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Preface

The road goes ever on and on

Down from the door where it began.

Now far ahead the road has gone,

And I must follow, if I can,

Pursuing it with eager feet,

Until it joins some larger way

Where many paths and errands meet.

And wither then? I cannot say.
J.R.R. Tolkien

The road of a Ph.D. is a wonderful footpath, full of beautiful vistas,
small but pretty souvenirs and many interesting fellow travellers. As in
all wanderings there are some wrong turns, an occasional thunderstorm
and of course weary feet. Yet, I can think of no better or more satisfying
road than the one I took five years ago.

Luckily, I did not wander alone these years. I could have chosen no
better place than CHEPS to do my Ph.D. A highly social team of soloists,
a great place to work and a great group to party with. An organisation
that was very generous in providing the kind of learning experiences I
was looking for apart from doing a Ph.D. like studying for a Master’s at
LSE or engaging in CHEPS training seminars in Central and Eastern
Europe.

Talking to local people when being on a journey is always enriching, in
the case of my Ph.D. it was essential. I would like to thank all the
respondents with whom I had interviews for their time, energy and
often enthusiasm.

Travellers in foreign countries should thank their guides for showing the
wonders of their world, if not for preventing them from drowning in
empirical swamps or falling down theoretical abysses. Jeroen, Romke
and Jirgen, thanks for your wonderful guidance during the writing of
this Ph.D. Jeroen, thanks for the many hours you spend reading and
discussing my texts. Romke and Jiirgen, thanks for your guidance on the
main structure of this dissertation. It would be impossible not to
mention Oscar here. In the first two years of my Ph.D. he was an
inspiring intellectual and a very thorough commentator on the
theoretical part of this thesis. His death will remain a tragedy, his life a
very good memory.



Every traveller needs to rest and relax at some times, if not in a local inn,
than in a friendly home. Jasmin, Eric, Marijk, Anne, Shirley and Sijas,
thanks for all the good times, the many late nights, the many drinks and
the even more plentiful discussions. Thanks also for keeping me off the
street for the better part of two years by graciously offering me your
roofs.

Although doing a Ph.D. is very satisfying, there are some disillusions as
well. When I started five years ago I was in high hopes of finding deep
insights, wishing with Faustian hubris:

Daf$ ich erkenne, was die Welt

Im innersten zusammenbhiilt,

Schau alle Wirkenskraft und Samen,
Und tu nicht mehr in Worten kramen

The past five years have taught me some modesty concerning deep
insights and the realisation that, at least in my case, research involves
the production of many words, punctured by the occasional insight.
Though there are already too many complaining Ph.D.s in the world, it
is true that at times it is a pretty confronting type of journey. So much
the better if you find that one person always travelling with you:
Marloes, thank you for being with me, both in the best of times and in
the worst of times.

Henno Theisens
Enschede, 16th February, 2004
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1. Introduction

May you live in interesting
times!
Chinese curse

1.1. Interesting times for higher education

In many Western European countries, the 1980s provided interesting
times for higher education. It was a period of change both inside and
outside the higher education sector. Four different areas of change and
their impact on higher education systems are discussed here. In short,
the argument is the following. All developed countries have experienced
substantial growth in terms of student numbers in their higher
education systems. This implies that higher education budgets also
increased; spending on higher education in absolute terms has grown
throughout the 1980s and 1990s in all OECD countries. These two major
developments, which by themselves made higher education a more
salient topic on the political agenda, have collided with a third and
fourth development. The third is a change in economic paradigms, that
has led governments to realise that large state budgets and high taxation
may cause economic problems. This realisation has led to a policy of
cutbacks on state budgets, including the higher education budget. The
fourth is the growing perception that higher education is important to
realise economic objectives. These four developments have meant that
higher education systems in most OECD countries are now facing the
challenge of delivering more students, under increased pressure to do so
cost efficiently and effectively (in terms of quality and economic
relevance).

The above is explored in the first section of this chapter. It is
argued that these developments presented both governments and higher
education institutions with a new reality that they had to come to terms
with in the 1980s and early-1990s. This argument forms the starting
point of this study. The second section outlines the research objectives of
the study. The chapter concludes with a number of research questions.
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1.1.1. Massification and public spending on higher education

Arguably one of the most profound developments in higher education,
at least in the developed world, is the steep growth in terms of student
participation rates, a development that is often referred to with the
American neologism ‘massification” (Trow, 1974). The growth in student
numbers occurred, at least in most Western European countries, during
the late-1960s and continued until the early-1990s. In the OECD region
gross enrolment ratios in tertiary education rose from about 25% in 1980
to slightly less than 50% in 1995 (World Bank, 2002). In Great Britain for
example changes between the mid-1980s and mid-1990s occurred very
quickly; the number of students from the age group between 18-22 that
went into higher education rose from 19% in 1985 to 50% in 1995. In the
Netherlands these percentages rose during the same period from 29% to
49% (Boezerooy, 1999).

While the massification of higher education systems is relatively
easy to describe it is much more difficult to understand the driving
factors and consequences. Literature on massification usually refers to a
number of explanations for growth. Since the focus of this study is not
the explanation of massification, these ideas are only briefly explored.

The most basic explanation for growth in student numbers is the
rise in welfare. Higher education simply became attainable for larger
groups as welfare rose and more families could afford to send their
children to secondary and tertiary education. In short, from the 1960s
onward there was more demand for higher education. This is not only a
consequence of growing wealth, but also of the growing number of
parents that had been able to enjoy more education then their parents
and wanted the same for their children. Another factor was the growth
of middle classes with more people seeking to improve their lives and
that of their children through education (Kogan & Hanney, 2000).

At the same time there was pressure from different directions on
the higher education system to increase enrolments. Governments
increasingly saw the economic and social benefits of a highly educated
work force. A logical consequence was the creation of more higher
education institutions (the universities created in Britain in the 1960s,
and, very importantly, the rapid expansion of institutions for higher
professional education in the 1980s in both Britain and the Netherlands).
These pressures were not just originating in the political system; they
were also voiced by employers” organisations and various think-tanks in
both countries.

Massification has had a crucial impact on at least two areas.
Within the universities massification challenged the traditional values,
norms and procedures of academic life. It has meant that higher
education institutions, especially those that were not able to maintain
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their elite status through selection, have been confronted with a growing
and diversifying body of students. This has had an impact on the mode
of teaching inside these higher education institutions. The growing scale
of higher education institutions has resulted in new challenges for their
management, although changes in management structures have come
about very slowly (Trow, 1974; Scott, 1995).

Moreover, the growth in terms of student numbers was
accompanied by a growth in government budgets for higher education.
In Britain, expenditure on higher education rose by 45% between 1976
and 1997, though it fell by 40% if calculated per student during the same
period (Dearing Report, 1997). One of the consequences of increased
government spending was the increased wish of governments to oversee
and, if necessary, to control whether the funding was spent efficiently
and effectively (Scott, 1995).

1.1.2.  From keynesianism to monetarism

The growth, both in terms of student numbers and higher education
budgets, led to a greater salience of higher education on the political
agenda. This salience was reinforced in the early-1980s when the
aforementioned long-term developments, collided with the perceived
need to cut public expenses. This perceived need, as expressed by the
Thatcher government in Britain but also by the Lubbers governments in
the Netherlands that both dominated much of the 1980s, was a
consequence of real economic problems on the one hand and a changing
perception on the economy on the other.

Economically, the period after the oil crises of the early-1970s
was not simply characterised by a recession but also by the previously
unheard of phenomena known as stagflation. Stagflation meant that the
economy was simultaneously confronted with stagnation (and thus
rising unemployment) and inflation. In practical terms this meant that
high unemployment and lower levels of tax income put pressure on
government budgets which, in the 1970s, led to mounting public debts.
This created a puzzle for economic policy makers. The traditional
keynesian way of dealing with unemployment is to increase state
spending thus artificially creating demand which in turn creates more
jobs and further stimulates demand and so forth. The combination of
unemployment and rising inflation meant that increased state-spending
increased inflation, which reduced the purchasing power of consumers,
led to higher wage demands and thus higher levels of inflation and so
forth.

The way out of this trap for different countries has been analysed
brilliantly by Scharpf (1997). Part of the answer hinges on a new
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paradigm for economic policy that came to the forefront. The 1970s (and
the whole post-1930 period) were dominated by the keynesian paradigm
in which the state was seen as an actor that could correct problems
created by markets. From the late-1970s onwards the state or rather the
size of the state budget was increasingly seen as one of the causes of the
economic problems. High levels of government spending and taxation
and high levels of public deficits were increasingly seen as hampering
economic growth. This resulted both in the belief that government
spending, taxation and public deficits should be reduced and in the
belief that markets and not governments were the most efficient way of
producing many things that were previously considered public goods
(Hall, 1992, 1993). These two developments in economic thinking had
their effects on the higher education system. In many countries it led to
discussions regarding the amount of state subsidy, the way in which
higher education was operating as a sector and the role of higher
education in economic terms.

1.1.3.  The economic role of higher education

Although growth in student numbers caused practical problems and
growth in the higher education budget raised the issues of efficiency and
effectiveness, growth in itself was seen as highly desirable by most
states. As far as governments were concerned their advanced economies
needed highly skilled and knowledgeable labour. This economic or
societal role of higher education had long been taken for granted and
had been stimulated by the experiences of the Second World War. The
many useful inventions created during the war had shown governments
that academics could make a contribution to a practical cause (Scott,
1995). However, the 1980s saw a new and more purposeful attempt to
make higher education more relevant to economic objectives. Where in
the past the autonomous academic education was perceived as creating
the right kind of transferable skills, these perceptions were now
changing. This was reflected in both pressure on universities to teach the
right kind of skills, but also on the government stimulation of the higher
professional education sector (Kogan & Hanney, 2000).

1.1.4. Consequences

The combination of the growth in student numbers, rising budgets,
growing discussion about budget-cuts, efficiency and effectiveness, as
well as the perception that higher education had a distinct role in
realising economic objectives, made higher education more prominent
on the political agenda (see for example Premfors, 1980). The previously
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mentioned developments had a number of important consequences for
the higher education system.

The effect of these developments was that higher education
institutions had to deal with increasing numbers of students and
decreasing amounts of funding per student. This led to questions of
efficiency, size and organisational structure. But aside from the
quantitative effects the higher education institutions had to deal with,
there was another more qualitative issue. As previously discussed, the
1980s were characterised by a growing belief in the market as a system
of co-ordination for what had previously been considered public goods.
In general terms this led to a wave of privatisation and/ or the
instalment of quasi-markets in many areas of society.

This study does not deal in-depth with the question of whether
and to what extent the provision of higher education has become a
market or quasi-market. Instead, it focuses on a number of effects that
the growing belief in the market as a co-ordinating mechanism has had
in terms of changes in higher education policies. There are two types of
changes associated with this.

Firstly, there was a growth in the market-like incentives that
higher education institutions were receiving from governments
(Williams, 1997: Huisman & Theisens, 2001). In terms of funding
models, many governments in western countries shifted to a system of
lump-sum funding based on student numbers and institution graduates.
These funding models meant the higher education institutions had more
freedom to internally allocate their funds, but the incentive to educate
students as efficiently as possible. The change also meant the higher
education institutions had an incentive to compete with others for
students and to create programmes that would attract students. These
measures were combined with quality assurance or assessment systems
to make the higher education institutions accountable for the quality of
their teaching.

A second effect of this growing belief in market co-ordination,
combined with the already existing idea that higher education should
contribute to society and the economy, was an increased emphasis on
higher education institutions being open and relevant to their
environments. Many governments attempted to make societal relevance
part of their quality systems. Moreover, many governments sought to
open up higher education to the demands of their environment; this
often was done through policies that stimulated higher education
institutions to include relevant knowledge and skills in their curriculum
and to include relevant external actors in their decision-making bodies.

Both the quantitative and qualitative effects have occurred to
some extent in all western countries. These developments have been a
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response to the similar problems higher education systems were facing
in these countries. It is a matter of debate to what extent these
developments have fundamentally changed the relationship between
higher education institutions, the nation state and the nature of the
higher education institutions themselves (Neave, 2001). Many, both
inside and outside academia, feel that the nature of the higher education
institutions and of academic work has changed. They argue that the
institutions have become enterprises operating on knowledge markets
(Leslie & Slaughter, 1997; Marginson, 2000) or that quality assessment
and output steering have changed the nature of teaching and research in
such a way that producing the right outcomes on performance
indicators is more important than the academic quality of the work
(Procee, 2001; Currie, 1998). Others however, argue that academics have
been able to isolate themselves from the changes in their environment
and continue their work along the lines of age-old academic traditions.
One of the ways in which universities have been able to create that
isolation has been described as the “blistering organisation’. Universities
respond to external demands by adding a loosely coupled organisation
to their periphery (like a liaison office, an international office or a quality
assurance office) while the (academic) core of the higher education
institution remains unaltered (Enders, 2002).

1.2. Research objectives

1.2.1. Objectives of this study

The debate on the alleged changing nature of higher education is one of
the starting points for this study. Unfortunately in this debate critical
analysis and rhetoric are tightly interwoven. The first step should
therefore be to provide a clear analysis of what has actually changed in
terms of policies and activities of (and within) the higher education
institutions. The first objective of this study is therefore modest but
essential; it aims to chart the developments in the higher education
system and institutions from 1980 to 1995.

Although many western European countries were facing similar
problems and responded in similar ways, there are also differences. To
explore these differences developments in the higher education system
of two countries are charted: England and the Netherlands. The second
aim of this study is comparative. Although England and the
Netherlands are indeed similar in many ways, there are crucial
differences as well. This study looks at the difference in developments in
higher education in England and the Netherlands and aims to answer
the question: ‘what explains these differences?’
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In answering this question, this study seeks to contribute to a
longstanding debate in comparative politics. This debate revolves
around Lijphart’s classical work (1984, 1999) on two different types of
democracies. These two types of democracies have a fundamentally
different answer to the question: “Who will do the governing and to
whose interests should the government be responsive when the people
are in disagreement and have divergent preferences?” (Lijphart, 1984, p.
4) The first type known as the majoritarian democracy answers this
question with: “[The] majority of the people.” (ibid. p. 4) Contrariwise
the second, the consensus democracy, answers: “As many people as
possible.” (ibid. p. 4) These differences lead to two types of democracies
with profoundly different characteristics. Lijphart has constructed his
types of democracies as ideal types, England and the Netherlands are
good, albeit imperfect, representations of these two ideal types. One of
the ensuing debates is what type of democracy is more effective in terms
of designing, deciding and implementing policies. This study uses
developments in higher education policy to establish the validity of
claims made by proponents of either model.

The study does not simply apply Lijphart's model; it also, in
chapter two, builds on this model. One of the weaknesses of Lijphart’s
work is its sole focus on the formal institutions of the state, neglecting to
a large extent the importance of characteristics of policy sectors (Sartori,
1995; Halpern, 1986). In this respect, the higher education sector offers
an interesting possibility to study the importance of these differences.
Traditionally, higher education institutions in England and the
Netherlands take two forms. First, there are the traditional universities
with their combination of teaching and research. Second, there is a
higher professional education sector that is primarily focused on
teaching, is less academic and more oriented towards professions.
Although the boundaries between the two sectors have become
increasingly blurred (in England former polytechnics since 1992 carry
the label ‘university’) they are still identifiably different. These
differences between institutions within one policy sector open up the
opportunity to study the interactions between the formal institutions of
the state, the characteristics of the higher education policy sector and the
higher education institutions.

To integrate the above, the concept of the policy network is
central to this study. The basic idea is that state models and types of
higher education institutions shape the policy network, in other words
shape the “complex interaction processes between a large number of
actors which takes place within networks of independent actors” (Klijn
& Koppenjan, 2000, p 139). The idea that is developed is that the shape
of policy networks affects the extent of policy change that is generated
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within the policy networks. All of this is elaborated on in detail in
chapter two.

1.2.2.  Why England and the Netherlands

Why compare England and the Netherlands? The problem of the
comparative method is to find cases that are different on the
independent variable, but similar in all other respects (Peters, 1998).
Clearly, these situations almost never arise outside laboratory
circumstances. Yet, this study argues that higher education in England
and the Netherlands since the late-1970s comes close enough to be
useful for comparative purposes. As previously mentioned the problems
that higher education systems faced in the early-1980s were remarkably
comparable. Moreover, both systems combined a higher professional
education with a university sector. Although the English polytechnics
were re-labelled ‘universities’ in 1992, much of their structure and the
content of their activities did not change. Also this study focuses on four
areas, quality assessment, finance, creating new study programmes and
university environment relationships, which were similar in both
countries in the late-1970s, early-1980s, which is the starting point of the
study.

At the same time there is a clear difference between the countries
in terms of their type of democracy. Lijphart himself has identified the
United Kingdom as one of the states closest to his majoritarian model; in
fact he even uses the term ‘Westminster model’ as a synonym. The
Netherlands on the other hand is clearly much closer to the ideal type of
the consensus model. Its coalition cabinets, its multi-party system and its
corporatism are important indicators of Lijphart’s consensus model.

1.2.3. In summary

This study has four basic objectives. The first is to chart developments in
higher education in England and the Netherlands from 1980 till 1995.
The second is to understand why there are different policy
developments in England and the Netherlands, even though the
problems with which these countries were confronted were comparable.
Thirdly, to use this empirical material to contribute to the comparative
policy debates surrounding Lijphart’s theoretical work. Fourthly and
finally to elaborate on Lijphart’s theoretical work and to combine it with
a theoretical analysis of the policy sector and its impact on the
effectiveness of policy.
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1.3. Research problem and questions

1.3.1. Research problem

So far this study has been justified. Now, a focused research problem
can be specified:

¢ What policy changes have occurred in the higher education sectors
in England and the Netherlands and can differences in the extent of
policy change be explained through differences in the policy
networks in which these changes were generated?

Before specifying this research problem into a set of research questions
both the central variables in this question and the research method of
this study must first be elaborated (this is done extensively in chapters
two and three). The dependent variables concern policy change in the
higher education sectors and actual change inside higher education
institutions. The independent variables refer to the state models and the
types of higher education institutions that give rise to differently shaped
policy networks. These policy networks are the intermediate variable in
this case study, acting both as dependent and independent variable.

1.3.2. Research questions

As it is central to this study, it is necessary to deal with the reputedly
difficult measurement of policy change. Aside from the problems of
measurement, there is the ironic fact that the most interesting changes
are those that transform situations to such an extent that the old scales
are not valid anymore. With regard to policy, these kinds of changes
have been characterised as ‘paradigm shifts” or ‘second order changes’
(Hall, 1993). Unfortunately, there are no criteria that conclusively
determine whether change is ‘normal’ or “paradigmatic’.

