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“An ‘officer elite’ of headteachers is needed to regain control over our violence-wracked schools...

a Sandhurst-type establishment would single out an officer class to run Britain’s schools” 

(Financial Times, reporting calls from Peter Clark, emergency head of the Ridings School, Halifax 

for better educational leadership, 17 Oct 1998)

A central feature of modern public services has been 

the displacement of professional judgements by management action. 

This has been one of the least successful aspects of the transformation and, 

in the case of universities, materially disturbs the capacity for inventive and dissentful inquiry. 

The losses to efficiency and quality may take some time to come through 

but it is quite clear that the employment practices of a university, the way it treats its staff, 

have a quantifiable impact on its reputation and therefore on its effectiveness. 

Well-nurtured staff respond well in organisations which depend for their vitality 

on a commitment to public service values. 

Brutalised and unfairly treated professional staff simply walk away; 

those who cannot find other sources of comfort.” 

(David Robertson, 1997, ‘Social Justice in the Learning Market’)
Introduction
Research in the leadership and management of universities and colleges
 in the UK is relatively poorly developed, under-theorised and enjoys only passing attention from scholars. It draws its intellectual orientation more from general management theory than from educational management theory which is seen to have emerged in the UK as a dimension of the literature on school management. Where research has been undertaken, it tends to describe arrangements, or provide a general critique of state policy,  but has had little apparent bearing on the conduct of institutional managers. 

The literature provides little evidence either of an adequate conceptualisation of academic institutions as managed organisations or, despite the attention to general management theory, of an appropriate transfer of general management theory to the specific conditions of tertiary-level institutions. ‘Management’ is either idealised (and ‘ideologised’) as a set of qualities superior in character to professional judgements on the welfare of students; or it is scorned as offering little that is consonant with the values and priorities of academic communities; or it is grafted uncritically and with varying degrees of conviction onto the body academic.

In response, but accompanied by no management development strategy, the state and its policy-making bureaucracy have encouraged the rise of a managerial class within universities and colleges, replacing the culture of ‘gentleman amateur’ or local authority functionary with a ‘professionalised’ managerial cadre equipped with the language, symbols and external trappings of the ‘Chief Executive’. A concept of leadership and management has emerged  which has been largely predicated on, or uncritically benchmarked against the commercial or ‘for-profit’ sector. In all but the universities established by charter - that is, the ‘older’ universities - governance arrangements have been introduced by statute which imitate the commercial sector ‘board of directors’ with the notable exception that institutional employees apart from the Chief Executive are under-represented, and ‘independent’ governors dominate.

The research and scholarship that has emerged has tended to reflect either sparsely-theorised experiential accounts of institutional leaders (US university heads are particularly prone to biographical accounts); and/or theories and concepts borrowed from general management theory. These theories and concepts are either uncritically discarded as having little bearing upon the particular cultural or normative circumstances of institutions; or uncritically applied to universities and colleges. 

One example of the latter would be the emergence of ‘transformational’ styles of leadership in which the head of the educational institution is invited to present himself (rarely herself in these cases) as a ‘charismatic hero’ leading the affairs of the corporation. Approaches of this kind have led to distortions in the management competence of a number of UK institutions - with some embarrassing public consequences - and have led to similar problems in the US as well.

Variations on the ‘transformational’ theme have led to what I call the militarisation of leadership - the view that the environment is the battlefield; the organisation is the fighting force; other organisations are the enemy; and the chief executive/principal/headteacher is the ‘commander-in-chief’. Although one should not overplay the analogy, references to a ‘Sandhurst for headteachers’ fuel the same view of leadership. Antidotes to this kind of leadership theory lie, as I will show below, in theories of the learning organisation, and in new theories which explore the value of trust in organisations.

More broadly, there is little evidence from the existing literature in either the UK or USA that general management theorists regard the management of universities, colleges (or schools for that matter) as particularly interesting - either in ‘not-for-profit’ or public management terms; or that educational management theory has been able to influence new thinking in general management theory. The effect has been that research into the management of tertiary-level institutions has been impoverished by lack of critical attention to general management and organisational theory, by assumptions that educational management constitutes a set of specific practices which merits separate study, by an idealised notion of leadership and management, and by a failure to generate a special theory of educational management. This paper offers some lines of departure which could contribute to an improvement of the situation. 

There is little formal management training for tertiary sector managers. With the exception of programmes offered by FEDA via their Staff College, little other formal training or preparation for the management role exists in the tertiary education sector. To my knowledge, no Vice-Chancellor receives management training, nor senior university or college staff in any organised sense - some may arrange individually to improve their management knowledge base. Consequently, it is the assertion of this paper that, if the ‘gentleman amateur’ manager has now largely been replaced, it is by the ‘amateur’ manager - the collegiate graces of the ‘gentleman’ manager lives on only in the more sheltered and antique educational settings. 

The ‘amateur’ manager in tertiary-level institutions now occupies a difficult organisational space, oscillating between professional leader and executive director - a tension which many have found impossible to resolve - without the training or experience to discharge the management function except in a ‘commonsense’ or ‘hearsay’ manner. Another contention of this paper is that this leaves tertiary-level institutional ‘managers’ dispossessed of a critical capacity to distinguish good from bad management practice, and exposed to the blandishments of each passing management fashion.

The initial effects of Thatcher’s assault on the public sector took time to reach universities and colleges. Although signs of the coming wave were apparent from the early 1980s, it was not until the Education Acts of 1988 and 1992, incorporating the polytechnics and further education colleges respectively, and shifting the balance of public funding from block grant to recruitment-sensitive allocations, that the managerial and leadership consequences of a quasi-market environment with attenuated public subsidies became fully apparent. This means that for the established universities, with their long history of institutional autonomy, the cultural impact remains relatively muted - although by the standards they apply to their affairs and the clamour they raise in their own defence, one could be forgiven for thinking that the consequences had been at least as dramatic as for the polytechnics and colleges.

Most of the changes to leadership and management in tertiary-level institutions can be located in the same political space that defines changes to public sector management more generally - namely, the introduction into the public sector of marketised and quasi-market relationships during the 1980s and 1990s, coupled with an increase in ‘external’, state-led regulation and control, and an attenuation of public financial resources. Hence staff employed in tertiary sector institutions have been faced with a formidable paradox: as the state has reduced its willingness to fund provision from public taxation alone, so it has demanded more control over the sector as a whole. 

