the issue, there has occurred a successful infiltration of the university
culture by the managerid consciousness and the managerid gyle of governance. In addition,
without any doulbt, it has helped that the Netherlands and Sweden are unitarian States.

By contragt, in France, Itdy, and Germany (efficiency modd), the man impetus to introducing
the managerid reforms was the need for increased efficiency at a time of State budgetary belt-
tightening. The amount of financia resources provided to universties by these States had
become smdler and smdler. A consderable teaching overload had resulted for the universties
because growth in the numbers of students served had not been accompanied by a crresponding
growth in universty budgets and professond daff. Meanwhile, the publics demand for
improved qudity of university teeching had become louder, as had its demand for high scientific
qudity and extrasdentific rdevance in universties research efforts.  In short, athough
receving fewer resources, universties were expected not only to sudtain their exigting

performance levels but actudly to improve upon them.

In France, Itdy, and Germany, reform projects are dmost dways the product of a State initiative,
not of an initiative by societd actors. The problem with this “from-the-top-downward” approach
to reform is that, of course, these reforms often are lacking the popular legitimacy needed for
being successtully implemented.

In France, the introduction of contracts with universities (1984) spearheaded what has turned out
to be only a timid overdl attempt to increase the latter's efficiency. Magor reform projects need
a long-term commitment by policymakers and bureaucrats, but in most cases policymakers in
France do not have the time to fight for and redize such a project. Furthermore, French high-
levd civil savats ae wdl known for ther clout and for their rductance to rdinquish any
portion of their governing prerogative. In addition, the republican idea of the unified State, of
equd rights for dl dtizens, and of the provison of extensve public services is dill very drong in
France. Not only that, but policymakers falled to win the support of the academic community
itsdf for the reform project, with most academics remaining skeptical towards the introduction of
the new manageridism and skepticd above dl towards changing the exiding authority structures



within univergties. Moreover, the capacity for action by student activist groups and by teachers
unions--whose capability to mohbilize on symbolic maiters is much greater than ther rate of
membership--was gill drong, and the government wanted to avoid politica risks. All of these
factors together explain why there was nobody in France who redly wanted to pick up the torch

of university reform and run with it.

The Itdian government was no more successful than was the French and experienced smilar
difficulties and ddays in the implementation of univerdty reform laws (the Higher-Education
Act). Jugst as in France, the reform effort's lack of popular legitimacy within the universities and
the grest power of the universties professorid daffs led to government’s inability to achieve its
policy gods. Quite paradoxicdly, the tradition of the strong State in France and the tradition of

the weak State in Italy converged towards the same results.

In Germany, the federd dructure of the State forbids any “from-the-top-downward” large-scale
reform. But it is quite possble to imagine reforms introduced by the individua German dtates or
Lander. Even 0, a strong belief in the Humboldtian modd'® and the existence of a university
governance mode that traditionaly gives the upper hand to powerful professors end to limit the
posshility of Gemany’s moving massvely towards a new-managerid governance of

universties.

Conclusion

If we andyze in detall the trandformation of higher education in Europe, the impresson of
bewildering divergencies remains. Clearly, European universties have changed profoundly snce
the 1980s. The number of dudents atending inditutions of higher education has dramaticaly
increased.  Universties have deveoped many new curricula, including more  labor-market-

oriented ones, and are decreasingly characterizable as being mere ivory towers.

10 The German university system is characterized up to the present day by a combination of undisputed alimentation
and control by the State, on the one hand, and a simultaneous respect of the “freedom of teaching and research,”
which is even constitutionally granted.



The traditional baance of power between academia, universty adminigration, and governments
has shifted. Indead of bureaucratic control of the universties, government has granted them
more autonomy while ensuring continued State influence through target setting and through a
sysem of rewards based on the results of evauations. The managerid power of the university
presidents has been substantiadly increased.

This shift should not be taken to mean that European universties are moving towards a pure
freeemarket modd of universty. In comparison with North American and Latin American
universities, in Europe universties are gill clearly conddered to be public goods. Even in the
United Kingdom, where market rhetoric is commonplace, few people advocate a free market for
higher education.!' Universties remain public bodies, and tuition fees ae dill low in
international perspective.’? When it comes to student and personned affairs, most @vernments on
the Continent have continued to follow dong on their accustomed path. Access conditions for
sudents—and occasondly the devedopment of curricula and the nominaion of universty
personnd--are ill under the authority of the State.

M The British State controls the price that universities may place on their services and the amount and
variety of the services that universities may sell. Thus, universities in the United Kingdom currently
operate not in amarket economy but in something like acommand economy.

12 With the exception of the UK.



