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1.	Introduction
In its broadest sense the concept of “governance” refers to governmentally determined laws, rules, and
norms which assure the proper functioning of organizations and their acceptance by the public. With
reference to higher education (Dill, 2014), governance includes the national framework of finance and
regulations designed to assure the public interest in university education, research, and public service,
what is often termed “external governance.” However, because of the complexities of university work,
academic staffs in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries
have traditionally been granted substantial professional autonomy in institutional decision making.
Therefore, with regard universities, governance also includes the design of “internal governance”
by which the universities themselves coordinate and control academic activity to assure the public
interest. The means for improving the internal governance of universities will be the primary focus of
the following arguments.
Over the last quarter century as the social and economic contributions of university education and
research to public life have become ever more evident, OECD nations substantially expanded access to
university education as well as support for university research and technology transfer (Dill and van
Vught, 2010). Many governments also adopted “new public management” (Hood, 1991) approaches to
external governance, which required universities to take more corporate responsibility for their own
futures. This has involved awarding more authority to university rectors and their senior management
teams, encouraging university dependence on private funding as well as tuition support, and requiring
greater public accountability for universities in which market forces play a larger role. As a consequence,
in many European nations academic values and the collegial authority represented by strong academic
senates and councils have been weakened (Shattock, 2014). What concepts could guide improvements
in internal governance within current and future universities? In the concluding section this question
will be addressed by applying concepts from a recent model of collegial governance to a particular US
national research policy and its implementation at a research university (Dill, 2018).

2.	

The Perils of Poorly Designed Regulatory Policies

The turn toward a “corporatist” model of external university governance by many nations has often
been described -- not in a flattering manner -- as the “Americanization” of higher education. Because
of the distinctive political evolution of the US, America’s highly ranked public and private universities
were required from the outset to be strategic actors, subject to market competition for students,
academic staff, and financial support for academic research (Dill, 2014). Consequently, in contrast to
England and Europe, presidents and boards of control from the outset possessed substantial influence
in American colleges and universities and collegial control of internal governance did not fully develop
until the last half of the 20th Century.
*
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But recent research (Stiglitz, 2012; Muller, 2017) has emphasized the supposed economic and social
benefits of competitive markets, even in higher education, are highly dependent upon an effective
institutional framework of government policies. Poorly designed regulatory policies can promote
inefficient behavior within universities by altering existing incentives and compromising traditional
ethical practices.
For example, government policies intended to promote the “corporatization” of universities often
encourage more centralized, hierarchical, administrator control of university governance, diminishing
faculty influence over academic standards and efficiency. But an emphasis on administrator authority
in universities is likely less efficient for society than well designed collegial processes of governance
and decision making, because long-term academic staff are more likely to provide truly independent
judgments on critical university decisions than are shorter-term administrators who may personally
benefit in status and salary from the decisions made (McPherson and Schapiro, 1999). As Williams
(2013, 67-69) noted with regard dishonest management in the UK university sector:
“In any economic or social organization there is always a risk of corruption, as some people
in positions of influence use their power for their own advantage rather than for that of the
organization or society to which they owe allegiance. …In a competitive market system those
in positions of authority are particularly susceptible to temptation, especially if they promote
entrepreneurial behaviour where success is measured largely in terms of effective innovations,
which often means bending the rules, sometimes to breaking point. However, the adoption
of market values and financial incentives greatly increases the temptation. … Certain British
universities have been fined considerable sums for over-recruiting on student target numbers
and occasionally for submitting misleading statistical returns about numbers of students and
course completions.”
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An economic behavioral model of US universities (Carroll, Dickson and Ruseski, 2012), which
controlled for the degree of influence in internal governance, discovered that decisions made primarily
by administrators led to an overinvestment in university “non-academic quality,” such as athletics,
amenities for student life, and residential facilities. Administrator-controlled decisions also led to
increased undergraduate enrollments and to higher total costs for undergraduate students. In contrast,
decisions reflecting greater faculty participation in governance led to lower investments in nonacademic quality and to higher levels of graduate enrollment, to greater sponsored funding, and to
increased academic quality as measured by the scope and rigor of academic program offerings as well
as faculty qualifications.
Recent economic research in the US system of higher education (Ehrenberg, 2012) also reveals other
distortions in university behavior induced by contemporary government rules and incentives. The
simplistic measures of academic quality utilized in commercial university rankings in the US (as well as
in government-sponsored university ranking systems in some other countries), often give heavy weight
to indicators of faculty research. This has motivated universities to attempt to increase their rankings
by cross-subsidizing research expenditures with public funds and student tuition fees traditionally
invested in instruction. In the US the proportion of institutional funds expended on instruction has
been declining, while the proportion of institutional funds expended on research has been rapidly
rising (Ehrenberg, 2012). The avid pursuit of higher rankings by US universities also has led to the rapid
growth of temporary part-time and full-time instructional staff in order to free research-oriented faculty
from teaching obligations, a change also observable in other developed nations (Teichler, Arimoto, and
Cummings, 2013). But in the US this growth in temporary instructional staff is associated with declines
in first degree student progression and graduation rates. A similarly simplistic measure of teaching,
standardized student satisfaction surveys, is commonly used in the US and increasingly mandated for
the evaluation of academic staff by government policies in other nations. But research on standardized
student surveys (Stark and Freishtat, 2014; Boring, Ottoboni, and Stark, 2016) suggests their scores are
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biased by discriminatory evaluations of women and minorities, positively associated with the award of
inflated student grades, and are negatively related to direct evidence of student learning.2
In sum, external governance reforms which impose means-based standards, such as increased
administrative authority or standardized measures of student satisfaction with teaching, or impose
performance-based outcomes, such as numbers of research citations, are likely to be ineffective when
applied to universities (Coglianese and Mendelson, 2010). In most developed nations universities are
best understood as multi-product organizations, which produce complex difficult to measure outputs,
and whose relevant technologies are dynamic.