In common with the rest of the public service, the management task has been to ensure the maintenance of service quality with less resources - more from less - in a part of the public service which is intrinsically economically inefficient
. 

Yet there has been little critical engagement in tertiary-level educational management with debates which have surfaced elsewhere in the public sector. For example, the ‘new public management’ (NPM) has been extensively researched by academics working on the civil service, local government, and the health service
. Yet the same critical attention has not been applied to ‘new’ management strategies in universities and colleges. There are some important reasons for this, and a research agenda may need to repair the deficiencies:

Limitations of the professional research community
Most academic researchers work in universities which to date have been spared extensive experience of NPM; those researchers who work in universities which have experienced NPM (ie some ex-polytechnics) may hesitate for reasons of professional security before committing their critiques to the public domain. Moreover, the exposure of colleges to NPM is not often ‘visible’ to researchers and writers working in the ‘elite’ academic institutions, and so has been under-reported by them

Research into educational management and leadership in the UK tends to be dominated by agendas set by the schools sector; there is little ‘cross-over’ into the tertiary sector. Where research or scholarly commentary is found in the tertiary sector, it heavily favours the universities over the colleges

Research into tertiary-level matters is not supported by institutional infrastructures in the way that is the case for research into schools. That is, research into schools flows from an engagement by universities and their academic staff with teacher training. There are very few universities which give a complementary level of attention to universities and colleges

The emergence of Masters and Doctoral programmes (eg the EdD) in the field and persistent Government encouragement for lifelong learning in its broadest sense may, over time, produce a stronger research base in tertiary-level education and training. This has already happened over many years in the US where the research base is far stronger than in the UK or elsewhere
. Indeed, several postgraduate (and some undergraduate) programmes in US universities are dedicated entirely to the management and administration of universities and colleges. But then there is a market for such programmes - over 4000 tertiary-level institutions - and a scholarly literature has emerged to support students on them.

Absences in the field
Research into tertiary-level management suffers from an under-conceptualisation of educational management - that is, should we be discussing a ‘management of educational institutions’ and their tertiary variants, or a special ‘educational’ management? If the latter, what is ‘educational’ about the management which makes an adequate case for distinguishing it from, say, local government management, health service management and so forth. And if the case can be made (see for example, Bush, 1995, Grace, 1995, for schools), do we need to distinguish ‘educational’ management for schools from that for tertiary-level institutions (and thereafter distinguish colleges from universities, and ‘old’ from ‘new’ universities)?

What is the ‘educational’ management task? Since ‘education’ is often regarded as co-terminus with ‘schools’ (see for example the almost complete absence of tertiary-level matters in Halsey et al, 1997), is it possible to conflate the management task for schools with that for universities and colleges? This seems unlikely. Schools and other educational institutions share: a common exposure to NPM, local management, quasi-market forces, regulatory agencies, public accountability, and expectations of government policy

BUT colleges and universities are radically different in other respects:


differences of organisational scale: the smallest college is still bigger than the largest school, with more staff and a larger budget. The larger universities are the size of substantial firms, with budgets in excess of £120 million. In comparison, many schools are the business equivalent of SMEs or even micro-firms


differences of functional range: colleges and universities have to assume full management responsibility for operational functions - finance, personnel, estate management, procurement, audit, marketing, quality control. That is, they are employers and independent public corporations. This is rarely the case for schools; 


differences of culture: differences between a research university, a vocational training college, and a special needs school are vast; and there are even significant differences of organisational culture within apparently similar sectors - between former polytechnics and the ‘old’ universities; between FE colleges and 6th form colleges


differences of environment and experience: universities and colleges have always operated in a quasi-market - at least to the extent that they have needed to compete for students from the market, albeit more intensively in the past decade; moreover, universities and colleges operate in many more market segments than most schools


differences in legislative environment: of course the array of legislation throughout the past two decades have had common themes, its specific impact on schools and on tertiary level institutions has been different. One salient difference is that all tertiary institutions now employ their staff, whereas few schools do directly; this amplifies the management function in the case of the tertiary institutions, and dilutes it in the case of schools;


differences in funding mix: universities and colleges, while funded principally out of public expenditure like schools, are expected to find a greater share of their finances from non-public funds; this has become a global phenomenon.


differences in organisational identity: whereas staff in schools, colleges and some universities will generally associate and identify themselves with their educational institution, most academics will not. They prefer to identify with their professional academic community and the community of their peers. Securing organisational commitment will therefore vary substantially between different kinds of institution

Describing management in the tertiary sector
As I have stated already, the literature and research on management in the tertiary sector is overwhelmingly weighted in favour of the university sector. There are some obvious reasons for this:

universities are close at hand; academics can write about a very familiar world. Some do so to improve their opportunities for entry to institutional management; others to pass on their experience of it;

universities, as organisations, are intrinsically more interesting than colleges (or schools) - that is, the university contains a unique set of tensions in organisational terms: between individual professional autonomy (academic freedom) and corporate accountability; and between the need to pursue research without reference to commercial outcomes and the requirement to generate income;

colleges suffer from a general neglect in the UK at the moment, of which the theorisation of their management capacity is a symptom

The standard description of management in tertiary education is to represent the role as an ‘ideal type’ of service. Hence, the President
 of Princeton University has commented:

The leadership required of the university President is not the mere task of managing to placate the various interests involved until they reach some type of sullen agreement. It is rather the type of moral act that involves not only the assertion of a ‘vision’ of the contemporary academic enterprise and its legitimate social functions but also the energy to pursue this vision and the capacity to inspire others to support this remarkable venture [a difficult task] where neither the academic nor the non-academic community expects or desires such leadership from the President. [Harold Shapiro, (1998), ‘University Presidents - Then and Now’, in Bowen & Shapiro, 1998, p. 68-69] 

And on an earlier occasion, William Harper, president of the University of Chicago, asked: ‘How does the president of a university spend his time? Largely in seeking ways and means to enable this or that professor to carry out some plan which he has deeply at heart.......The office of the president is an office of service’ (Bowen & Shapiro, 1998, p. 70-71)                  






Although these references are American and separated by sixty years, they apply equally forcibly to the contemporary idea of the university Vice-Chancellor in the UK - the ‘philosopher-king’, the academic primus inter pares of the university community. Yet in practice, the management and leadership expectations of the senior institutional role have shifted the behaviour of the Vice-Chancellor from leading academic to that of Chief Executive, with unpalatable consequences both for the job and for the university (Meek & Wood, 1997). 