If policy change is almost impossible to measure objectively,
what can be done? This study reconstructs policy change in England and
the Netherlands as a reaction to common problems that both countries
experienced in the 1980s. These common problems serve as a zero point.
The question regarding the extent of policy change can be rephrased as:
“Why (if this is the case) have these countries reacted to a different
extent, to similar problems?” To give some focus to this question, the
study is aimed towards four elements of higher education policy that are
believed to be of central importance: finance, quality assessment,
introduction of new study programmes and the relationship between
higher education institutions and their environment. Developments in
each of these areas are charted and compared qualitatively.
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Charting changes in the policies with which the higher education
institutions have been confronted is only part of the full story. Of equal
importance is the question how these policies have influenced the
internal structures and activities within higher education institutions. In
fact, as Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) already noted in the 1970s, there
is no clear demarcation between these questions of implementation and
policy design. The whole policy process is in fact a process in which
abstract objectives are translated in sub-objectives and means, which are
ever more concrete, until they reach the activities of individual actors.
When talking about policy change this study concentrates on two
different levels of change. It focuses, first, on changes in the policy sector
and second, on changes in the higher education institutions and in the
activities of actors within them.

As stated previously, a central concept in this study is that of
policy networks within which policy change is generated. These policy
networks are shaped by, firstly, the type of democracy, ie. the
majoritarian or consensus model and, secondly, by the characteristics of
organisations in the policy sector. In the context of this study this means
the type of higher education institution: universities or higher
professional education institutions. A further central idea is that the
shape of these policy networks has an impact on the amount of policy
change and actual change within the institutions (see the final section of
chapter two).

Therefore, the main research questions underlying this thesis are as
follows:

e Does the interaction between different state models and types of
higher education institutions give rise to different policy networks?

e Can differences in the extent of policy change and actual change be
explained through differences in the policy networks in which policy
changes are generated?

As has been discussed earlier, the research method underlying this
study is comparative, drawing on cases in England and the Netherlands,
specifically on the university sector and the higher professional
education sectors in both countries.
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This leads to the following set of empirical research questions:

e Are there different policy networks in the Dutch and English
university and higher professional education sectors?

o Is there a different extent of policy change in these different policy
networks?

o Is there a different extent of actual change in these different policy
networks?

1.4. Plan of the book

This study is in three parts: theoretical, empirical and reflective. The first
part of the book is theoretical. It commences with a theoretical chapter
(chapter two) that elaborates on the theoretical concepts touched upon
in this introduction. The chapter defines these concepts, explore their
interactions and hypothesise expected outcomes. The result is a set of
hypotheses concerning the types of policy networks in university and
higher professional education sectors in England and the Netherlands
and their impact on policy change. The theoretical part concludes with
chapter three, in which these hypotheses are operationalised. This
chapter devises ways in which the variables in the hypotheses can be
measured and the hypotheses can be tested. It should be noted that the
nature of the theoretical concepts and the empirical systems examined
here are too diffuse for quantitative analyses. Testing in this context
means a structured argument on the basis of empirical findings whether
or not the hypotheses are supported by the empirical data. This of
course has consequences for the operationalisation.

The second part of the study is empirical and consists of three
empirical chapters. The fourth chapter focuses on how the interaction
between different state models and different types of higher education
institutions lead to different types of policy networks. The chapter
explores the characteristics of the policy networks and their dynamics in
England and the Netherlands both in the university and the higher
professional education sector. The fifth chapter focuses on the influence
these policy networks have had on policy change in the university and
higher professional education sectors in England and the Netherlands.
The sixth chapter takes one step further and looks at the actual levels of
change in the higher education institutions in the two countries and the
two sectors. Chapters four, five and six all conclude by testing whether
the hypotheses developed in chapter two are confirmed or falsified.

The final part of this study, consisting of chapter seven, provides
an interpretation of the hypothesis testing in the previous chapters. The
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chapter ends with a reflection of what the results of this study mean for
the field of higher education policy studies, comparative politics and
public administration.



2. Theoretical backgrounds

2.1. Introduction

There is a puzzling and longstanding debate in comparative politics on
the qualities of different state models. This debate is indeed old;
Aristotle in his ‘Politieia’” compared the Spartan, Cretan and
Carthaginian constitutions, among others. He then attempted to create a
typology to capture the essential differences between these states.
Aristotle distinguished constitutions in which one, a few or many rule;
each of these categories divides in a good and bad subcategory. The
contributions to this debate have been ongoing since Aristotle’s times.
Still alive and well, the debate has spurned political and social scientists
to contribute in different ways and from different perspectives. This
study also contributes to this debate. As indicated in the first chapter,
Lijphart’s (1984, 1999) concepts of majoritarian and consensus
democracies are the point of departure for this study. Change in higher
education policy in England and the Netherlands, respectively a
majoritarian and consensus democracy, are looked at in the empirical
part of this study.

There is good reason to refine Lijphart’s state models. To
illustrate this, a small excursion into the field of comparative political
economies is useful. State models were also used in this field, in the
form of the concepts of strong versus weak states (Wilks & Wright, 1987;
Atkinson & Coleman, 1989, 1992). ‘Strong states” like France or Japan are
contrasted with ‘weak states” like the US, Canada or Britain. Strong and
weak are defined here mainly as the amount of power these states have
over (certain sectors of) the economy. The rough rationale that is
generally used to explain differences between states is that weak states
have industrialised early and spontaneously. Strong states on the other
hand have played an assertive role in the economy in order to keep up
with the countries that industrialised earlier. In Europe, England
industrialised as a consequence of private initiatives and the creation of
a capital market, in France industrialisation was pushed by the state.
The basic argument is one of path dependency: during the process of
industrialisation the state-industry relationships are institutionalised
and gain permanence.

The criticism of this approach focuses on its monolithic view of
the state and society. Different sectors of the economy and society may
well have different levels of state interference. Moreover, the state is no
monolith either; different parts of government and the state bureaucracy
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can have different and sometimes conflicting interests and views.
Finally, the theory suggests a one-way interference of the state with the
economy, yet, groups in society, like industries also seek to influence the
state. Consider France for example: the elitism in the higher education
sector means that people with similar backgrounds are top civil servants
and top level managers in industry, often even changing places during
their careers. This means that although France is thought of as a strong
state, industry has some leverage on how the state power is wielded.

The criticism on the old ‘weak state versus strong state’
conceptualisation has led to attempts for more sophisticated analysis of
the relationships between states and society: the idea of policy networks.
The idea is that in each section of society there are distinguishable
networks of actors: interest groups, buffer organisations, quangos (quasi
non government organisations), governments, etc. that interact to create
policies for that particular section of society. It may be the case that
government has a much more dominating role in certain sections than in
others.

There is, however, a problem related to the theory of policy
networks. Atkinson and Coleman (1992, p 163) highlight this problem
very clearly:

Having disaggregated the state, researchers in this tradition are faced
with the problem of reaggregating it. They must consider how sectoral
networks and communities affect the pattern of policy outcomes at the
macro-level and how national political institutions condition policy
networks and policy communities. So far this question has not
dominated theorising.

It is at this point that this study seeks to contribute. The study bridges
the gap, which was described by Atkinson and Coleman, by linking the
state models of Lijphart with the concept of the policy network. This
makes it possible to look at the effects of state models on the policy
process in much more detail than is traditionally the case in the work of
‘classical” political scientists. Moreover, it does not simply disaggregate
the state into policy networks. The study focuses on the possible effects
of state models on the shape of policy networks.

This study elaborates Lijphart’s concept of the state model in two
directions. First, the argument is made that policy change must be
understood in the context of a policy network. A policy network is not
only shaped by the state model of the state in which the policy network
is located, but also by the types of (higher education) institutions that
are operating in the network. Second, the idea is developed that looking
only at policy change is not enough to understand change. What really
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matters is actual change: change inside the organisations that were the
target of government policy and change in the ways in which actors act
within these organisations.

2.1.1. Towards a theoretical model

In order to integrate these two notions with Lijphart’s concepts the
policy network is central to this study. The policy network concept
grasps the complexity of the policy process by identifying that the policy
process takes place in networks of “exchange relationships between
participants” with interest in a particular policy issue. In such networks,
states, buffer organisations and actors in the policy sector interactively
create, decide upon and implement policy. In such networks, stages in
the policy process are blurred and different actors share responsibility
within each one. The concept does not imply that the state is operating
at the same level or in the same role as the actors in the sector. Different
networks in which governments and the other actors play different roles
and interact according to different rules are possible. In fact, the concept
does not imply that the state operates as a unity. Different actors within
the state may have different roles, e.g. government, Parliament and/ or
bureaucracies. Following this same concept, the network is extended
into higher education institutions. These organisations are no unities,
executive boards and basic units (i.e. chairs or departments) can have
different interests and to some extent act independently.

The other asset of the network concept is that while the complex
dynamics of the policy process are grasped, it also points out structural
elements in these processes. Networks imply at least some degree of
stability in the relationships between actors within the network. The
concept of the policy network is further elaborated later in this chapter.

The plain and simple logic of this study is as follows. Policy
change takes place in a policy network in which different actors interact.
These interactions are not completely random, a network has a fairly
stable structure that sets it apart from actors meeting and interacting
coincidentally. The structure of a policy network is influenced by the
state model in which the network operates and by characteristics of the
organisations acting inside it. Differences in state models and these
actors give rise to different types of policy networks. Differences in these
networks have an impact on the extent and speed of policy change and
actual change. This can be summarised in the following figure (2.1).
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Figure 2.1 Theoretical model underlying this study

External change

State model /‘ Policy change
Policy network
v
Type of higher education Actual change
institution

In this chapter the concepts used in this model and their relationships
are further explored and defined. At this point it is important to make
three comments.

First, that the model is limited to the concepts and relationships
presented in the large rectangular box. In other words, this study does
not look in depth at the causes of change and how these relate to policy
change and actual change in the model. Instead, the assumption is that
in England and the Netherlands, universities and higher professional
education institutions experienced similar amounts of external pressure.
Both countries and sectors were confronted with massification, cut backs
in the 1980s and the rise of the market concept of steering public
services.

The second comment is regarding the link between policy
change and actual change. The idea that there is such a link is taken for
granted in this study. The assumption being that a positive relationship
exists between the two. The nature of this link is in fact highly complex.
Actual change can occur with or without policy change; policy change
can, but does not necessarily lead to actual change. The relationship
between policy and actual change is not the focus of this study. It
instead concentrates on how policy networks have an impact on either
of them. In the conclusions the nature of these relationships for this
particular policy sector, in this particular time frame, is discussed.

The final comment is about institutions and their definitions.
Institutional theory is a very wide and fragmented sector and there are
many definitions of institutions. Moreover, the term ‘institution” has a
colloquial meaning in English, which further complicates the matter.

In this study the term ‘higher education institution” or
‘institution of higher education” means precisely the same as higher
education organisation. In this context the use is the same as in
colloquial English. When the study refers to a “type of higher education
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institution’, it refers to the general concept of a university or an higher
professional education institution (see section three). Of this general
concept, this ‘type’, individual universities and higher professional
education institutions are “tokens’.

The second way, in which the term “institution’ is used, is that of
a rule in its broadest sense, i.e. formal or informal; regulative, normative
or cognitive (Hall & Taylor, 1996). In the context of this study these rules
are referred to as the ‘organisational structure” of higher education
institutions.

A third way, in which the term “institution” is sometimes used, is
to define a field with a particular structure in which actors operate
(Powell & DiMaggio, 1991). This type of institution is referred to in this
study as the afore-mentioned policy network.

2.1.2. Content

Following on from the model shown in fig 2.1 and elaborating on the
individual concepts, this chapter begins with Lijphart’'s work on state
models. It identifies the types of higher education institutions found in
the higher education sector. The chapter then continues with the concept
of the policy network. This part shows how the state models and types
of higher education institutions shape policy networks.

In order to explain the theoretical influence of policy networks
on policy change and actual change, these two notions are introduced
and expanded on. The notion of policy networks is reintroduced and its
influence on policy and actual change dealt with.

The chapter concludes by constructing a set of testable
hypotheses, surrounding all relationships identified in Figure 2.1. These
hypotheses are operationalised in chapter three.

Majoritarian and consensus democracies

Lijphart has dedicated most of his working life to the creation of a
typology of state models or, as he refers to them, “types of democracies’.
He distinguishes between two state models with fundamentally
different characteristics. The debate outlined in further detail later is
aimed at both his typology but more importantly and more interestingly
on the consequences these state models have for policy making. Lijphart,
particularly in his later work, defends the consensus model against
charges that this model is inefficient due to the long and tiresome
negotiation processes that are often perceived as a consequence of the
model (Lijphart, 1999).
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Typologies, like theories are, contestable. The typology
developed by Lijphart is not only one most widely used, it is also one
most widely contested. However, this is no reason not to employ it here
since, although contested, it is the reference point for many debates in
comparative politics (see for example Barry, 1975; Sartori, 1997). Lijphart
has set, in a manner of speaking, the battleground on which political
scientists in this part of the field wage war and it is common sense to
examine the battlefield before declaring war on any party.

Lijphart’s starting point is the notion that all democracies deal
with a fundamental problem. Democracies are literally, ‘states in which
the people rule’ from the Greek ‘demos kratein’. The problem is that ‘the
people’ is not a unified actor, but a population made out of potentially
millions of people all with differing interests and perceptions. It should
come as no surprise therefore that ‘the people” often do not agree on
political issues. The question then becomes: “In what way should a
democratic decision-making process be organised to come to an
agreement if opinions clash?” According to Lijphart there are two
fundamentally different approaches. Either the majority of the people
decides or as many people as possible are included in the process. It
should be added that in modern large-scale democratic states today,
citizens are not participating in decision making directly are
represented. All citizens elect representatives freely and on an equal
basis. Still, the two fundamental approaches can be recognised in
modern day democracies.

The majoritarian model is simple and straightforward. It
provides with a clear rule for decision-making, which was perhaps one
of the reasons why Rousseau (1719 - 1782) was so attracted to it. In fact,
he equated the will of the majority with the will of the people, the volonté
generale. Moreover, Rousseau equated the choice of the majority with the
best possible choice on rational grounds. The minorities did not just
have different interests or opinions, they were simply wrong. Although
few people would go as far as Rousseau, the idea that the majority
decides is considered legitimate in many cases of collective decision-
making.

The consensus model does not differ from the majoritarian
model in stating that majority rule is better than minority rule. However,
it considers majority rule a bare minimum; in addition, it seeks to
maximise the majorities. Through its institutions, the consensus model
aims at broad participation in government decision-making and broad
agreement on the policies that are pursued. In not simply equating
democracy to majority rule, this model echoes some of the ideas of
political thinkers, such as Locke (1632-1704) and Montesquieu (1669-
1755). These political thinkers focused not so much on democracy as a
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system that provides the absolute power to the majority (a situation that
can easily lead to the dictatorship of the majority over minorities).
Instead, they saw democracy as a system that reduces the power of the
ruler by balancing it with other powerful actors. Many of the institutions
of Lijphart’s consensus model are not only about including minorities in
decision-making, but also about limiting the powers of an elected
majority.

Since modern democracies are highly complicated systems of
representation, as well as, checks and balances, the two models include
complicated institutional arrangements that are founded on the basic
differences explained previously. It should be clear that in reality the
two models, which are elaborated on below, are never found in their
pure forms. Real-life democracies are often mixtures of these two ideal

types.

2.1.3.  Majoritarian models

The fundamental ideas underlying the majoritarian model have already
been outlined. The question is how these notions can be elaborated on in
working models of democracy. Lijphart’s majoritarian model is an
abstraction of the British system. Its underlying logic is one of a two
party system, which centralises as much power as possible in the
majority of Parliament, thereby creating clear dichotomies and
majorities. Owing to the fact that there are only two parties, the
individual opinions of the citizens are aggregated in a system that is
almost purely dichotomous. This dichotomy on virtually all policy
issues creates a clear choice for the electorate.

The two-party system is a direct result of the electoral system
employed in the majoritarian model. These electoral systems can be
characterised as majoritarian and disproportional. The most commonly
used system is the ‘first past the post’ system in which candidates
compete for votes in a district. Only the candidate who wins most of the
votes gains a position in Parliament. This means that small parties have
no chance of entering Parliament, unless they are locally oriented. The
model often results in disproportional representation in which it is not
uncommon when a party with a firm majority in Parliament receives
only a third of the votes. Proportionality, however, is not fundamentally
important in this model. Instead, the fact that an election results in a
clear victory for one party with a majority in Parliament is valued.

Although the electoral system is important, it is by no means the
only significant characteristic of the majoritarian model. Strong party
discipline is essential as well. This becomes clear if one compares the
parties in the United States with those in the United Kingdom. Parties in
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the United States are very loosely organised; their major role is during
the election when they provide the labels for candidates to run under
and the finance and organisation for an effective campaign. Once the
elections are finished, individual members of congress have great
autonomy in how to cast their votes. This results in a political process in
which presidents have to find majorities for each piece of legislation
they wish to pass through congress. These political dynamics involve
many negotiations in which the party labels; the congressman’s own
convictions; the desires of his district and interest groups all play an
important role. In the United Kingdom, on the other hand, party
discipline is very strong. This changes the political dynamics. Once a
party has a firm majority in Parliament, its leading politicians are part of
the government. Due to strong party discipline - supported by a system
of Whips that exert this discipline - the Cabinet can rest assured that
every crucial piece of legislation will find a majority vote in Parliament.
Party discipline increases the tendency in Parliamentary democracies for
governments to play a leading role. This leading role is a direct result of
the fact that almost all societies and policies in modern states have
become so dynamic and complicated that it is impossible for Parliament
alone to create all the legislation needed. Cabinets supported by large
bureaucracies have this capacity.

Cabinets, however, cannot isolate themselves from external
pressures and control society top-down, again due to the complexity
and dynamics of modern societies. Interest groups that pursue their
desires through the political system affect governments. Governments
often need these interest groups to secure legitimacy or even to
implement public policies. Lijphart claims that the institutions
connecting the interest groups to the state are very different in
majoritarian and consensus state models. Simply put, in majoritarian
models there is a pluralistic interest group system with free for all
competition among these groups. This leads to political dynamics that
can be confrontational both between interest groups and also between
these groups and the state. Unlike the corporatistic system of the typical
consensus democracy there are no institutional arrangements that seek
to integrate the different interests into a compromise.

In short, the majoritarian model is a model in which government
power is highly centralised, based on clear majority in Parliament and
institutionally (at least) autonomous from interest groups in society;
interest groups that are engaged in open competition amongst each
other (i.e. pluralistic).
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2.1.4. Consensus models

As discussed, the consensus model of democracy differs considerably
from the majoritarian model. The model rejects the exclusion of
minorities from the decision process and instead seeks to involve them.
The logic is that of a multiparty system in which as much power as
possible is de-centralised to lower levels of the state and sectors of
society.

