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For more than 20 years, new public management (NPM) has been the guiding
governance model of university reforms in Europe. One central aspect of this governance
model is to strengthen the hierarchy within the universities. Recent research shows that
the formal decision-making authority of university leaders and deans has increased in
almost every European country. While these changes at the formal level are
well documented in the literature, researchers have given little attention to the
institutional protection mechanisms of hierarchy in organizations. The most important
institutional protection mechanisms of hierarchy in organizations are power and the
related potential for negative and positive sanctions. By discussing the German
university system, we ask whether university leaders and/or deans have the power to
use hierarchy within their universities. Three types of power are considered:
organizational power, personnel power and power over resources. The article shows
that in Germany, neither university leaders nor deans have sufficient power over
the academics in order to exercise hierarchical governance. The absence of power at the
university leadership level and at the departmental level seems an important barrier to the
implementation of the NPM model in Germany. Our perspective on hierarchy and power
allows for further comparative research.
Keywords: new public management; hierarchy; power; organization; governance;
Germany

1. Introduction
Since the 1980s, research on the higher education systems has detected a sweeping
transformation of university governance structures in Europe (e.g. Higher Education
2013; Ritzen and Marconi 2012; Sultana 2012). In the analysis of European university
systems it has been shown that the increased importance of the mechanisms of external
guidance, managerial self-governance and competition and the simultaneous decline of
state regulation and academic self-government in decision-making have resulted in
changes to the traditional governance structures (de Boer, Enders, and Schimank 2007).
Overall, higher education research concludes that the reforms of university systems since
the 1980s have been driven by broader, transnational and transsectoral ideas of new
public management (NPM) (Ferlie, Musselin, and Andresani 2008; Paradeise et al. 2009;
Enders, de Boer, and Weyer 2013). Although these types of comparative studies draw
attention to shared orientations and tendencies towards changes in governance in different
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national higher education systems, such tendencies should not be overestimated as
evidence of a development towards one unified European higher education model. First,
comparative studies on university reforms in different countries indicate that national
traditions still play a role (cf. e.g. the studies in Krücken, Kosmützky, and Torka 2007;
Kehm and Lanzendorf 2006b; Paradeise et al. 2009; Bleiklie and Michelsen 2013). Even
if NPM reforms in the higher education sector do have a transnational character, they are
adapted differently by individual states as a result of different ‘translating’ and ‘editing’
processes (Sahlin-Andersson 2002).
Second, within individual countries, several, sometimes contradictory, ‘narratives of
public reform’ (Ferlie, Musselin, and Andresani 2008, 334) are used simultaneously.
Notions of NPM, network governance and neo-Weberism overlap and can be found to a
greater or lesser degree in the reforms of higher education within different national systems
without, however, yielding a clear picture (Ferlie, Musselin, and Andresani 2008).
Third, it should be noted that although the reform tendencies are moving towards
convergence, there are still major differences at the national level, in particular within
federal systems like Germany. These relate, for example, to the range of competences
granted or the rules for electing or voting out the University Council or President (e.g.
Lange 2009; Kehm and Lanzendorf 2006a; Kretek, Dragšić, and Kehm 2013). Similar
differences can be found in other federal systems, such as in Switzerland (Lepori,
Huisman, and Seeber 2012). Furthermore, a variety of partially diverse regulations can
also be found in centralized systems with a high level of internal differentiation between
higher educational institutions (Paradeise and Thoenig 2013), as is the case in France
(Mignot 2003).
Fourth, in addition to these restrictions to the national and regional realization of
NPM and the resultant convergence between universities, it is to be expected that certain
particularities of the organizational type ‘university’ will remain regardless of NPM
reforms. From the perspective of organizational sociology, it is to be expected that
characteristics such as the loose coupling of organizational units, discursive decisionmaking processes, the orientation towards the principle of collegiality and the problems
of clearly defining goals and unequivocally measuring performance will continue to be
highly relevant in the future (Musselin 2007; Enders, de Boer, and Weyer 2013).
In addition to the limits to convergence in university governance just described, we are
going to consider a further limitation hardly considered in the literature: the institutional
preconditions for hierarchical governance. Our focus is the governance mechanism of the
organization’s internal hierarchy, which in the literature is sometimes called managerial
self-governance. According to higher education governance research, this governance
mechanism has been reinforced – with varying intensity – in all university systems (e.g. de
Boer, Enders, and Schimank 2007; Kehm and Lanzendorf 2006b; Bleiklie and Michelsen
2013). Previous research on the realization of NPM explained the strengthening of the
internal hierarchy almost exclusively based on the substantial increase in the formal
decision-making power of university presidents and deans. We do not doubt these results.
However, it is also apparent that the institutional conditions for hierarchical steering as a
governance mechanism have hardly been considered.
This paper highlights power as an institutional precondition for hierarchical governance
or managerial self-governance. We examine the German university system as both a
starting point and a demarcation case because the limits to the realization of NPM imposed
by insufficient institutional protection for the hierarchy become clear in this ‘extreme case’.
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The paper is structured as follows. First, we briefly introduce some central features of
the conceptual analysis of power in organizational research. In this section we also define
the understanding of power in this article (Section 2). Following the more general debate,
we will analyse three sources of power to determine whether the institutional
preconditions for hierarchical governance are present at German universities. Employing
Luhmann’s distinction between organizational power and personnel power, we conclude
that both sources of power are practically absent from German universities in regard to
the scientific staff. In addition, we discuss resources as a third source of power. Here, our
analysis shows rather ambiguous results (Section 3). In the concluding section, we
summarize our findings and discuss their implications for international governance
research in higher education as well as the broader issue of power in university
organizations (Section 4).
2. The analysis of power in organizations: traditional concepts and current debates
The analysis of power in organizations is a well-established subject in organizational
sociology. Weber’s analysis of bureaucracy, which in general is seen as the starting-point
of organizational sociology (Scott 1981; Perrow 1993), was developed by him in terms of
a more general sociology of authority in society. Authority as legitimate power (Scott
1981, 280) is therefore one basic and important concept in organizational sociology.
Additionally, other central texts in organizational sociology deal extensively with power
in organizations (e.g. Blau and Scott 1969; Etzioni 1964; Mintzberg 1983). These
classical texts almost exclusively focus on formal authority as a source of power in
organizations. Over the last decades, however, more and more authors have criticized the
limits of such a perspective in the analysis of power and called for a broader picture based
on ‘many potential methods and perspectives’ (Farndale and Hope-Hailey 2009, 410).
In contrast to early organizational sociology, more recent research on power in
organizations has a strong focus on the informal side of power and the contested issue of
legitimacy (e.g. Diefenbach, By, and Klarner 2009; Clegg, Courpasson, and Phillips
2006, 290–319). We assume that this shift in attention is related to developments in the
general theory of power. Here, one can observe a focus on the exercise of power through
forms of domination, which are largely hidden, implicit and inscribed in the subjects and
their social relations (e.g. Lukes 2005; Foucault 1977, 2000; Bourdieu 1984). Though
these concepts of power differ strongly from one another, they share the common
assumption that power is typically exercised without formal and explicit decision-making
processes and their possible resulting conflicts. Lukes emphasizes that the exercise of
power is also to be observed in forms of agenda-setting, where the dominating class
excludes from the agenda issues that might undermine its powerful position in society.
Following Lukes, reconstructing power through decision-making processes is, therefore,
inadequate. Bourdieu describes French society in terms of the exercise of power through
everyday practices such as taste. This form of power-based order is highly stable, as it is
incorporated by the actors through the habitus. The exercise of power, therefore, becomes
invisible. Foucault’s concept of power, which has been heavily modified over time,
culminates in the idea that the modern instruments of biopolitics shift the exercise of
power into the self-disciplination of subjects, hence making means of the direct exercise
of power in society much less important, both in practice and research.
These approaches in the more general theory of power have highly influenced current
analyses of power in organizations (e.g. Clegg, Courpasson, and Phillips 2006; for higher
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education institutions e.g. Bótas and Huisman 2012). Furthermore, we find similar
developments in other approaches to organizational analysis. Both the approach of
organizational culture (Schein 1985; Meyerson and Martin 1987) and that of organizational ideology (Mintzberg 1983), for example, focus on the shaping of values and
attitudes in organizations instead of the formal exercise of power in organizational
decision-making. These aspects are also highlighted in a number of more recent
organizational studies, which do not focus explicitly on issues of culture and ideology
(Kärreman and Alvesson 2004; Styhre 2008; Diefenbach, By, and Klarner 2009).
Furthermore, a number of recent studies claim that formal structures and hierarchies in
general are of diminishing importance in organizations due to new organizational forms.
According to the authors, this seems to be particularly true with regard to such concepts
as the postmodern organization, the network organization or soft bureaucracies
(Diefenbach and Sillince 2011; Courpasson 2000; Parker 1992).
The above-mentioned concepts and studies are essential for an adequate understanding of power in organizations in general and in universities in particular. However, as they
tend to disregard formal power relations, we will squarely focus on the formal side of
power relations in universities, though we are well aware of the relevance of informal
aspects of power. Our paper is basically a conceptual one, in which we do not present
original empirical research results. Instead, we draw on existing research and discuss
recent policy changes to address our research question: whether the formal power
structure has been altered in German universities through recent NPM reforms. This
allows for a broader conceptual reflection on power relations in universities as well as for
elaborating a more comparative research agenda.
Our definition of power is as follows: in a social relationship, power exists when it is
mutually assumed that one actor has control or influence on something the other actor
desires. The base and the degree of power are therefore determined by the desires of the
subordinate and the importance of the desire (Emerson 1962). As Scott noted:
The power of superordinates is based on their ability and willingness to sanction others – to
provide or withhold rewards and penalties. (…) what constitutes a reward or a penalty is
ultimately determined by the goals and values of the subordinates in the relation. (1981, 276)