Moreover, both universities and colleges have been shifted closer to the market and expected to generate a greater portion of their revenue from ‘close-to-market’ entrepreneurial and commercial activities (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). This has strengthened the notion that universities and colleges are really businesses, albeit academic businesses in the knowledge industry, and thereby reinforced the view that leaders need to be businessmen with business-orientated management skills.

In turn these views have been reinforced by government policies and reports over the past two decades, by a general displacement of professional values, by an atomisation of professional solidarities, and by a challenge to the academic cultures which defined the tertiary sector institutions. This process has gone furthest in the FE colleges and least far in the ancient universities.

From transformational management to learning organisation - the rhetorical trajectory
"Reshaping an organisation to create more value runs the risk of subtracting value rather than adding it... Among the by-products of significant restructuring are discontinuity, disorder, and distraction. People can lose energy, projects can lose key resources, and initiatives can grind to a halt. Faith in leaders can be diminished, and power differences are made uncomfortably visible, showing many people they lack control over their own fates. A permanent residue can be left: an undermining of commitment to the future. 'Shall I write the list of our locations in pencil?' one manager asked." (Rosabeth Moss Kanter, 1989: 345-6)

One of the principal legacies of 1980s general management theory has been the impact on UK tertiary sector institutions of ‘transformational’ styles of leadership during the 1990s; the impact in US institutions occurred a few years earlier. The reasons for the influence of this approach are clear - the incorporation of the polytechnics and colleges - although it must also be said that the impact was not evenly distributed across the sector, nor universally practised - the more prudent managers eschewing this style of management. Indeed, some assessments of management in universities which focus principally on the ‘old’ universities give little recognition of this style (Bargh & Scott, 1995; Becher & Kogan, 1992; Middlehurst, 1993) 

The key features of the transformational model, and the principal attraction to the new generation of post-incorporation managers, were that the collapse of confidence in the bureaucratic model of organisational management, based on rational planning, hierarchy and role specification, encouraged the emergence of post-bureaucratic models of organisation. These stressed the need to go beyond conventional forms of management in order to address the greater complexity and uncertainty of contemporary events. An explosion of information and the acceleration of knowledge production were creating intensely rapid changes to organisational environments for which, put bluntly, bureaucratic management was too slow.

Consequently, ‘new’ managers were able to legitimate alternative forms of management which circumvented the ponderous (but consensus-seeking) organisational practices of the ‘bureaucratic’ organisation - consultation, committees etc - in favour of more directive and personalised styles of management.

Hitherto, bureaucratic management and leadership models had emphasised variously:

trait theory: often called ‘Great Man’ theory which emphasised the qualities of leaders, either their physical properties (stature, bearing); their social properties (class, breeding, school tie); their psychological properties (intelligence, toughness, charm); or their political skills in manipulating bureaucratic procedures and exercising organisational power;


organisational design theory: which stressed the importance of effective and efficient structural design; role specification; lines of command and control; aspects of surveillance and supervision; aspects of motivation and reward.

By the 1980s, confidence in these complementary approaches had been damaged by the recession of the previous decade, and by the rise of the Japanese and SE Asian ‘tiger’ economies. Moreover the nature of work was changing from ‘brawn-intensive’ to ‘brain-intensive’ tasks. The conventional Western bureaucratic model of ‘command and control’ management was not coping well in terms of increased productivity and global competitiveness, so something else had to be tried. 

At the same time, academic study of organisations switched, in the search for better explanatory models, from sociology (human relations), psychology (individual motivation) and cybernetics/ engineering (organisational design) to anthropology and the study of organisational culture. Cultural commitment became the new way to understand how organisations succeeded or failed. Apparently, successful organisations had strong cultures, highly committed employees, charismatic and visionary leaders. As successful cultures often are, they were adaptive and capable of absorbing vast amounts of environmental stimuli. And it was a short step from theories of culture to the notion of the organisation as one big cultural community led by a charismatic and visionary leader.

This ‘new’, post-bureaucratic and often evangelical approach to management and leadership is correctly associated with Tom Peters and In Search of Excellence. Peters’ work pushed aside the other emerging tradition during the 1980s and stole the attention from ‘learning organisation’ theory which was also emerging at the time, but which did not perhaps quite fit the ‘Master of the Universe’ image which 1980's CEOs wished to project.

The transformational leadership approach is effectively neo-trait theory. It is a theory crafted to provide individualistic solutions to complex corporate problems, emphasising the role of the ‘hero Chief Executive’, not as physical entity (earlier trait theory) but as a supra-physical leader of the corporate tribe, the setter of visions, the great predictor, and the re-writer of corporate history. By emphasising the importance of ‘culture’ and shared vision, CEOs and ‘new’ HRM executives had a tool perfectly crafted for manipulating the organisation, for creating compliance and crucially, for shedding staff. If anyone disputed the CEO’s vision, or held a different vision, or owned the vision the CEO wanted credit for, then they could be written off as ‘part of the old culture’, or ‘clinging on to the bad old ways’.

Indeed, transformational leadership and the new HRM are umbilically linked. If anything defines the essence of the NPM, it is this broad agenda established by the HRM professionals to ‘transform organisational culture’. It is this which most obviously separates tertiary level institutions from schools - the former employ staff directly - and which distinguishes between the deeply entrenched cultures of the older universities and the more shallowly rooted academic cultures of the colleges and former polytechnics.

So ‘soft’ HRM was seen to be an easier (less conflict-led) way of changing work practices. ‘Hard’ HRM was based on ‘hire-and-fire’, ‘carrot-and-stick’ methods, but transformational theory gave HRM a language with which to legitimate efforts to undermine working conditions (ie.introduce flexible working, or new practices and grading structures). Compliance with the ‘new’ cultural conditions became the test of fitness to continue with the organisation; thus cultural change became the way in which ‘down-sizing’ and ‘delayering’ (formerly called ‘mass redundancy’) were legitimated
.

Furthermore, the language of ‘employee empowerment’ was used to encourage employees to think that they were gaining new power and authority, when in fact they were being given more responsibilities (and more work) for the same (or relatively less) pay. 

