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ABSTRA CT

Governance in higher education, both at institutional and systemic levels, has experienced substantial changes within recent decades 
because of a range of world-historical processes such as massification, growth, globalization, marketization, public sector reforms, and the 
emergence of knowledge economy and society. Th ese developments have made governance arrangements and decision-making processes 
in higher education more complex and multidimensional more than ever and forced scholars to build new analytical and heuristic tools 
and strategies to grasp the intricacy and diversity of higher education governance dynamics. Th is article provides a systematic discussion 
of how and through which tools prominent scholars of higher education have analyzed governance in this sector by examining certain 
heuristic frameworks and analytical models. Additionally, the article shows how social scientific analysis of governance in higher education 
has proceeded in a cumulative way with certain revisions and syntheses rather than radical conceptual and theoretical ruptures from 
Burton R. Clark’s seminal work to the present, revealing conceptual and empirical junctures between them.  
Keywords: Higher education governance, Governance shift  in higher education, Analytical model, Heuristic framework

ÖZ

Geçtiğimiz birkaç on yıllık zaman dilimi içerisinde yükseköğretim yönetişiminin gerek kurumsal düzeyinde, gerekse de sistemik düzeyinde 
önemli değişimler yaşandı. Bu değişimler, her biri dünya-tarihsel süreçler olan yükseköğretimde kitleselleşme, büyüme, küreselleşme, 
piyasalaşma ile genel kamu sektörü reformları ve bilgi toplumu/ekonomisinin ortaya çıkışıyla yakından ilgilidir. Söz konusu gelişmeler, 
yükseköğretim alanındaki idari düzenlemeler ve karar alma süreçlerini geçmişte olduğundan daha fazla karmaşık ve çok boyutlu hale 
getirmiş ve yükseköğretim üzerine çalışan bilim insanlarını yükseköğretim yönetişiminin çetrefilliğini ve çeşitliliğini kavramamızı 
sağlayacak yeni analitik ve keşifsel araçlar ile stratejiler geliştirmeye zorlamıştır. Bu makale, önde gelen yükseköğretim araştırmacılarının 
söz konusu alandaki yönetişimsel ilişkileri nasıl ve hangi araçlarla analiz ett ikleri üzerine sistematik bir tartışma yürütmekte ve bunu 
bizatihi araştırmacıların geliştirdikleri analitik ve keşifsel modelleri incelemek suretiyle yapmaktadır. Dahası, makalede yükseköğretim 
yönetişiminin sosyal bilimsel analizinin radikal kavramsal ve teorik kopuşlardan ziyade, nasıl belirli revizyonlar ve sentezler yoluyla 
kümülatif bir şekilde ilerlediği gösterilmektedir. Bu minvalde, Burton R. Clark’ın ufuk açıcı eserinde geliştirilen fikirler ile, sonraki 
dönemde geliştirilen modeller arasındaki kavramsal ve ampirik bağlantı noktaları üzerinde durulmaktadır.
Anahtar Sözcükler: Yükseköğretim yönetişimi, Yükseköğretimde yönetişimsel değişim, Analitik model, Keşifsel çerçeve
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knowledge society and knowledge-based economy (Delanty, 
2001), ongoing expansion and massifi caƟ on trends arising 
from demographic pressures, increasing internaƟ onalizaƟ on 
and globalizaƟ on processes, and the introducƟ on of market 
forces and market logic into the HE sector (Berman, 2012) are 

INTRODUCTION
Higher educaƟ on (henceforth HE) systems have been expe-
riencing profound transformaƟ ons across the world since 
the second half of the 20th century. The emergence of the 
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just a few of the dynamics confronƟ ng HE systems. In many 
OrganizaƟ on for Economic Co-operaƟ on and Development 
(OECD) countries, and parƟ cularly in ConƟ nental Europe, New 
Public Management (NPM) reforms1 have considerably under-
mined the tradiƟ onal modes of HE governance as well as the 
organizaƟ onal structures of HE insƟ tuƟ ons (Ferlie, Musselin, & 
Andresani, 2008). 

The governance of HE systems and the insƟ tuƟ onal governance 
of universiƟ es are two interrelated domains which have been 
aff ected by these changes and subjected to an array of novel 
arrangements. This has forced scholars of HE to rethink and 
develop new understandings to comprehend the diversity and 
complexity of governance dynamics in this parƟ cular fi eld. This 
arƟ cle will provide a systemaƟ c discussion of HE governance 
by examining the major analyƟ cal models and heurisƟ c frame-
works developed by social and poliƟ cal scienƟ sts.

In order to maintain conceptual homogeneity in a highly het-
erogeneous research area, it would be useful to defi ne the con-
cept of governance in an operaƟ onal sense. By governance, I 
here mean “the process and structure” (Becher & Kogan, 1992) 
through which decisions are made and implemented as a con-
sequence of the interplay between relevant actors. This defi ni-
Ɵ on is applicable to both the insƟ tuƟ onal and systemic levels 
in HE. The systemic level refers to the relaƟ onship between the 
state and individual HE insƟ tuƟ ons, while the insƟ tuƟ onal level 
indicates the paƩ ern of governance within universiƟ es (Dob-
bins & Knill, 2014).