The multiparty system is a direct result of the proportional
electoral system. In this system parties compete for voters and receive a
number of seats in Parliament that is proportional to the amount of
votes they collect. As such the system is more proportional than the
majoritarian system as the distribution of seats mirrors the votes cast by
society. The system may also result in a potentially large number of
parties represented in Parliament. The obvious problem with this is the
difficulty to make decisions and create the stable coalitions needed to
form a government. A threshold is often introduced in order to reduce
the number of parties. Those that receive less than a certain number of
votes do not get a seat in Parliament and their seats are redistributed
amongst other parties. This threshold makes the system less
proportional and more exclusive. The effects of a threshold can be
dramatic. After Poland’s first free election 26 parties ended up in
Parliament. When the second election was held a 5% threshold was
introduced and the number of parties shrunk to six.

The multiparty system creates a different political dynamic, but
other characteristics of the consensus model are important as well. The
tirst being, that governments are coalition governments. Secondly, the
horizontal nature of the relationships between governments and
Parliaments in these models. In multiparty systems no one party is likely
to gain the majority of seats in Parliament. In order to create a
Government that has real power a majority coalition is necessary. Even
if party discipline is strong, a coalition with a majority is still not as solid
a foundation for government as one majority party. Governmental
decision-making therefore involves more negotiation with the
constituting parties of the coalition and their factions in Parliament. The
more parties the coalition consists of, the more complicated these
negotiations are likely to be and the harder to keep the coalition
together. Since there are multiple parties in Parliament there is the
opportunity for them to enter into coalitions with others. Although this
is often limited by a coalition agreement that spells out the government’s
position on the most salient issues, it still is a continuing threat to the
coalition. This also gives non-coalition parties in Parliament a greater
voice than those in majoritarian models.
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Finally, in a consensus model the relationships between
government and society is even more intense than in the majoritarian
model. According to Lijphart this relationship is institutionalised in a
corporatistic manner. Meaning that groups in society meet with the
government in order to regulate a sub-section of society. Government in
this system can play several roles, ranging from determining the broad
direction of developments to mere peacekeeping among the societal
groups. The ease of these negotiations depends largely on the number of
parties and their willingness to compromise. Government, along with its
role in the negotiations is actively involved with setting the rules for the
meetings, most importantly, who is invited and who is not.

In short, consensus models are characterised by multiparty
systems, coalition governments and intensive, institutionalised
interactions between government and society (i.e. corporatistic).

2.2. Two types of higher education institutions

Higher education systems, particularly in England and the Netherlands,
are well suited when studying the impact of characteristics of the
specific types of organisations in a policy sector on the shape of policy
networks. The reason being that the higher education sector contains
two sub-sectors, a university sector and a higher professional education
sector, which share many characteristics and have grown even closer in
the past two decades. In England the decreasing gap was stimulated by
the state and eventually led to a re-labelling of the polytechnics as
universities.

Despite these similarities important differences remain. The
higher education institutions rest have traditions that still affect their
current organisational behaviour. They have different primary
processes, with research being far more important in the traditional
universities. It is argued later that this affects other organisational
characteristics as well. Both similarities and differences are important to
this study. The similarities show that the sectors are comparable. The
differences are important to help understand the effectiveness of policy
making alongside the state models introduced above.

2.2.1.  Two traditions in higher education

Higher education is often portrayed as age-old. Universities are pictured
as existing since the dawn of time, small pockets of wisdom and light in
the midst of the dark Middle Ages. Indeed the idea of the university, as
a community of teachers and students, can be traced back to mediaeval
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times. It was founded on surviving small organisations for high level
judicial and medical training (traces from Roman and Muslim
civilisations) as well as the rise of the cathedral schools in the late
Middle Ages. There is, however, an important difference between the
survival of the concept of a university on the one hand and the real-
existing higher education institutions, of our present time, on the other.
First, the organisations sailing under the flag of ‘university” have
profoundly changed, especially since the early nineteenth century.
Second, another sector has emerged alongside the universities in many
countries, that of higher professional education institutions. Although
higher professional education lacks some of the grandeur that comes
with the long traditions of universities, it has a distinctive tradition and
a set of characteristics of its own.

The nineteenth century saw the rise of two new continental
traditions of higher education. First, there was the Humboldtian
tradition, in which universities were to produce the purest and highest
form of knowledge. To ensure this purity, it needed to be secluded from
the world. Both teachers and students were to engage in research and
education in absolute freedom. The other new tradition, emerging in the
early nineteenth century, was that of the Napoleontic University.
Napoleon saw a need for highly skilled professionals, a need that was
not fulfilled by the universities of his day. A whole new sector was
developed in which research was far less important then training
professional skills. Both models had an impact on the shape of higher
education systems and universities in Western Europe, but the
Humboldtian model was especially influential, so much so that some
call it the most important export product of nineteenth century
Germany. Over the course of the century it became the leading
university model for many continental countries, but also had a large
impact on research universities in Britain and the United States (Clark,
1994).

Though these new models were significant, they were by no
means the only moulding force behind universities and were not solely
responsible for the changing nature of the universities since the Middle
Ages; universities were also affected by the realities of the industrial
revolution. To some extent it is fair to say that the massive increase in
universities began in the wake of the industrial revolution. In England,
for example, up to the nineteenth century there were only two
universities Oxford and Cambridge. It was only during the nineteenth
century that a new series of universities became established. The
industrial revolution increased the demand for scientifically trained
people able to contribute to industrial developments or to regulate its
consequences. These universities were still labelled “university’, but their
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mission, organisational structure and type of student they catered for
changed dramatically (Scott, 1995).

In the twentieth century universities transformed again.
Arguably, the two most important developments were the growing
influence of the state! and massification of the university system.
Growing state interference with universities ran parallel with increased
funding by the state. As society and technology became increasingly
complex, there was a growing awareness of the important role of
universities, leading to increased state funding. With this though came
the desire to control to some extent what universities were teaching and
researching and to align this with national priorities. This development
did not follow the Humboldtian ideal of autonomous universities and
total freedom in learning and teaching. The second development,
massification, was a trend in almost every Western State between the
1960s and 1980s. This period saw an increasing number of students
entering university. The quantity of students grew to such an extent that
it could be argued to have made a fundamental difference in the nature
of the university. The Humboldtian ideal of teachers and students co-
operating in learning and researching was very difficult to combine with
large numbers of students.

Universities have transformed radically in the past two centuries.
Along with the internal changes, their environment has transformed due
to the rise of a different type of higher education: higher professional
education. Professional education in most Western countries was
integrated in the guild system. The guilds, which had been on the wane
for more than two centuries, were formally abolished in the nineteenth
century. With their abolishment, their role in education ended. In the
nineteenth century alternative methods of transferring professional
skills and knowledge needed to be created. These higher education
institutions were small, fragmented and locally or regionally oriented;
they were often created by industries with the specific intent of
educating employees. From the late nineteenth century onwards, these
small and often private higher education institutions received increasing
government funds. Parallel to the growth in state funding, the higher
professional education sector became increasingly legally embedded.
Often, however, these sectors were extremely fragmented and diverse,
their similar legal categorisation being the only characteristic they
shared (Schippers, 1989).

1 Although the increasing role of the state arguably began much earlier (Neave,
2001), it can be argued as well that the amount of control did increase especially
after the second world war, as states provided more and more funding to the
university system and thereby had the power of the purse (Scott, 1995).
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From the 1960s onwards, higher professional education started
to expand rapidly. The massification of higher education that affected
universities affected higher professional education even more. This non-
university sector was considered a cheaper form of education that
provided the orientation necessary for economic growth. Expansion of
this sector gave rise to debates on its internal structure and relationship
to the state. In several countries this led to a process in which many of
the institutions merged, from the 1980s onwards. The Netherlands for
example saw a reduction from 360 institutions to only 60 within a
decade (Goedegebuure, 1992).

Most of the larger higher professional education institutions
offered a wide range of programmes from which students could choose.
In fact, many of them started offering programmes that were not unlike
university courses. Although debatable this final development, the
convergence of academic and professional education, is important.
There are several explanations for this process, but it is hard (and not
central to this study) to pinpoint the exact chain of events (Meek et al,
1996). First, universities had status, therefore higher professional
education sought to imitate universities to increase their own status.
Second, the definition of higher professional education changed, as there
are many jobs that now require the type of academic problem solving
that used to be the prerogative of the university-taught elite. This means
on the one hand that higher professional education has adapted to the
needs of employers and on the other hand that universities have started
to explore a new market. In a process sometimes referred to as
professional drift, many wuniversities have started to offer study
programmes based not directly on academic disciplines but on certain
job-profiles instead (Enders, 1997).

As a consequence of the merging processes and state
interventions, higher professional education emerged as a sector
alongside the university sector. Due to a decrease in fragmentation it
was easier for the higher professional education institutions to organise
themselves vis-a-vis the universities. In legislation the sector was
recognised as a form of higher education with similar mechanisms for
funding and steering as wuniversities. Of course there remained
differences a well.

2.2.2.  Universities and higher professional education institutions

The differences between universities and higher professional education
institutions derive in the first place from the previously-identified
traditions on which both types of education are based. Pratt describes
the implications of both traditions vividly:
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[The autonomous tradition, of university education, is] ...an activity with
its own values and purposes, affecting the rest of society obliquely. The
other “service’ tradition explicitly expected higher education to serve
individuals and society and justified it in these terms. The autonomous
tradition was further characterised as aloof, academic, conservative and
exclusive. In this tradition people and institutions hold themselves apart,
ready if necessary to resist the demands of society or of governments or
students. (...) By contrast the “service tradition’ can be characterised as
responsive, Professional, innovative and open. (Pratt, 1997, p9)

Although both traditions undoubtedly exist in higher education they are
not always perfectly reflected in the two types of higher education
institutions. It was already stated that continental universities were built
on at least two traditions, the Humboldtian and the Napoleontic, the
latter being close to what Pratt calls the ‘service orientation’. Moreover,
universities grew and many new ones were developed in response to
the industrial revolution to cater for the new needs of industrial
societies. Finally, higher professional education, due to recent processes
of academic and professional drift now bears much more resemblance to
university style education than its earlier counterparts. True as this may
be, there remain important differences as well; these are not absolute,
but relative.

Universities are based on several traditions, as previously
mentioned. Yet it is fair to say that among these the Humboldtian ideal
of autonomy stands out as particularly important, especially for research
universities. This ideal of autonomy has an influence on the
organisational culture and structure of universities. In terms of
structural differences to the higher professional education institutions,
three important characteristics are portrayed here.

The first is the greater striving for autonomy of the university
vis-a-vis its environment (including the government). Universities,
notwithstanding the rhetoric of market orientation, are not as open to
their environment as higher professional education institutions.

Secondly is the stronger position of academics versus managers,
which flows from the tradition of autonomy. Academics in the
university enjoy a relatively large personal autonomy. This autonomy is
not exclusive to universities; it is typical of all professional organisations
including, hospitals, ministries and higher professional education
institutions. This level of autonomy is strongly desired by the
professionals in these organisations. Every professional performs his
tasks on the basis of extensive education and does not readily accept
hierarchical interventions from anyone who lacks that education. On top
of this, universities are exceptional in two respects. First, academics are
hyper-professionals, trained more extensively than most other
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professionals, with the probable exception of medical staff. Second,
autonomy is not only a consequence of professional pride, but also of
values deeply embedded in the university organisation (Clark, 1983;
Van Vught, 1989). The hyper-professional academics work within an
(informal) organisational structure that maximises their autonomy.

The third characteristic is a direct consequence of the second; the
stronger position of de-central elements versus central management in
universities. In universities by definition, many different subjects and
disciplines are taught and studied. It is in the nature of academic work
that it is organised within these disciplines. In most universities, at least
informally, professors that hold a chair dominate this level of the
organisation. The chair provides professors with a personal domain
within which he, to a very large extent, can decide what he and his co-
workers should be doing. Decisions on higher organisational levels are
based on collegial authority among chair holders; in this system the
head of a university, for example, is elected from within this body of
peers. (Clark, 1983) It is clear that this organisational structure, a direct
copy from the medieval guild system that survived inside universities,
gives great autonomy and power to the de-centralised levels of the
universities. Although there have been attempts in most Western
European countries to reform university management and make it more
enterprise-like; the old structures remain important (de Boer, 2003).

In summing up the differences between universities and higher
professional education institutions, three organisational differences
emerge. First, universities are more autonomous vis-a-vis their
environment. Second, within universities, academics have more
autonomy than teachers in higher professional education institutions.
Third, in universities de-centralised chair remain very powerful, leading
to a more de-centralised organisational structure. In the context of this
study the question is what these differences mean for the policy process
and the implementation of policies inside universities and institutions
for higher professional education.

2.3. Policy networks

2.3.1.  The concept policy networks

To refine the analysis of the effects that state models have on the policy
process and to combine these insights with the importance of different
types of higher education institutions, it is necessary to take a closer look
at the context in which this policy process takes place. As mentioned in
the introduction to this chapter, this study uses the concept of policy
networks (Kickert, et al, 1997) as a perspective on how policy is made
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within the different state models. The basic assumption of the policy
network, as a framework for studying the policy process, is “that policy
is made in complex interaction processes between a large number of
actors which takes place within networks of independent actors” (Klijn
& Koppenjan, 2000, p 139). The actors involved in the policy process are
mutually dependent because they need each other’s resources. In the
case of higher education policy making for example, higher education
institutions are dependent on state resources in terms of funding and
regulation. At the same time, the state depends on higher education
institutions for information and their capacity to implement policies.
Therefore, in policy networks co-operation is a necessity to achieve
satisfying outcomes. This does not imply that there are no conflicts
within these networks, there is a diversity of interests and objectives that
at times may clash.

Notwithstanding the complex dynamics of policy making in
policy networks, the concept of a network also implies a certain
structure that underlies the interactions between actors. Networks
discernable characteristics. Central to this study are the questions: what
are these characteristics and can they explain (patterns of) policy
change? Rhodes, for example, (1997, p. 9-10) points out several of
structural elements that they provide. Namely that networks limit
participation in the policy process; define the roles of actors; decide
which issues are included and excluded on the policy agenda and shape
the behaviour of actors by establishing the ‘rules of the game’.

While the concept of the policy network has gained a large
number of adherents in the fields of political science and policy studies,
there is an ongoing debate surrounding its contribution to the
understanding of political and policy processes. Peters (1998, p. 21)
summarises this debate in one question: “...are ‘networks’ Dbetter
understood only as a metaphor (...) or are they also a more substantive
means of explaining the dynamics of political interactions and policy
making?” Put differently, the question is whether the knowledge that
networks exist, helps in predicting policy outcomes.

To be able to judge whether networks can help in explaining
policy outcomes, comparative analysis is necessary. What needs to be
done is to classify different types of networks in order to be able to use
them as independent variables that can help to explain policy outcomes.
According to Marsh (1998, p. 15) comparative research on networks can
take two different forms:

First, we could compare policy formation and outcomes across the same
policy area in two or more countries. If the counties shared similar
political and economics contexts, but had different types and structures
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of policy networks, and the policy outcomes were different, then this
would suggest, in this case at least, networks have a considerable effect
on outcomes. Second, we could compare policy making processes and
outcomes in different policy areas in a single country over the same
period. Using this research design we can hold at least some elements of
the context constant, so that any evidence of different networks
structures and different outcomes would suggest that the networks is
having some effects on the outcome.

As previously stated this study follows Marsh’s first approach to
comparative research on policy networks. The fact that social and
economical contexts in both the Netherlands and England and the
university and higher professional education sectors have been
comparable in the 1980 to 1995 timeframe has been argued in chapter
one. What needs to be created now is a classification of policy networks
that can be used for comparative research.

2.3.2.  The structure of policy networks

The classification of networks in this study is based on the core concepts
of the state model and types of higher education institutions. The idea
being that the interaction between these two concepts leads to four
different types of policy networks. Each of these networks has its own
characteristics leading to particular dynamics within the network.

This study does not seek to make a contribution to new ways of
conceptualising networks and, in fact, only works with very simple
concepts and a limited number of actors in the policy sector. The
contribution lies in the characterisation of the shape of different
networks and their contribution to understanding policy and actual
change, through comparative research.

Each of the four networks consists of three layers, or put
alternatively, three interlocking networks. First, the ‘state network’,
within which the cabinet, the Parliament and the ministry are defined as
actors for the purpose of this study. Secondly, connecting state and
higher education institutions, the “sector network” that consists of buffer
organisations, interest and lobby groups. This network can, depending
on the state model (see section 2.2), be pluralistic or corporatistic. Third,
the ‘higher education institution network” within the higher education
institutions: consisting of an executive board and a number of basic
units. These three networks are interconnected. Actors within the state
and higher education institutions can have various relationships with
actors outside these entities. In order to reduce the number of
relationships that are examined, the state and higher education
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institutions are examined as though they were single actors, within the
second network.

This leads to a two by two matrix with four cells that contain the
essence of each network. The content of the matrix is elaborated on

below.

Table 2.2 Four different policy networks

Majoritarian Consensus
University State network State network
¢ Central position of cabinet o Central position of
Parliament and intermediary
organisations
Sector network Sector network
e Pluralistic ¢ Corporatistic
¢ Autonomous position of ¢ Autonomous position of
higher education institutions higher education institutions
HEI network
¢ Autonomous position of de- | HEI network
centralised units of the e Autonomous position of de-
higher education institutions centralised units of the
higher education institutions
Higher State network State network
Professional | e Central position of cabinet e Central position of
Education Parliament and intermediary
organisations
Sector Network Sector network
e Corporatistic o Corporatistic
e State dominant over higher | e State dominant over higher
education institutions education institutions
HEI network HEI network
e Centralised higher education | ¢ Centralised higher education
institutions institutions

Note: This table presents a short overview of the types of indicators for different policy networks,
these indicators, for matters of presentation, are formulated in absolute terms. They are in fact, of
course, relative.

University- majoritarian policy network

The policy network of the university sector inside the majoritarian
model is influenced by the characteristics of the majoritarian model in
which government power is highly centralised inside the cabinet, based
on a clear majority in Parliament and autonomous from (higher
education) interest groups in society. These interest groups are rivalling
each other in a fairly unregulated arena, unlike the more corporatistic
structures in consensus democracies. But the network is shaped in part
by the characteristics of wuniversities. Universities are relatively
autonomous vis-a-vis their environment when compared to higher
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professional education institutions. Within universities de-centralised
chair or departments are powerful, leading to a fragmented de-
centralised organisational structure.

University- consensus policy network

In consensus models the network is influenced by the characteristics of
this particular state model ie. multiparty systems, coalition
governments and intensive, institutionalised interactions between
government and the higher education sector. Interest groups are part of
a (legally embedded) corporatistic structure in which competing
interests are being integrated. These aspects of the network are
combined with universities that are relatively autonomous vis-a-vis their
environments. Again, within universities de-centralised chair or
departments are powerful, leading to a fragmented de-centralised
organisational.