“The real function of corporate culture is that it protects those it encloses from reality... A preoccupation with cultural management can be a sign of managerial confusion about what to do and how to change: it becomes much easier to produce visions than strategies" (Paul Anthony, 1994: 63, 99)

"Any self-regarding top team has long since forged its mission statement. Chief executives and key line managers have accepted responsibility for communicating the 'message'. Videos abound with chief executives spelling out targets and progress towards those targets. Newsletters have been launched and noticeboards tidied. Meanwhile, commitment has also been sought by 'involving' staff....(but staff may) have been used to a collegiate approach to problem analysis. In such a setting the unadapted paraphernalia of  'customer care', lapel badges, comic videos and the like have been known to strike a counterproductive chord among such staff" (John Storey, 1989: 53, 57)



Leadership pathology, organisational neurosis, and compliance culture
By the early 1990s in America., but still emergent in the UK at the end of the 1990s, concerns began to be raised about whether transformational leadership was much more than an excuse for the irresponsible exercise of corporate power by overpaid, megalomaniac and self-aggrandising CEOs, supported by callous and uncaring HRM departments - in universities and colleges as elsewhere. American critics of this style of leadership - Bensimon and Birnbaum especially - sharply observed the negative impact on institutional culture, judging transformational and quasi-evangelical leadership as wholly inappropriate for academic communities. To date, there has been little comparable literature describing the dysfunctional aspects in UK institutions - but this could change!

"To the extent that the failure of a college can be attributed to a failure of leadership, it is usually not a lack of charisma but a lack of basic organisational competence" (Bensimon,1989)

"Some university leaders display an unhealthy narcissism that can lead to a grandiose disdain for subordinates, unwillingness to tolerate dissent, and a sense that normal rules do not apply to them" (Robert Birnbaum, 1992)
"Transformational leadership is an anomaly in higher education. Because the goals and enduring purposes of an academic organisation are likely to be shaped by its history, its culture, and the socialisation of its participants, rather than by an omnipotent leader, attempts at transformational leadership are more likely to lead to disruption and conflict than to desirable outcomes" (Birnbaum, 1992:29)

"Transformational leadership...is an approach that in many ways may not be compatible with the ethos values and organisational features of colleges and universities. Under normal circumstances, the exercise of transformational leadership would be extremely difficult and in many cases it would have disastrous consequences for those who dare to attempt it." (Bensimon, 1989: 74)


The business case for transformational leadership had never really been proven. From academic research into Tom Peters’ original sample of ‘excellent’ companies, it emerged that some had gone bankrupt by 1990, and most had lost market share. Furthermore, ‘cultural’ transformation was increasingly seen to be at odds with the vainglorious and sometimes pathological behaviour of many corporate leaders. Attention has now turned in two directions: first, to why organisations fail, to leadership pathology, and to the consequences of creating cultures of compliance. Specifically:

theories of organisational pathology: emphasising the psycho-pathology of ‘neurotic’ organisations, and the role of CEO fantasies in producing pathologies (Kets de Vries, 1984; 1993)

theories of the permanently failing organisation: emphasising the point that some organisations continue to perform sub-optimally long after their efficiency has been impaired by poor management (Meyer & Zucker, 1989; Dorner, 1996)

Kets de Vries & Miller (1984) and Kets de Vries (1993) argue that organisations reflect the affective and psychological states of their leaders.

"Intrapsychic fantasies of key organisation members are major factors influencing (organisations') prevailing neurotic style and these give rise to shared fantasies that permeate all levels of functioning, colour the organisational culture, and make for a dominant organisational adaptive style. This style will greatly influence decisions about strategy and structure." (Kets de Vrties & Miller, 1984: 19-20)

Theories of the neurotic organisation identify five dysfunctional types, each producing distinctive organisational stances. Neurotic organisations occur where ‘a system which once may have been healthy runs out of control’. Entrepreneurial organisations as likely to be particularly vulnerable; they can become 'dramatic' ‘as leaders take organisations off on a personal ego trip’ (Mintzberg, 1991). Some specific analysis is provided by Robertson (1993).

Neurotic condition
paranoid

compulsive

depressive

schizoid

dramatic
Leadership and organisational symptoms
suspicion of others; mistrust; defensiveness; nervousness

insistence on dominance; lack of spontaneity; dogmatism

being at mercy of events, loss of motivation, indecisiveness

detachment, cold, indifference, emotional isolation

attention-seeking, risk-taking, exploitative of others, incapacity for concentration, superficiality, action for action's sake

Kets de Vries & Miller, 1984
‘Permanently failing organisations’ occur, according to Meyer & Zucker (1989), where the organisations is somehow sheltered from the abrasive competitive pressure which would cause it to fail completely. Such organisations persist in failure - and may never fail completely - because those who depend on the organisation for their livelihood do just enough to keep it afloat. In similar vein, Dorner (1996) talks of the ‘logic of failure’. Meyer & Zucker identify public sector organisations as typical of the case. They identify several reasons why such organisations permanently fail, some of which refers to the limitations of transformational management and cultural change.


Causes of ‘permanent failure’ in organisations
cultural compliance leads to inertia
the best people are often the most original and knowledgeable, and the least compliant; they are often marginalised. Patronage replaces merit as the basis for promotion and preferment

cultural model can lead to 

over-promotion of compliants

institutions shelter individuals from risk; where individuals are ‘over-promoted’ and are unlikely to improve on their organisational position, they have nothing to gain (and everything to lose) from undertaking innovations

innovation-free failure


organisations ‘permanently fail’ in the absence of incentives to innovate; members maintain the system rather than change it

absence of internal knowledge transfer
organisations do not facilitate knowledge transfer across internal boundaries; or do not encourage vertical knowledge transfer downwards (ie powerful groups monopolise knowledge assets)

dysfunctional re-cycling of assets
organisations tend to re-cycle existing knowledge assets, ‘shuffling the pack’ rather than changing the deck. Senior management avoids intellectual renewal and resists learning which challenges its power
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How do these theories apply to tertiary level institutions?
The literature on institutional leadership in universities and colleges tends to focus on the difficulties of leading 'loosely-coupled' organisations like universities. A former president of the University of California has described universities as ‘a series of individual faculty entrepreneurs held together by a common grievance over parking’ (Kerr, 1963: 15), continuing:


"Leadership of any complex organisation or society that permits considerable freedom of opinion and expression to its constituent members and groups involves mediation...The tone should be...of statesmanlike solutions...of using ideas and principles to bind the ties, of relying on persuasion rather than on force, of being the guardian of reason in debate" (Kerr, 1963: 108)

There is no literature on how well or otherwise these theories apply to universities and colleges as organisations. The first point to make is that the values of managers and scholars are substantially different. Since universities are communities for scholarship, within which managers strive to find a place, the orientations of the two groups do diverge, as the following table below shows.