In organizations such as universities we can find many power relations based on many
desires. Nevertheless, important parts of the power relations in organizations are typically
attached to formal positions and the ability to sanction subordinates. One important
function of these power relations in organizations is to back up decisions of superior
actors. Subordinates accept the decisions because they fear negative sanctions or hope for
rewards. Therefore, hierarchy as a stable decision mechanism can only work if the
members of the organization can assume that their superiors in the hierarchy have both
negative sanctions and positive incentives at their disposal to increase the likelihood of
desired behaviour. Hierarchy therefore always requires power in the background as
institutional preconditions; otherwise, the enforcement of decisions made in the hierarchy
is not assured. We propose that typical formal organizational sources of power required to
enforce decisions – and this also includes ‘non-decisions’ (cf. Lukes 2005, 20–25) – are
not always present at universities and that this constitutes a limit to the realization of
NPM, which has hardly been investigated in research on higher education governance.
It is important to note that we do not assume that power is continually exercised. On
the contrary, a visible exercise of power is the exception. Power frequently permeates the
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background to organizational decision-making processes without ever becoming explicit.
Power is so closely entwined with decision-making processes in organizations that
alternative behaviours, which could arise in the absence of power, retain a mainly
hypothetical character (Ailon 2006). The relatively rare occasions when the use of power
actually comes into play serve to demonstrate that the potential for exercising power
exists and can be manifested at any time.

