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The Marketisation of Higher Education:

Antecedents, Processes, and Outcomes
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1 INTRODUCTION

Contemporary universities are increasingly market-oriented, and invest
heavily in marketing activities, such as branding, advertising, and student
satisfaction surveys. This marketisation is accompanied by commercial
rhetoric, students as empowered customers, learning experience manage-
ment, tuition as an investment, and a focus on excellence. Marketisation is
closely connected to accountability, which requires institutions and indi-
viduals to report on an expanding range of key performance indicators.
These are designed to demonstrate value to students and taxpayers alike
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(Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 2006; Vos & Pages, 2020). Indeed, in an
era dominated by marketisation, education leaders believe that they can
promote their universities as the very best, most entrepreneurial, most
innovative, and world class (Alvesson, 2013; Alvesson & Gabriel, 2016).
This chapter explores the ideological antecedents, processes, and
outcomes of the marketisation of higher education (HE), with an
emphasis on business schools in particular. Marketisation has justified
the emergence of new micro-level routines, taken-for granted rules, and
rhetoric, plus macro-level norms, values, and expectations, all of which are
shared, cultivated, and sometimes resisted by the members of academic
institutions. More specifically, we address the following questions:

e Which kinds of ideologies have enabled the emergence of the
marketisation of higher education?

e What are the processes of marketisation of higher education?

e What are the outcomes of the marketisation of higher education?

In this chapter, we argue that the ideological roots of marketisation of
higher education are neoliberalism and managerialism. In particular, busi-
ness schools have been focal actors in spreading these ideologies in their
teaching, research, and organisational practices, since they are (unsurpris-
ingly) the most corporate-like actors (Alvesson & Gabriel, 2016) in the
academic sphere.

Neoliberalism and managerialism are seemingly compatible ideolo-
gies due to similar rhetoric, although their world-views are somewhat
different: neoliberalism is focused on economics and politics, while
managerialism deals with organisations and management (Klikauer, 2013,
p. 5). Neoliberalism has many branches and practices, but at its core it is
focused on the promotion of free markets, which are believed to be the
best system for societies due to their presumed ability to increase effi-
ciency and responsiveness to consumer choice by enabling competition,
and by producing optimal societal welfare (Smith, 2010).

Managerialism emphasises the notion that managers have the right to
lead, and consequently that it is crucial to remove barriers to their lead-
ership by tackling, for example, employee resistance (Klikauer, 2013).
This ideology assumes a similarity of organisations and industries, wherein
global corporations, regional universities, and kindergartens alike are
subject to the same universal management practices. These ideologies
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of neoliberalism and managerialism are foundational to business school
teaching, despite the fact that their underpinnings can be argued to
be both intellectually dysfunctional and empirically incorrect (Crouch,
2011).

The chapter continues with a discussion of the theory of Scandinavian
New Institutionalism in the context of higher education, explaining how
ideologies spread across nations and fields through adoption and adapta-
tion. It then elaborates the ideologies of neoliberalism and managerialism,
and their relation to New Public Management (NPM). The chapter
continues by elucidating the processes which are related to marketisation,
namely commodification, corporatisation, and de-professionalisation. It
then enumerates the various outcomes of the marketisation of higher
education. Finally, the chapter concludes with suggestions for future
research. The chapter mirrors an analytical approach (see Fig. 1) which
depicts the relationship between the antecedents, processes, and outcomes
of the marketisation of higher education.

2  SCANDINAVIAN NEW INSTITUTIONALISM

Within the social sciences, institutional scholars have long been inter-
ested in investigating the role which rules (both formal and informal)
play in the behaviour of social actors (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Powell &
DiMaggio, 1991). Proponents of the so-called Scandinavian version of
new institutionalism (SNI) suggest that hegemonic ideas and ideologies
travel over time and space (Sahlin-Andersson & Engwall, 2002; Sahlin &
Wedlin, 2008; Alajoutsijirvi, Eriksson, & Tikkanen, 2001; Alajoutsijirvi,
Juusola, & Lamberg, 2014; Alajoutsijirvi, Juusola, & Siltaoja, 2015).
Advocates of a world society view argue for convergence and isomor-
phism (Czarniawska-Joerges & Guje, 2005; Drori et al., 20006). Consider
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the Association to Advance Collegiate School of Business (AACSB), a
business school accrediting agency which is located in Tampa, Florida,
which is one such international institution which pushes for isomorphic
and imitative practices among business schools worldwide (Alajoutsijirvi,
Kettunen, & Sohlo, 2018). SNI, on the contrary, contends that when
global ideas spread, they are contextualised or translated. In other words,
despite the prevalence of global templates for designing organisations and
for organising activities, actors are active (rather than passive) agents in
adapting them to local circumstances.