In what follows, I will iniƟ ally present a brief discussion of Bur-
ton R. Clark’s (1983) classical study on HE systems in which he 
developed a typology of systemic coordinaƟ on in HE. Subse-
quent scholars in the fi eld have extensively drawn from Clark’s 
work in their aƩ empt to provide more fi ne-grained typologies 
and models of governance in HE, taking into account such 
current processes as NPM reforms, the eff ects of the Bologna 
and Lisbon declaraƟ ons, ideological shiŌ s toward the market, 
and the emergence of global and transnaƟ onal levels in HE 
governance (Amaral, Jones, & Karseth 2002; Paradeise et al., 
2009; Huisman 2009). Therefore, this arƟ cle will also off er a 
brief discussion on how these changes have been explained 
and conceptualized in the post-Clark term. To do this, the fol-
lowing secƟ ons will discuss other major analyƟ cal models of 
HE governance.

It should be emphasized that the paper will off er a considerably 
simplifi ed discussion of these models rather than an exhaus-
Ɵ ve inquiry. This is because, its fi rst and foremost aim is to 
depict the state of the art research in a relaƟ vely dynamic area. 
Besides, it aspires to sƟ mulate some discussion and provide 

some informaƟ on for further empirical research. These models 
can be deployed and applied by HE researchers in Turkey to 
analyze cross-naƟ onal change in HE governance. It also may 
increase HE leaders’ awareness as to how the complex nature 
of HE governance arrangements can be grasped in an analyƟ cal 
way. 

Burton Clark’s Triangle of CoordinaƟ on

Burton Clark’s The Higher EducaƟ on System (1983) is a tour de 
force in the history of analysis of naƟ onal HE systems and in 
their cross-country comparison. Clark’s underlying moƟ vaƟ on 
in wriƟ ng the book was to provide a systemaƟ c explanaƟ on of 
how HE is organized and governed, going beyond the prevalent 
frameworks of his Ɵ me. In one of his earlier arƟ cles in which 
he developed a classifi caƟ on of pathways of academic coordi-
naƟ on, Clark (1979) had already pointed out how the exisƟ ng 
literature was full of studies that reduced the analysis of coor-
dinaƟ on in HE to a simplifi ed academic coordinaƟ on based on 
their formal plan and hierarchy. According to him (Clark, 1979), 
a more sophisƟ cated account should focus on the quesƟ on of 
how diverse types of coordinaƟ on—bureaucraƟ c, professional, 
poliƟ cal, and market-based—interact with each other, by tak-
ing into consideraƟ on the plurality of coordinaƟ on mechanisms 
and the respecƟ ve contribuƟ ons of each one.

Clark’s triangle of coordinaƟ on (1983) is one of the earliest 
and seminal endeavors to categorize governance in HE at a 
systemic level. Clark idenƟ fi es three dominant mechanisms 
of systemic coordinaƟ on: the state authority (with its bureau-
craƟ c and poliƟ cal components), the market, and the academic 
oligarchy.2 Thus, he composes his well-known triangle of coor-
dinaƟ on as follows:

1 The NPM refers to a broad public-sector reform wave that emerged in the United Kingdom under the Thatcher governments of the 1980s. According to Andreasini 
& Ferlie (2006), the NPM is based on “(1) empowered and entrepreneurial management rather than tradiƟ onally autonomous public-sector professionals and 
administrators; (2) use of quasi-market forces rather than planning; (3) strong performance measurement, monitoring and management, with a growth of audit 
systems”. For NPM ideals and pracƟ ces in HE, see Bleiklie 1998.
2Including the concept of “academic oligarchy” as one of the dominant forms of HE governance may seem quesƟ onable, since academics have liƩ le infl uence in 
steering of the whole system in comparison with the state and market actors. However, professional bodies and presƟ gious academics can exert a great amount 
of infl uence, especially where bureaucracy is relaƟ vely impotent (Italy) or market agents are weak (Germany). AddiƟ onally, in many other countries, the academic 
oligarchy mediates between individual HE insƟ tuƟ ons and the governmental authoriƟ es. 

Figure 1: Clark’s triangle of coordinaƟ on. Adapted from Clark 
(1983: 143).

Market Academic Oligarchy

State Authority
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It should be emphasized that Clark elaborates these three 
modes of coordinaƟ on as ideal types, in the Weberian sense 
of the term, which together construct a space for comparing 
naƟ onal HE systems. This means that a naƟ onal system does 
not need to be strictly idenƟ fi ed with the preponderance of 
only one of these forms of coordinaƟ on. To be sure, the state, 
academic professionals, and market forces represent the key 
actors, or “main interest groups” as Clark (1983) says, in the 
steering of an HE system. However, there are very few HE sys-
tems that are coordinated and governed only by one of these 
crucial agents with liƩ le or no intervenƟ on from the other 
ones. Instead, the coordinaƟ on of a naƟ onal HE system, at bot-
tom, takes its shape as a result of a parƟ cular combinaƟ on of 
power compeƟ Ɵ on and negoƟ aƟ on between diff erent interest 
groups within HE.3

Clark’s triparƟ te division fi nds its most typical historical expres-
sion in the examples of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(state-control model), the United States of America (market-
oriented model), and Italy (academic self-rule model). The 
coordinaƟ on of the tradiƟ onal German HE system, generally 
called HumboldƟ an, is depicted by Clark (1983) as a specifi c 
mixture of professional self-management by an academic 
oligarchy and the poliƟ cal and bureaucraƟ c regulaƟ on of the 
state. Indeed, as Schimank argues (2005), governance of the 
German HE system is sƟ ll characterized by a historical con-
sensus between state control and funding on one hand, and 
consƟ tuƟ onal guarantees of academic freedoms (Lehrfreiheit 
and Lernfreiheit) on the other.