Higher professional education- majoritarian policy network

Like in the case of universities, in majoritarian models the policy
network of the higher professional education institutions is influenced
by the characteristic of this model where government power is highly
centralised in cabinets and autonomous from interest groups in society.
Like the university/ majoritarian network, the network is pluralistic.
These characteristics are combined with those of the higher professional
education institutions, which are less autonomous vis-a-vis the state
than universities, internally the institutions are more hierarchically
organised with less autonomy and power for the de-centralised levels of
the organisation.

Higher professional education- consensus policy network

Finally, combining consensus models with higher professional
education institutions gives rise to multiparty systems, coalition
governments and intensive, institutionalised interactions between
government and interest groups in a corporatistic way. These aspects are
combined with less autonomous position vis-a-vis the state compared to
universities and the more hierarchically organised nature of these
institutions, with less autonomy and power for the de-centralised levels
of the organisation.

2.3.3. Conclusion

Based on the influence of the state model and the type of higher
education institution, this study has defined four distinctively different
networks. Roughly characterising each of these, gives the following
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result. The network of the university sector in a majoritarian state model
is characterised by the odd mix of a centralised state interacting with de-
centralised higher education institutions. The network of the higher
professional education sector in the majoritarian state model is
characterised by a centralised state, controlling centralised higher
education institutions. The network of the university sector in a
consensus state model is that of a de-centralised state, interacting with
de-centralised higher education institutions. Finally, the network of the
higher professional education sector in the consensus state model
combines a de-centralised state, controlling centralised higher education
institutions. The question is: “How do these networks affect policy
change and actual change?”

2.4. Policy change and actual change

To pinpoint the effects of the various policy networks on the policy
process, the nature of this policy process needs to be explored. In the
introduction it was stated that one of the aims of this study was to
understand the policy changes that occurred in higher education during
the period from 1980 to 1995. It was stated that these policy changes
were a reaction to perceived problems resulting from massification and
budget-cuts and a belief that quasi-markets could raise effectiveness and
efficiency. This should not be read as a simple linear relationship, (e.g.
that government perceived a problem, analysed it and used instruments
to tackle it). The policy process nowadays is predominantly perceived as
taking place inside dynamic networks in which a variety of actors
(among whom the state) seek to create policies that serve their own
ends. If what happened in higher education in the 1980s and 1990s is to
be truly understood, these complexities need to be explored. That is the
content of the next few sections.

2.4.1. Studying the policy process

The classic literature in public administration has a very rational
perspective on the policy process; this is a direct consequence of the
context in which this literature emerged. America in the 19t century was
in the firm grip of political parties. The ‘spoils system’ meant that
politically appointed officials occupied many of the functions in the
administration. The jobs of these party members depended upon the
victory of their party, which is why during the 19t century parties
transformed into political machines that had one goal: to stay in power.
Bribing, intimidating and favouring influential groups were not
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shunned to secure votes and thereby the jobs of the political appointed
administrators (Knott and Miller, 1987).

The ‘classic’ theory of Public Administration can only be
understood against that background. Wilson (1887) and Goodnow
(1900) stated that politics and administration should be separated.
Goodnow described politics as the expression of the will of the state and
administration as the execution of that will. The separation of
administration and politics was intended to purify administration from
politics. Wilson and Goodnow sought to distance administration from
the political spoils and scandals that undermined the administrative
effectiveness. Wilson also suggested that administrators create a set of
tools that could be used for any public purpose. “If I see a murderous
man sharpening a knife cleverly, I can borrow his way of sharpening the
knife without borrowing his probable intention to commit murder with
it” (Wilson, 1887, p 25). These ideas coincided with those of the
‘scientific management’ movement (Taylor, 1912). Analysts influenced
by this movement sought the ‘one best way’ to perform administrative
work efficiently, free from the meddling of partisan politics. The ideal of
implementation was the execution of pre-designed policies by neutral
administrators. The objectives of the policy were decided upon in a
political process. The most effective and efficient means to achieve them
should be established scientifically. Once found, the means were to be
applied perfectly and loyally by neutral civil servants.

From the 1960s onwards this normative approach was
increasingly criticised. “It neither produced success nor explained
failure.” (Kettl, 1996, 413) These approaches received criticism and were
transformed along two lines. The first looked deeper into the decision-
making process surrounding public policies. The second focused on an
area previously neglected: implementation.

Analysing the role of policy makers, Lindblom (1959, 1979)
observed that in practice policy making is not the rational process
described above. In complex situation this would require more
intellectual capacities and more sources of information than man could
handle. Moreover there were no clear values on which everybody
agreed and decisions could be based. Lindblom described the policy
process as a simultaneous choosing of means and ends. A policymaker
focused on incremental values to make choices. This means that actors
decided on adopting a policy by comparing different policies on what
they contributed to the attainment of certain goals. The differences of
these contributions to goal attainment and the valuation of these goals
by the actors were the policy maker’s criteria for deciding which policy
to adopt. A major point Lindblom raised is the limited capacity of the
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policy analyst; due to this limitation they must neglect important
possible outcomes, alternative policies and affected values.

Lindblom focused on the irrationality of decision making by
individual actors in the policy process, suggesting that at an aggregate
level there may be more rationality due to the fact that individual
mistakes are levelled out. Kingdon (1995) looked at this aggregated level
and perceived irrationalities at this level as well. Policy formation, in his
perception, is the result of the joining of three ‘streams’, namely of
problems, politics and policies. In the first stream various problems
come to the attention of people in and around government, this may
happen because an indicator (e.g. government expenditure) changes; or
because of crises or other highly symbolic events. Almost parallel to this
runs the policy stream. Policy is produced in a policy community,
consisting of experts, interest groups, bureaucrats and researchers. As
Kingdon puts it: “...they each have their pet ideas or axes to grind; they
float their ideas up and the ideas bubble around in these policy
communities” (1995, p 87). Finally there is a political stream composed
of swings in the nation’s mood, public opinion, elections, changes in
political parties and interest group campaigns. According to Kingdon,
each of these streams develops and operates largely independent to the
others. The key to understanding policy change is the coupling of these
streams. The separate streams come together at critical times. A problem
is recognised, a solution available and the political climate favourable, in
short, a policy-window opens and things start happening. Until this is
the case, problems may rest unsolved, policies are waiting for problems
that they might be the answer to and politicians are trying to find
problems to put on the agenda.

The second line of research, which focuses on policy
implementation, began in the 1960s in America. The study of
implementation set out to study processes between policy making and
policy outcomes. This approach was more empirical than normative in
nature. The separation of politics and administration had always been a
normative ideal and was no longer the point of departure in these
studies. The actual content of a policy is partly accomplished during its
implementation and actors in the policy sector directly influence policy-
makers. Policy and implementation were seen as interdependent
(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973). The growing complexity of both
society and the problems addressed by government increased the
complexity of the policy process. This made it more difficult to
synoptically design a policy and control the entire process of
implementation.

Pressman and Wildavsky identified three major problems. First,
implementation requires the co-operation of many actors in many
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phases and therefore the opportunities for obstruction are endless. A
second and related problem is that of control; the goals of those at the
top of the administration may differ from those at the bottom.
Controlling those at the bottom is difficult due to the long and complex
chains of authority inherent to public bureaucracy. A final problem is
that the context of policy implementation is complex with many
opportunities for those involved in the policy implementation to
strategically distort and/ or delay implementation.

2.4.2.  More recent developments in policy literature

The aforementioned developments in policy studies literature has led to
several insights that are mirrored in more recent literature in this field.
In the context of this study the following are of importance:

e The realisation that the policy process is a highly complex process in
which many actors and factors interact. As stated earlier, the interest
in policy networks is a direct result of this insight.

¢ The notion that the policy process takes place in a context in which
institutions influence the attainable goals, available alternatives and
define the positions and roles of actors in the policy process.

e The realisation that developments in policy often mean policy
change (not establishment of new policies) has led to an interest in
the dynamics of policy change and the ways in which existing
policies affect new policies.

¢ The realisation that implementation is not a straightforward process
has spurned a widening of the concept of policy to include changes
at many different levels and not only the content of policy
documents.

The first point was already touched upon when the different policy
networks that form the basis of this study were discussed. To reiterate:
policy making is complex, dynamic and involves many actors. This is
why the concept of policy networks, has gained importance in the
public-policy literature (e.g. Knoke et al, 1992; Wilks & Wright, 1987;
Rhodes, 1997, Kickert, et al, 1997). It captures the complexity whilst
simultaneously providing the tools to map the complex interactions. It is
for this reason that the concept of the policy network is central to this
study.

The second point is reflected in the work of many authors in the
field “historical institutionalism” (e.g. Steinmo et al 1992; Hall & Taylor,
1996). For the purpose of this study, the work of Immergut (1992) is a
useful example of work done in this field. Her research on healthcare
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systems is a clear illustration of how the institutional characteristics of a
state influence the policy process. In her study of health care systems in
Sweden, Switzerland and France, Immergut shows how the differences
in the development of health care policies are linked to state structures.
She argues that the three countries started off with similar intentions
shortly after the Second World War, i.e. providing national healthcare
for their populations. Fifty years later, however, they ended up with
very different healthcare systems.

Immergut argues that these divergent outcomes cannot be
explained by differences in the ideas of policy-makers, differences in
political partisanship, or differences in the preferences and organisation
of interest groups. Instead, she suggests that the outcomes are better
explained by the political institutions in each country.

These institutions establish different rules of the game for politicians and
interest groups seeking to enact or to block policies. De jure rules of
institutional design provide procedural advantages and impediments for
translating political power into concrete policies. De facto rules arising
from electoral results and party systems change the ways in which these
formal institutions work in practice. (...) Constitutional rules and electoral
results produce different constraints on the ability of executive
governments to introduce new policies. These institutional and political
hurdles direct decision-making along different paths in different polities.
Opportunities for veto determine whether the effective point of decision
will be the executive arena, the Parliamentary arena, or the electoral
arena. The specific mechanisms for veto determine precisely which
politicians or voters have the power to ratify or block policy proposals.
(Immergut, 1992, p 58)

According to Immergut the power of interest groups is not just a
function of power resources, but critically depends on the relationship
that these groups have with the political system. Institutional
mechanisms structure the decision process in a given polity, veto points
provide interest groups with opportunities for influencing political
decisions. Depending on the logic of the decision process and location of
veto points, different political strategies are available to them and
different groups are privileged. Immergut then discusses how
constitutional rules and electoral results have influenced the
developments in health care in Sweden, France and Switzerland. Her
analysis can be summarised as follows. All three countries in
Immergut’s study started off (shortly after the Second World War) with
the same intentions, to create a national healthcare system. The
developments in the period after the war were in fact very divergent.
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In Sweden a national health care system was set up. In France,
government measures to create national health care were fragmented
and incomplete. In Switzerland the idea of a national health care system
was never realised. This was peculiar as in all three countries doctors
held strong professional positions and were opposed to national health
care. Immergut then turned to institutional explanations for these
divergences. In Sweden the political executive could count on the
decisions being routinely confirmed by Parliament. As Social democrat
governments rested on a secure parliamentary majority, government
decisions were automatically ratified by Parliamentary votes. This
strongly reduced the influence of Swedish doctors” interest groups. By
contrast, the Parliament of the Fourth Republic in France offered many
opportunities for interest group influence. Unstable Parliamentary
coalitions and lack of party discipline impeded executive governments
from enacting legislation because different parliamentary majorities
countered each proposal. French doctors used their contacts with
Parliament to demand legislative concessions. In Switzerland the
referendum pulled decision-making in the electoral arena. Referendum
votes were more often negative than positive. Consequently
referendums were seen as a threat to legislation. This created the
strategic opportunity for Swiss doctors to threaten the government with
a referendum in order to obtain policy concessions.

In conclusion, there are several areas of Immergut’'s work that
are of importance to this study. First, her statement that actors formulate
their goals, ideas and desires independently from institutions. The
institutions only become relevant in strategic calculations regarding the
best way to advance a certain interest within a particular system. This is
true because Immergut focuses on institutions on a high level of
aggregation in such cases, institutions tend to be ‘chronologically
independent’ from the actors and strategies as they were established
long before these debates began. Moreover with such institutions, the
actors that are engaged in constitutional debates are very rarely identical
to those who are later engaged in policy conflicts.

Within a given set of institutions more than one course of action
is available, historical accidents and the individual actions (and even
mistakes) are as important as institutional constraints. Institutions
predict which courses of actions are likely to result in success or failure,
but they do not predict what an actor will decide in a given situation.
“No view of politics can rely exclusively on either institutions, on the
one hand, or interests and actors on the other; both components are
necessary to our understanding of the past and to our role of subjects of
the future.” (Immergut, 1992, p 85) Similar to Immergut’s work, the aim
of this study is to understand the dynamics of the policy process by
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looking at institutions, i.e. Lijphart’s state models. However, attention to
the importance of the types of organisations in the policy sector is also
included.

The third point is dealt with by Hall (among others) who focused
on power, institutions and interests in order to understand policy
change. Policy change, in Hall’s work, is defined as a change in policy,
i.e. a change in the objectives of policy, the instruments through which
the objectives are achieved or the intensity with which the instruments
are employed. This definition is similar to Hoogerwerf's (1989)
definition of policy and Hall’s (1992) conceptualisation of policy change.
Hall distinguished between three levels of change. At level one only the
intensity with which instruments are employed changes, in terms of
fiscal policy, for example, government spending is adjusted. At level
two the instruments change, government, for example, chooses to
regulate through interest rates instead of public spending. At level three,
policy objective change, e.g. government realises that full employment is
unattainable and therefore low inflation needs to be the aim of its
policies. The higher the level of change, the more complicated it is to
make the policy change. The first level is easy to achieve, as it does not
require new policy theories. The second level is more complicated, as it
requires the design and implementation of a new instrument, both of
which may involve new ideas, actors and often a great deal of
negotiation. Designing and implementing a new instrument is not the
only time-consuming factor; the fact that some agencies may now get
involved in a policy and others left out may cause political struggle
among them. The third level is even more complicated. Aside from the
difficulties encountered in stage two changing objectives often involves
changing ideologies making the changes politically salient. Changing
objectives more often than not creates winners and losers. Some actors
will be the new beneficiaries of public funding, others may loose public
funding; some actors loose autonomy and others gain it.

In the introduction, the changes in policy that form the focus of
this study were discussed. Based on Hall’s findings, it is fair to say that
the changes with which higher education has been confronted rank
somewhere between levels two and three. The 1980s and 1990s did not
fundamentally change the objectives for higher education, although
more emphasis was placed on making higher education useful to society
and the economy (see also Huisman & Theisens, 2001). What changed
was that these objectives had to be reached under different
circumstances than previously, i.e. with many more students and less
funding per student. To cope with this situation and as a consequence of
new ideas about steering, there have been radical changes in terms of
the policy-instruments employed, financing output and quality
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assessment etc. Therefore policy change in this study are defined as:
“changes in the instrument that the state employs to steer a particular (in this
case the higher education) sector.”

This encompasses two aspects, on the one hand the speed of
change, i.e. the time it takes governments to design and decide upon a
particular piece of policy. The other is the size of change, i.e. the discrepancy
between the policy goals and the actual situation. It is clear that the total
amount of change is the product of these two aspects. Many quick
decisions on relatively small sized policy changes might equal one large
sized policy change that takes a long time to design and decide upon.

The fourth “insight” is applied in the field of higher education by
Cerych and Sabatier (1986). They distinguish between a first stage of
policy formulation that ends with a formal decision by cabinet or
Parliament in which a new policy is established. In a second stage this
policy is assigned to one or more organisation for implementation. In the
field of higher education, they name the Ministry of Education and
higher education institutions themselves as organisations that will
almost always be involved in this implementation. The third stage is that
of policy reformulation, which may include a new formal decision by
cabinet or Parliament, but which will often be a more subtle process
involving cumulatively important changes, largely imperceptible to
people outside the implementing institutions.

It is this last stage that is central to this study as it implies a
difference between policy change and actual change. It is argued in the
following two sections that, there is ample room for a reformulation of
policy during the implementation stage, particularly in universities. This
may result in different changes than were intended by the policies that
invoked those changes.

Actual change is defined in this study as: changes in (the patterns)
of behaviour inside the organisation and of actors within the organisations that
are confronted with certain policy changes. As in the case of policy change
this definition also states that both aspects of change are important, the
speed and size of change are taken into account in this study.

2.5.  Explaining policy change and actual change

The four aforementioned insights are the starting point for the “second
half” of the model presented in the introduction; the question how
policy networks affect policy- and actual change. Before formulating
theoretical expectations for these networks, it is important to take a step
back and review the discussions regarding the relationships between
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state models and policy change, as well as the types of higher education
institutions and actual change that other authors have focused upon.

2.5.1.  Effectiveness of policy making in the two state models

With regard to Lijphart’s state models, a debate has ensued in
comparative politics on the effectiveness of different types of
democracy. Fundamentally the question is whether representativeness
and effectiveness are inversely related or not. Sartori (1997, p 53), in his
characteristically bold style, stated that these two characteristics exclude
each other.

Representational systems belong to two main patterns... The English
type sacrifices the representativeness of Parliament to the need of
efficient government, while the French type sacrifices efficient
government to the representativeness of Parliament ... [And] we cannot
build a representational system that maximizes at one and the same time
the function of functioning and the function of mirroring.

Note that Sartori is speaking about the fourth Republic in which the
number of parties in Parliament and the weakness of governments made
governing particularly difficult. The question is whether this
contradiction always existed; the French Fifth Republic, where
government was arguably effective, can be seen as a counter example.
Lijphart argues that the contradiction between representativeness and
effectiveness is false. He has three basic points. First, majoritarian
governments may be able to make decisions faster, but these are not
necessarily wise decisions. Simply put, majoritarian governments can
make faster decisions because they do not have to negotiate within a
coalition, with parties in Parliament and with interest groups in society
(or at least to a lesser extent). It is debatable whether the slower
decision-making of the consensus democracy, in which many
perspectives are included in the policy process, does not in fact improve
the quality of policies. Policies may be created slower, but may be more
effective because they are better thought through. Second, in
majoritarian models a change of government is a change of parties that
are often juxtaposed. The government changing completely each time
another party gains a majority in the elections may result in frequent
and abrupt changes in policies. It is hardly effective if a completely new
policy is created before the old policy has been implemented. Finally,
extensive negotiations may lead to broad support for the government
policies. Policies that are widely considered legitimate are less likely to
be obstructed by the sectors in which they are to be implemented.
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The problem with this debate is that it has taken place in very
general terms. This is partly due to the fact that comparative policy is a
field of political scientists whose prime interest lies with the formal
institutions of government and not so much with the policy process and
its dynamics or the characteristics of the policy sectors in which policies
are implemented. When discussing the effectiveness of policies, these
things are very important. Studies of the policy process have revealed
the very complicated processes that surround policy design, decision-
making and implementation (Lindblom, 1979; Kingdon, 1995). These
processes are partly governed by informal institutions that are not found
in Lijphart’s models. Lijphart's models also focus solely on the
institutions at a national level, making no distinction between different
policy sectors. Even though, institutions at the level of the policy sector
play an important role especially in the implementation of policy.
Students such as Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) have shown long ago
that policy implementation is a crucial step in the success or failure of
policy. Implementation in the end depends on the actions of actors in the
policy sector. If they choose to ignore policy-instruments or regulation,
“great hopes in Washington are dashed in Oakland”.