3. Three types of power as a precondition for hierarchical governance
When analysing formal aspects of power in universities, one has to distinguish between
individual and collective actors. A university president, for example, might have power
vis-à-vis individual researchers and teachers or vis-à-vis departments and institutes. In our
paper, we mostly focus on individual actors upon whom power can potentially be
exercised, while the exercise of power vis-à-vis collective actors is only discussed with
regard to the power over resources.
We begin by drawing on Luhmann’s distinction between organizational power and
personnel power (Luhmann 1980, 173–183). According to Luhmann, organizations can
exercise organizational and/or personnel power. These sources of power vary according
to organization type. The organizational power of corporations consists of the possibility
to exclude members. Public administrations in Germany, on the other hand, cannot freely
plan the organizational membership of their many civil servants. However, personnel
power – that is, the possibility to influence members’ career paths and to create
corresponding incentives – can be exercised within both public administrations and
corporations. In addition to organizational and personnel power, we identify the power
over resources as a third important source of power as it has been described by Mintzberg
(1983), among others. In universities, power over resources includes the means available
to a university professor for carrying out his or her activities, his or her income as well as
the resource equipment of the department. The three formal sources of power for
superordinates in our paper therefore are the subordinates’ desire to make a career, their
desire to remain a member in the organization and the desire to keep or increase resources
by subordinates and departments.
In the following sections, we show that the organizational leadership can only
exercise power within clearly defined limits. Therefore, the use of power can hardly be
seen as a latent possibility that is anticipated by academic members of a university
organization. The power to promote careers – what we call ‘personnel power’ in Section
3.3 – is very low, and the threat to exclude a member from the organization – what we
call ‘organizational power’ in Section 3.2 – is simply not given vis-à-vis tenured
university professors. Additionally, a third source of power – what we call ‘power over
resources’ in Section 3.3 – cannot be exercised as easily as one might think in the
German university system. We discuss each source of power in Section 3, before we
summarize our main findings and draw our conclusions in the final section.
3.1. Personnel power
Not only in typical corporations, but also in public administration, members’ actions are,
among other things, steered by the influence of their superiors over whether they can
attain a desirable position within the organization. Control of actions is achieved by the
members’ desire for certain positions whose realization depends on their superiors
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(Luhmann 1980, 173–183). German universities do not usually have this ‘personnel
power’ at their disposal.
To understand this situation, it is necessary to elaborate the career tracks at German
universities. A striking feature of the German system is that after a professorship has been
attained, no further career steps within the German academic system are intended.
Distinctions in the German system are solely achieved through the differentiation of
professorships (C2 to C4 or W2 to W3) that are primarily associated with the
accumulation of economic capital but are not visible to outsiders.
From the point of view of the organization, however, these distinctions cannot be
employed to exercise power because the internal advancement of professors is usually
prohibited by the ‘Hausberufungsverbot’. The ‘Hausberufungsverbot’ excludes the
possibility of moving up to a professorship or even from a W2 to a W3 professorship
within the same institution. Although the ‘Hausberufungsverbot’ is not compulsory in all
cases, it is enforced in practice because of its long tradition and because of the informal
normative support provided by the shared conviction of the professoriate that internal
appointments are associated with the stigma of patronage. Consequently, the ‘Hausberufungsverbot’ means that the university in which the professor works cannot offer him or
her any career opportunities; these can only come from other universities.
The recently created Junior Professorships1 are slightly different. Here we find the
possibility to recruit internal candidates and to offer a tenure track option. Therefore,
the Junior Professorships established internal career opportunities. The effects, however,
are severely limited. First, only 4% of all professors are junior professors (Statistisches
Bundesamt 2012b). Second, by far the most junior professors are recruited externally.
Third, only 8% of the junior professors interviewed by Federkeil and Buch (2007) were
on a tenure track. Therefore, the organizational leadership has hardly any personnel
power over junior professors. The rule remains that accepting the first call is equated with
changing universities. Musselin (2010, 188) makes a similar assessment in summarizing
the German system of academic careers as a system that is clearly dominated by ‘external
labour markets’.
The situation is somewhat different for positions below that of a professorship. Here,
the progression within the organization from a pre-doctoral junior researcher to a
postdoctoral one is both possible and common. This area could be described as having an
internal labour market with strong traits of patronage. Initial evidence is provided by the
tendency of professors to recruit their doctoral students from the pool of students known
to them. Personal connections similarly play a role in the recruitment of postdoctoral
junior researchers who are frequently already associated with the chair (Enders 2008).
Whereas an external labour market can be assumed for professors, below this level there
is an internal labour market in the German higher education system. However, this
internal labour market is characterized by positions that are limited in time. Below the
level of the professorship, there are hardly any tenured positions at German universities
(Kreckel 2011). This implies that to stay in the academic game, junior researchers have to
aspire for a professorship, which implies exposure to the external labour market.
It should be noted that at the level of the chair, personnel power does exist. However,
because individual professors exercise this power, it is not an indicator of the strength of
the internal hierarchical steering by the organization’s leadership or the deans. On the
contrary, the professor decides whether he or she will continue to employ a junior
researcher and, if so, under which terms and conditions. The other professors, the
institute’s director, the dean and the university president cannot directly influence this
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decision. This situation is an expression of the traditional chair structure of German
universities, in which the recruitment system has changed very little over the last 100
years.
Overall, it can be said that university presidents and deans at German universities can
hardly influence the operative core of the organization by means of exercising personnel
power. They can neither promote careers nor restrict them.
3.2. Organizational power
In addition to personnel power, there is a second fundamental source of power in most
organizations that is based on the possibility to exclude members: organizational power.
According to Luhmann (1980, 173–183), organizational power is characterized by the
organization’s option to exclude members who do not meet the organization’s minimum
standards. Organizational power is usually exercised by superiors. Control of actions is
therefore achieved by the desire to maintain membership in the organization.
It should be clear that with respect to professors at German universities, the recourse
to organizational power by university presidents or deans is hardly possible because there
is no procedure for ‘how a professor could be fired even if he or she is lazy, incompetent
or no longer needed’ (Dilger 2007, 109).
The first explanation for this situation is that the vast majority of professors have
lifetime tenure and therefore cannot be fired. Furthermore, the German Constitution
guarantees the freedom of research and teaching in Article 5, paragraph 3. In the German
tradition, this freedom is closely associated with the independence of the professors
(Baker and Lenhardt 2008) and also safeguards the position of the professors within the
organization. These institutional safeguards make it enormously difficult to dismiss a
professor and consequently to credibly threaten his or her exclusion from the
organization. To assert its organizational power, the organization’s leadership would
have to take legal action. Given the high costs in terms of time and personnel as well as
the uncertainty of the outcome, this course of action is very rarely pursued.
The most recent university reforms have hardly altered the traditional weakness of
this source of power. In the higher education laws of all German states, the standard form
of employment for a professor is still lifetime tenure. The only exceptions to the
traditional picture are the provisions in the higher education laws of some states that grant
only limited or provisional tenure for the first professorship. In these states, it is therefore
possible to exercise organizational power over a limited circle of employees for a specific
period of time. A cautious activation of this source of power can be observed; whether it
really will be universally exercised remains to be seen.
Overall, in all German states, organizational power as a sanction possibility for
university presidents or deans over the vast majority of professors still hardly plays any
role. In particular, it is not organized in such a way as to function as a latent background
threat.
The organization has little organizational power not only over the professors but also
over most of the other academic staff. As we have already discussed with regard to
personnel power, most of the organizational power over the staff of the chair is exercised by
the professor. It is him or her and not the deans or president who can ‘hire and potentially
fire’ (Dilger 2007, 103) junior researchers and thereby determine the admittance or
exclusion of members from the organization. That professors and not institutes or