Clark’s model assumes that the coordinaƟ on of any given HE 
system at any given point can be posiƟ oned within the triangle 
based on the power confi guraƟ on between the academic 
community, market, and the state. In most cases, it serves 
as a useful analyƟ cal tool to synchronically compare diverse 
naƟ onal HE systems with one another. Nevertheless, this 
model becomes less funcƟ onal when it comes to analyzing 
transformaƟ on and evoluƟ on within certain HE systems in a 
given period of Ɵ me from a comparaƟ ve-historical perspecƟ ve. 
In this sense, triangle of coordinaƟ on off ers a staƟ c typology of 
authority relaƟ ons and governance arrangements in HE, rather 
than a dynamic explanaƟ on of how, for instance, an HE system 
evolves from a state-centered system into a primarily market-
oriented one, or vice versa, within a given period. 

Clark’s ideal-typical model has sparked fresh interest towards 
governance and coordinaƟ on in HE among scholars from dif-
ferent disciplinary backgrounds. Many of them have either 
developed new typologies inspired by Clark’s typology or 
revised it, taking into account of recent challenges. The follow-
ing secƟ ons will off er a brief overview of studies infl uenced by 
Clark’s seminal work as well as those who criƟ cize it by reveal-
ing its limitaƟ ons.

Frans van Vught’s State-Control and State-Supervising Models 

Drawing upon Clark’s model, van Vught (1993) defi nes the 
term paƩ ern of governance in HE as a “dynamic combinaƟ on of 
the acƟ ons of, and interacƟ ons between several categories of 
actors”. Then, he (1993) specifi es four elements that are crucial 
to the invesƟ gaƟ on of processes and outcomes of governance: 
the degree of infl uence of the market, the steering strategies 
of the government, the organized infl uence of the academic 
oligarchy, and the management processes in HE insƟ tuƟ ons. 
However, the fi rst category—market infl uence—is intenƟ on-
ally overlooked by van Vught for HE, according to him, does not 
operate according to pure market logic. In contradisƟ ncƟ on to 
Clark, who located market coordinaƟ on as an important axis 
in HE governance, van Vught (1993) argues that there are only 
“quasi-market”4 structures and “market-like” behaviors in HE, 
where the state invariably has a certain role.

In order to examine the role of government in systemic HE gov-
ernance, van Vught (1993, 1995) makes an important disƟ nc-
Ɵ on between the state-control model and state-supervising 
model as two primary governmental steering strategies. By 
doing so, he suggests a two-dimensional space of governance 
defi ned by the role of the state, as disƟ nct from Clark’s three-
dimensional one. In the state-control model, the central gov-
ernmental agencies aƩ empt to regulate and control almost all 
features of HE, from student access condiƟ ons to the appoint-
ment of academic staff . In the state-supervising model, in con-
trast, the government exerts liƩ le infl uence on the dynamics of 
HE apart from ensuring quality and accountability, authorizing 
individual insƟ tuƟ ons to make decision and regulaƟ on in many 
aspects. 

The former model is associated with the conƟ nental European 
tradiƟ on conceiving HE as a “homogenous enterprise” (van 
Vught, 1993), while the laƩ er refers to the Anglo-American 
experience of treaƟ ng HE as a diversifi ed and mulƟ dimensional 
iniƟ aƟ ve.5 In the fi rst model, the weakest part of the whole 
governance process is the university management and leader-
ship. This is due to the fact that governance arrangements are 
principally made by the reciprocal authority relaƟ ons between 
government offi  cials/bureaucrats and academic professionals/
scienƟ sts. The second model is rather characterized by weak 
state intervenƟ on, with governance outcomes instead shaped 
by the relaƟ onship between strong internal administrators and 
leaders (deans and presidents) and a powerful academic com-
munity. 

To sum up, as Braun (1999) argues, van Vught, in spite of his call 
for a mulƟ -level analysis to grasp the paƩ ern of governance in 
HE, ulƟ mately reduces HE governance to the role that the gov-
ernment plays in steering the system. The state could either 
follow a centralist strategy, as is sƟ ll seen in conƟ nental Europe, 

3Clark’s study (1983) is full of examples of such mutual interacƟ ons which someƟ mes take place as highly poliƟ cized confl icts between public offi  cials and the aca-
demics, as the post-war Eastern European experience had demonstrated. 
4For the category of quasi-market and its use in HE studies, see Niklasson (1996).
5It should be emphasized that van Vught’s study also includes analysis of changes in the relaƟ onship between HE insƟ tuƟ ons and governance, parƟ cularly in Western 
Europe. He and his colleagues (Neave & van Vught 1991) demonstrate how the classical intevenƟ onist command-and-control approach in many European countries 
has been replaced by the more adjudicaƟ ve and supervisory role of the “evaluaƟ ve state” (Neave, 1988).
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tem instead of an intervenƟ onist role, and on the promoƟ on 
of market-like relaƟ ons in universiƟ es and the public sector 
(Braun & Merrien, 1999). This new philosophy has been gener-
ally associated with a new philosophy of management called 
new managerialism or new public management.

Braun’s (1999) real contribuƟ on lies at his aƩ empt to integrate 
the NPM as a new governance model that is essenƟ ally diff er-
ent from previous governance models in HE. According to him 
(1999), the insensiƟ vity of Clark’s triangle to the NPM is under-
standable given the fact that it was wriƩ en in the 1980s. Clark 
(1998) later added a fourth category, what he called “organiza-
Ɵ on”, which refers to the self-steering capacity of universiƟ es 
through leaders, to his famous triangle. Although van Vught’s 
“supervisory state model” is analogous to the new managerial-
ism, he does not see this as a shiŌ  in what Braun (1999) calls 
belief system, but rather as pre-exisƟ ng model pracƟ ced by 
Anglo-American countries.