Lijphart’s understanding of policy and actual change was based
on the assumption that policy change in majoritarian models is faster
than in consensus models. This assumption is not completely
uncontested in studies politics and policy. To provide some insight into
alternative mechanisms that affect policy change two prominent
examples are rendered here.

A first mechanism was highlighted by Hemerijck and Visser
(1997). They pointed out the importance of trust that can be built up in
networks of actors in corporatistic networks, i.e. networks in consensus
systems. One of the results of ongoing meetings and negotiations inside
such networks is that actors get the chance to slowly build up trustful
relationships. In his work on the “Dutch miracle’? Hemerijck explained
the possibility of dramatic changes within such networks as a result of
high levels of trust.

2 The successes of the country in the 1980s and 1990s in restructuring the
welfare state and revitalising the economy have been attributed to the high
levels of trust built up between the state, employers organisations and unions.
This has resulted in the ‘“Treaty of Wassenaar” where co-operation of the unions
to moderate wages was ‘traded’ for a promise of the employers of a general
reduction in labour hours. The government in its turn has lowered the taxes for
both employers and employees every year since 1984. This co-operation, so
called the polder model, is most obvious in the field of labour policy, but it can
be found in any Dutch policy field. (Hemerijck & Visser, 1997)
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A second important mechanism was developed by Pierson
(1992). Although the work of Pierson referred to here focuses on
retrenchment policies, there are elements of his works that are more
widely applicable. His work is also applicable to policies that are
negatively received by the sector in which they are to be implemented.
His basic argument was that horizontal and vertical integration of state
power (as can be found in majoritarian state models) in general
facilitates policy change. For policy changes with (potential) negative
consequences for actors in the policy sector the situation is more
ambiguous. In highly integrated systems not only power, but also
accountability is concentrated. This concentration of accountability
means that governments in majoritarian models are vulnerable to
criticism whereas governments in consensus models have less to fear in
this respect. They can always hide behind the fact that policies have
been created by a great number of players and obfuscate their
responsibilities.

Although these two mechanisms are not elaborated in great
depth here, they return in the final concluding chapter when the results
of the empirical analysis in the next part are interpreted in the light of
the theoretical framework built up in this chapter.

2.5.2.  Change in higher education institutions: de-coupling

In this study the impact of state models is complemented with the
impact of different characteristics of organisations in the policy network.
One of the most important is the pervasive tradition of autonomy.
Academic autonomy is highly valued at all levels of the higher
education system: the higher education institution, the chair and the
individual academic. This means that in each relationship (government -
higher education institution, higher education institution - chair and
chair - individual academic) interventions are likely to be resisted as
these are perceived as infringing on autonomy and therefore
illegitimate. Sure enough, in institutions for higher professional
education there is a professional desire for autonomy as well. However,
as stated before this desire is less central to the values of the higher
professional education institutions and less ingrained in the
organisational structure.

The pervasive and ingrained value of autonomy means that
universities are inclined to resist government interference. Moreover,
universities have the ability to resist government interference as well.
The concept of de-coupling is central to understanding this. De-coupling
can be defined as symbolically complying with government policies,
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while in fact maintaining the original patterns of behaviour inside an
organisation (Oliver, 1991).

The wuniversity’s organisational characteristics facilitate de-
coupling in two ways. First, the de-centralised and fragmented nature of
universities increases the amount of veto points in the organisation.
Within the university government interference can be blocked on many
different levels. Each veto point provides an opportunity for actors
within the organisation to formulate internal policies in reaction to
government policies, which symbolically comply but in fact maintain
the status quo.

Secondly, de-coupling is facilitated by information asymmetries.
In the case of universities the state lacks full information on the internal
processes. Universities are more difficult to monitor for central
governments than higher professional education institutions. This is due
to the academic teaching and research that universities do not only
perform, but are also the sole specialists on. A Ministry of Education
could never duplicate the expertise of the university sector. The fact that
governments have only a vague notion of what goes on inside
universities makes it easier for them to get away with symbolic
compliance.

2.5.3.  Policy networks, policy change and actual change

The effects state models and types of higher education institutions on
the policy process gives an indication of the impact these variables may
have individually. However, this study looks at the interaction between
the two, in shaping policy networks and at the additional effects the
interaction creates. Returning to the four policy networks defined
earlier, the theoretical assumption is that each of them has its own
typical dynamics in terms of policy change and actual change.
University- consensus policy network

The combination of the consensus model and university sector means
that a de-centralised state system is combined with a very de-centralised
(almost up to the individual level) policy sector. In such a system policy
making involves many actors and negotiations. The consensus model
with its collaborative style ensures that conflict levels will are low, but
reducing conflicts and ensuring consensus takes time. Buffer
organisations have a difficult task, they represent the sector but the
sector is fragmented. The hyper-professional nature of the universities
makes it imperative that there is some legitimacy among all key actors,
by the time the measures are implemented. Without such legitimacy,
implementation is frustrated. With legitimacy in place, the changes
proposed in new policies face less opposition. The result is that although



58 THE STATE OF CHANGE

policy change is slower, more actual change is expected inside the
traditional universities in consensus state models.

University- majoritarian policy network

The majoritarian state model in combination with the university sector
has a somewhat different dynamic. The sector is de-centralised, but the
state is not. Buffer organisations are state organisations and respond to
the desires of whoever is in command. Policy design and decision-
making involve relatively few actors, often important policy changes are
the result of some actors within the ruling party and think tanks
surrounding it. The sector is simply confronted with these measures.
Although conflicts can be expected as a consequence of the competitive
style in the policy network, government ultimately decides due to its
dominating position in the network. The initial stages of the policy
process are fast and smooth but may in later stages be frustrated by
academics that had no say in the process. Policy change in majoritarian
models may be swifter, but in the context of universities the impact on
actual change is expected to be limited. The difficulty in externally
controlling the processes in traditional universities in combination with
the lack of legitimacy of certain policies amongst the academics, thwarts
actual change.

Higher professional education- consensus policy network

The consensus model combined with higher professional education
institutions results in yet another policy process. The state is de-
centralised but the sector is much more centralised than is the case in the
university sector. Policymaking is still slow due to extensive
negotiations. Buffer organisations, however, have an easier task
representing the sector as they negotiate much more on behalf of the
sector, reducing the complexity of negotiations and increasing the speed
at which consensus is achieved. Once the central management of the
institutions is committed to a policy, implementation is much less
problematic than in universities. But in this network fewer policy
changes are expected and therefore less actual change than in
majoritarian models.

Higher professional education- majoritarian policy network

Finally, the majoritarian state model and the higher professional
education sector together result in probably the fastest and smoothest
policy process. High levels of centralisation inside the state make policy
design and policy decision-making very quickly. The centralisation
within in the higher education institution in combination with their
greater orientation towards their environment (in which the state is
important) makes policy implementation a smooth process. In this
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context, governments may be more effective in creating actual changes
within the higher education institutions due to greater control over
them.

2.6. Hypotheses

In this chapter the concepts of the theoretical model (Figure 2.1), were
elaborated on and the theoretical expectation concerning the
relationships were presented. With these two covered, it is now possible
to draw up a limited number of hypotheses that are tested in the
empirical part of this study. The testing of this model requires three sets
of hypotheses:

e The influence of state models and types of higher education
institutions on policy networks.

e The influence of policy networks on policy change.

e The influence of policy networks on actual change.

2.6.1.  Policy networks?

These hypotheses link the state models and types of higher education
institutions to the policy network, as shown in Table 2.2. Although it is
possible on a conceptual level to state that in the different networks
different levels of change are expected, in terms of measurements it is
very difficult to construct a scale on which the differences can be scored.
To avoid the problem of creating such a scale all hypotheses are
constructed comparatively.

¢ In majoritarian democracies the position of the cabinet is expected to
be central, whereas in consensus democracies Parliament and
intermediary organisations are expected to have a central position.

¢ In majoritarian democracies in both higher education sectors, policy
networks are expected to be more pluralistic and less corporatistic
than in consensus democracies.

3 It will be clear that these hypotheses need to be sustained at least to some
extent for the other hypotheses to be testable. In the context of discovery, this
was established before setting up the rest of the empirical research. In the
context of justification, the choice has been made to present all hypotheses in
one go, for the sake of clarity.
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e In university policy networks the position of higher education
institutions is more autonomous than in the higher professional
education policy network.

e In university policy networks de-centralised units of the higher
education institutions are more autonomous than in higher
professional education policy network.

2.6.2.  The influence of policy networks on policy changes

The combination of the influences of state models and types of higher
education institutions gives rise to four types of networks with different
characteristics.

The hypotheses formulated test the assumption that these different
networks have an impact on the amount of policy change in these policy
networks. The argument behind the influence of policy networks on
policy change can be summarised as follows.

University- majoritarian policy network

In this policy network everything depends on the role the state wishes to
play. If it decides to quickly produce policies it can do so. First, because
the (pluralistic) policy network is loosely connected and the state can
isolate itself from the interference of intermediate organisations. Second,
because in this network the cabinet plays a central role and is able to
push through the policy changes it prefers. The autonomous position of
the organisations in the policy network may, however, deter the state
from interfering with the higher education institutions through policies.

Higher professional education- majoritarian policy network

In this policy network the same holds true as in the previous network,
but there is less of a deterring effect of the autonomous position of
higher education institutions in the policy sector.

University- consensus policy network

In this policy network the state is involved in a corporatistic and
therefore tightly connected network in which intermediary
organisations play a central role. Policy change is always negotiated
between players in the networks and this limits the speed with which
policy changes can be created. This is especially true in the situation of
the university policy network in which the autonomous position of the
universities requires the universities” agreement to policy changes.
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Higher professional education- consensus policy network

The same holds true as before, but the dominant position of the state vis-
a-vis the higher professional education institutions means that the state
can forge policy changes easier. Roughly summarising these
expectations, results in Table 2.4

Table 2.4 The relationship between networks and policy change

Majoritarian Consensus
University Policy change: ** Policy change: *
Higher professional | Policy change: **** Policy change: ***

Because there is no opportunity to construct a scale (the above matrix is
for clarification only), the hypotheses are constructed so that they are
compared one case against another.

¢ In consensus systems more policy changes are expected in the higher
professional education sector than in the university sector.

¢ In majoritarian systems more policy changes are expected in the
higher professional education sector than in the university sector.

e In university sectors more policy changes are expected in
majoritarian systems than in consensus systems.

e In higher professional education sectors more policy changes are
expected in majoritarian systems than in consensus systems.

2.6.3. The influence of policy networks on actual changes

As with policy change, the four policy networks are expected to result in
different extents of actual change.

University- majoritarian policy network

Though governments can make swift policy changes in university-
majoritarian networks, the number of actual changes is expected to be
low. There are two reasons for this. First, the swift centralised policy
changes mean that little legitimacy is built up during the policy process.
Second, universities, for reasons outlined before, have the opportunity
to engage in de-coupling strategies.

Higher professional education- majoritarian policy network

In this network high levels of policy change are combined with high
levels of actual change. The centralisation of the network is extended to
a centralised organisational structure of the higher education
institutions. This facilitates the forging of actual change.
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University- consensus policy network

Though the levels of policy change in university-consensus networks
may be lower than in university-majoritarian networks, the levels of
actual change are expected to be higher. This is a consequence of
legitimacy that has been built up in the long process of creating policy
changes and in which universities, often through intermediary bodies,
were involved.

Higher professional education- consensus policy network

As with their counterparts in the higher professional education-
majoritarian network, higher professional education institutions are
centrally organised. This facilitates the implementation of actual changes
in the higher education institution. However, since fewer policy changes
are expected in higher professional- consensus network than in the
higher professional- majoritarian network, fewer actual changes are
expected as well. These expectations can be summarised in the following
Table (2.5)

Table 2.5 The relationship between networks and actual change

Majoritarian Consensus
University Actual change ** Actual change **
Higher professional | Actual change **** Actual change ***

Again this can be framed in hypothesis that compare one situation
against another.

¢ In consensus systems more actual changes are expected in the higher
professional education sector than in the university sector.

¢ In majoritarian systems more actual changes are expected in the
higher professional education sector than in the university sector.

e In university sectors comparable levels of actual changes are
expected in majoritarian systems and in consensus systems.

e In higher professional education sectors more actual changes are
expected in majoritarian systems than in consensus systems.



3. Research design and operationalisation

3.1. Research design

3.1.1. Methodology

Comparative political research takes several shapes, ranging from single
country studies of a country different than that in which the scholar
lives?, to world-wide statistical research in which as many countries as
possible are included (see for an overview Peters, 1998). This study lies
in between these two extremes; it is an in-depth study of two political
systems. Although there are definite drawbacks to focussing only on
two countries, especially in terms of the possibilities for generalising the
results, there are also important benefits. Focussing on two systems
makes it possible to study the features of these systems as well as their
consequences in depth. Moreover, using a theoretical model that is built
upon the work of other comparative researchers presents an alternative
way of generalising the results of this study (Yin, 1994).

In chapter two, several theoretical concepts were moulded into
one model. In order to be able to benefit from this model one further
step must be made. The theoretical concepts in the model must be linked
to empirically observable phenomena; i.e. they must be operationalised.
Hypotheses were developed in the last section of chapter two. Testing
the hypotheses, at least in the strict Popperian sense, is impossible since
in this realm of science there are no theories developed with the level of
sophistication that allows for falsification. In this study the hypotheses
function as a tool to link theoretical notions to the reality of which these
theoretical notions try to make sense. The operationalisation of the
hypotheses specifies this link between theory and facts. The intention of
hypotheses and operationalisation is, first, to make sure that every step
from theoretical notions to analysis can be criticised. The second is to
structure the analysis and escape from simple storytelling.

To further escape from purely subjective interpretations several
sources of information are triangulated. First, changes in laws and
financial streams are analysed. This provides the most basic information
on what has actually changed, stripped from all rhetoric. Second,

4 It is questionable of course whether a single country case study is comparative
at all, as Sartori states: “a scholar who studies only American Presidents is an
Americanist, whereas a scholar who studies only French presidents is a
comparativist. Do not ask me how this makes sense - it does not.” (quoted in
Peters, 1998, p 11)
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secondary literature that discusses the changes in higher education
policies and organisations provides further information, and a set of
interpretations by different scholars. Third, the interpretation of key
actors inside the higher education institutions is analysed. This source of
information is absolutely relevant in the light of the famous Thomas
dictum: “If men define situations as real, they are real in their
consequences.” (Thomas & Thomas, 1928, p 572)

3.1.2.  Case selection and type of data used

The method employed in this study to test the hypotheses is a
comparison of two countries that are comparable in many ways but
differ as much as possible in their state models. In term of state models
England and the Netherlands are compared. In Lijphart’s work the UK?>
clearly lies in the majoritarian model of democracy whereas the
Netherlands is a typical example of the consensus modelt. Although
Lijphart looked at the entire UK, in this study only England were looked
at. There are various reasons for this. The most important is that as part
of the devolution process in the UK, in each constituting Kingdom
(England, Scotland, Whales and Northern Ireland) funding committees
were created that quickly developed different policies. Therefore,
including the UK as a whole in the study would be like performing a
comparative study within a comparative study. Moreover,
approximately 80% of the UK’s population lives in England and most of
the universities are located there as well.

At the level of the policy sector three types of actors are targeted:
the State (minister/department and Parliament), the funding
organisations and the higher education interest groups. Much higher
education literature is available on these subjects. Therefore this part of
the study takes the form of a secondary analysis of the existing
literature.

Within both the Netherlands and England, the study focuses on
four higher education institutions. In both countries two higher
professional education institutions and two universities were selected.

5 In this study the focus is on England, as higher education policies in Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland are made with some autonomy. Lijphart, focussing
on the level of states, takes the UK as his unit of research.

¢ In fact Lijphart, based on a factor analysis, distinguishes between two factors:
one is the majority- consensus factor on which the UK and the Netherlands are
opposites (with standardized factor scores of resp. 1.16 and -1.69), the other
factor is the unitary versus federal factor where the UK is clearly a unitary state,
but the Netherlands factor score is close to zero (scores resp. 1.56 and -0.06)
(Lijphart 1984, p. 216)



RESEARCH DESIGN AND OPERATIONALISATION 65

The number of cases has deliberately been kept low. The purpose of this
study is to develop an in depth case study of each institution, thus the
number of institutions cannot be too high. The following higher
education institutions were selected:

Table 3.1 Selection of institutional case studies

Institutions of higher Universities
professional education

England University University University Lancaster
of the West | of Central of Bath University
of England | Lancashire

The Hogeschool | Saxion Universiteit | Rijks

Netherlands voor Hogeschool | Twente Universiteit
Economisch | [Jselland Groningen
e Studies

The rationale behind this selection is that in each category there should
be at least two higher education institutions, which preferably display
variation in terms of background, location and size. For the universities,
both Bath and Twente have a background in technology education at an
academic level, whereas Groningen and Lancaster are much more
traditional academic institutions. In the Netherlands the Hogeschool voor
Economische Studies and the Saxion Hogeschool IJselland are an interesting
contrast; until very recently the former choose to remain small and
specialised and cater for a niche market, IJselland on the other hand
choose to grow quickly through mergers and expansion. In England
almost all former polytechnics have taken the growth strategy, both the
University of the West of England and Central Lancashire grew
tremendously in the last few decades.

Apart from these considerations, there is a more practical
consideration for these universities as well. Seven of them have been
part of a European Research Project (co-ordinated by CHEPS) that
focused on the policies (and their implementation) that sought to
strengthen relationships between higher education institutions and the
economy. The data collected in these case studies is particularly relevant
for this study.

Within each of the selected institutions respondents were
selected in several key posts (managerial/ financial/ academic). In semi-
structured interviews these respondents were asked about the type of
institutions they work in and the changes in the organisational structure,
financial management and external relationships at their institution.