Value orientations of managers and academics




Emphasis in management



Emphasis in scholarship 

cognitive stance
passion

corporeal

foresight

intuition
reason

cerebral

insight

tuition

personal stance
self-regard

optimism in action

heroic 

consent as natural
self-doubt

pessimism in intellect

critical

dissent as natural

methodological stance
inspiration

certainty

instrumental

simplicity from complexity

reductionist-fragmentation
preparation

provisionality

sentimental

complexity in simplicity

holist-integration

normative stance
commit to objectives

earning

'good enough'
commit to truth

learning

good

Robertson, 1998 ©
The emphasis on leadership integrity, on personal modesty and understatement of achievements, and on the role of the university leader as a 'mediator-initiator' is almost universally accepted in the literature. The most commonly observed criticism in the literature of university management is that unsuccessful VCs and Presidents ape transformational behavioural styles with disastrous effect. The reason appears clear: academics will not generally defer towards leaders who are not their peers, or who claim achievements which are properly the credit of others.


Most frequent criticisms in the literature on University leadership styles
Bureaucratic, non-academic, accountability

“He must keep the academic administration constantly in the public eye, with such ‘pomp and circumstance’ of untiring urgency as will carry the conviction abroad that the university under his management is a highly successful going concern. So the equipment and personnel must be organised into a facile and orderly working force, held under the directive control of the captain of erudition, and so articulated and standardised that its rate of speed and the volume of its current output can be exhibited to full statistical effect as it runs.” (Thorstein Veblen, Higher Learning in America, 1918: 64)
Lack of personal integrity, and a preference for self-promotion
"The pursuit of image may lead to an undue concern with public credit as against private results - with how things look instead of how things are...with a policy of selective cowardice by the president in saving himself instead of his institution" (Kerr, 1963: 110)

Immodesty, overstatement, and self-promotion rather than promoting the efforts of others
"The university president in the United States is expected to be a friend of the students, a colleague of the faculty, a sound administrator, a politician, a friend of industry, a champion of education generally, a scholar, a decent human being. He should be sensitive to others, insensitive to himself; inspiring in his visions yet cautious in what he does; a man of principle yet able to make a deal. He should sound like a mouse at home and look like a lion abroad (22-23). He is driven more by necessity than voices in the air...he should not 'cackle like the hen that laid an egg' (28), (Kerr, 1963)



The dysfunctional problems are serious. Nearly 25% of all US college and university presidents quit, or are fired, within eighteen months of taking office, usually because of loss of academic support due to irresponsible exercise of managerial power and a disdain for academic values. A minority hang on, supported by compliant or unheeding governors or regents, causing long-term damage to institutional reputation and effectiveness (Balderston, 1995). The current average length of tenure of US university presidents is seven years (Chronicle of HE, 1998). In all but the most prestigious universities, presidents are jettisoned well before their eighth year of office. Among the next tier down, Provosts and Deputy Presidents are vulnerable to withdrawal of academic community support when i) they appear to hold office principally on the patronage of the President; and ii) where they fail to meet the standard requirements of high academic office - namely, a credible record of research, publication, credential achievement and peer recognition.
Lest we should think that these problems only beset universities today, we should remind ourselves that some of them are age-old. Thorstein Veblen, the American sociologist and inventor of the terms ‘conspicuous consumption’ and ‘the leisure class’, railed mightily against the corruption of the ideals and values of the university of his day by business-inclined Presidents and similar administrators.

From leadership pathology to learning organisation
The replacement of individualistic and transformational models of leadership and management in the 1990s has occurred because of the shortcomings outlined above. But we should not assume that the models have been vanquished altogether. Managers are not scholars, and it takes some years and several consultants before academic thinking percolates their closed world. Nevertheless, the growing influence of the ‘new wave’ takes four complementary forms:

 learning organisation theory: the view that only the collective intelligence of an organisation is capable of confronting the mounting complexity of the world

 stakeholder theory: the view that an organisation is more than its ‘residual claimants’ (ie the owners, risk-takers and managers-as-proxy); it is a collection of interested parties bound by commitments and trust

 citizenship theory: the view that organisations must respect and extend loyalty to their members as citizens, and that Tomorrow’s Company should behave as a good citizen in the wider community

 knowledge-creating company: the view that ‘learning’ is not enough: knowledge creation and transfer are the sources of competitive advantage for organisations


Thorstein Veblen and the corruption of values in higher education
“By tradition the faculty is the keeper of the academic interests of the university and makes up a body of loosely-bound non-competitive co-partners, with no view to strategic team-play and no collective ulterior ambition, least of all with a view to engrossing the trade.” (68)

“For the everyday work of the higher learning, little of a hierarchical gradation, and less of bureaucratic subordination, is needful or serviceable; and very little of statistical uniformity, standard units of erudition, or detailed accountancy, is at all feasible.” (72)

“Wherever contiguous academic departments are occupied with such closely related subject matter as would place them in a position to supplement one another’s work, the negotiations involved in jealously guarding their respective frontiers may even take on an acrimonious tone, and may involve more or less of diplomatic mischief-making; so that opportunity for mutual comfort and aid will not infrequently become occasion for mutual distrust and hindrance.” (83)

“(The) presentation of a reputable exterior is designed to impress not the academic personnel (who) are less susceptible to the appeal of curious facades and perplexing feats of architecture. It is the eyes of the unlettered, particularly the business community, that it is desirable for the university to present an imposing front; that being the feature of academic installation which they will readily appreciate. To carry instant conviction of high academic worth, the buildings should bulk large in the landscape, should be wastefully expensive, and should conform to the architectural mannerisms in present vogue.” (104)

From: The Higher Learning in America, 1918



Theories of the learning organisation, like most other general management theory, have taken time to influence tertiary sector institutions, if they are seen to add anything in the first place. One can predict however that, given the lag time in educational institutions adopting the latest management theory, tertiary level institutions will be talking the language of ‘learning organisation’, where they are not already, over the next few years. There appears to be a likely source of new research interest in this direction - identifying how far learning organisation theory can assist educational management.