In order to construct his heurisƟ c framework, Braun (1999)—in 
addiƟ on to his disƟ ncƟ on between uƟ litarian and non-uƟ litar-
ian belief systems—also uƟ lizes Robert Berdahl’s disƟ ncƟ on 
between substanƟ ve autonomy and procedural autonomy. The 
former refers to the power of universiƟ es to determine their 
own goals and programs, while the laƩ er indicates the power 
of universiƟ es to determine the means by which their goals 
and programs are pursued (Berdahl, 1990). In other words, 
substanƟ ve autonomy is related to the what of academe, 
whereas procedural autonomy pertains to the how. Thus, he 
arrives at a cube of governance in HE: 

or opt for a relaƟ vely weak role, as is in the Anglo-American 
world. Van Vught’s model, notwithstanding its limitaƟ ons, was 
infl uenƟ al among HE researchers during the 1990s. At the end 
of the millennium, new frameworks sensiƟ ve to the recent 
challenges that HE had encountered were off ered by students 
of HE governance. In what follows, I will center upon Dietmar 
Braun’s heurisƟ c framework of governance models in the HE 
sector. 

Dietmar Braun’s HeurisƟ c Framework: The New Managerial-
ism as a DisƟ nct Mode of Governance

Dietmar Braun’s contribuƟ on to the study of governance in HE 
is substanƟ ally built upon the works of Burton Clark and Frans 
van Vught. He criƟ cally revises their earlier work to arrive at 
a new synthesis considering current changes in governmental 
strategies in OECD countries. Braun’s point of departure stems 
from the argument that there has been a considerable change 
in the belief system of governments (Braun & Merrien, 1999), 
and that this in turn has triggered changes to the mode of gov-
ernance in HE and science systems. For that reason, in order to 
discuss the heurisƟ c framework off ered by Braun, it is crucial 
to grasp the shiŌ  in governmental philosophies.

Braun and Merrien (1999) lay out two ideal-type belief systems 
that have aff ected the governance of HE:

• The belief system conceiving universiƟ es as cultural insƟ tu-
Ɵ ons contribuƟ ng, by and large, to the social cohesion and 
economic development of modern socieƟ es. In most Euro-
pean and in some of American states, this belief system has 
led governmental acƟ on for a long Ɵ me.

• The belief system regarding universiƟ es, in a uƟ litarian 
way, as public service insƟ tuƟ ons serving the economic, 
social, and poliƟ cal goals of countries. Components of this 
belief system have infl uenced the relaƟ ons between gov-
ernments and HE insƟ tuƟ ons in most American states and 
have started to transform governmental strategies in many 
European and OECD countries.

In this frame, the fi rst belief system represents the HumboldƟ an 
university idea, which sees the university as an insƟ tuƟ onally 
autonomous place in which a community of scholars operates 
in an environment free of poliƟ cal or bureaucraƟ c constraint 
in pursuit of truth and knowledge for the good of society. In 
fact, as Gerard Delanty subtly points out (2001), the university 
needs the state in order to assure its insƟ tuƟ onal autonomy. In 
return, it provides the state with a moral basis, once provided 
by the Church. The role of the government is thus based on 
protecƟ ng and supporƟ ng the academic community to carry 
out its twofold mission: the pursuit of truth and the fulfi llment 
of poliƟ cal and cultural responsibiliƟ es to the naƟ on.

This belief system was the focus of ever-increasing criƟ cism 
in the 1980s, not only by individual governments, but also by 
such supra-naƟ onal and internaƟ onal insƟ tuƟ ons and organi-
zaƟ ons as the European Council, European Union, OECD, and 
World Bank. As a result, a more uƟ litarian belief system—the 
second system outlined above—has emerged in Europe, which 
hinges on a supervisory role for the state in steering the sys-

Figure 2: Braun’s cube of governance. Adapted from Braun (1999: 
7).

According to Braun (1999), new managerialism, as disƟ nct 
from the bureaucraƟ c-oligarchic and market models, is 
characterized by three points: (1) the strengthening of the 
intermediate administraƟ ve level, (2) priority-seƫ  ng, and (3) 
client-orientaƟ on. The fi rst implies more powerful deans and 
presidents and a corresponding weakening of the academic 
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• The rise and spread of NPM as a new organizaƟ onal 
approach for the public sector have made universiƟ es into 
more business-like organizaƟ ons that borrow instruments 
from the private sector.

In their eff ort to rethink governance in HE in the light of these 
developments, the scholars (de Boer, Enders, & Schimank, 
2007; 2008) disƟ nguish fi ve dimensions for the analysis of gov-
ernance in HE as a societal subsector:

1) State regulaƟ on refers to the tradiƟ onal concept of top-
down authority vested in the state, such as regulaƟ on by 
direcƟ ves and prescripƟ ons. 

2) Stakeholder guidance concerns acƟ viƟ es which lead univer-
siƟ es through advice or goal seƫ  ng. The government can 
be considered as a crucial stakeholder in public university 
systems. 

3) Academic self-governance means collegial decision-making 
and self-steering within universiƟ es by professional/aca-
demic communiƟ es.

4) Managerial self-governance indicates hierarchies within 
universiƟ es and the role of university leaders in decision-
making and regulaƟ on processes.

5) CompeƟ Ɵ on for material and symbolic resources—person-
nel, presƟ ge, and funds—between and within universiƟ es 
is the fi nal dimension of HE governance.