8

O. Hüther and G. Krücken

Downloaded by [Universitaetsbibliothek Kassel] at 23:53 10 November 2013

departments are the gatekeepers of academic careers also stems from the traditional chair
structure of German universities, with its emphasis on the independence of the professor.
Consequently, the desire to maintain membership in the university can hardly be used
as a source of power by presidents or deans.
3.3. Power over resources
Because German universities offer hardly any career incentives or sanctions, the question
arises as to whether there are alternatives to these typical sources of power in
organizations. A central alternative to organizational power, i.e. the power to exclude a
member, and personnel power, i.e. the power to promote careers, is the power over
resources, which can be exercised vis-à-vis individual members of the organization or
organizational units.
At the individual level, the recent changes to professors’ remuneration and fixed-term
funding are of particular relevance. The new salary system from 2002 (W-salary)
introduces elements of performance pay and replaces the old seniority wage system (Csalary). In the W-Salary system, the former fixed-term funding for professors was
changed. Now, at least parts of the funding are limited in time and can increase or
decrease depending upon the professors’ performance. Since 2005, all newly appointed
professors are in the new W-salary system; the others remain in the old C-Salary system
(Wilkesmann and Schmid 2012). In principle, both of these reform measures strengthen
the organizational leadership’s potential for exercising power and sanctions. Following
our previous line of argument, the innovation is that granting or withdrawing funding and
bonuses is delegated to the university as an organization and is no longer the object of
negotiations between the professor and the relevant state ministry, as was the case in the
traditional system. As Musselin (2013) stated, these reforms change the relationship
between academics and their university. However, both the remuneration and the fixedterm funding systems have recognizable problems. The problems with these systems go
beyond the more general question about whether financial resources are the right steering
mechanism in academia and what unintended consequences – in terms of individual
motivation, adaptation and goal-orientation, as well as in terms of collective academic
self-organization – this steering mechanism will provoke.
First, it should be noted that in the German case, both sources of power can only be
exercised over certain groups of members. The new dynamic of the remuneration and
funding structures is initially only applicable to professors in the new W-salary system;
other academic staff members, including professors in the old C-salary System,2 are not
directly affected. Their range, in terms of the relations discussed here between higher
educational organizations and their academic staff, therefore remains limited.
Second, there are limits to the efficacy of the application of variable remuneration and
funding structures that are primarily related to differences between subjects and
disciplines. Performance-related pay will not be an attractive incentive to professors
who have sources of income outside of the university. This can quite often be the case in
medical, law or engineering departments, where professors typically cooperate with firms
or individual clients. Precisely the same differences apply to the fixed-term funding of
chair resources. Classic liberal arts and humanities subjects, in which research is mainly
individual research, are more independent in this respect than more strongly networked
sciences that, like most of the natural sciences, require significant human and material
resources to be able to conduct research at all (Jansen et al. 2007). However, third-party
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funding, mainly through public sources, has increased significantly over the last years,
from approximately two billion euros in 1995 to roughly six billion euros in 2010, while
fixed-term funding has increased at a much slower pace (Statistisches Bundesamt 2012a,
17). The increase in third-party funding from both private and public sources significantly
limits the organization’s power over resources because the desire to keep or increase
resources can in many cases be fulfilled by other organizations without involving the
deans and/or the president of the university.
Despite the strong trend towards granting resources for teaching and research in a
much more individualized and performance-oriented fashion, which is accompanied by a
similar trend concerning the remuneration of university professors, this power over
resources is limited by strong constitutional constraints. The freedom of teaching and
research is a constitutional right in Germany. As a consequence, the constitutional court
requires a minimum of resources for individual chairs and departments to exercise
teaching and research (BVerfG 2010, 114). In addition to the minimum resources, an
adequate remuneration is also constitutionally guaranteed. Recently, the constitutional
court declared the current remuneration scheme for professors unconstitutional because
the fixed-term salary without extra pay was considered insufficient (BVerfG 2012).
Therefore, most German states have recently changed the remuneration scheme for
professors by increasing the fixed-term salary and lowering the performance-based extra
pay. As a consequence, we expect that the power over resources maintained through
variable income will further decrease in the years to come.
In addition to the increased power over individual professors, the latest reforms in
Germany have also increased the power of the organization leaders over scientific units
(Departments and Institutes). The basis of this power is the allocation of personnel and
material resources to the academic units. Although the university leadership’s influence
over allocation of resources has increased in recent years, some significant limits remain.
First, in almost any state in Germany, decisions over the university units’ resources
are not made by university leaders alone. Academic bodies, university boards and/or the
ministries are involved in the decision process. In most cases, at least one of these actors
has a veto position. Therefore, to exercise resource power over academic units, the
university leaders depend upon other actors. This situation weakens the leaders’ power
considerably.
There is another important point. Power always generates counter power. In most
cases, the basis of counter power in organizations is the superordinate’s desire for
information or support. In research on professional organizations like universities and
hospitals it is argued that collective counter power is organized around shared values,
attitudes and interests among professionals (Waring and Currie 2009; Reay and Hinings
2009; Mintzberg 1983). Additionally, because the academic committees are dominated by
professors, we find institutionalized counter power arenas. Collegial bodies are, in
general, arenas to limited hierarchy (Weber 1976, 158). Therefore, we find collective
counter power in all universities with strong academic committees and/or strong
academic values. However, the structure and the strength of the counter power should
differ, depending upon whether the base of the counter power is formal or informal.
The counter power of academics in research universities in the USA might be strong, but
the power base is mainly informal. In contrast, in German universities, we find a formal
base of counter power: the election, re-election and the option to vote presidents and
deans out of office. The base of the counter power is then the desire of presidents and
deans to get re-elected or to stay in office. In almost every German state, unlike in other
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countries, such as the Netherlands (Enders, de Boer, and Weyer 2013, 12), academic
committees are still the central actors in the election, re-election and voting out process of
presidents and deans (Hüther 2010). The necessity of this influence was repeatedly
confirmed as a central part of academic freedom by the Federal Constitutional Court in
recent years (BVerfG 2004, 2012). The threat to use resource power against organizational units is therefore risky because there is a possibility that the units would organize
counter power to vote out the organizational leaders. In recent years, we observed quite a
few cases of presidents being voted out of German universities. The options to vote a
president out of office or to deny his or her re-election are therefore not hypothetical but
actual options. Both sides are aware of this, and the use of this counter power is a latent
background threat against presidents and deans in German universities.
It should also be noted that the use of power over specific organizational units is even
more limited. For example, a threat to cut resources for some academic fields, such as the
natural or engineering sciences, is inconceivable. Because of the high legitimacy of these
fields, state governments hardly allow cutbacks here. However, the limitations differ not
only by scientific fields but also by the size and centrality of the units within the
university (Pfeffer and Salancik 1974; Hackman 1985). The more central and larger the
unit, the less credible is the threat of a reduction in resources.
In summary, the newly created resource mechanisms in Germany do not encompass
the entire academic core of the university and do not affect all professors or units equally,
but do entail strong constitutional limits. Concerning the organizational units, additional
limitations arise with the veto position of other actors and the counter power potentials
that have been described.
4. Summary, discussion and concluding remarks
This article has shown that hierarchical decision-making in German universities can
hardly be based on three sources of power in organizations, which are of pivotal
importance in research on organizations: the power to promote careers (‘personnel
power’), the power to exclude a member from the organization (‘organizational power’)
and the power over resources. Though limited by clear boundaries, the power over
resources seems to be the only serious source of power, in particular vis-à-vis tenured
university professors and organizational units.
This situation is not the case in almost any other national university systems. For
example, in other systems we find clear career paths within a university, or at least an
internal promotion path that is less restricted. An example of a clear career path is the
progression from Assistant to Associate and then to Full Professor in the American
system (Musselin 2010, 183–188). In the UK, there has also traditionally been an internal
progression, from Lecturer to Reader and then to Professor. In 1999, Sweden created
internal careers, even obligating the universities to offer their staff opportunities for
further development. Not only has this structured and improved promotion prospects, but
academic staff are now ‘more dependent on the staffing and promotion policy of their
own institution and their own department’ (Askling 2000, 219). Internal restrictions on
promotions that are informally ineffective can be illustrated with the examples of France
and Italy. Although Musselin writes that in France internal recruitment is considered ‘not
legitimate’, 55% of French professors previously held a tenured assistant professorship at
the same university (Musselin 2005, 140). Capano reports that, for Italy, in spite of an
official competition system, between 1998 and 2005, 95% of Full Professors and 75% of