Although Senge (1990b) is most closely associated with the discussion about the learning organisation in recent times, the real architect and intellectual source is Chris Argyris. To begin with, Argyris (1977) outlines the important notion of double-loop learning - that is, learning which reflects on itself, adjusts, and goes forward. If organisations can capture 'double-loop' learning, they display a capacity for self-critical improvement. A similar point is made by Schon (1983) with respect to reflective practice. For Schon, the ability to act back upon one's own learning - reflexive and reflective, taking the experiential basis of learning and recrafting it - distinguishes the innovative from the routine learner. It also characterises a productive interaction with clients and with others who require inter-personal transactions (such as corporate colleagues).

Second, Argyris adds into the model of organisational learning an assessment of defensive routines - practices which involve habitual ways of thinking which result in the maintenance of existing relationships and patterns of thought. Challenges to familiarity are interpreted as threats to 'the way we do things here'. If organisations are to learn (and to prosper) defensive routines must be exposed and addressed in terms of their consequences for organisational survival. Argyris later approaches this problem from a different point-of-view when he talks about skilled incompetence, the ability of intelligent people skilfully to compromise organisational learning. What is at stake, he argues, is the capacity of organisations to encourage openness and honesty in the formulation of personal stances towards perceived problems. 

The best leaders may not be the best learners, and they may certainly not be the most capable of encouraging others to learn. Leaders, despite their commitment to continuous improvement, can be the greatest impediment to organisational learning because they fear embarrassment, vulnerability, perceived incompetence or threat. Most leaders engage in a form of "anti‑learning" through their defensive responses to information that they find threatening.  To that extent, corporate leaders may be able to transform organisations from one state to another but unable to embed habits and cultures which involve learning and which can endure. Thus we find in examples drawn from commercial practice that a company may hire a CEO to complete a transformation process, but then require an altogether different kind of manager-leader to develop a learning organisation.


On leadership in the learning organisation
"Leaders may not have the answers, but they must provide temporary stability and emotional reassurance while the answer is being worked out. This anxiety-containing function is especially relevant during periods of learning, when old habits must be given up before new ones are learned" (Schein, 1992: 375)
On the knowledge-creating company
"In an economy where the only certainty is uncertainty, the one sure source of lasting competitive advantage is knowledge...The centrepiece of the Japanese approach is the recognition that creating new knowledge is not simply a matter of 'processing' objective information. Rather it depends on tapping the tacit and often highly subjective insights, intuitions, and hunches of individual employees and making those insights available for testing and use by the company as a whole...A company is not a machine but a living organism. Much like an individual, it can have a collective sense of identity...In this respect, the knowledge-creating company is as much about ideals as it is about ideas. And that fact fuels innovation. (Nonaka, 1996)
On trust in the citizen company
“No one will stick their neck out, or take the sort of initiatives which new situations require, if they are fearful of the consequences if they are wrong. Trust, like learning, requires unconditional support' (Handy, 1997: 190-191).


As Argyris moves in the last few years to reflect on the role of corporate leaders in the learning organisation, so the modern cycle of management theory nearly comes full circle. All that is missing is a general synthesis of organisational learning and transformational leadership. For this we arrive at the work of Senge. 

People are continually expanding their capabilities to shape their future ‑ that is, leaders are responsible for enabling others to learn. Senge focuses on the kind of leadership needed to build learning organizations, describing their new roles, skills and tools. For example, he draws a distinction between adaptive learning and generative learning. What Senge lacks in conceptual originality, he makes up for by providing a general prospectus of the learning organisation. The most striking feature of this prospectus is the line it draws under the concept of the transformational leader. As Senge points out:

"Our traditional view of leaders - as special people who set the direction, make the key decisions, and energise the troops - are deeply rooted in an individualistic and nonsystemic world view. Especially in the West, leaders are heroes - great men (and occasionally women) who 'ride to the fore' in times of crisis...As long as such myths prevail, they reinforce a focus on short-term events and charismatic heroes rather than systemic forces and collective learning. At its heart, the traditional view of leadership is based on assumptions of people's powerlessness, their lack of personal vision and inability to master the forces of change, deficits which can be remedied only by a few great leaders." (Senge, 1990b: 340)


For Senge therefore, leaders' roles differ dramatically from that of the charismatic decision maker. Human beings are born learners, he claims, but the social and organisational structure in which we are brought up and socialized into the workplace shifts our 'natural' generative learning abilities into adaptive learning 'skills'. But increasing adaptiveness is only the first stage in moving toward learning organisations. The impulse to learn in children goes deeper than desires to respond and adapt more effectively to environmental change. The impulse to learn, at its heart, is an impulse to be generative, to expand our capability. This is why leading corporations are focusing on generative learning, which is about creating, as well as adaptive learning, which is about coping. But generative learning, unlike adaptive learning, requires new ways of looking at the world. Generative learning requires seeing the systems that control events. When we fail to grasp the systemic source of problems, we are left to manipulate symptoms rather than eliminate underlying causes. Without systemic thinking, the best we can ever do is adaptive learning.

Systemic thinking describes a capacity to distinguish between 'events', 'patterns of behaviour' and 'systemic structure' and between 'detail' and 'dynamic' complexity. Successful leaders often are 'systems thinkers' to the extent that they focus less on day‑to‑day events and more on underlying trends and forces of change. But they do this largely intuitively although this can involve certain skills: for example, seeing interrelationships, not things, and processes, not snapshots. Such leaders have moved beyond blame - systems thinking shows that there is no 'outside', that you and the cause of your problems are part of a single system, and that poorly designed systems, not incompetent or unmotivated individuals, cause most organisational problems. Leaders learn to distinguish detail complexity from dynamic complexity - the former arises when there are many variables while the later occurs when cause and effect are distant in time and space, and when the consequences over time of interventions are subtle and not obvious to many participants in the system. They also focus on 'areas of high leverage' where a change, with minimum effort, leads to lasting significant improvement. They will avoid symptomatic solutions which do not address underlying causes; the most difficult leadership acts are to refrain from intervening through popular quick fixes and to keep the pressure on everyone to identify more enduring solutions. However, Senge observes, these skills can only be developed through lifelong commitment. Moreover, it is not enough for one or two individuals to develop them; they must be distributed widely throughout the organisation.