De Boer, Enders, and Schimank (2007; 2008) assume that the 
governance of an HE system is composed of a specifi c mixture 
of these fi ve dimensions at any given Ɵ me. They model this 
confi guraƟ on by using the analogy of an equalizer, an electron-
ic device allowing amplifi caƟ on and aƩ enuaƟ on of selected 
frequencies in an audio spectrum. They analyze shiŌ s in HE 
governance in England, Austria, Germany, and the Netherlands 
from the 1980s to the present by using the governance equal-
izer model and illustrate their fi ndings through the instrument 
of an equalizer, as seen in fi gure 3.6

The governance equalizer is derived from exisƟ ng typologies in 
HE studies, notably Clark’s triangle of coordinaƟ on and Braun’s 
cube of governance. In this model, state regulaƟ on and stake-
holder guidance represents two modes of governmental infl u-
ence. To put it another way, de Boer, Enders, and Schimank 
(2007; 2008) divide Clark’s noƟ on of “state authority” into two 
parts: direct regulaƟ on by the state and external guidance by 
public agents. In a similar vein, the concept of academic self-
governance can be seen as a revised form of Clark’s “academic 
oligarchy”. Finally, compeƟ Ɵ on as a disƟ nct mechanism of 
governance corresponds to market-oriented coordinaƟ on in 
Clark’s terminology. Managerial self-governance, on the other 
hand, is the fi Ō h dimension adapted by Clark’s (1998) later 
study on entrepreneurial universiƟ es in which he laid stress 
on the increasing dominaƟ on of managerial leadership in insƟ -

community/oligarchy at the insƟ tuƟ onal level of governance. 
The priority-seƫ  ng primarily indicates the earmarking of funds 
and the assessment of goal achievement and quality of uni-
versity outputs by governments. The fi nal category stands for 
the rise of demand-driven science in universiƟ es that become 
more the interface of the “triple helix” (Etzkowitz & Leydes-
dorff , 2000) of university-industry-government relaƟ ons. 

In brief, Braun’s framework could be read as an endeavor to 
integrate the infl uence of NPM reforms into the analysis of 
governance in HE. In the fi rst decade of the 21st century, NPM 
reforms spread over most OECD countries and considerably 
eroded tradiƟ onal governance of HE with a dominant role of 
the state. In line with this, scholars of HE have developed more 
rigorous models to represent changes to which HE systems 
have been exposed. The next secƟ on will address one of these 
models in parƟ cular: the “governance-equalizer” model.

The Governance Equalizer Model

The governance equalizer model is an analyƟ cal tool devised 
by de Boer, Enders and Schimank (2007; 2008) for the analysis 
of governance shiŌ s in HE. The authors pay special aƩ enƟ on 
to how the rise of NPM has changed the mode of governance 
in the public sector, including HE, since 1980s. They go so far 
as argue that the concept of governance itself emerged as an 
analyƟ cal category simultaneously with NPM (de Boer, Enders, 
& Schimank, 2007), refl ecƟ ng the skepƟ cism among deci-
sion makers about the effi  ciency and possibility of hierarchi-
cally steering complex societal systems. Indeed, in many OECD 
countries, trust in the merits of centralist state authority in 
governing diverse policy fi elds has been eroded and replaced 
by a new credence in the virtues of complex processes of soci-
etal coordinaƟ on carried out by means of a network of diff er-
ent of actors.

Considering this transformaƟ on in the philosophy of governing, 
the authors argue that governance in HE should be rethought 
for the following reasons (de Boer, Enders, & Schimank 2008):

• The fi rst and foremost reason is that of economic recession 
and the consequent decline in public expenditure. Most HE 
reforms, therefore, are fi nancially driven and are aimed at 
economic sustainability.

• Processes such as internaƟ onalizaƟ on, globalizaƟ on, and 
EuropeanizaƟ on in HE have triggered new coordinaƟ on 
problems due to the appearance of powerful supra-naƟ on-
al actors on the scene.

• The disappoinƟ ng achievements of governments have 
caused disillusion and distrust of state-centered steering of 
HE in many countries.

• The ideological tendency towards the market has ques-
Ɵ oned the tradiƟ onal university, which is now encouraged 
to sell its goods and services in various markets.

6In terms of my purposes in this arƟ cle, I will not discuss fi ndings of authors’ empirical invesƟ gaƟ on. My interest rather lies at how they operaƟ onalize the gover-
nance equalizer tool to analyze governance shiŌ s in HE.
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Capano’s Typology of Systemic Governance in HE Policy 

Giliberto Capano’s contribuƟ on to the governance debate in 
the HE sector deserves menƟ on, since it suggests a revised 
perspecƟ ve concerning the understanding and analysis of 
governance in the HE-policy sector. Capano (2011) diff ers 
from a substanƟ al part of the governance literature, which 
argues that a new way of governing societal relaƟ ons, called 
“new governance”, has replaced the old mode of governance. 
While he accepts that “government”—a hierarchical frame-
work of governance—has lost its central role in policy making 
and has given way to a more decentralized and deregulated 
form of governance, he rejects the idea that government and 
governance are two related phases of a process of governing. 
Instead, he argues (Capano 2011: 1625) that they are two 
intrinsically separate categories:

“Governance refers to the possible ways in which the policy 
actors combine to solve collecƟ ve problems and thus to the 
ways in which the policy-making process is steered. Govern-
ment, on the other hand, is one of the possible actors in sys-
temic governance, and its role may vary considerable, depend-
ing on the context.”

By “bringing the government back in” (Capano, HowleƩ , & 
Ramesh, 2015) to governance studies, Capano casts doubt on 
the so-called decline of the state and the rise of “governance 
without government” (Rhodes 1996) postulaƟ ons. For that 

tuƟ onal governance of universiƟ es. This dimension, to a large 
extent, is dedicated to the eff ect of NPM in HE governance and 
in this sense it comes closest to Braun (1999) and Braun and 
Merrien’s (1999) emphasis on new managerialism.