Moreover, in each institution two study programmes that were
established between1980 and 1995 (one in the 1980s, one in the 1990s)
were selected and used as a case study within the case study. These case
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studies were used to explore whether changes in structural
characteristics were accompanied by changes in the way in which these
study programmes were established. The selection criteria were whether
the programmes are comparable (in terms of academic discipline and
type of education) and whether there were individuals that had been
responsible for the initiation of the programme that could be traced. The
first consideration meant that, as much as possible, the focus was on the
study programmes in the social sciences (because this is a field in which
many programmes were established in this period). However, if the
required individuals were unavailable a pragmatic choice was made for
some other programme. Semi-structured interviews with respondents
involved in setting up these study programmes, provided information
on changes in the initiation, design and decision-making on new study
programmes.

3.1.3. Time frame and measurement of change

To observe the kind of changes this study focuses upon requires a time
frame that allows for these changes to emerge, develop and be
implemented. There are two reasons for this. First, the policies that were
examined in this study were not all established at the same time. Instead
policies with regard to, for example, finance changed at several instances
and all these changes are relevant in the context of this study. Second,
the pace of change, especially the pace at which it is implemented or at
least has effects on the institutional or individual level is slow (or at least
the possibility that it was slow cannot be excluded). Of course, this
necessity of a long period of study is restricted by practicalities. First,
there is only so much that can be done within the context of a study.
Second, material, but especially respondents” availability becomes more
difficult as the period of study is extended back in time.

As was stated in the introduction, the interest of this study is
with changes that came to the forefront in the early-1980s when
massification and the necessity of budget cuts began to have a combined
impact on higher education systems. The central thesis in this study is
that in both countries this combined impact led to changes in policy as
well as in the structure and behaviour of higher education institutions.
The early-1980s are therefore the starting point of this research project.

To choose where, in time, this study should stop is slightly more
difficult. The choice was made to study changes until 1995. There are
two reasons for choosing this particular date. First, eschewing the very
recent past reduces the danger of overestimating recent changes relative
to earlier changes. While changes that happened twenty years ago are
put in the perspective of those twenty years, changes that occurred in
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recent years lack that kind of perspective. If this would only be the
problem of the researcher it could perhaps be solved. But since
interviews play such an important role in this particular research
project, it is also the memories and interpretations of the respondents
that need to be taken into account. The other reason to end in 1995 is
more pragmatic. In the Netherlands in 1997 a major new law came into
being that changed the administrative structure of universities. While
earlier changes inside these institutions were at leas partly a result of
choices within the institution, the introduction of this new law meant
that in all universities an externally imposed new structure was
implemented. To prevent this caesura in developments from interfering
with the rest of the data, the data collection is stopped at that point.

The time period chosen, 1980 to 1995, poses no great problem in
terms of comparability between the Netherlands and England. The
introduction made clear that the policy changes in both countries were
the result of similar economic problems and similar political ideologies.
Broad similarities remained the case in both countries for most of the
period 1980 to 1995.

Politically in both countries governments with a right wing
agenda (the conservatives with Thatcher as PM and the CDA with
Lubbers as PM) dominated most of the period. Only from the early-
1990s to 1995 did left wing parties take over this dominant position. In
terms of ministers for higher education, the Netherlands (with its
coalition governments) saw ministers of different parties responsible for
higher education. An interesting fact is the remarkable continuity in
terms of the policies of these ministers, notwithstanding their different
party affiliations.

Economically the situation of England and the Netherlands was
also comparable. Both economies were confronted with similar
economical problems in the early-1980s (see chapter one) and both
sought solutions in similar directions. Both countries reversed the
downward economic trend in the early-1990s.

To measure change, a 15 year time frame in itself is not enough.
In order to handle the qualitative data as precisely as possible, two
methods of looking at change were combined. In the first place a
reconstruction was made of the process of change both in England and
the Netherlands and in the eight case institutional case studies. This
historical approach was complemented by comparing the situations in
the early-1980s with the early-1990s. Two ‘snapshots’ were taken in
those two periods. One before the most important changes in policies in
England and the Netherlands took place, in terms of new laws and
policies with regard to funding, quality management and the concept of
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state steering. Another after these changes were already implemented
and can be expected to have at least had some influence.

3.2. Operationalising the variables

In the previous chapter several theoretical notions were moulded into
one theoretical model (see fig 2.1). In this model there are three types of
variables that need to be operationalised (see fig 3.1).

¢ Independent variables: the state model and the type of higher
education institutions.

¢ Intermediary variable: the policy network.

¢ Dependent variables: the extent of policy change and actual change.

Figure 3.1 Variables and relationships to be operationalised in this study

State model \ / Policy change
Policy network

v

Actual change

Type of higher education
institution

3.2.1. State models

The first independent variable is the state model. In this study, following
Lijphart, two different types of state models are distinguished: the
consensus and majoritarian state models. These types of state models
can be operationalised using Lijphart’s criteria (1984, 1999), which
operationalise the majority and consensus democracy using ten
indicators. His list of indicators includes issues like whether the country
has a constitution and what type of electoral system the country has.
Since the focus here is primarily on the institutional arrangements of the
state, the policy sector and state policy sector relationships, four of the
most central indicators were singled out for operationalisation.

The first set of indicators focuses on the horizontal spread of power, i.e.
the spread of power inside the state. Consensus models are
characterised by executive power sharing in grand coalitions (i.e.
coalitions that include as many parties as possible) whereas majoritarian
models concentrate executive power in a one party cabinet. Because the
consensus model aims to include as many actors into the decision-
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making process as possible it is logical that at the highest levels of
executive power more than one party is involved. The most extreme
forms of consensus models do not simply include enough parties to give
government a majority in Parliament, but go beyond that and aim to
include as many parties as possible. In practice, grand coalitions are rare
and usually only occur under crisis situations like wars. The number of
parties in a cabinet and especially the number of parties that are
redundant from the perspective of gaining a majority do form an
indication of the extent to which there exists a consensus model instead
of a majoritarian model.

The second indicator also focuses on the state, but on the
executive-legislative relationships. In consensus models there is a
separation of powers both formally and informally. By contrast
majoritarian models are characterised by a fusion of power and cabinet
dominance. Since consensus models seek to maximise the number of
actors participating in the democratic process, it favours a separation of
powers between the executive and the legislative powers. This sounds
paradoxical since in such a system where powers are separated the
legislative power seems to be excluded from executive decision-making.
However, a fusion of legislative and executive powers means that the
executive dominates the legislative. This is so because it is usually the
leadership of the parties that ends up in the government, making it
possible for them to use their party leadership to control their party in
Parliament. Though this may be true for a separated system, the
separation of tasks is a barrier to the exertion of influence because
Members of Parliament (MPs) have a different role in the policy process,
most importantly to check the performance of governments. The power
of Parliament increases if governments are coalition governments, since
tensions between coalition parties can be used by other parties to drive a
wedge in the coalition.

An important prerequisite for a coalition government is the
existence of a multi-party, multi-dimensional party system: again an
indicator for consensus models. Majoritarian models on the other hand
are indicated by one-party, one-dimensional party systems. Multi-party
systems indicate a consensus model since they allow more and different
voices to be institutionally represented in Parliament and through
coalition governments in government. Multi-dimensional party systems
allow more and different issues to be institutionally represented in
Parliament and government.

Of importance in this study is a second axis over which power is
spread, the vertical spread of power. This has to do with state-society
relationships. Consensus models are typified by territorial and
functional federalism and de-centralisation while majoritarian models
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have unitary and centralised governments. Again to include more actors
in the democratic decision-making process it is important that different
levels of government (i.e. different territories) and different subsets of
society (i.e. functional de-centralisation) are represented in the decision-
making process. It must be understood that this concerns formalised de-
centralisation. In majoritarian models territorial and functional
centralisation may be the case, de facto, but the de-centralisation is not
formally institutionalised. As discussed in the theoretical chapter, this is
expected to lead to different dynamics of interest representation. In the
context of the higher education system, an indicator of a consensus
system would be that governments give a select number of
representative bodies a regular and formalised access to the decision-
making process.

3.2.2. Types of higher education institutions

The second set of independent variables is related to the universities and
the (former-) higher professional education institutions. Though these
labels refer to names of actual higher education institutions in England
and the Netherlands, they also refer to a set of characteristics of these
higher education institutions. In chapter two it was argued that there are
two different types of institutions and each is part of a different
tradition. In terms of operationalisation, two characteristics are
important as indicators: centralisation versus de-centralisation and a
dominance of academics versus a dominance of managers.

Actual levels of centralisation and de-centralisation are
surprisingly hard to measure. Basically it involves locating the power of
those at the top versus those at the bottom of the organisation. Power is
reputedly hard to measure (see Lukes 1974, for an excellent analysis).
There are at least two basic methods of determining how powerful
certain actors are and both have shortcomings. The first relies on
reputation and argues that if other actors think an actor is powerful then
that actor is in fact powerful. There is a lot to say for this method, most
importantly that it is valid since it correctly takes into account the
perceptions of others and it is true that perceived power can be used as
actual power. There is a problem however. Actors give different answers
about which actor they think is most powerful each time they are asked:
that makes this method valid but potentially unreliable. The other
method relies on the power resources actors possess, e.g. funding,
knowledge formal position etc. This method is more reliable but
unfortunately less valid. It neither takes into account the perceptions of
other actors in the system nor the fact that some actors are more skilful
in using their power resources than others. Nevertheless the second
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method, if one takes into account its shortcomings, has the benefit of
being straightforward and wins in validity if it is combined with an
analysis of how negotiations were conducted.

Two sets of indicators are used to operationalise centralisation
and de-centralisation: the freedom to spend funding at de-centralised
levels and the freedom of decision-making at de-centralised levels.

Regarding funding the question is how much discretion over
funding rests at de-centralised levels. The more discretion, the more de-
central the institution is. A few indicators are relevant here. Are budget
holders located at the central or de-centralised levels? Are the budget
allocations fixed at the central or de-centralised levels? Can funding
earned at de-centralised levels be spent freely at de-centralised levels or
does some or all of the funding flow to the central level?

Concerning the freedom of decision-making at de-centralised
levels, it can be stated that the more decision-freedom on the content of
teaching and research at de-centralised levels, the more de-centralised
the higher education institution is. The following questions serve as
indicators: Are the contents of research projects and courses established
at de-centralised levels? Is there a strong monitoring and control of
content and quality of teaching and research at the central level? Is there
a strong representation and consultation of de-centralised levels at the
central level?

The second characteristic, of academic or managerial dominance,
is again problematic because of the difficulties of determining power.
But it is complicated too because the boundaries between academic and
managerial roles are often blurred in higher education institutions.
Especially in universities top managers were working as academics in
their higher education institution and sometimes return to their
academic jobs after fulfilling their “tour of duty’. It is questionable to
which category such managers should be assigned. It is therefore
important to clearly separate academic and managerial roles, in order to
distinguish between managers who are selected for their managerial
qualities or managers who are selected on the basis of their academic
record.

Two indicators of academic dominance emerge. First, the more
management positions that are fulfilled by academics (i.e. managers
selected for their academic record) the stronger the position of
academics. This is especially true when management jobs are temporary
and if academics fulfilling them return to their academic position after
their managerial work. In these cases academics are ‘raised” as
academics and their longer-term interests remain academic not
managerial. Academics yield power outside managerial positions as
well. For example, if a Senate committee has important financial power.
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Therefore a second indicator of academic power is academic influence
outside managerial positions. This has two aspects. First, are academics
involved in financial decision-making? Second, are academics
represented and/ or consulted in decision-making as a group?

3.2.3.  The policy network

Policy making takes place in networks and these networks can take
different shapes, depending on the state models and the types of higher
education institutions in the policy sector. The focus was on four
characteristics of the policy network as defined in chapter two:

e Central position of cabinet, or of Parliament and intermediary
organisations

e Pluralistic or corporatistic network

e Autonomous position of higher education institutions, or higher
education institutions dominated by state

e Autonomous position of de-centralised units of the higher education
institution or centralised higher education institutions

The second and fourth sets of indicators were already addressed in the
operationalisation of state models and types of higher education
institutions.

In terms of whether networks are pluralistic or corporatistic the
indicators are to what extent are higher education institutions or their
representative bodies involved in the policy making process? This goes
beyond formal authority, as within the policy network there might be
opportunities for higher education institutions or representative
organisations to lobby at the cabinet, Parliament or other relevant policy
making organisations.

Two sets of indicators are crucial with regard to the position of
the state vis-a-vis the higher education institutions. The first focuses on
funding, the second on formal positions.

Regarding the former the important indicator is how the flows of
funds in the network run. Which allocation models are used by the
state? Who is deciding on how the funding is allocated? How much
autonomy do the higher education institutions have once the funding is
allocated?

In terms of formal authority the indicators focus on the kind of
decisions taken by which actors. Who creates, decides upon and
implements policies? Who determines which study programmes may be
offered by the higher education institutions? Who judges the quality of
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those higher education institutions? How much autonomy do higher
education institutions have to determine their institutional policies?

3.2.4.  Policy change

It can be deduced from the number of rivalling methods that policy
change is difficult to conceptualise. Most of the current
conceptualisations (see chapter two) distinguish between changes on
different levels. These levels range from fundamental change in the
underlying values and worldviews of a policy, to small changes in the
policy instruments that do not change the objectives of a policy.

In the context of higher education much has been written about
the fundamental changes that the system has undergone. A number of
labels were attached to these changes: from state control to state
supervision, from state to market, from elite to mass higher education
(see chapter two). All of these labels reflect the notion that fundamental
changes have occurred in higher education systems around the world.
In this study ideal types like these were not used. Instead, the focus was
on the actual goals and instruments of government policy, avoiding the
rhetoric surrounding those changes.

Growing market orientation, the introduction of markets or market-like
elements, encapsulates a range of developments. Higher education
institutions remain public institutions, funded largely by the state. A
growing market orientation refers to a situation in which such
institutions, albeit public, face similar incentives as private institutions
in the market. Since markets are complicated ‘market-like incentives’
come in many forms. In the context of higher education the most
important of these are changes in the funding of higher education
institutions, changes in quality measurement and changes in the
relationships between industry and universities. The first two are
interrelated. A funding mechanism that is market oriented creates a
financial incentive for institutions to be more efficient. For higher
education institutions this is often interpreted as to take in more
students for less funding. In such a model, universities lose part of their
fixed income and are funded on per student basis (either entering or
leaving the institution), where the funding per student represents the
marginal costs for additional students or is at least set below the average
costs per student. Universities in such a system have an incentive to
enrol more students and be more efficient. There is, however, an
important difference between normal markets and markets
characterised by this funding regime in higher education. In markets,
quality control is a matter for consumers who will switch to other
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products if they are unsatisfied with the quality of a product. This is
often impossible in higher education. Quality is difficult to measure for
individual students and once students are able to discern the quality of
their education they are well on their way in their studies and switching
becomes costly. Therefore a market oriented funding regime is often
combined with a quality assurance mechanism, so that efficiency gains
do not come at the cost of minimum quality standards.

Funding and quality systems give institutions incentives to
enhance efficiency and quality but there is another issue involved in the
market orientation of higher education. Higher education institutions
deliver a service to consumers, by teaching students, but they also
deliver students to the labour market. In this market, industry is the
consumer and students are (metaphorically speaking) the product. Since
there is no direct payment made by industry to universities, no real
market-like incentives can be introduced in this relationship.
Governmental policies in this area have attempted to strengthen the
relationships between industry and higher education.

Summarising, this study focuses on four areas of policy change.
First, the shift from funding inputs and processes to funding based on
outputs. Second, the way in which quality assurance systems operate
and the extent to which they externally drive higher education
institutions performance. Third, the autonomy of institutions to decide
on which study programmes they wish to offer. Finally, the introduction
of policies intended to stimulate higher education institutions to take
into account societal demands, in their research and teaching.

A number of indicators can be used to identify key developments
in each of these directions. Concerning the funding method, the
following indicators apply.

¢ Have finance systems moved from earmarked funding to lump-sum
funding?

e Are universities funded for the number of students studying at their
institutions or for the number of students leaving the institution?

Regarding the second policy development:

e Is there a quality assurance system in the field of higher education?

e Is this system operated by the government or by the institutions
themselves?

¢ Does the quality of an institute affects the funding it receives?
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The third policy development can be operationalised with the following
indicators.

e Can institutions design their own study programmes?
e Do institutions need government approval to start a new study
programme?

The strengthening of relationships between higher education institutions
and their environment can be operationalised by addressing;:

e Have there been policies with the intention to strengthen the
relationship between higher education institutions and actors in the
environment of these institutions?

The more these types of policies are introduced by the governments of
England and the Netherlands (i.e. the greater the number of policy
initiatives and the further reaching these policies), the more policy
change in a system.

3.2.5. Actual change

A central issue in this study is how universities have reacted to policy
changes. The objective of the above outlined government policies was to
create a different relationship between the higher education institutions
and their environment. The idea is that higher education institutions,
especially universities, used to be “ivory towers” in which decisions on
the content and structure of teaching and research were based on an
evolving academic tradition. The policy changes in the 1980s sought to
create higher education institutions in which the demands of the
environment were taken into account. This was to provide research and
teaching that were more relevant to societal needs. On top of this, there
was also an efficiency objective in shaping higher education institutions
as corporations and imposing market-like incentives to compel higher
education institutions to become more efficient organisations.

The focus here is on the three developments. One is the
organisational structure of the higher education institutions. The
question is whether these structures have changed in order to grant
central managers a stronger role. The indicators for this development are
not much different from the indicators for power that were developed
earlier (the next section deals with the way in which this methodological
problem is resolved). First, have central managers gained formal
decision-making powers compared to academics and are more of these
central managers, non-academic managers? Second, have central
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managers gained formal decision-making power compared to
democratically elected councils?

The second is changes in the financial structure inside the higher
education institutions in order to identify whether the idea of lump-sum
funding and output financing were internalised in the higher education
institutions. There are two indicators for this. First, has the discretion
over the received budgets by central managers indeed increased? If the
government policies of lump-sum budgeting and output steering
intended to higher education institutions act as corporations, this should
be one of the most important results. Second, a prerequisite for the
policies to work is that the incentives that higher education institutions
receive as a whole are translated to the level of individuals, since at the
end of the day individuals make decisions not higher education
institutions as a whole. A second financial indicator is therefore,
whether there are internal systems of output-financing and lump-sum
budgeting?

The third is higher education institution’s openness to influences
from the environment. Developments in presence of ‘outsiders” within
the universities were taken into account. In other words, are actors in the
environment increasingly represented in the university decision-making
processes?

All of these indicators are static and structural. To add a more
dynamic element, a second way in which the changes in higher
education institutions is operationalised focuses on the way in which
study programmes are set up. The question is how and why these
specific programmes were chosen. If academic traditions are
overwhelmingly important the expectation is that academics and
academic motivations will have determined the content and the
structure of the study programme. If the demands of the environment
were more important, managers, and external stakeholders will have
been involved in the setting up of a new programme, motivated by
arguments of external demands. This was operationalised in the
following two sets of questions. The first set centres round the issue of
who is involved in setting up a new study programme, are they
academics, managers and/ or externals?