One reason for this adaptation is that hegemonic ideas like markets,
competition, and excellence act as general templates or archetypes
(Greenwood & Hinings, 1993), rather than as concrete blueprints
for how to solve specific problems. Even so, the carriers or sources
of such ideas vary (Sahlin-Andersson & Engwall, 2002). Some ideas
are promoted and diffused by governmental agencies, including supra-
national agents like the European Union, the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), and the World Bank (Ramirez
et al.,, 2016). Key influencers such as media outlets and personalities,
consultancy companies, and even academics (many based at business
schools) play an important role in diffusion (adoption) and localisation
(adaptation) processes (Beerkens, 2010). Professional groups and asso-
ciations, together with formal and informal leaders, are also important
agents in this respect, not least when it comes to adapting or translating
these ideas locally (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).

SNI pays particular attention to three interrelated aspects: (1) how
and why ideas become widely spread, (2) how ideas are translated as
they flow from a global sphere into specific local contexts, and (3) local
consequences for processes of organising (Sahlin & Wedlin, 2008). Three
factors are salient in the adoption and adaptation of global ideas. The first
is legitimacy. When adopting hegemonic ideas from their external envi-
ronment, as ‘fashion followers’ (Sahlin & Wedlin, 2008), individuals and
organisations tend to adopt ‘appropriate’ behaviours underpinned by a
‘logic of appropriateness’, by matching existing rules with specific circum-
stances and socio-cultural contexts. Second, there is a dynamic tension
between two contradictory forces, imitation (isomorphism) (DiMaggio
& Powell, 1983) and differentiation (polymorphism) (Fleming & Lee,
2009). Imitation is mediated and constrained by how local and national
actors identify with the original motives and aims which are associated
with the travelling idea. Local agents tend to adopt ideas which are
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normatively close to their world-views, or which emanate from national
contexts which are viewed as similar, as is the case with the Nordic
countries (Gornitzka & Maassen, 2011). Variations in contextual circum-
stances (socio-cultural, organisational, and political economy), including
actors’ own cognitive (mis-)understandings of such ideas, also known as
‘bounded rationality’ (Simon, 1991), together with the need for devel-
oping a distinct profile of identity (standing within the field, for example),
lead to differentiation. Third is mediation, which plays an important role
in the form of the translation and editing of ideas. Studies have shown
that what is translated from one local context to another is not an idea or
practice per se, but rather specific accounts and materialisations (Huisman
et al., 2002; Pinheiro & Stensaker, 2014; Sahlin & Wedlin, 2008). Stated
differently, global ideas are locally adapted—not simply adopted passively
(Beerkens, 2010; Hiither & Kriicken, 2016).

One of the primary drivers for convergence is the adoption of similar
policy instruments at the national level. An emphasis on research excel-
lence and global competitiveness has led countries across the world to
adopt policies which are aimed at the concentration of resources (people
and funds) in a handful of selected universities—the so-called world-
class universities (Pinheiro, 2015). This concentration of resources, in
turn, implies that national systems which were historically characterised
by high levels of horizontal diversity—providers with a variety of func-
tions or missions—are now converging towards a unitary model of higher
education which is centred on the research-intensive university (Mohrman
et al., 2008) with vertical forms of differentiation (Cantwell, Mergison,
& Smolentseva, 2018). This convergence is aided by the diffusion of
market-based mechanisms, such as output-based funding, bibliometrics,
and world rankings, all of which promote monolithic and decontextu-
alised notions of quality and excellence (Hazelkorn et al., 2018; Ramirez
et al., 2016). These mechanisms are also visible in national systems, as
is the case of the Nordic countries, where equity and egalitarianism have
historically been valued (Geschwind & Pinheiro, 2017; Pinheiro et al.
2019). The intergovernmental Bologna Process, which is aimed at estab-
lishing a common European Area for both higher education and research,
has led to in the widespread adoption of similar policies and instruments
across the world (Gornitzka, 2006; Witte, 20006).