The governance equalizer is a parƟ cularly useful analyƟ cal 
tool for examining various dimensions of governance and 
seeing their potenƟ al combinaƟ ons. I would like to argue that 
the governance equalizer is a more fl exible tool than Clark’s 
(1983) model, as it does not see the diff erent dimensions of 
governance as mutually exclusive from each other. In Clark’s 
model, one situates an HE system within at least one of domi-
nant forms of coordinaƟ on. When it comes to understanding 
the possible combinaƟ ons between various forces of coordina-
Ɵ on, however, this model does not have so much to off er. The 
governance equalizer, on the other hand, does not conceive 
changes in governance dimension as a “zero sum game” (de 
Boer, Enders, & Schimank, 2008), and allows for conƟ ngent 
composiƟ ons in which an HE system can be directed towards 
two seemingly opposite poles, such as state regulaƟ on and 
compeƟ Ɵ on.7 

Governance arrangements in HE conƟ nue to change and 
combine in diff erent ways. Yet, whatever shape they take, the 
government fi nds a way of exerƟ ng its infl uence. The next sec-
Ɵ on will be dedicated to a discussion of a recent typology of 
systemic governance in HE which pays special aƩ enƟ on of the 
role of government in steering the HE system.

Figure 3: HE governance shiŌ s in four 
countries (de Boer, Enders & Schimank 
2007: 149).

7A similar criƟ cism regarding the limitaƟ ons of Clark’s model is raised by Musselin (2004). In her case study on changes in the French HE system, she labels Clark’s 
triangle as being “overly hierarchical and too narrow”, in the sense that any mode of macro-coordinaƟ on is seen as capable of represenƟ ng all aspects of an 
HE system. She also stresses that Clark’s model does not accept that diverse levels of an HE system—the intermediate level (HE insƟ tuƟ ons) and the base level 
(academics)—might be coordinated along divergent principles. 
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In Capano’s (2011) typology, the self-governance and steering-
at-a-distance modes, on the other hand, designate two mod-
els in which government is indirectly infl uenƟ al. In the self-
governance mode, HE insƟ tuƟ ons are leŌ  at liberty to specify 
both what they want to do and how to do it in the absence of 
direct governmental intervenƟ on. In the steering-at-a-distance 
mode, government is commiƩ ed to achieving certain collecƟ ve 
targets; however, it leaves room for insƟ tuƟ ons to designate 
the instruments through which to achieve these aims. Govern-
ment strives to aff ect the organizaƟ onal behavior of universi-
Ɵ es through a range of indirect means, such as soŌ  regulaƟ ons, 
performance assessments, and fi nancial incenƟ ves, to encour-
age their operaƟ ons to comply with governmental targets. 

To sum up, Capano’s approach diff ers from the earlier frame-
works discussed above due to its emphasis on governments’ 
various strategies to infl uence HE policies at a systemic level. 
His typology also explicitly challenges the acclaimed dichotomy 
between governance and government and shows how govern-
ments deliberaƟ vely conƟ nue to take part in HE governance. 
They choose either to directly intervene in the HE sector or to 
steer from a distance by making room for other policy actors in 
the fi eld. Nevertheless, in either case, they indeed do govern. 
Even in the self-governance mode, which is at work in Anglo-

reason, grasping this diff erence is crucial to any examinaƟ on 
of systemic governance in HE in which government is the 
principal actor. This means that diff erent confi guraƟ ons of HE 
governance vary considerably with regard to the role played 
by the government. Accordingly, diff erent systemic governance 
modes in HE could be classifi ed according to variaƟ ons in the 
strategies pursued by governments to infl uence governance 
arrangements in this parƟ cular policy sector. Thus, Capano 
(2011) constructs his typology by dichotomizing the role of 
government in seƫ  ng goals to be aƩ ained and the instruments 
to be deployed in the HE sector (see fi gure 4).”

In this framework, the hierarchical and procedural modes 
denote two classical forms of governance in which the state 
pursues certain command and control strategies (Capano 
2011). In hierarchical governance, government, as a hegemonic 
actor, directly coordinates all features of policy making, includ-
ing determining both goals and means. Consequently, there 
is almost no room for substanƟ al or procedural autonomy, to 
use Berdahl’s (1990) concepts. Procedural governance diff ers 
from the hierarchical one in the sense that agents are free to 
determine their own objecƟ ves. Yet, they are obliged to abide 
by procedural rules issued and enforced by public authoriƟ es 
while pursuing these self-determined goals. 

Figure 4: Types 
of systemic 
governance in 
HE. Adapted from 
Capano (2011: 5).
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(pertaining to state-university-society relaƟ ons, decision-mak-
ing structures, quality-control arrangements, and the manage-
ment approach), as well as two important sub-dimensions con-
ceptualized as personnel autonomy and fi nancial governance. 
By “personnel autonomy”, the scholars mean the authority of 
HE insƟ tuƟ ons to freely set condiƟ ons for staff  as well as the 
status and role of presidents or rectors. “Financial governance” 
simply refers to the procurement, allocaƟ on, and manage-
ment of fi nancial resources. Finally, “substanƟ al autonomy” 
addresses the capacity of universiƟ es to determine their own 
goals and programs without state intervenƟ on.

Table 1 illustrates how “general HE arrangements”, i.e., the 
main components of procedural autonomy, are seen in three 
ideal-typical model of HE governance. SƟ ll, one should consider 
that all HE systems, in eff ect, incorporate certain components 
of these three models, which means that it is highly improb-
able to observe these types in their quintessenƟ al forms in the 
social world. Bearing this fact in mind, one can operaƟ onalize 
these empirical indicators to observe and contrast the gover-
nance of certain HE systems and fi nd out how they converge on 
one of these models.