3.	

The “Soft Institutions” of University Governance

As Elinor Ostrom (2010) pointedly observed in her acceptance of the Nobel Prize in Economics, neither
the regulatory rules of the state nor market forces are the most effective institutional arrangements
for governing, managing, and providing complex public goods in self-organizing institutions like
universities. Instead, Ostrom (2000) argued effective collective actions in self-governing organizations
such as universities are dependent upon their processes for socializing and invoking social norms, i.e.,
the shared understandings about actions that are obligatory, permitted, or forbidden. These are the
“soft institutions” of university governance (Kaplan, 2006).
The influence of professional norms on academic behavior has been discovered to be particularly
influential in a recent sociological study of the most respected “world class” research universities
(Paradeise and Thoenig, 2015). Within these universities academic quality in research is primarily
sustained and improved through the social interactions that occur within and between academic
subunits and among academic staff. These interactions include many formal and informal internal
conversations as well as repeated self- and cross- evaluations, which strongly regulate the behaviors of
faculty members in differentiated academic units. The communal norms generated and communicated
through the collegial processes of internal regulation and socialization are a primary form of social
control in elite research universities.
How can this perspective on effective collective action inform the design of internal university
governance? Emmanuel Lazega (2001, 2005), a French sociologist, has developed a testable socioeconomic model for research on collegial organizations. His model focuses on the social mechanisms
which make it possible for interconnected professionals to cooperate and engage in collective actions
for the efficient production of complex work. Let me illustrate his concepts by discussing an academic
policy with which many faculty members have had experience – human subjects research.

4.	