Downloaded by [Universitaetsbibliothek Kassel] at 23:53 10 November 2013

European Journal of Higher Education

11

Associate Professors were appointed at universities where they had previously been
employed (Capano 2008). Consequently, internal career paths towards a full professorship have been implemented either formally or informally in a range of national
university systems, or at least are not prevented – as is the case in Germany – by legal
and informal norms. If such an internal career is possible, then the staff members that
aspire to one are subjected to an organizational logic. It follows that organizational
positions (President, Dean) at least have influence over careers within the organization
(cf. Musselin 2010; the country reports in Enders 2000; Kreckel 2008). In other words,
they have personnel power.
Additionally, the lack of organizational power at German universities is not a stable
pattern in international comparisons. First, the status of a civil servant, which generally
implies that a professor cannot be fired, is not available in many countries, or in some
countries, as in Sweden, has been abolished (for other examples see Musselin 2013;
Teichler, Arimoto, and Cummings 2013). In the Netherlands and the UK, where the
realization of NPM is well advanced, the reform process was used to create and employ
the option to fire professors (de Weert 2000; Fulton 2000). Regardless of how justified
these dismissals were, they amplified the steering potential of organizational power
during the reform process by credibly utilizing or threatening to use it. A strengthening of
organizational power can also be observed in the USA. The predominance of tenured
positions at American universities, which offer an unusually high degree of job security
within the American employment system, has been heavily criticized in recent years
(Musselin 2010, 27–28). The figures show a move away from the tenure-track system in
favour of fixed-term employment of academics at universities, who can then be more
easily excluded.3 Whereas American universities in the 1970s relied more heavily on
personnel power and corresponding career incentives, today it has become easier to
exercise organizational power.
Consequently, we found personnel or/and organizational power in other university
systems. As there is a gap in international comparative research, so far we know little
about the power over resources in other university systems. However, organizations that
support hierarchical decisions only by way of power over resources are rare, leading to
the assumption that the power over salary level and other resources are likely to flank
organizational and personnel power, but are not capable of completely replacing them.
Relative to other university systems, formal means of exercising power remain weak
within German universities even after the recent reforms.
Alternative strategies for the internal governance of universities are also difficult to
realize in German universities. Padgett (1980), for example, recommends for the
management of garbage can organizations in particular – including universities (Cohen,
March, and Olsen 1972) – personnel selection and the shaping of organizational units and
task structures. He assumes that the organizational leadership can select its core personnel
and determine the departmental and task structures. For German universities, however,
this is not a given. In the vast majority of universities in Germany, deans cannot be
appointed or displaced by the organizational leadership, and the power to change the
departmental structures is typically based on decision-making processes which involve
other actors such as the academic senate and, to a lesser extent, the university board.
Additionally, Courpasson’s (2000) path-breaking ideas on how professionals in soft
bureaucracies can be dominated are hardly applicable in German universities because the
power of senior management is lower than it is in the cases he described. Though we see
a proliferation of managerial tasks and positions in German universities, the power of
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management vis-à-vis academics remains rather low (Krücken, Blümel, and Kloke 2013).
Therefore, his assumptions that ‘decisions of promotions or demotion, (…) are often
centralized in the hands of senior management’ and that ‘decisions of promotion or
demotion (…) depend more and more on senior managers’ (Courpasson 2000, 153) are
simply not a given in the case we described. Though in other circumstances German
universities can be accurately characterized as ‘garbage can organizations’ (Padgett 1980)
or ‘soft bureaucracies’ (Courpasson 2000), they lack the internal allocation of power,
which both authors assume to be given.
We conclude our paper by pointing to three implications and perspectives for
international comparative governance research.
First, our analysis shows that in international comparative studies on national higher
education systems and their adaptations to NPM, the institutional preconditions for
governance mechanisms must be considered more deeply. With respect to power in
organizations, comparisons of potentials for exercising power in individual national
systems would be useful, or should at least complement comparisons of the formal power
of university presidents and deans. One possible hypothesis could be that the countries
that have realized NPM more widely in practice at universities (e.g. England and the
Netherlands) were able to do so because the institutional preconditions for hierarchical
governance were present or could be created during the reform process. Furthermore,
detailed and systematic analyses – that go beyond the necessarily limited scope of this
article – could more closely investigate the interaction of different potentials for
exercising power (e.g. organizational, personnel and resource power) and their effects
on the members of the organization.
Second, it seems wise to include comparisons with other types of organizations in
analyses of higher education organizations. The necessity for such an analysis can be
clarified with the example of the discussion on ‘complete organizations’ in higher
education research (Krücken and Meier 2006; de Boer, Enders, and Leisyte 2007; Hüther
and Krücken 2011). In developing this analytic concept, Brunsson and Sahlin-Andersson
(2000) proceed from the assumption that public sector organizations are on the path to
private sector-oriented ‘complete organizations’. This is valid for both public administrations and universities. According to the authors, in both cases a strengthening of the
internal hierarchy ensues. However, here we can observe considerable differences
between the different types of organizations even within the public sector that have not
yet been systematically studied. This comparison would require considering the different
institutional preconditions for hierarchical governance in different organizational types.
Based on our analysis, we would have serious doubts about the German case and
whether the university organizations really are developing into a ‘complete organization’
because the institutional preconditions for hierarchical steering, the option to exercise
power over the members (in this case the academics), are not present. We suspect that
this particular feature only becomes visible if not only countries but also types of
organizations are compared.
The third and final point is to stress that the instrumental notion of power we
employed in our analysis should be complemented by further aspects of power in future
research. Whereas our instrumental analysis rests heavily on the formal rights of
organizational leadership, this does not address whether exercising the formally given
power is considered legitimate in the organization. This gap leads to the question of what
is ‘taken for granted’ in each organization or what the ‘rules of appropriateness’ are,
which are emphasized in neo-institutionalist organizational studies (Greenwood et al.
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2008; March and Olsen 1989). These preconditions for and limitations to power and
hierarchy that are not formally codified and are informally strongly effective can also
represent important limitations to NPM reforms. Identifying these informal preconditions
and limits is important for developing a theory of power in universities. They can be
found, for example, in the comparison between universities and other types of
organization, which reveals a strong orientation towards consensus and participation in
universities. To capture the informal aspects of power in universities, a comprehensive
notion of power is necessary, in which discursive practices, social network relations and
micro-political strategies play an important role. These aspects must be analysed in a
broader conceptual framework, in which the formal regulations considered in this article
are also of pivotal importance.