Dobbins & Knill’s scheme for general arrangements in HE is 
clearly built upon previous studies in the fi eld. For that reason, 
their proposed framework can be safely evaluated as a syn-
thesized and updated version of previous scholarship. Like all 
other frameworks and typologies of HE governance, theirs, to 
a certain extent, suff ers from somewhat staƟ c delineaƟ ons of 
the complex relaƟ ons within and around HE systems. And, as 
the scholars themselves accept (Dobbins, Knill, & Vögtle, 2011), 
this model is somewhat inadequate when it comes to idenƟ fy-
ing forces of inerƟ a and change. However, it is extremely useful 
for designing and conducƟ ng large N and small N cross-country 
comparaƟ ve studies to test how operable these empirical indi-
cators are and to reveal similariƟ es and diff erences between 
diff erent countries with disƟ nct socio-poliƟ cal tradiƟ ons and 
philosophies of HE. Furthermore, their analyƟ cal framework, 
as disƟ nct from many other models, provides tools to analyze 
various sub-sectors of governance and autonomy, e.g., fi nancial 
governance, personnel autonomy, and substanƟ al autonomy.9 
Overall, their typology promises to inform further research and 
to spur researchers to develop more sophisƟ cated and exhaus-
Ɵ ve models. 

CONCLUSION
The primary objecƟ ve of this arƟ cle has been to provide a brief 
overview of the state of the art in the study of governance in 
HE. To this end, it focused on six analyƟ cally fi ne-tuned and 
empirical-driven heurisƟ c frameworks that off er models for 
the analysis of governance in the fi eld of HE. While the arƟ cle 

American countries, governments, be they federal or naƟ onal, 
and are sine qua nons of governance arrangements as a sort of 
backroom stakeholder involved in decision-making and policy-
implementaƟ on processes in the HE fi eld.

Capano’s framework off ers researchers an opportunity to 
empirically test these proposiƟ ons with cross-country evalu-
aƟ ons of HE systems with diff erent social and poliƟ cal back-
grounds. The next and the last secƟ on will introduce a similar 
framework designed by Dobbins and Knill (2014) for cross-
country comparisons of HE governance.

Dobbins and Knill’s AnalyƟ cal Framework for ComparaƟ ve 
Analysis of HE Governance 

Dobbins and Knill’s (2014) work is the most recent study pro-
pounding an analyƟ cal model which one can apply to make 
a comparaƟ ve analysis of governance models in HE. It is also 
one of the most integrated frameworks in terms of systemaƟ z-
ing the previous work in the fi eld to put forward a top-notch 
analyƟ cal model. They also develop a specifi c set of empirical 
indicators to embrace the complicaƟ on and diversifi caƟ on of 
governance issues in HE.

Their point of departure is Clark’s seminal model in which he 
disƟ nguishes three levels of HE governance: the state, the 
market, and academia. They also draw upon Olsen (2007), who 
himself relies on Clark (1983), to depict historical versions of 
university organizaƟ on and governance in Europe. Following 
these authors, Dobbins and Knill (2014) defi ne three overarch-
ing models: “the market-oriented model”, “the state-centered 
model”, and “the academic self-rule model”. However, the 
scholars are aware that making such a triparƟ te disƟ ncƟ on per 
se does not bring innovaƟ on to the analysis of HE governance. 
To carve out an encompassing and mulƟ -pronged understand-
ing of contemporary HE governance arrangements, they con-
sider paƩ erns of control, coordinaƟ on, and the allocaƟ on of 
autonomy between the state, the academic profession, and 
university management (Dobbins, Knill, & Vögtle 2011). Thus, 
Dobbins and Knill (2014) integrate three variables into their 
framework: (1) the organizaƟ onal structure of universiƟ es, 
including personnel and funding issues, (2) the state’s regula-
tory approach, and (3) relaƟ ons between universiƟ es, external 
stakeholders, and society.8 

In addiƟ on, they also aƩ ach parƟ cular importance to the allo-
caƟ on of autonomy within an HE system and between diff erent 
actors to develop certain indicators to measure governance. 
Their central strategy is to split the concept of autonomy into 
several parts. Dobbins & Knill (2014) fi rst restructure Berdahl’s 
(1990) aforemenƟ oned noƟ ons of procedural autonomy and 
substanƟ al autonomy. They extend the scope of procedural 
autonomy to include what they call “general HE arrangements” 

8It should be stated that the authors are here adapƟ ng and rearƟ culaƟ ng the categories developed by McDaniel (1996) to diff erenƟ ate the diff erent levels and 
instruments of governance in HE. These categories were originally fi ve: fi nance, general aspects of management, educaƟ onal maƩ ers, personnel policy, and student 
aff airs.
9In order not to digrees from my general problemaƟ c in this arƟ cle, I ignored these sub-categories to discuss and instead only focused on general scheme of 
governance arrangements.
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els. Burton Clark, for instance, was himself an organizaƟ onal 
sociologist of HE. Uwe Schimank is also a sociologist whose 
work combines organizaƟ onal and social theory with HE and 
science studies from a systems-theoreƟ cal perspecƟ ve. Frans 
van Vught had been a scholar of urban and regional planning 
before beginning to focus on administraƟ on and governance 
in HE. Harry de Boer and Jürgen Enders are management and 
governance scholars focusing on the HE sector. Dietmar Braun, 
Giliberto Capano, Christoph Knill, and Michael Dobbins are all 
poliƟ cal scienƟ sts and public policy/administraƟ on scholars 
who study HE governance from comparaƟ ve perspecƟ ve.