And there is a danger here, for Senge also notes that many talented leaders have rich, highly systemic intuitions but cannot explain those intuitions to others. Ironically, they often end up being authoritarian leaders, even if they do not intend this, because only they see the decisions that need to be made. They are unable to conceptualise their strategic insights so that these can become public knowledge, open to challenge and therefore to further improvement. In turn, this authoritarianism can produce the opposite of a learning organisation by focusing performance on someone else's approval, thereby creating the very conditions that predestine corporations to mediocre performance.

So the old model, 'the top thinks and the local acts', must now give way to integrating thinking and acting at all levels. Interestingly, the key to organisational longevity and optimum success appears to be the ability to run 'experiments in the margin', to continually explore new business and organisational opportunities that create potential new sources of growth.

Senge and new roles for strategic leaders
In a learning organisation, leaders' role differ dramatically from that of the charismatic decision-maker in ways which make comforting reading for colleagues working in educational institutions. 

For Senge, leaders are described as designers, teachers, and stewards. These roles require new skills: the ability to build shared vision, to bring to the surface and challenge prevailing mental models, and to foster more systemic patterns of thinking. In short, leaders in learning organisations are responsible for building organisations where people are continually expanding their capabilities to shape their future - that is, leaders are responsible for learning. 

To begin with, leaders are designers. According to Senge, it is fruitless to be the leader in an organisation that is poorly designed. The first task of organisation design concerns designing the governing ideas of purpose, vision, and core values by which people will live. Few acts of leadership have more enduring impact on an organisation than building a foundation of purpose and core values. The second design task involves the policies, strategies, and structures that translate guiding ideas into business decisions. Behind appropriate policies, strategies, and structures are effective learning processes; their creation is the third key design responsibility in learning organisations.

Second, leaders are teachers. Leader-as-teacher does not mean leader as authoritarian expert whose job is to teach people the 'correct' view of reality. Rather, it is about helping everyone in the organisation, oneself included as leader, to gain more insightful views of current reality. The role of leader as teacher starts with bringing to the surface people's mental models of important issues. These mental pictures of how the world works have a significant influence on how we perceive problems and opportunities, identify courses of action, and make choices. In learning organisations, this teaching role is developed further by virtue of explicit attention to people's mental models and by the influence of the systems perspective. Leaders as teachers help people restructure their views of reality to see beyond the superficial conditions and events into the underlying causes of problems  - and therefore to see new possibilities for shaping the future. Specifically, leaders can influence people to view reality at three distinct levels: 'events', 'patterns of behaviour', and 'systemic structure'. According to Senge, contemporary society focuses predominantly on events, less so in patterns of behaviour, and very rarely on systemic structure. Leaders in learning organisations must reverse this trend, and focus their organisation's attention on systemic structure. This is because 'event' explanations - who did what to whom - doom their holders to a reactive stance toward change; 'pattern‑of‑behaviour' explanations are limited to identifying long‑term trends and assessing their implications - they suggest how, over time, we can respond to shifting conditions (adaptive learning); but 'structural' explanations are the most powerful - only they address the underlying causes of behaviour at a level such that patterns of behaviour can be changed (generative learning).

Third, the leader is reinvented as steward. The servant leader is servant first, beginning with the natural feeling that one wants to serve first. This conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. That person is sharply different from one who is leader first, perhaps because of the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material possessions. Leaders' sense of stewardship operates at two levels: stewardship for the people they lead and stewardship for the larger purpose or mission that underlies the enterprise. Leaders engaged in building learning organisations naturally feel part of a larger purpose that goes beyond their organisation. They are part of changing the way businesses operate, not from a vague philanthropic urge, but from a conviction that their efforts will produce more productive organisations, capable of achieving higher levels of organisational success and personal satisfaction than more traditional organisations.

New leadership skills and tools
In discussing the different skills required of leaders in learning organisations, Senge joins common cause with the 'excellence' school of management theory by emphasising the importance of vision-setting.  When more people come to share a vision, the vision becomes more real in the sense of a mental reality that people can truly imagine achieving. They now have partners and co‑creators; the vision no longer rests on their shoulders alone. Successful leaders build shared vision by encouraging personal vision, since shared visions emerge from personal visions; by communicating and asking for support - leaders must be willing to continually share their own vision, rather than being the official representative of the corporate vision; they also must be prepared to ask, 'Is my vision worthy of your commitment?' Moreover, building vision is an on‑going, never‑ending process. Extrinsic visions focus on achieving something relative to an outsider, such as a competitor; intrinsic visions focus on creating a new type of product, taking an established product to a new level. Both types of vision call forth a new level of creativity and innovation; intrinsic and extrinsic visions need to coexist since a vision solely predicated on defeating an adversary will eventually weaken an organisation

The new skills require the capacity to work with leaps of abstraction - thus, avoiding over‑generalizing from data; to balance inquiry and advocacy - explaining the reasoning and data that led to a point‑of‑view; to encourage others to challenge that point‑of‑view; to encourage others to provide other points‑of‑view; to actively seek to understand other points‑of‑view (instead of simply rejecting them); to make attributions explicitly and to the point; and, in case of impasse, to search for alternative data or logic which might resolve the impasse, or run an experiment to test new ways of approaching the problem.

Furthermore, leaders need to be able to distinguish espoused theory from theory in use - recognizing gaps between what we say we believe (espoused theory) and what our actions reflect about our beliefs (theory in use); while recognizing and defusing 'defensive routines' in order to expose our personal mental models. On this point, Senge borrows directly from Argyris in describing the 'left‑hand column' exercise as a tool to help surface mental models (1990b: 195-198). The exercise not only brings hidden assumptions to the surface, but it also shows how they influence behaviour. This tool is specially helpful in showing how we tend to lead from data to generalization without ever testing the validity of our generalisations. Senge argues that avoidance in raising and discussing assumptions often leads to lack of resolution or action on problems. Instead, a productive strategy revolves around a high level of self‑disclosure and willingness to have our views challenged. 

Finally, developing the new skills described above requires new tools that enhance leaders' conceptual abilities and foster communication and collaborative inquiry. Leaders need to develop systems archetypes. These are types of systemic structures that recur again and again. Their knowledge helps us to identify and understand the underlying causes of problems, possible leverage points and so forth. Some examples of systems archetypes might be (Senge, 1990b: 94-113): balancing process with delay; understanding the limits to growth; shifting the burden; eroding goals; escalation; tragedy of the commons; and the relationship between growth and under‑investment. The archetype template is a specific tool that can help managers identify archetypes operating in their own strategic areas. The template shows the basic structural form of the archetype but lets managers fill in the variables of their own situation.