A number of studies support the notion that convergence or adop-
tion of global templates occurs alongside (and in some cases is mediated
by) adaptation processes, thereby leading to differentiation. The Bologna
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Process is a case in point. Despite the adoption of similar measures in
the realms of quality assurance, credit transfers, programme structuring,
and so on, national systems still retain some of their historically distinc-
tive characteristics (Musselin, 2009; Witte, 2008). This is due, in part, to
the historical processes which are not easy to reverse or de-institutionalise
(Kriicken, 2007). It is also due to the fact that national systems, and
their respective university providers, are nested or embedded in multiple
policy spheres (Hiither & Kriicken, 2016), each of which presents local
actors with a specific subset of challenges which require distinct strategic
responses. Berg and Pinheiro (2016), for example, shed light on how
managers throughout the Norwegian public sector (universities included)
respond to contradictory logics which arise from the co-existence of old
professional norms and new managerial norms. They do so by resorting to
hybridisation and loose coupling as strategic mechanisms (Oliver, 1991).
Similarly, despite the common goals of excellence and competition within
the university sector, substantial variations exist with regard to the partic-
ular measures which are undertaken at the local level (Beerkens, 2009,
2010; Pinheiro & Stensaker, 2014).

3  NEOLIBERALISM, MANAGERIALISM,
AND NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

An ideology is a collection of ideas, a perspective on reality, and a set
of practices which begin to dominate the social thinking of a particular
group. According to Klikauer (2013), “[a]n ideology can be thought of
as a comprehensive vision, as a way of looking at things” (p. 3). The main
function of an ideology is to reproduce and expand its material existence,
which occurs through powerful superstructures in a society (institutions,
for example), but which also requires the support of the media and polit-
ical parties, which have the ability to ‘cultivate’ certain belief systems and
morals in society. Consequently, an ideology has a tendency to become
‘blind” and is subject to distortions, because any one-sided explanation
reflects only part of the truth. As such, it is, in a sense, false (see Hall
[1986], for example).

Ideologies, therefore, prevent a multifaceted critical review, by
silencing other ways of thinking and reasoning. They obstruct the under-
standing of complex reality and fundamental issues, because they aim
to legitimise both the means and goals which they advocate (Klikauer,
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2013). And they aim to maintain or change power relations. In universi-
ties, for example, the previously dominant position of the professoriate has
increasingly been supplanted by administrators and empowered student-
customers (Ginsberg, 2011).

3.1  Neoliberalism

Neoliberalism is an ideology which centres on economics, society, and
politics (Crouch, 2011; Klikauer, 2013). Its pillars are the deregulation
of markets, and the creation of new markets which had not previ-
ously existed, based on the belief that markets lead to optimal social
welfare and the privatisation of social tasks. Neoliberalism, therefore,
supports a society of individuals in which market relations and individual-
istic consumer decisions prevail. Citizens are, in principle, well-informed
consumers who, through the price mechanism, reward the best producers
and punish the weak producers. The state is considered a threat to
freedom and private ownership, and as such, its role as a regulator ought
to be minimised (Locke & Spender, 2011).

In neoliberalism, beliefs about private companies and public organ-
isations are black and white. Indeed, private companies are powerful,
agile, and customer-oriented pillars of well-being, while public organi-
sations are inefficient, bureaucratic, and slow to change... although to
be fair, this dichotomy is both intellectually unconvincing and empiri-
cally untrue (Bozeman & Bretschneider, 1994). The only thing which
connects private companies is that they are very different (Crouch, 2011).
The same statement is true for public organisations (Bozeman, 1987).

Although theories based on neoliberalism can hardly explain, let alone
predict, social changes or economic disruptions, they have become a
convenient argument for political decision-making (Crouch, 2011; Kotz,
2015). When there are problems with public services, for example, the
ready-made answer is privatisation. One of the secrets of the success
of neoliberalism is that it was applied in the 1980s, during which time
countries experienced strong economic growth. Failed applications of
neoliberalism during that period have either been forgotten, or explained
as ineffective implementations of the ideology (Crouch, 2011).

As an ideology, the pervasive and hegemonic influence of neoliberalism
has gone uncontested in the post-WWII period, most notably following
the collapse of the former Soviet Union which had adopted the alter-
nate ideology of state control. Neoliberal ideals have been prevalent in
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public policy, resulting in a series of reforms which have changed tradi-
tional (old) public management which is characterised by the prevalence
of rules, hierarchies, and professional autonomy (Christensen & Lzgreid,
2010; Hood, 1991). Similarly, neoliberalism has not bypassed even the
so-called communist countries, such as China, whose leading business
schools are members of the AACSB and follow a similar curricular style,
structure, and content, which are based on neoliberal ideology.