It is graƟ fying to observe an ever-increasing interest in the 
study of HE in general and HE governance in parƟ cular from 
the perspecƟ ve of diverse social, poliƟ cal, and educaƟ onal sci-
ences. More than thirty years ago, Clark, at the outset of his 
seminal book, complained that social scienƟ sts showed liƩ le 
interest in HE and that their interests were fragile and frag-
mented, refl ecƟ ng their disciplinary tendencies and biases. He 
began his work by encouraging: 

make no pretenƟ ons to have included all exisƟ ng studies in the 
literature, it has endeavored to underline the connecƟ ons that 
link the diff erent perspecƟ ves and to display how social-scien-
Ɵ fi c analysis of HE governance has developed chronologically, 
from the Ɵ me of Burton Clark to the present. 

Over the last three decades, theoreƟ cal conceptualizaƟ on 
as well as empirical analysis of HE governance has showed a 
marked improvement. A series of studies have built upon the 
classical insights of Burton Clark, who can be safely located 
as the paradigm-seƫ  ng fi gure of this parƟ cular fi eld of study 
under the broad roof of HE studies. Clark’s seminal work has 
nurtured numerous empirical case studies along and compara-
Ɵ ve research and has inspired scholars from diff erent academic 
and disciplinary backgrounds to revise his model. 

Indeed, the analysis of HE governance has been a mulƟ -disci-
plinary fi eld of invesƟ gaƟ on from the very beginning. This is 
not surprising, considering the complex nature of governance 
arrangements in HE at both the insƟ tuƟ onal and systemic lev-

Table 1: General HE Arrangements. Dobbins & Knill (2014, p. 43)

State-centered model Market-oriented model Academic self-governance

InsƟ tuƟ onal structure of 
universiƟ es
Dominant decision-making actors

OrganizaƟ onal structure

Dominant management approach

State 

State agency

BureaucraƟ c

University management

Enterprise

Entrepreneurial

Community of scholars

Professional chairs;
CorporaƟ st, state–university
partnership

Collegial, federaƟ on of chairs

PaƩ erns of control and quality 
evaluaƟ on
Who controls/evaluates?

What is controlled?

When does evaluaƟ on take place?

Ministry

Academic process

Ex ante

AccreditaƟ on/evaluaƟ on 
bodies 

Quality of academic products

Ex post

Self-evaluaƟ on by university, 
academic peers

Quality of research output, 
publicaƟ ons

Not systemaƟ zed, 
university-dependent

RelaƟ ons to the state and society
State control instruments

OrientaƟ on and uƟ lity of teaching 
and research

Economic and employer 
stakeholders:
FuncƟ on
Appointed by

Manpower planning,
System design

State-defi ned

Control
State

IncenƟ ves for compeƟ Ɵ on,
quality improvements

Market demand

Co-agenda seƫ  ng
University management

Financial, legal framework

ScienƟ fi c advancement

Limited
Academia
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“OrganizaƟ onal theorists to gaze awhile upon the odd ways 
of universiƟ es and then return to the business fi rm; poliƟ cal 
scienƟ sts to assemble some essays on government and higher 
educaƟ on and then go back to tradiƟ onal poliƟ cal insƟ tuƟ ons; 
economists to measure some inputs and outputs and specu-
late on benefi ts and costs and then fi nd other topics for their 
tools; [and] sociologists to absorb educaƟ on in the study of 
straƟ fi caƟ on and forget about the rest” (Clark 1983: 1).

Today, scholars with an interest in HE have reason to be more 
opƟ misƟ c than Clark. The fi eld of HE studies has fl ourished and 
solidifi ed as a mulƟ -disciplinary research area within the last 
thirty years, in parallel with the world-wide expansion of HE 
itself. At least, as this arƟ cle argues, HE governance has itself 
become a mulƟ -disciplinary fi eld of study. SƟ ll, it can be said 
that there is a need for more dialogue and cross-ferƟ lizaƟ on 
between diverse disciplines in order to grasp the complexiƟ es 
of HE.

Before concluding, it may be useful to note one of the defi -
ciencies of the HE governance literature that future research 
should address: the inclusion of regional, internaƟ onal, and 
global governance levels into the analyƟ cal frameworks. 
Although the analyƟ cal frameworks discussed in this arƟ cle are 
useful for analyzing the naƟ onal structures and dynamics of HE 
governance, they are less sensiƟ ve to eff ects of supra-naƟ onal 
governance templates. One excepƟ on to this is Dobbins and 
Knill (2014), whose work pays special aƩ enƟ on to the tension 
between naƟ onal tradiƟ ons and internaƟ onal pressures stem-
ming from the Bologna Process. Indeed, the Bologna process 
becomes a relevant regional level of HE governance. Moreover, 
internaƟ onal organizaƟ ons such as the OECD, the EU, UNESCO, 
and the World Bank are becoming increasingly involved in 
governing HE globally, promulgaƟ ng authoritaƟ ve blueprints, 
making soŌ  regulaƟ ons, and monitoring performance of 
naƟ onal systems, among other things (King, 2009). Finally, as 
Krücken (2011) points out, compeƟ Ɵ on appears as a disƟ nct 
mode of governance. Global ranking and evaluaƟ on systems 
sharpen the compeƟ Ɵ on not only between universiƟ es, but 
also between regions, countries, and conƟ nents (Kauppi & 
Erkkila, 2014). This compels naƟ onal policy actors to redesign 
their HE governance structures. Further research in HE gov-
ernance must work to develop more fi ne-tuned models that 
are capable of addressing these supra-naƟ onal levels and their 
impact on naƟ onal systems.
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