Notes
1. A Junior Professorship (W1 Professorship) has a fixed term of six years. Usually an evaluation
takes place after three years to decide whether the professor should continue for the remaining
three years. The Junior Professorship was introduced in Germany in 2002 and offers an
alternative path to attaining a W2 or W3 professorship to the habilitation.
2. In 2011, 43% of all professors in Germany were still on the C-salary system (Statistisches
Bundesamt 2012b).
3. The proportion of academics with tenure in the USA has dropped from 65% in 1980/1981 to
49% in 2007/2008 (cf. National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)). According to Chait
(2002, 19), there has been a dramatic increase in the number of part-time professorships. As a
proportion of all professorships their numbers nearly doubled from 22% in 1970 to 41% in 1995.
Donoghue’s (2008) analysis shows that in subjects such as humanities or liberal arts with no
direct economic utility, and at universities that are profit-oriented and/or only offer training, the
increases have been especially dramatic.

Notes on contributors
Otto Hüther is Assistant Professor of Sociology at the University of Kassel, Faculty of Social
Sciences.
Georg Krücken is Director of the International Centre for Higher Education Research Kassel
(INCHER-Kassel) and Professor of Sociology and Higher Education Research at the University of
Kassel, Faculty of Social Sciences.

References
Ailon, Galit. 2006. “What B Would Otherwise Do: A Critique of Conceptualizations of ‘Power’ in
Organizational Theory.” Organization 13 (6): 771–800. doi:10.1177/1350508406068504.
Askling, Berit. 2000. “Academic Staff in Sweden.” In Employment and Working Conditions of
Academic Staff in Europe, edited by Jürgen Enders, 210–223. Frankfurt/Main: German Trade
Union for Education & Science.
Baker, David P., and Gero Lenhardt. 2008. “The Institutional Crisis of the German Research
University.” Higher Education Policy 21 (1): 49–64. doi:10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300178.
Blau, Peter M., and Richard W. Scott. 1969. Formal Organizations. A Comparative Approach.
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Bleiklie, Ivar, and Svein Michelsen. 2013. “Comparing HE Policies in Europe.” Higher Education
65 (1): 113–133. doi:10.1007/s10734-012-9584-6.
Bótas, Paulo Charles Pimentel, and Jeroen Huisman. 2012. “(De) Constructing Power in Higher
Education Governance Structures: An Analysis of Representation and Roles in Governing
Bodies.” European Journal of Higher Education 2 (4): 370–388. doi:10.1080/21568235.2012.
746422.

Downloaded by [Universitaetsbibliothek Kassel] at 23:53 10 November 2013

14

O. Hüther and G. Krücken

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.
Brunsson, Nils, and Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson. 2000. “Constructing Organizations: The Example of
Public Sector Reform.” Organization Studies 21 (4): 721–746. doi:10.1177/0170840600214003.
BVerfG (Federal Constitutional Court). 2004. 2 BvF 2/02 vom 27.07.2004.
BVerfG (Federal Constitutional Court). 2010. 1 BvR 748/06 vom 20.7.2010.
BVerfG (Federal Constitutional Court). 2012. 2 BvL 4/10 vom 14.02.2012.
Capano, Giliberto. 2008. “Looking for Serendipity: The Problematical Reform of Government
within Italy’s Universities.” Higher Education 55 (4): 481–504. doi:10.1007/s10734-007-9069-1.
Chait, Richard. 2002. The Questions of Tenure. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Clegg, Stewart R., David Courpasson, and Nelson Phillips. 2006. Power and Organizations. Los
Angeles, CA: Sage.
Courpasson, David. 2000. “Managerial Strategies of Domination. Power in Soft Bureaucracies.”
Organization Studies 21 (1): 141–161. doi:10.1177/0170840600211001.
Cohen, Micheal D., James G. March, and Johan P. Olsen. 1972. “A Garbage Can Model of
Organizational Choice.” Administrative Science Quarterly 17 (1): 1–25.
de Boer, Harry, Jürgen Enders, and Liudvika Leisyte. 2007. “Public Sector Reform in Dutch Higher
Education: The Organizational Transformation of the University.” Public Administration 85 (1):
27–46. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9299.2007.00632.x.
de Boer, Harry, Jürgen Enders, and Uwe Schimank. 2007. “On the Way towards New Public
Management? The Governance of University Systems in England, the Netherlands, Austria, and
Germany.” In New Forms of Governance in Research Organizations. Disciplinary Approaches,
Interfaces and Integration, edited by Dorothea Jansen, 137–152. Dordrecht: Springer.
de Weert, Egbert. 2000. “Academic Staff in the Netherlands.” In Employment and Working
Conditions of Academic Staff in Europe, edited by Jürgen Enders, 168–180. Frankfurt/Main:
German Trade Union for Education & Science.
Diefenbach, Thomas, Rune T. By, and Patricia Klarner. 2009. “A Multi-dimensional Analysis of
Managers’ Power. Functional, Socio-political, Interpretive-discursive, and Socio-cultural
Approaches.” Management Revue 20 (4): 413–431. doi:10.1688/1861-9908_mrev_2009_04_
Diefenbach.
Diefenbach, Thomas, and John A. A. Sillince. 2011. “Formal and Informal Hierarchy in Different
Types of Organization.” Organization Studies 32 (11): 1515–1537. doi:10.1177/0170840611
421254.
Dilger, Alexander. 2007. “German Universities as State-sponsored Co-operatives.” Management
Revue 18 (2): 102–116.
Donoghue, Frank. 2008. The Last Professors: The Corporate University and the Fate of the
Humanities. New York: Fordham University Press.
Emerson, Richard M. 1962. “Power-dependence Relations.” American Sociological Review 27 (1):
31–41. doi:10.2307/2089716.
Enders, Jürgen. 2000. “Academic Staff in the European Union.” In Employment and Working
Conditions of Academic Staff in Europe, edited by Jürgen Enders, 29–53. Frankfurt/Main:
German Trade Union for Education & Science.
Enders, Jürgen. 2008. “Professor werden ist sehr schwer, Professor sein dann gar nicht mehr? Ein
Betrag zur Personalstrukturreform an den Hochschulen [Becoming a Professor Is Very Difficult,
but Being a Professor Is Then Easy?: A Contribution towards the Reform of Personnel Structures
at Universities].” In Wissenschaft unter Beobachtung. Effekte und Defekte von Evaluationen
[Science under Observation. Effects and Defects of Evaluations], edited by Hildegard Matthies
and Dagmar Simon, 83–99. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.
Enders, Jürgen, Harry de Boer, and Elke Weyer. 2013. “Regulatory Autonomy and Performance:
The Reform of Higher Education Re-visited.” Higher Education 65 (1): 5–23. doi:10.1007/
s10734-012-9578-4.
Etzioni, Amitai. 1964. Modern Organizations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Farndale, Elaine, and Veronica Hope-Hailey. 2009. “Personnel Departmental Power: Realities from
the UK Higher Education Sector.” Management Revue 20 (4): 392–412. doi:10.1688/18619908_mrev_2009_04_Farndale.