Furthermore, leaders need to be able to chart strategic dilemmas such as the core dilemmas typically confronted by organisations - the choice between low cost and high quality, for example. The objective is to create 'win-win' solutions from hitherto choice-based dilemmas, an outcome which can be achieved for corporate advantage if an organisation genuinely adopts a 'learning culture'.

The key to learning lies in a recognition by an organisation that unpredictability is the modern condition. What cannot be known is as important as what is already known about the environment and the business condition. For example, organisations can learn from samples 'of one or fewer'. The emphasis is upon the lessons to be drawn from no examples of the condition in question. For example, passenger transport systems - airlines, rail services and so forth - may never have experienced certain forms of disaster, but their managers will need to learn how to react in any unforeseeable event. The answer may lie, less in 'planning' the routine responses to such an event, but in positioning the organisation corporately to recognise the unforeseen and learn that a novel response is required. In this regard at least, educational institutions frequently deal with unique cases, and some would argue that all learners are unique cases.

Trust and loyalty in a collegium
Finally, I turn to some recent developments in general management theory which in many ways bring the wheel full circle. Some latest thinking suggests that the key to effective organisations is trust. It is the ‘key to inventiveness’ (Handy, 1997). A trust-based organisation, in which people believe they can flourish and prosper, is an organisation which repays loyalty. Some estimates place 50% of performance improvement in the hands of the 'loyalty effect' (Reichheld, 1996). When Bennis & Nanus considered the qualities of leadership, they placed leader integrity high on their list. To lend force to their argument, they commented: ‘trust is the lubrication that makes it possible for organisations to work’ (1985: 43).

Trust cannot be claimed or asserted by leaders. Organisational histories cannot be rewritten to present a trustworthy face to the future. Trust can only be earned by leaders, and granted by those who choose to follow. Once leaders have lost the trust of their subordinates, it cannot readily be regained. And all tyrannies fail in the end - principally because they are inefficient. ‘Efficient tyrannies’ such as armies will succeed at a specific task, but otherwise tyrannies fail because they run out of ideas. Any system which relies on the judgement and foresight of one or a small number of individuals is doomed to failure because it cannot renew its stock of knowledge. Administocracies perish in the same way
The ‘dissentful’organisation
So the future of the contemporary organisation as a managed entity appears to lie, not in ‘militarised’ cultures and structures, nor in elaborate architectures of regulation and control, but in the effective organisation of individual and collective learning, and the renewal of organisational competence. Beyond the ‘learning organisation’, we can begin to pick out the outline of a new type of organisation - the dissentful organisation - an arrangement of functions, roles and loosely-coupled personnel in which ‘dissent’ is the energising element.

By this, I mean that effective organisations thrive on differences, on creative destruction, as new/better ideas and ways of doing things drive out old ways. But this process takes place within the normal everyday working of the organisation - dissent is factored into organisational life. Hence the management task is not the control of dissent, but ensuring that intellectual diversity is put to the service of the organisation.

A role for leadership and management
In an environment described by this paper, the place of management is substantially circumscribed. Management becomes genuinely the functions of sponsorship, co-ordination and facilitation. It does not enjoy an existence sui generis, and is constantly subject to the question: what value is management adding? The principal role of management and leadership in this environment is that management absorbs the risks which would otherwise impede organisational knowledge assets from doing their best. However, in such an environment, managerial judgement is never exercised independently of professional judgement on any matter concerning the welfare of the organisation as a learning community. This speaks for a greatly enhanced role for trust, truth and merit as the foundations of institutional conduct.

.......and one final observation
Theory is where you know everything, but nothing works; practice is where everything works, but nobody knows why. Here we combine theory with practice; nothing works and nobody knows why
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� There is no widely agreed term to describe universities and colleges as institutions or as a sector. The categories ‘further’ and ‘higher’ serve a purpose in the UK, but as we move towards a more seamless relationship between colleges and universities, the terms ‘post-compulsory’ or ‘post-secondary’ might be preferred as in America. For the purposes of this discussion however, I have chosen the term tertiary-level, following OECD practice, distinguishing between universities and colleges as appropriate and distinguishing both from schools. A professional debate to sort out the categories in the UK may be timely.


� For example, it is inefficient to ask relatively well-paid Professors to mark undergraduate essays, yet we regard it as educationally desirable and effective. It is inefficient to invest large sums in the training of people in regions where the labour market has collapsed and is unlikely to recover, yet we regard it as socially and politically effective to do so.


� For example, Bartlett, 1991; Dunleavy & Hood, 1994; Le Grand & Bartlett, 1993; Leach, Stewart & Walsh, 1994; Metcalfe & Richards, 1987; Pettigrew et al, 1992; Ranson & Stewart, 1994; Stewart & Ranson, 1988; Stewart, 1993; Stewart & Walsh, 1992; Walsh, 1991


� However there is no shortage of research journals in UK tertiary-level education - although FE remains poorly represented compared with HE - but the research output often reflects sectoral, not institutional, management issues


� For example, Mintzberg (1979; 1983a; 1991a) characterises universities as ‘professionalised organisations’ alongside hospitals and some public service authorities, and gives due attention to the role of professional discretion in the definition of roles and tasks within such organisations. Similarly, Morgan (1986).


� US universities generally call their chief officer ‘President’ and the senior academic officer ‘Provost’; thus, ‘President’ is the UK equivalent of ‘Vice-Chancellor’


�  One riposte has been: "many corporations today solve their personnel problems by getting rid of the personnel" (Pfeffer, 1992: 9), an important observation from one of America’s leading analysts of corporate power.


� see, Argyris, 1985; Cohen & Sproull, 1996; Garratt, 1987; Hofstede, 1994; Mabey & Iles, 1994; Senge, 1990


�  Clarkson, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Fukuyama, 1995; Kettl, 1993; Pfeffer, 1994; Schein, 1992


� Halal, 1996; Handy, 1997; Reich, 1996; Reichheld, 1996; Reilly & Kyl 1994; RSA, 1994


� Klein, 1997; Kleiner, 1996; Nonaka, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Sanchez & Heene, 1997
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