¢  Who initiated the study?
e  Who designed the study?
¢  Who decided on the study?
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The second set deals with the argumentation that was used to create the
programme. The main issue here is whether the arguments used in the
setting up of the study are based on academic traditions or external
demands?

¢ Why was the study initiated?

e  Which arguments were used for the specific design?

¢ On which grounds were the decisions to launch the study
taken?

3.2.6. Separating the variables

The most important problem that must be faced is the separation of the
independent and dependent variables. The state models and the types of
higher education institutions are easy to separate. The same goes for
these variables and the policy networks. Policy networks are the link
between the state and the institutional level. Policy changes and policy
networks are also clearly different concepts. Although the nature of
these relationships depends in part on policies, the two can be
analytically separated.

There is one problem, however, that cannot be dismissed easily
and this is the relationship between the type of higher education
institution and the actual changes within that institution. This is
complicated because as can be seen above, elements that play a role in
the operationalisation of the type of higher education institutions, like
the level of centralisation, play a role in the operationalisation of actual
changes inside the higher education institutions as well. Both types of
higher education institutions show developments towards more
centralisation but importantly, in terms of where this level of
centralisation starts and where it ends, there is no overlap between the
different types of higher education institutions. One could say they exist
at different quantum levels. In terms of the independent variable what is
relevant here is the ‘bandwidth” (i.e. whether these higher education
institutions are indeed at different quantum levels in terms of their
levels of centralisation). The relevant dependent variable is the
development within each higher education institution over time.
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3.3. Summary of operationalised variables

To summarise the above, all variables and their indicators are presented

in Table 3.2.
Table 3.2 Variables and their indicators in this study
Type of Variable Sets of indicators | Indicators
variable
Independent State models ® One or multi-party cabinet?
o Influential Parliament?
¢ Parliament entry point lobbying?
¢ Limited number of privileged interest
group?
Type of Level of o Location budget holders?
higher centralisation o Decision on budget allocations?
education (finance) e De-central freedom to spend self earned
funding?
(content) ¢ Central decision-making on content-
matters?
e Strong central monitoring and control?
® Representation of de-centralised levels?
Academic * Managers selected for academic or
dominance management record?
¢ Management jobs temporarily or
permanent?
o Academics involved in financial decision-
making?
o Academics consulted as a group?
Intermediary | Policy Central position of | e (see state model)
network cabinet or
Parliament and
intermediary
organisation
Loosely connected | e Institutionalised position of intermediary
network bodies in the decision-making process?
o Intermediary bodies interest groups or
representing institutions in policy process?
State dominant e How much autonomy do higher education
over higher institutions have to determine their
education institutional policies?
institutions
Centralised higher | e (see type of higher education institution)
education
institutions
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Dependent Policy change | Funding o Less earmarked and more lump-sum?
¢ Less input and more output driven?
Quality e Increasingly linked to funding?
o Increasingly controlled by government or
higher education institutions?
New study o Institutions increasingly free to design?
programimes o Institutions increasingly free to decide?
External o Increasing number of policies to stimulate
relationship external relationships?
Actual Organisational e Financial decisions increasingly
change structure centralised?
(structural) ® Managers increasingly more power than
democratically elected councils?
Financial o Increasing central control?
management ¢ Creation of Internal system of output
financing?
o Creation of Internal system of lump-sum
budgeting?
External ® More external influence in decision-
relationships making?
Actual Actors involved e More external, non-academics involved in
change (new initiation?
programines) e More external, non-academics involved in

Arguments involved

design?

e More external, non-academics involved in
decision-making?

® More external non-academic arguments in
initiation?

® More external non-academic arguments in
design?

® More external non-academic arguments in
decision-making?

With the presentation of a theoretical model and its operationalisation
the stage is set for the empirical part of this study. The following
chapters the focus is on the networks (chapter four), policy change
(chapter five) and actual change (chapter six). Whereas up until now the
focus was on theoretical expectations, based on theoretical assumptions,
the focus now shifts to empirical situations, based on observations.







4. Policy networks

Four different policy networks were constructed in chapter two. The
constructions are theoretical expectations regarding the relationships
between actors in the policy network. This chapter puts those
expectations to the test. It describes the four policy networks that can be
found in the higher education sectors of England and the Netherlands.

The chapter follows the same logic as chapter two. First the ‘real
existing’ state models in England and the Netherlands, in general and in
the context of higher education are described. The focus then turns to
the types of higher education institutions. To this end eight case studies
were performed at universities and higher education institutions in
England and the Netherlands (see appendix 2). These descriptions are
the stepping stone to answering the final question, whether the
interaction between state models and types of higher education
institutions lead to four different policy networks.

41. State models in England and the Netherlands

As discussed in the theoretical part, consensus systems are characterised
by coalition governments, a clear separation of powers between the
executive and the legislative. By contrast, majoritarian systems have one
party cabinets, combined with a fusion of power between the legislative
and the executive powers, in which the cabinet dominates. These
differences are referred to as the horizontal dimension of the state
models, as they focus on the way in which the relationships inside the
state are arranged. The vertical dimension pertains to the relationships
between representative bodies and the state. In consensus systems,
Parliament is of considerable importance. It is an important place where
representative bodies can lobby for their interests while in majoritarian
systems it is not. Also, more in general, consensus system are
characterised by the fact that governments give a few representative
bodies, a regular and formalised access to the decision-making process.
By contrast, in a majoritarian system, there is a clear separation between
government on one side and representative bodies on the other.

This section starts with a general description of the state models
in England and the Netherlands. The horizontal and vertical dimensions
are explored and special attention is paid to the role of representative
bodies in both countries in the policy process, an area that is important
when policy networks in both countries are discussed. Finally, this
section focuses on the higher education system and discusses to what
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extent the state models have an impact on the governance of higher
education in these two countries.

4.1.1. The organisation of the state

In terms of the consensus - majoritarian dichotomy, the Netherlands is a
clear example of a consensus system. It is characterised by coalition
governments in which two or more parties work together to form a
government. The formation of a government is often a lengthy process
in which the parties create a governing contract (regeerakoord); a
compromise based on the political positions of the parties joining the
coalition. This compromise at the start of the coalition government is
certainly not the last. During the period that the coalition governs, the
parties need to find consensus on all issues that are not or only partially
established in the governing contract. The parties also need to
compromise on which individuals are appointed ministers and state
secretaries in the cabinet. A typical arrangement that is important in the
context of higher education is that a minister and a secretary of state in
one ministry are not of the same political background. In a sense they
control each other although the minister clearly has the ultimate formal
authority.

This necessity of finding consensus between governing parties
gives an important role to the coalition parties in Parliament. If one of
the factions is dissatisfied with a particular consensus reached in
government it might not support it and governments run the risk of not
being able to pass legislation or even to destabilise the entire coalition.
Factors like the proximity of the political positions, the number of
coalition parties and on how tightly the coalition is organised (e.g. how
much is laid down in the governing contract and how much co-
ordination takes place between the coalition parties in Parliament and
government) help determine the coalition’s stability. The less stable the
coalition the more room for other parties to play a role in providing
governments with alternative majorities for its policies. This provides
non-coalition parties with some power, albeit less than coalition parties.

The importance of the political parties in Parliament is increased
by the fact that to a considerable extent cabinet and factions in
Parliament function separately. Ministers in the Netherlands cannot be
MPs at the same time and are often recruited outside Parliament. This
provides Parliament with a function in its own right, acting as a check
and a balance to government. Although the Netherlands is a
Parliamentary democracy, in which the cabinet is, at least in theory,
subservient to Parliament. The executive is de facto dominant because he
has at his disposal a large body of civil servants that provide an
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enormous resource in terms of manpower. In practice therefore both the
executive tasks and the initiation of most of the legislation is the
responsibility of the cabinet. Parliament has a task in monitoring and
controlling government, although it sometimes does initiate legislation
in its own right and of course has a right to amend all government
legislation.

This consensus system in which power is spread horizontally
stands in contrast with the English system of governance. England is
characterised by a two-party system. Once Labour or the Conservatives
have secured a majority in the House of Commons’, they are able to
form a single-party cabinet. This cabinet has a firm basis as it rests on an
absolute majority in the House of Commons. There is in other words no
need for the kind of consensus-making that characterises the Dutch
coalition cabinets.

The cabinet members are also members of the House of
Commons. This means that the leaders of the majority party in the
House are also members of the cabinet, implying that the legislative and
executive powers are merged and concentrated in the cabinet.

Cabinet power is increased even more by strong party discipline.
Since party officials entering the cabinet, are also leaders of their party
and thus control their MPs and thereby a majority in Parliament, this
effectively means that cabinet governs almost unchallenged. Party
discipline is highly developed. There is a system in which the ‘Whips’
see to it that on important issues all members of the party in the House
of Commons vote along party lines. Voting against the party on
important issues seriously damages the political career of the MPs
involved.

A final difference is that the Dutch cabinet is to a certain extent
dependent on the state bureaucracy. While, the cabinet in England is
surrounded by a group of party officials, influential (party) think tanks
and politically chosen top-level civil servants that feed information and
policy proposals to the members of the cabinet. In short, cabinet and this
group together (often referred to as the ‘core-executive’), dominate
policy design as well as political decision-making (Hood & James, 1994).

7 The English Parliament is split in two ‘houses’ the House of Lords and the
House of Commons. The people directly elect members of the House of
Commons. Members of the House of Lords are partly hereditary and partly
appointed by the Queen on advice of the Prime Minister. The powers of the
House of Lords are limited, they can only legally delay legislation for one year
and there is a convention that government Bills cannot be voted down twice. In
practice therefore the House of Commons acts as Parliament.
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4.1.2.  The position of representative bodies

Of special importance in this study is the distinction between interest
group plurality and interest group corporatism. Lijphart sums up the
effects of the majoritarian model as follows:

By concentrating power in the hands of the majority, the Westminster
model of democracy sets up a government -versus- opposition pattern,
that is competitive and adversarial. Competition and conflict also
characterise the majoritarian model’s typical interest group system: a
system of free for all pluralism.(Lijphart, 1999, p.16)

By contrast consensus models have more organised forms of interest-
group participation that are characterised by less conflict.

In terms of functional de-centralisation there is a strong position
for organised interests in all stages of the policy process. Traditionally,
the Netherlands delegates power to heavily subsidised private
associations with important functions especially in the fields of
education, healthcare and culture. This system of control used to be
identified in terms of corporatism (Toonen et al, 2003).

The rise of these non-government organisations has started in the
post-war period when there was a strong national consensus on co-
operation necessary to reconstruct the damage done by the Second
World War. In the Netherlands, this consensus on overriding national
objectives became organised along the lines of “pillarisation’ (verzuiling).
Representative organisations of different social groups (Roman Catholic,
Protestant, Socialist and Liberal) started co-operating on a national level.
They participated in all kinds of institutionalised consultation councils
like the Social and Economic Council (Sociaal Economische Raad).
Through their participation in these frameworks they began sharing the
responsibility for the design and execution of government policies.
Moreover, as a consequence of their operation on a national level the
representative organisations became increasingly bureaucratic and a
growing distance between the leaders of these organisations and their
members ensued. The position of these organisations has become
increasingly difficult, partly because of increasing distance between
leaders and members. But also because of “de-pillarisation” (‘ontzuiling'),
with the decreasing importance of both religion and ideology the
internal structure of the pillars in which many different organisations
were co-operating started to erode. The different organisations
increasingly operated autonomous, which made consensus building
much more complicated. Especially in the context of the unions the rise
of new professions in the service sector was also problematic. The
unions did not traditionally represent these professions, occupied by
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higher education graduates. Their own representative organisations
created conflicts in a once stable situation. Finally the welfare state with
its increasing role for the state has reduced the influence of the non-state
organisations (van Goor, 1989).

Notwithstanding the diminishing strength of corporatism in
Dutch politics, non-state representative organisations still play an
important role. In fact the successes in the 1980s and 1990s in
restructuring the welfare state and revitalising the economy have been
attributed to the high levels of trust built up between the state,
employers organisations and unions. This resulted in the “Treaty of
Wassenaar’ where co-operation of the unions to moderate wages was
‘traded’ for a general reduction in labour hours. In turn, the government
has lowered the taxes for both employers and employees every year
since 1984. This co-operation, so called the polder model, is most
obvious in the sector of labour policy, but it can be found in any Dutch
policy sector (Hemerijck & Visser, 1997).

In sharp contrast, corporatism in Britain, had always been rather
weak (even before Thatcher was elected in 1979) and the system never
functioned like the French system of strong concerted planning, the
German negotiations between social partners (Brittan, 1971) or like the
Dutch mix of pillarisation and corporatism. Liberal corporatism in
Britain was intended to be “an arrangement whereby government and a
series of peak organisations came together to plan the British economy”
(Holliday, 1993, p. 308). Organised labour and business had equal
representation on the National Economic Development Council (NEDC).
This system was never really strong. First, because governments did not
really intervene in economic processes. Second, because the interests
organised in the NEDC were not able to ensure that decisions taken at
the centre were abided by at de-centralised levels. Organised interests in
Britain, especially the unions, lacked the kind of organisation necessary
to make corporatism work.

However, even if the ideal-type of corporatism never really took
hold in Britain, the system did have corporatistic elements. There were
many interest groups with privileged access to the government like the
groups represented in the NEDC, the British Medical Association,
National Farmers Union or the University Grants Committee. Moreover
there were many business and non-business groups that sought to
promote certain general issues with the same privileged access to
government (Holliday, 1993).

The few arrangements that might have had corporatistic
elements in them were reduced in importance by the successive
Thatcher governments. Trade unions for one were undermined by the
Thatcher administration. On the one hand by reducing the legitimacy of
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the unions by minimising contact and creating a more general anti-
union climate. On the other hand by attacking unionism through
legislation (making strikes more difficult) and by refusing to give in to
demands in a long series of public sector strikes. These and other
developments outside government (massive rise of unemployment,
transformation of many industries from large scale to small-scale
manufacturing) meant that when Thatcher left office trade union
membership was down from 12 million in 1979 to 8 million in 1991.
Moreover, during the late-1980s and early-1990s strike levels were the
lowest in half a century (Holliday, 1993). Trade unions did not recover
during the 1990s and Labour governments have not been more
benevolent to the unions than the conservative governments.

Many interest groups lost influence as well. The British Medical
Association (BMA) for example was refused its privileged negotiation
position and had to resort to campaigning tactics to influence the
government. At the same time, the Thatcher government increased its
hold on other organised interests. In higher education, the government
abolished the University Grants Committee (UGC) which had always
been a bastion for the universities against government influence. The
committee was subsequently reconstructed in the Higher Education
Funding Committees for England, Scotland and Wales. Unlike the UGC,
government controls the funding committees. Thus, while some
organisations like the BMA were pushed back into the private sphere,
others like the UGC were pulled inside the public sphere.

Not all organised interest groups lost influence. Some, like the
Institute of Directors (IoD), a series of big interest groups in the financial
sector and energy production, as well as the British Roads Federation
(BRF) were even growing more powerful during the 1980s. This was due
largely to the fact that these sectors were at the core of economic policy
of this decade (Holliday, 1993). Holliday also argues that the
government reintroduced limited interest representation in some policy
sectors during the 1990s. Experiences in the 1980s showed that without
interest group participation policy processes were not always effective.
Government in the 1980s simply lacked the kind of information that
interest groups could have contributed to the policy process. Moreover,
the failure to co-opt interest groups meant that many policies lacked a
degree of legitimacy.

4.1.3.  The higher education policy sector

So far in this section the state models underlying English and Dutch
policy-making have been discussed. The question is to what extent this
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is important in the context of the policy-making in the sector of higher
education.

On the horizontal dimension the important difference between
England and the Netherlands is that in the former only one party is
responsible for higher education policies, both in terms of leading the
ministry and in terms of the underlying ideology of the party. An
example of this in the context of higher education, are the changes that
Keith Joseph, the first minister for education under Thatcher, set in
motion. Joseph received most of his ideas from leading conservative
think tanks that often had strong, if informal, links to the Conservative
Party. First and foremost, the Centre for Policy Studies (that he had
established together with Thatcher) but also the Institute for Economic
Affairs and the Adam Smith institute (Hood & James, 1994). In the
Netherlands such strong ideologically based policy making is
impossible. First because, policies need to be in line with the positions of
all coalition parties. Since, the minister and state secretaries responsible
for education are always of different parties. Second, the greater degree
of power sharing between the cabinet and Parliament means that there
is a second check on the acceptability of policies for all parties, though
predominantly the coalition parties. Finally, the absence of a strong core-
executive means that the cabinet is to a greater extent dependent on
input by civil servants from the Ministry of Education.

On the vertical dimension the main difference between England
and the Netherlands is the position of representative groups in the
policy process. In the Netherlands groups representing the interests of
universities and the HBOs are much more involved in the policy process
then their counterparts in England. Moreover in the Netherlands parties
in Parliament are important actors for higher education institutions in
the lobbying process, this is to a much lesser extent the case in England,
where effective lobbying attempts must to a greater extent be aimed at
the cabinet.

4.2. The nature of higher education institutions

The case studies provide a wealth of information with regard to the
nature of the individual higher education institutions. This section looks
at three indicators to assess the type of higher education institutions.
First, it looks into the level of centralisation of financial decision-making
(Table 4.1). Second, it looks at the level of centralisation with regard to
decision-making over the content of research and education (Table 4.2).
Finally, the section addresses the level of discretionary power of
academics (Table 4.3). Note that in all the tables the institutional case
studies of the universities both in England and the Netherlands and the
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higher professional education institutions are displayed side by side.
This is deliberately so, as the intention of this section is to show that
there are two different types of higher education. This means that there
should be less difference between higher professional education
institutions in England and the Netherlands than between higher
professional education institutions and universities in one country.

4.2.1.  Level of centralisation of financial decision-making

The level of centralisation of financial decision-making (Table 4.1) is
operationalised by looking at who the budget holders are, who decides
on budget allocations and what is done with de-centrally earned
funding.

In terms of their budget holders all universities, both in 1980 and
1995 were de-centralised. Funding that was received centrally was in
some way or another devolved to de-centralised wunits in the
organisations. In the Netherlands budgets both in universities were de-
centralised to the level of the faculties, where the Faculty Executive
Board was a collective budget holder. In England the heads of
departments were budget holders. Although this may seem to imply
that budgets are more devolved in the English institutions, some
cautionary remarks must be made. In the English universities, examined
here, faculties were only introduced during the 1990s. In Bath this was
done only in 1997 while in Lancaster faculties were created but this did
not take away the budgetary rights of the departments. Before faculties
existed therefore one could argue that the universities in both countries
were equally de-centralised; both devolved budgets to one level below
the Executive Board. A second cautionary remark is about the
comparability of faculties in different universities. Looking at their size,
the departments in Bath and Lancaster are comparable in size to the
faculties in Twente. Groningen, which is a much larger university than
the other universities in this study, has faculties of a much larger scale.
In that respect, the level of de-centralisation as seen from the top is most
comparable in Bath, Lancaster and Twente.