Downloaded by [Universitaetsbibliothek Kassel] at 23:53 10 November 2013

European Journal of Higher Education

15

Federkeil, Gero, and Florian Buch. 2007. Fünf Jahre Juniorprofessur – Zweite CHE-Befragung zum
Stand der Einführung [Five Years Junior Professorship – Second CHE-Survey on the State of
Implementation]. Gütersloh: CHE.
Ferlie, Ewan, Christine Musselin, and Gianluca Andresani. 2008. “The Steering of Higher
Education Systems: A Public Management Perspective.” Higher Education 56 (3): 325–348.
doi:10.1007/s10734-008-9125-5.
Foucault, Michel. 1977. Discipline & Punish. London: Allen Lane.
Foucault, Michel. 2000. Power. New York: New Press.
Fulton, Oliver. 2000. “Academic Staff in the United Kingdom.” In Employment and Working
Conditions of Academic Staff in Europe, edited by Jürgen Enders, 224–234. Frankfurt/Main:
German Trade Union for Education & Science.
Greenwood, Royston, Christine Oliver, Roy Suddaby, and Kerstin Sahlin, eds. 2008. The SAGE
Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism. Los Angeles, CA: Sage.
Hackman, Judith Dozier. 1985. “Power and Centrality in the Allocation of Resources in Colleges
and Universities.” Administrative Science Quarterly 30 (1): 61–77. doi:10.2307/2392812.
Higher Education. 2013. “Special Issue: Transforming Universities in Europe.” Higher Education
65 (1): 1–151.
Hüther, Otto. 2010. Von der Kollegialität zur Hierarchie? Eine Analyse des New Managerialism in
den Landeshochschulgesetzen [From Collegiality to Hierarchy? The New Managerialism in the
Higher Education Acts of the 16 German Federal States]. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für
Sozialwissenschaften.
Hüther, Otto, and Georg Krücken. 2011. “Wissenschaftliche Karriere und Beschäftigungsbedingungen – organisationssoziologische Überlegungen zu den Grenzen neuer Steuerungsmodelle an
deutschen Hochschulen [Employment Conditions and Career Perspectives: An Organizational
Sociology Perspective on the Limits of New Governance Models at German Universities].”
Soziale Welt 62 (3): 305–325.
Jansen, Dorothea, Andreas Wald, Karola Franke, Ulrich Schmoch, and Torben Schubert. 2007.
“Drittmittel als Performanzindikator der wissenschaftlichen Forschung. Zum Einfluss von
Rahmenbedingungen auf Forschungsleistungen [Third Party Research Funding and Performance
in Research: On the Effects of Institutional Conditions on Research Performance of Teams].”
Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozial-psychologie 59 (1): 125–149. doi:10.1007/s11577007-0006-1.
Kärreman, Dan, and Mats Alvesson. 2004. “Cages in Tandem: Management Control, Social
Identity, and Identification in a Knowledge-intensive Firm.” Organization 11 (1): 149–175.
doi:10.1177/1350508404039662.
Kehm, Barbara M., and Ute Lanzendorf. 2006a. “Germany – 16 Länder Approaches to Reform.” In
Reforming University Governance. Changing Conditions for Research in Four European
Countries, edited by Barbara M. Kehm and Ute Lanzendorf, 135–185. Bonn: Lemmens.
Kehm, Barbara M., and Ute Lanzendorf, eds. 2006b. Reforming University Governance. Changing
Conditions for Research in Four European Countries. Bonn: Lemmens.
Kreckel, Reinhard, ed. 2008. Zwischen Promotion und Professur [Between PhD and Professorship].
Leipzig: Akademische Verlags-Anstalt.
Kreckel, Reinhard. 2011. “Universitäre Karrierestruktur als deutscher Sonderweg [The Exceptionalism of the German University Career Structure].” In Traumjob Wissenschaft? Karrierewege in
Hochschule und Forschung [Science as Dream Job? Career Paths in Higher Education and
Research Institutions], edited by Klemens Himpele, Andreas Keller, and Alexandra Ortmann,
47–60. Bielefeld: Bertelsmann.
Kretek, Peter, Žarko Dragšić, and Barbara M. Kehm. 2013. “Transformation of University
Governance: On the Role of University Board Members.” Higher Education 65 (1): 39–58.
doi:10.1007/s10734-012-9580-x.
Krücken, Georg, Albrecht Blümel, and Katharina Kloke. 2013. “The Managerial Turn in Higher
Education? On the Interplay of Organizational and Occupational Change in German Academica.”
Minerva 51 (4). doi:10.10007/s11024-013-9240-z.
Krücken, Georg, Anna Kosmützky, and Marc Torka, eds. 2007. Towards a Multiversity?
Universities between Global Trends and National Traditions. Bielefeld: Transcript.