3.2  Managerialism

Managerialism, as an ideology, is a product of the economic, polit-
ical, and societal circumstances of the early twentieth century United
States. It originated in F. W. Taylor’s ideas and practices of scientific
management. It proposes, in the name of efficiency and rationalisation
of industrial production, a division of work between the ‘brain’ and the
‘brawn’ (Clegg, 2014; Khurana, 2007, Klikauer, 2013; Locke & Spender,
2011). Scientific management had profound implications on the hier-
archical structure of organisations, legitimising and allowing managerial
authority to emerge (Khurana, 2007).

The modern Master of Business Administration (MBA) has its roots
in managerialism, although recent, critical accounts suggest that busi-
ness schools have promoted some kind of misinterpreted Taylorism which
has been considered ‘management gone awry’. Khurana (2007), for
example, argued that the subjugation of labour was never Taylor’s intent,
but instead is an interpretation of Taylor by the emerging professional
caste of managers who were also the main advocates of the establish-
ment of business schools (Locke & Spender, 2011). For Clegg (2014),
managerialism is a later corruption or distortion of the study of manage-
ment. In Locke and Spender’s (2011) historical account, managerialism is
considered an over-abstraction of management which is generically appli-
cable de-contextually to all forms of private and public organisations.
Klikauer (2013) takes an even more critical tone, considering manage-
ment as something which mutated into an ideological operation, got its
institutional expression in business schools, expanded to all sectors of
human society, and became a full-fledged ideology, belief-system, and false
consciousness under which the majority of people in the modern world
suffer.

The central doctrine of managerialism is that of decontextualisa-
tion—all organisations and industries are assumed to be similar, and
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consequently they can, and ought to be, subjected to similar universal
management ideas, practices, and methods. Accordingly, universities can
and ought to be managed as corporate-like entities, following the mantra
of ‘business as usual’ (Deem & Brehony, 2005). Studies from around
the world have shown the prevalence of managerialism at various levels
of higher education, from the adoption of performance-based funding
mechanisms, to changes in collegial structures towards a stronger concen-
tration of decision-making, to shifting working conditions for academics
(Deem, 2001; Pinheiro et al., 2019; Santiago & Carvalho, 2008).

As in neoliberalism, the rhetoric of managerialism includes competi-
tion, economic growth, efficient markets, privatisation, customer satisfac-
tion, and people as a resource. According to Kilkauer (2013), however,
managerialism is a monopoly—or at least a blue lagoon—where the
hero leaders have the space to romp and apply their effective doctrines.
Managerialism, like any ideology, has no other options. The manage-
ment system which is offered by business schools ignores almost all other
possible forms of organisation (Parker, 2018). And it follows, logically,
that society and its institutions ought to be governed by the principles of
managerialism (planning, organising, leading, and controlling)... and by
managers, of course.

3.3  New Public Management

Starting in the 1980s with the Reagan and Thatcher administrations,
many people began to view government as the problem rather than the
solution. Markets came to the fore as the most efficient ways of organ-
ising activities, both within and across sectors of the economy. As a result,
a new ideology emerged, whose goal was to reform the public sector.
Known as New Public Management or NPM (Hood, 1991), it relied
on markets and their associated mechanisms (competition, incentivisa-
tion, decentralisation, disaggregation, delegated authority, ex-post means
of control, and so on) to transform public agencies and /or public services
in the image of corporations (Christensen & Lagreid, 2010; Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2011). NPM adheres to the notion that ‘perfect’ markets,
from a neoliberal standpoint, are characterised by both the free flow
of information and the free competition for customers. In short, NPM
combines neoliberalism and managerialism into one seemingly coherent
policy framework which, its proponents argue, can be universally applied
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to any sector of the economy or organisational realm, independently of
time, space, scale, and cultural attributes.

Applied to higher education specifically, NPM has resulted in univer-
sities being transformed into corporate-like entities (Rosinger, Taylor,
Coco, & Slaughter, 2016). Indeed, the notion of a perfect market has
shaped the criteria of reform (policy) agendas of many higher educa-
tion systems worldwide since the early 1990s: efficiency, autonomy, and
accountability (Amaral, Meek, Larsen, & Lars, 2003; Pinheiro et al.,
2019). Business schools in particular have been considered crucial sites for
commercial investment and for gaining a national competitive advantage
(Alvesson & Kirreman, 2017). Students, who were previously consid-
ered younger members of an academic community, have been re-cast as
consumers, who shop for and purchase experiences and employability.
They are viewed as rational decision-makers who are capable of making
informed choices among higher education institutions (Rosinger et al.,
2016). And their association with a reputable, highly ranked univer-
sity transforms them (and professors) into branded products (Huzzard
& Johnston, 2017). It is no surprise, therefore, that universities have
engaged in a variety of marketing activities, including image-building,
branding, and hard-selling.