US Policy on Human Subjects Research

Over the last several decades many OECD nations including the US have implemented national
policies on human subjects research (Office for Human Research Protections, 2017). In 1974 the US
Congress first adopted a related National Research Policy, which similar to the recent national reforms
of higher education in other nations, was a unitary policy affecting all public and private universities in
America. Violations of the policy involved serious sanctions -- the suspension of all Federal academic
research funds for an offending institution -- and some respected universities have been so penalized.
But in marked contrast to the recent reforms of higher education policy in a number of other nations,
the US policy on human subjects research did not establish a new regulatory agency, did not require
universities to publicly publish information on their professional performance, nor did the policy
assign greater authority to university administrators.
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The US human subjects research policy and its impacts on American research universities, as represented
by the experience of the University of North Carolina (Dill, 2018), well illustrates a number of the core
concepts of Lazega’s (2005) model of collegial control. In Lazega’s view an important component of
effective collegial control within an organization is the presence of “shared values and norms essential
to effective professional performance.” The US national policy defined a set of ethical requirements
and research responsibilities for researchers (National Commission, 1979) and required universities
to effectively communicate these professional norms to all relevant academic personnel. These ethical
guidelines were developed by a nationally appointed commission, the majority of whose members
were respected university scholars and researchers. Thus, consistent with Ostrom’s (2000) principles
for effective collective action in self-governing organizations, the relevant social rules for research
behavior were tailored by members of the academic profession itself.3
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The national policy also required each university academic staff to collectively develop and implement
an Institutional Review Board (IRB), composed primarily of respected university academic researchers,
to apply these ethical norms in the approval of all relevant proposed research. Therefore, the national
policy created an incentive for UNC and other universities to design what Lazega (2005) describes as a
“lateral control mechanism,” a primary means by which collegial organizations achieve effective quality
assurance. To be effective such a mechanism needs to be conducted by trusted and respected institutional
peers. Nominally the appointment of IRB members at UNC was made by the Vice Chancellor of
Research. But over the last fifteen years the process was implemented in a highly collegial manner, with
the IRB Chairs and the Director of the Office of Human Research Ethics (OHRE) consulting personally
with senior faculty members across the university to identify and recruit the ablest, most experienced,
as well as best respected scholars for appointment to each IRB. However, recruiting respected faculty
members to serve in collegial governance is becoming a challenge worldwide, because of the growing
external demands on academic staff for teaching, research, and administrative responsibilities. At UNC,
similar to many US universities, release time for faculty members to participate in faculty governance
activities is uncommon.
Within collegial organizations the monitoring and enforcement of shared professional norms is most
effectively conducted by colleagues possessing what Lazega (2005) terms “the authority to know.” US
research universities have traditionally made such distinctions in academic authority based upon
relevant experience as well as expertise (Dill, 2014). For example, at UNC, only tenured full professors
are awarded the “authority to know” who among their departmental colleagues should be granted
academic tenure and a professorship. Similarly, US national policy on human subjects research
requires all university IRBs include academic peers who are expert in ethics and research design, as
well as professionals knowledgeable about human research subjects, to thereby assure proposed studies
are ethically appropriate, scientifically valid, and have been subjected to truly independent review by
informed professionals (Emanuel et al, 2000). Therefore, at UNC each IRB is truly multi-disciplinary,
including the “Behavioral” IRB, where proposals from faculty members in the College of Arts and
Sciences and relevant Professional Schools are reviewed by researchers with relevant experience in the
sciences as well as by researchers in related social science fields. The US policy of multi-disciplinary
IRBs therefore suggests a possible mechanism for addressing the criticism of contemporary universities
as constructed of separate “academic silos”, which require more horizontal coordination in collegial
governance (Bowen, 2016).
The US university IRBs have also adopted a process of what Lazega (2005) terms “graduated sanctions”
for unprofessional or opportunistic academic behavior. That is, respected academic colleagues on the
IRBs at UNC first talk with and counsel potential research violators on means of improving flawed
research proposals. Only after thoughtful and systematic efforts at personal education and socialization
have proved ineffective can a negative decision by an IRB be rendered.
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Finally, the UNC IRBs have provided a new collegial mechanism by which the university can as Lazega
(2005) recommends renegotiate the shared “precarious professional values” essential to effective
academic work. Researchers’ academic freedom is an example of such a value, which may become
more precarious if it comes into conflict with their ethical responsibility for research participants. With
regard academic freedom the IRB process is best understood, not as applying external standards, but
as “doing ethics” (Stark, 2012). That is, as at UNC, the required IRBs are actively engaged in identifying
and clarifying through a process of “case-based decision-making” the ethical standards currently
appropriate to designing and conducting research on human subjects as well as regularly socializing
all researchers in the academic community to these evolving professional norms. The IRB process
thereby provides a more immediate and respected mechanism for addressing the uncertainties and
complexities in shared professional values inevitably caused by ongoing technical innovations and new
developments in academic research.