Downloaded by [Universitaetsbibliothek Kassel] at 23:53 10 November 2013

16

O. Hüther and G. Krücken

Krücken, Georg, and Frank Meier. 2006. “Turning the University into an Organizational Actor.” In
Globalization and Organization. World Society and Organizational Change, edited by Gili S.
Drori, John W. Meyer, and Hokyu Hwang, 241–257. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lange, Stefan. 2009. “Hochschulräte [University Councils].” In Handbuch Wissenschaftspolitik
[Science Policy Handbook], edited by Stefan Hornbostel, Andreas Knie, and Dagmar Simon,
347–362. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozial-wissenschaften.
Lepori, Benedetto, Jeroen Huisman, and Marco Seeber. 2012. “Convergence and Differentiation
Processes in Swiss Higher Education: An Empirical Analysis.” Studies in Higher Education.
doi:10.1080/03075079.2011.647765.
Luhmann, Niklas. 1980. Trust and Power. Two Works by Niklas Luhmann. Chichester: Wiley.
Lukes, Steven. 2005. Power: A Radical View. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
March, James G., and Johan P. Olsen. 1989. Rediscovering Institutions. The Organizational Basis
of Politics. New York: The Free Press.
Meyerson, Debra, and Joanne Martin. 1987. “Cultural Change: An Integration of Three Different
Views.” Journal of Management Studies 24 (6): 623–647. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.1987.tb00
466.x.
Mignot, Stephanie Gerard. 2003. “Who Are the Actors in the Government of French Universities?
The Paradoxal Victory of Deliberative Leadership.” Higher Education 45 (1): 71–89.
doi:10.1023/A:1021297532346.
Mintzberg, Henry. 1983. Power in and around Organizations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Musselin, Christine. 2005. “European Academic Labor Markets in Transition.” Higher Education
49 (12): 135–154. doi:10.1007/s10734-004-2918-2.
Musselin, Christine. 2007. “Are Universities Specific Organizations?” In Towards a Multiversity?
Universities between Global Trends and National Traditions, edited by Georg Krücken, Anna
Kosmützky, and Marc Torka, 63–84. Bielefeld: Transcript.
Musselin, Christine. 2010. The Market for Academics. New York: Routledge.
Musselin, Christine. 2013. “Redefinition of the Relationships between Academics and Their
University.” Higher Education 65 (1): 25–37. doi:10.1007/s10734-012-9579-3.
Padgett, John F. 1980. “Managing Garbage Can Hierarchies.” Administrative Science Quarterly
25 (4): 583–604. doi:10.2307/2392282.
Paradeise, Catherine, Ivar Bleiklie, Ewan Ferlie, and Emanuela Reale, eds. 2009. University
Governance: Western European Comparative Perspectives. Dordrecht: Springer.
Paradeise, Catherine, and Jean-Claude Thoenig. 2013. “Academic Institutions in Search of Quality:
Local Orders and Global Standards.” Organization Studies 34 (2): 189–218. doi:10.1177/0170
840612473550.
Parker, Martin. 1992. “Post-modern Organizations or Postmodern Organization Theory?” Organization Studies 13 (1): 1–17. doi:10.1177/017084069201300103.
Perrow, Charles. 1993. Complex Organizations. A Critical Essay. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Pfeffer, Jeffrey, and Gerald R. Salancik. 1974. “Organizational Decision Making as a Political
Process: The Case of a University Budget.” Administrative Science Quarterly 19 (2): 135–151.
doi:10.2307/2393885.
Reay, Trish, and C. R. Hinings. 2009. “Managing the Rivalry of Competing Institutional Logics.”
Organization Studies 30 (6): 629–652. doi:10.1177/0170840609104803.
Ritzen, Jozef M. M., and Gabriele Marconi. 2012. “Governance and Funding Reforms in Dutch
Higher Education: Past, Present, and Future.” European Journal of Higher Education 2 (2–3):
146–159. doi:10.1080/21568235.2012.663543.
Sahlin-Andersson, Kerstin. 2002. “National, International and Transnational Constructions of New
Public Management.” In New Public Management. The Transformation of Ideas and Practice,
edited by Tom Christensen and Per Lægreid, 43–72. Aldershot: Ashgate.
Schein, Edgar H. 1985. Organizational Culture and Leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Scott, Richard W. 1981. Organizations: Rational, Natural, and Open Systems. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Statistisches Bundesamt (Federal Statistical Office). 2012a. Bildung und Kultur. Finanzen der
Hochschulen 2010 [Education and Culture. Finances of Universities 2010]. Wiesbaden:
Statistisches Bundesamt.

Downloaded by [Universitaetsbibliothek Kassel] at 23:53 10 November 2013

European Journal of Higher Education

17

Statistisches Bundesamt (Federal Statistical Office). 2012b. Bildung und Kultur: Personal an
Hochschulen 2011 [Education and Culture. Staff at Universities 2011]. Wiesbaden: Statistisches
Bundesamt.
Styhre, Alexander. 2008. “Management Control in Bureaucratic and Postbureaucratic Organizations:
A Lacanian Perspective.” Group & Organization Management 33 (6): 635–656. doi:10.1177/
1059601108325697.
Sultana, Ronald G. 2012. “Higher Education Governance: A Critical Mapping of Key Themes and
Issues.” European Journal of Higher Education 2 (4): 345–369. doi:10.1080/21568235.2012.
719672.
Teichler, Ulrich, Akira Arimoto, and William K. Cummings, eds. 2013. The Changing Academic
Profession: Major Findings of a Comparative Survey. London: Springer.
Waring, Justin, and Graeme Currie. 2009. “Managing Expert Knowledge: Organizational
Challenges and Managerial Futures for the UK Medical Profession.” Organization Studies 30
(7): 755–778. doi:10.1177/0170840609104819.
Weber, Max. 1976. Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundriß der verstehenden Soziologie [Economy
and Society: An Outline of Interpretative Sociology]. Tübingen: Mohr.
Wilkesmann, Uwe, and Christian J. Schmid. 2012. “The Impacts of New Governance on Teaching
at German Universities. Findings from a National Survey.” Higher Education 63 (1): 33–52.
doi:10.1007/s10734-011-9423-1.