In the higher professional education institutions a somewhat
different pattern emerges. All these institutions, up until the mid-1980s,
were under control of the local or central state authorities and had very
little financial autonomy. Personnel were either on the payroll of the
national state or of the local authority. Other expenditures could be
made on a subsidy basis. This meant that funding could only be spent
after the national or local authorities agreed. In the Dutch situation,
there was also a board of trustees with a treasurer that needed to sign off
on most of the expenditures. For what little autonomy rested with the
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higher education institutions there was a director that was responsible
for financial decision-making.

In the mid- to late-1980s some profound changes occurred here.
All four higher education institutions were made autonomous from the
national or local authorities and had to set up their own (financial)
management. This was done in a much more centralised way than the
universities. At UWE, Central Lancashire and IJselland funding was
devolved to the deans and Heads of services. Compared to the English
universities where funding was devolved to the departments this is an
obvious difference. Above the comparability of the faculties in Twente
with the departments in Bath and Lancaster was already discussed. In
terms of size and the size of the units operating under the level of the
faculty these faculties are comparable to Groningen. However, where in
Groningen the faculty devolves budgets to the wvakgroepen, at UWE,
Central Lancashire and IJselland budgets are not really devolved (apart
from some minimal budgets for consummates). Moreover, financial
decision-making takes place in a small group that is formally united in a
directorate (IJselland and Central Lancashire) or where financial
decisions are made in one-to-one deals with central management
(UWE). At the HES, a much smaller higher education institution, the
Executive Board itself remained the budget holder.

When looking at the ways, in which budgets are allocated, a
similar picture emerges in Groningen and Twente. The Executive Board
and the University Councils, jointly, decide on the way in which budgets
are allocated. The only development that has occurred is a move from
allocation mechanisms based on allocations in the past to budget
allocations based on a model. This has changed the nature of the
relationships between the Executive Board and the University Council.
In the past budget allocations were often politicised, with long debates
in the University Council on the exact size of faculty and other budget.
Since the mid-1980s an abstract model is thought through by the (offices)
of the Executive Board and the University Council needs to decide on
the model, not on the exact budgets. In Lancaster the situation is similar
but here, instead of the University Board at large, the finance and
general purposes committee have a large say in the allocation of
budgets. However, here too a shift is evident from historic allocation to a
model based allocation. In Bath the same development took place but
without much influence by either the University Board or any specific
committee.

In the institution for higher professional education up until the
end of the 1980s the local or national authorities decided on the budget
allocation. When the higher education institutions gained their
autonomy, central management decided upon budget allocations, which
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could take several forms. Allocation decisions were taken by the
Executive Board (HES), by the Executive Board in combination with
one-to-one deals with individual deans and heads of services (UWE) or
by a directorate that included both the Executive Board and the deans
and heads of services (IJselland and Central Lancashire)._

A sometimes important portion of total funds does not flow into
these higher education institutions through the central levels but is
earned directly through the activities of de-centralised units. In all
universities, in this study, this funding may be freely to spend by de-
centralised units that earned it, but part of it is sliced of for institutional
overhead. In the higher professional education institutions no funding
was earned at de-centralised levels. These were schools that catered to
regular students. After the changes in the late-1980s, funding earned at
de-centralised levels increased somewhat but were modest amounts
relative to total budgets (at least in the period under study). For what is
earned the same system is used as in universities: de-centralised units
are free to spend their funding but a percentage is for institutional
overhead.

In conclusion (see Table 4.1), it becomes clear that there are
indeed significant differences between universities and higher
professional education institutions when looking at financial
management. First, the budget-holders in these institutions had a much
more centralised position. Second, when it comes to decisions on the
allocation of funds, in universities representative councils like the
University Council or the Senate played a much larger role than
comparable bodies in higher professional education institutions. Third,
types of higher education institutions used a similar system for handling
de-centrally earned funding. There was, however, much more funding
earned de-centrally in universities and this gives de-centralised units in
these institutions much more autonomy vis-a-vis central management.



Table 4.1 Qualitative scores on the level of centralisation of financial decision-making

Bath Lancaster Groningen Twente UWE Central HES IJselland
Lancashire
Who are budget holders?
1980 | Heads of heads of Faculty executive | Faculty executive | Local authority/ | Local authority/ | State/ board of State/ board of
departments departments boards boards Director Director trustees/ trustees/
(new staff VC) director director
1995 | Heads of heads of Faculty executive | Faculty executive | deans and heads | deansand heads | Executive board | Directors of
departments (new | departments boards boards of services of services Faculties
staff VC)
Who decides on budget allocations?
1980 | Central level (at Central level Executive board | Executive board | Local authority Local authority State/ board of State/ board of
own discretion) (extensive and University and University trustees/ trustees/
committee council council director director
structure)
1995 | Central level Central level Executive board | Executive board | Centrally Directorate Executive board | Directorate
(based on model) | (extensive and university and University established (staffing: Dean (based on model)
committee council council (but formula and one | and Pro-Vice
structure) based on model -to-one deals Chancellor
by bureau for between Central
financial and management and
economic affairs) | deans
What is done with de-centrally earned funding?
1980 | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | No funding No funding No funding No funding
centre centre centre centre earned earned earned earned
1995 | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Free but taxed by | Very little Very little
centre centre centre centre centre centre funding earned funding earned
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4.2.2.  Level of centralisation of discretion over content

Financial resources are only a part of what an institution of higher
education is about. Very important is the way in which the content of
what is taught at the university is decided upon. The focus is on three
issues here (Table 4.2). Who decides on the content of courses? How is
monitoring and control of the quality of teaching organised? And, how
are the people that have to transfer the actual content to the students
represented in the management of the higher education institutions?

Central influence on the content of courses was very limited in
all higher education institutions in 1980. For universities this remained
the same by 1995. In some of the higher professional education
institutions, by 1995, there was more central involvement when new
courses were established (especially Central Lancashire and IJselland).
However, this was more about the strategic positioning of such a course
than the actual content and therefore left a lot of autonomy to teachers in
these higher education institutions.

In 1980 there were no formal quality assessment or quality
assurance® systems in any of these higher education institutions. This
changed as a consequence of state-requirements in 1995. All higher
education institutions were facing quality assurance systems that were
run by organisations outside the institution and that compared similar
subjects taught in different universities. There was, however, a
difference in the way in which universities and higher professional
education institutions responded to these quality assessments.

In all universities the quality assessments were de-centrally
organised, which meant that self-evaluation reports were written by the
units under evaluation and that these units communicated directly with
the external evaluation committees. Only in Bath there was a movement
towards more central support for the evaluation process. One
explanation for this is that Bath, was a very small higher education
institution and highly depended on the excellent scores it received in the
late-1980s and was therefore investing to keep up those scores.

In the higher professional education institutions the picture is
more mixed. IJselland and Central Lancashire organised the evaluation
process much more centrally. In Central Lancashire this led to some

8 The difference between assessment and assurance is more than just a word
game. Assurance systems aim to improve the quality of teaching by monitoring
it and by stimulating internal concern for the quality of teaching. Assessment
systems merely assess the quality of teaching where a certain assessment could
be linked to financial or legal consequences. The difference is important as well
because the Netherlands chose for a quality assurance system, where England
chose for an assessment system.
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conflicts between teaching staff and central management. At UWE the
national quality assessment was de-centrally organised (‘accountable
diversity” is the term used by one of the respondents) but these quality
assessments were supplemented by internally organised thematic
reviews. These thematic reviews were organised because central
management deemed particular themes important; the information
flowed directly in the planning process. Finally, the HES was the only
institution that claims that in 1995 it was still only minimally working
with quality assessment. One of the reasons might be that from the
early-1990s onwards it was involved in a complicated re-organisation
and had other priorities.

In 1980 the situation with respect to the representation of de-
centralised levels of the organisation in the central decision-making
processes was still clear. The universities had Senates (in England) or
University Councils (in the Netherlands) that played a role in the
decision-making. By contrast, English polytechnics had no central body
to represent staff. In the Netherlands the Hogescholen had advisory
bodies with a rather weak position.

In 1995 this situation is somewhat different. In the universities
the position of the Senate and the University Council are weakening.
Most respondents contribute this to the growth in complexity of
decision-making in universities and the information advantage
managers have over the members of the University Council and the
Senate that can only spend a fraction of their time on these matters. The
exception seems to be Lancaster, where the Senate has become less
important but where the finance and general purposes committee and
the appointments group (two committees with academic representation)
are still of key importance.

In higher professional education institutions the situation in 1995
changed in the opposite direction. In Central Lancashire and UWE
Academic Boards were installed, at the HES and IJselland the existing
advisory councils were professionalised. These developments do need
some qualifications. Both in Central Lancashire and UWE respondents
were outspoken about the fact that the academic boards did not play a
very important role in decision-making. The central managers and the
deans made decisions in both institutions; not the Academic Board or
committees attached to it. Both in Central Lancashire and in UWE
respondents made a distinction between the executive organisation, of
managers, and the deliberative organisation of committees. In both
higher education institutions it was clear that the executive organisation
dominated.

In the Netherlands the advisory bodies at the HES and IJselland
were professionalised. The members were, in 1995, trained for their
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functioning on the council. As a consequence they played a larger role in
the organisation. This role was limited, however, as the members were
mostly concerned with matters of personnel management and health
and safety regulation on the job.

When studying the decision-making on content matters, like in
the case of financial management, clear differences emerge. In all these
higher education institutions, the content of courses was established by
the academics/ teachers involved. But, by 1995, it was clear that central
management at UWE and IJselland was more involved in the kind of
new courses that were set up. This development is not seen in any of the
universities. When looking at quality assessment or assurance systems,
an even clearer picture emerges. In all universities assessments were de-
centrally organised. By contrast, in Central Lancashire and IJselland they
were centrally organised and in UWE they were complemented with
centrally organised thematic audits. Looking at the representation of
academics and teachers at the central level, it is clear that these bodies
were stronger in universities than in higher professional education
institutions. This was certainly true in 1980, but even in 1995, although
these bodies have been weakening in universities and created or
professionalised in higher professional education institutions.



Table 4.2 Qualitative scores on the level of centralisation of discretion over content

Bath Lancaster Groningen Twente UWE Central HES IJselland
Lancashire
Who decides on content of courses?
1980 | Central influence | De-centralised Central influence | De-centralised Central influence | Central influence | Teachers/ Teachers
is limited levels is limited levels is limited limited Vakgroep
chairman

1995 | Central influence | De-centralised Central influence | De-centralised Central influence | Central influence | Teachers/ Teachers, but

is limited levels is limited levels has grown limited Vakgroep larger central
chairman influence

Who is in charge of quality system?

1980 | Quality system Quality system Quality system Quality system Quality system Quality system Quality Quality

is informal and is informal and is informal and is informal and non existent non existent assessment assessment
de-centralised de-centralised de-centralised de-centralised insignificant insignificant

1995 | Limited central De-centralised Quality system Quality system De-centralised Centrally Quality Intensive central

influence but quality is de-centralised | is de-centralised | quality organised assessment quality
growing central | assessment assessments and | quality insignificant assessment
support central thematic | assessments

assessments

Is there representation of de-centralised levels at the central level?

1980 | Senate Senate with University University None None Advisory council | Limited role of
Extensive Council Council advisory council
committee
structure

1995 | Senate is Senate with University University Academic board | Academic board | Advisory Increasing role

weakening, extensive Council is council is is not very is weak and council, more advisory council
Policy-board is committee weakening weakening strong often ignored influence due to

not allowed to structure because of professionalisati
function reorganisation on
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4.2.3. Discretionary power of academics

This section deals with the level of discretionary power of academics
(Table 4.3). In this respect, three questions are important: whether
managers are professional managers or academics, whether managers
are permanently appointed or are rotating and finally whether
academics are directly involved in financial management.

All managers, in all higher education institutions, in both periods
were (former) academics or teachers. From this perspective there were
no real differences between universities and higher professional
education institutions. There were, however, some more subtle
differences. At UWE, Central Lancashire and IJselland respondents
stressed the importance of the managerial skills. In Groningen a lot of
stress was put on the fact that all managers were professors from
Groningen and that this explained the harmonious management style of
the institution. In Lancaster and Bath there was a lot of stress on the
academic excellence of the central managers and the deans.

The big difference between universities and higher professional
education institutions in this study is whether their managers were
permanent or only for a limited period of time. In all universities both in
1980 and in 1995 most managers, with the exception some members of
the executive board in the Netherlands and the Vice Chancellors in
England, were employed for a limited period.

In the English polytechnics examined, heads of departments in
1980 were temporary managers but by 1995 all managers were in
permanent positions. In the Dutch HBOs in 1980 the director was a
permanent position and de-centralised managers were teachers with a
part time responsibility for management. In 1995 all managers were
permanently employed as managers.

The eight case studies show that in none of the higher education
institutions apart from Lancaster, where the finance and general
purposes committee plays an important role, there was real direct
influence of academics on the financial management of the institution.
This was the case in 1980 and in 1995, apart from their role as academic
managers of the institutions.

There are subtle differences, however, between the higher
education institutions and the universities. The first is the role of
representative bodies in financial decision-making. In 1980, the higher
professional education institutions themselves had very little autonomy
in terms of financial management; national and local authorities decided
on all important financial issues (most importantly they paid the
salaries). By 1995 these institutions had gained much more autonomy,
but this did not mean that academics and teachers had a larger say in
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financial management. What has been stated about the academic boards
and the advisory councils applies here as well, they were either weak (in
England) or not focused on financial management (in the Netherlands).
In the Dutch universities in 1980 academics had some say in financial
decision-making through their role in the University Councils. In
Lancaster the strong position of the finance and general purpose
committee has already been discussed. Bath is an odd case here, as it
had at this time a very strong registrar that dominated the financial
decision-making. By 1995 the picture had changed slightly. In Twente,
Groningen and Bath there was still influence by respectively the
University Council and Senate, but neither was very strong. In Lancaster
the finance and general purposes committee retained a strong position
in the financial management of the university.

There is a significant difference between the type of managers
involved in financial decision-making. In the universities they were
academics that became managers for a short term, while in the higher
professional education institutions they were permanent managers.

To sum, looking at the discretionary power of academics, almost
all managers in these eight institutions were (former) academics or
teachers. However, there was an important difference between
universities and higher professional education institutions. In the
former, managers were academics appointed for a limited period of
time, in the latter managers were on permanent positions. In terms of
their involvement in financial management academics had a fairly weak
position in all eight institutions, although in universities, academics had
a stronger management role in general and they wielded some (albeit
reduced) power through their role in representative bodies or
committees.



Table 4.3 Qualitative scores on the level of discretionary power by academics

Bath Lancaster Groningen Twente UWE Central HES IJselland
Lancashire

Are managers academics or professionals?

1980 | All managersare | All managersare | All managersare | All managersare | All managersare | All managersare | Managers are Managers are
academics academics internally academics academics academics former teachers former teachers

recruited (but limited (but limited (but limited (but limited
academics influence) influence) influence) influence)

1995 | All managersare | All managersare | All managersare | Almost all Managers are Managers are Managers arein | Managers are in
academics academics internally managers are academics often academics general former general former

recruited academics management teachers teachers
academics skills required

Are managers permanent or temporary?

1980 | Managers with Managers with Central level no Central only Director is Director is Managers are Managers are
exception of VC the exception of rule for period/ Rector permanent heads | permanent, permanent permanent
temporary VC temporary deans temporary | temporary/ De- | of departments heads of

centralised temporary departments
managers temporary
temporary

1995 | All managers All managers On central level Central level Managers are Managers are Managers are Managers are
with the with the no rule for only Rector permanent permanent permanent permanent
exception of VC | exception of VC | period/ deans limited/ de-
temporary temporary time in office centrally all

depends on size | managers
faculty temporary

Do academics influence financial management?

1980 | Non academic Finance and Academic Academic No (local No (local No No
Registrar very general purposes | dominate dominate authority) authority)
powerful committee management management

1995 | Senate Strong finance Academics Academics Financial deans No Very limited,
committee weak, | and general dominate dominate influence, (managers) teachers focus on
little influence purposes management in management in university board | dominate teaching

committee general general is weak
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4.3. The network and its characteristics

Chapter two discussed the need to look beyond state models by taking
into account policy networks, organisations in the policy sector and
policy processes. The policy network serves to bring together the
concepts of state models and the characteristics of the higher education
institutions as well as being the context in which the policy process takes
place.

Since the research in this study focuses on educational matters
and not research, a limited number of organisations must be included in
the analysis of the policy network. This chapter charts the position of
funding-bodies (those relevant for teaching), advisory councils and the
main interest groups and their relationship to the state. In England this
includes the Universities Grants Committee (UGC), the Universities
Funding Council (UFC), the Colleges and polytechnics Funding council
(CPFC), the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE),
the National Advisory Body (NAB), the Council for National Academic
Awards (CNAA), as well as the Committee of Vice Chancellors and
Principals (CVCP) and lobby groups like the Russell group. In the
Netherlands it includes the positions of the Academic Council, the
Educational Council, the Society of Universities (VSNU), The Council of
Higher Professional Education (HBO Council) and the Advisory
Committee for Programme Supply (ACO).

4.3.1. The university- consensus policy network

State steering with regard to the universities in the 1980s was notably
directive. Universities were almost fully funded by the government.
Funding was allocated on a lump-sum basis, but universities could not
use funding allocated for personnel (the most significant part of the
budget) for other purposes (see financial developments). Moreover, the
universities internally translated the national allocation model, so that de
facto the autonomy in financial decision-making was limited. The early-
1980s were also characterised by several large planning operations. The
operation Task Distribution and Concentration (TVC, Min v. O & W,
1982) set out to stimulate co-operation between similar disciplines in
different universities and to concentrate research in certain universities.
Selective Shrinkage and Growth (SKG, Min. v. O & W, 1986) was yet
another means to control costs. Certain study programmes were
abolished and other programmes were forced to co-operate. Although
these operations were discussed with universities in the design stage,
they were implemented from the top-down, based on the idea that
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through rational central planning a more (macro) efficient higher
education system could be created.

Universities were free to decide on the content of their study
programmes but for new programmes they needed ministerial approval,
only given after a positive advice from the Education Council and the
Academic Council. The Education Council was an advisory council of
the government on general matters of education and pedagogy. In 1980
it consisted of 80 members all appointed by Parliament. Although
members were appointed on the basis of their personal qualifications,
there was a strategy to make the council reflect social diversity.

The Academic Council was established in 1960 in the law on
university education (Wet op het Wetenschappelijk Onderwijs, WWO).
Its main objectives were to stimulate co-operation between the
universities as w