5.	Conclusion
A frequently advanced criterion for good governance is the “epistemic-deliberative” quality of the
process (Buchanan and Keohane, 2006). That is, does the governance process function in such a way as to
facilitate principled, factually-informed deliberation about the terms of organizational accountability?
Applying Lazega’s (2005) model, a university’s collective faculty should ask:
•
•
•
•
•

Does our university’s governance process clearly state and successfully socialize academic staff to
the “values and norms essential to effective professional performance” in instruction, research, and
public service?
Does our university possess effective “lateral control mechanisms” for monitoring and enforcing
the “shared understandings about academic actions that are obligatory, permitted, or forbidden?”
Does our university governance process clarify who justifiably possesses “the authority to know”
with regard the evaluation of instruction, research, and public service?
Does our university employ “graduated sanctions” for control of unprofessional or opportunistic
academic behavior?
Does our university possess operative mechanisms for renegotiating the shared “precarious
professional values” essential to effective academic work?

Further research is needed to assess the impact of recent national policy reforms on the behavior
of universities and academic staff. But as work in developed nations grows increasingly knowledgeintensive, as businesses and governments recruit additional professionals, and as corporate management
structures become flatter and more decentralized, research on the collegial form of organization within
universities could also make a vital contribution to society as a whole.
With regard internal university governance, more systematic research is desired on how best to achieve
effective collective action among peers. That is, how do universities successfully organize and conduct
academic work, how do they maintain and improve quality, how do they preserve professional unity,
how do they control academic deviance, and how do they balance academic continuity with the need
for continual technical change (Lazega, 2005)? Knowledge of the social mechanisms for achieving
durable cooperation among professionally rival academic peers remains the best means for improving
academic governance and improving the productivity of universities in all countries.

IJELP — VOLUME 14

11

DAVID D. DILL

References:

12

Boring, A., Ottoboni, K. and Stark, P. B. (2016), ‘Teaching Evaluations (Mostly) do not Measure
Teaching Effectiveness’, Science Open Research, pp. 1-11, 10.14293/s2199-1006.1.sor-edu.aetbzc.v1,
accessed 23 October 2018.
Bowen, W. G. (2016), ‘Issues Facing Major Research Universities at a Time of Stress and Opportunity’,
ITHAKA S+R, pp. 1-16, https://doi.org/10.18665/sr.278053, accessed 23 October 2018.
Buchanan, A. and Keohane, R. (2006), ‘The Legitimacy of Global Governance Institutions’, Ethics &
International Affairs, 20, pp. 405-37.
Carroll, K., Dickson, L., and Ruseski, J. (2012), ‘Do Faculty Matter? Effects of Faculty Participation
in University Decisions’, Working Paper 13-06, pp. 1-26, http://economics.umbc.edu/workingpapers/#2013, accessed 23 October 2018.
Coglianese, C. and Mendelson, E. (2010), ‘Meta-Regulation and Self-Regulation’, in Cave M., Baldwin
R. and Lodge, M. (eds), The Oxford Handbook on Regulation, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp.
146–168.
Dill, D. D. (2014), ‘Academic Governance in the US: Implications of a “Commons” Perspective’, in
Shattock M. (ed), International Trends in University Governance: Autonomy, Self-Government and
the Distribution of Authority. Routledge, Oxford, pp. 165–83.
Dill, D. D. (2018), ‘Enhancing Academic Quality and Collegial Control: Insights from US Policy on
the Ethical Conduct of Human Subjects Research’, Higher Education Policy, pp. 1-20, https://doi.
org/10.1057/s41307-018-0093-9, accessed 23 October 2018.
Dill, D. D. and van Vught, F. A. (2010), National Innovation and the Academic Research Enterprise:
Public Policy in Global Perspective’, The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD.
Eberly Center for Teaching Excellence and Educational Innovation (2017), ‘Principles of Teaching and
Learning’, https://www.cmu.edu/teaching/principles/, accessed 23 October 2018.
Ehrenberg, R. G. (2012), ‘American Higher Education in Transition’, Journal of Economic Perspectives,
26, pp. 193-216.
Emanuel, E. J., Wendler, D., and Grady, C. (2000), ‘What Makes Clinical Research Ethical?’, Journal of
the American Medical Association, 283, pp. 2701-2711.
Ganseuer, C. and Pistor, P. (2017), From Tools to a System: The Effects of Internal Quality Assurance
at the University of Duisburg-Essen, UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning,
http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en/internal-quality-assurance-eight-universities-share-theirexperiences-4002, accessed 23 October 2018.
Hood, C. (1991), ‘A Public Management for All Seasons’, Public Administration, 69, pp. 3–19.
Kaplan, G. (2006), ‘Institutions of Academic Governance and Institutional Theory: A Framework for
Further Research’, in Smart J. (ed), Higher Education Handbook of Theory and Research, Vol. XXI,
Springer, Dordrecht, The Netherlands, pp. pp 213-281.
Lazega, E. (2001), The Collegial Phenomenon: The Social Mechanisms of Cooperation Among Peers in a
Corporate Law Partnership, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Lazega, E. (2005), ‘The Theory of Collegiality and its Relevance for Understanding Professions and
Knowledge Intensive Organizations’, in Klatetzki T. and Tacke V. (eds) Organisation und Profession,
Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden DE, pp. 221-251.
McPherson, M. and Schapiro, M. (1999), ‘Tenure Issues in Higher Education’, The Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 13, pp. 85-98.
Muller, S. M. (2017), ‘Academics as Rent Seekers: Distorted Incentives in Higher Education, With
Reference to the South African Case’ International Journal of Educational Development 52, pp.
58-67.
National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research
(1979), Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection of Human Subjects of Research (Belmont
Report), http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/belmont-report/, accessed 23 October
2018.
Office for Human Research Protections (2017), International Compilation of Human Research Standards,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/international/
compilation-human-research-standards/index.html#, accessed 23 October 2018.
IJELP — VOLUME 14

GOOD GOVERNANCE IN UNIVERSITIES: THE CHALLENGE OF COLLEGIAL CONTROL

Ostrom, E. (2000), ‘Collective Action and the Evolution of Social Norms’, Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 14, pp. 137–158.
Ostrom, E. (2010), ‘Beyond Markets and States: Polycentric Governance of Complex Economic
Systems’, American Economic Review, 100, pp. 1-33.
Paradeise, C. and Thoenig, J.-C. (2015), In Search of Academic Quality’, Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
Shattock, M. (2014), International Trends in University Governance: Autonomy, Self-Government and
the Distribution of Authority, Routledge, Oxford.
Stark, L. (2012), Behind Closed Doors: IRBs and the Making of Ethical Research’, University of Chicago
Press, Chicago.
Stark, P. B., and Freishtat, R. (2014), ‘An Evaluation of Course Valuations’, Science Open Research, pp.
1-7, 10.14293/s2199-1006.1.sor-edu.aofrqa.v1, accessed 23 October 2018.
Stiglitz, J. E. (2012), The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our Future, W.
Norton and Company, New York.
Teichler, U., Arimoto, A. and Cummings, W. K. (2013), The Changing Academic Profession: Major
Findings of a Comparative Survey, Springer, Dordrecht, The Netherlands.
Williams, G. (2013), ‘A Bridge Too Far: An Economic Critique of Marketization of Higher Education’,
in Callender C. and Scott P. (eds), Browne and Beyond: Modernizing English Higher Education,
Institute of Education Press, London, pp. 57–72.

13

IJELP — VOLUME 14