A major dilemma, however, is that higher education systems are
not perfect markets but ‘quasi-markets’ (Teixeira et al., 2014). Indeed,
students have imperfect information about the services which are on
offer, and there are structural (geography, for example) and cultural
(language, for example) factors which create barriers to students. Indi-
vidualised learning both promotes and naturalises lifelong re-skilling,
resulting in a flexible, but fragmented and insecure labour market. Other
consequences of NPM-inspired reforms include: (1) a general decline
in trust between political structures and higher education institutions
and professors, and also between professors and administrators within
higher education institutions; (2) gaming of the system (reporting to
the scorecard and managing for what is being measured only); and
(3) centralisation of decision-making structures (managerialism) and a
concomitant decline of collegiality (Hazelkorn et al., 2018; Salminen,
2003; Santiago & Carvalho, 2008).
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4  MARKETISATION PROCESSES

The marketisation of higher education which has resulted from
the adoption/adaptation of New Public Management also involves
three interrelated processes: commodification, corporatisation, and de-
professionalisation.

4.1  Commodification

The commodification of education refers to “the deliberate transforma-
tion of the educational process into a commodity, predominantly for the
purpose of commercial transactions” (Noble, 2009, p. 3). Commodi-
fication is part of marketisation because, without the commodification
of higher education, the creation of educational mass markets is not
possible. Commodification has traditionally spread through vocational
training, in which knowledge is designed to become operational in a
context which is determined by someone other than the trained person
(Noble, 2009). According to this thinking, knowledge becomes a product
for individual students to consume, rather than an interactive process
between students and teachers, which is the traditional view in academic
education (Marginson, 2013). A general claim is that, whereas vocational
training can be commodified, holistic learning and academic education is
a process which necessarily entails an interpersonal interaction between
teachers and learners, leading to students’ new awareness of self (Noble,
2009).

Knowledge in commodification is perceived as a storable, standard-
ised, and tradable product which makes it possible to differentiate
content providers and users (Marginson, 2013). As Naidoo and Jamieson
(2005) stated bluntly, “[t]hese new identities and rationalities assumed by
students have potential to transform learning into a process of picking up,
digesting and reproducing what students perceive of as an unconnected
series of short, neatly packaged bytes of information” (p. 273). Marketi-
sation also encourages content selling because it expands the market for
those people who are able to create easily deliverable content. Naturally,
there must be institutions and consumers who are ready to buy such
products because they are not able to produce versions of their own.
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4.2 Corporatisation

Corporatisation has enabled universities to behave like for-profit compa-
nies, fuelled by (and fuelling) growing educational markets worldwide.
As a result, academic institutions are perceived as more effective and
innovative, and as possessing a higher management quality, than inflex-
ible traditional universities, regardless of the truth of these beliefs (see
Ginsberg [2011] and Tuchman [2009], for example). The market-based
business school model is increasingly focused on top-down management,
for-profit activities, and prestige-building through measured excellence
(Alajoutsijirvi, Juusola, & Siltaoja, 2013; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004),
by enabling an increasing number of non-academic professionals with
a career manager mentality to participate in university decision-making
(Ginsberg, 2011).

Business schools are the forerunners of this change due to their neolib-
eral ethos in teaching, and their managerial approaches in research.
Corporatisation has meant that the administrators (as opposed to profes-
sors in the traditional model) are capable of purposively managing the
business school’s culture, values, processes, and intellectual products
(Kettunen, 2013, Alajoutsijirvi, Kettunen, & Tikkanen, 2012; Alajoutsi-
jarvi et al., 2018). This is threatening the professional autonomy of those
who research and teach. It has been argued, for example, that research has
changed from being curiosity-driven to market-driven, creating a shift in
focus from a researcher’s initial pursuit of new discoveries to CV-building,
where the number of publications overrides teaching, service activities,
and academic citizenship (Rhoades, 2014).

The corporatisation of the university sector is associated with the
knowledge revolution which has changed the nature of work from
industrial production to knowledge professions. Because no country can
afford to lose its share of the global market, every respectable knowl-
edge economy ought to increase its commitment to the educational
system (Grubb & Lazerson, 2005). The expansion of a higher education
system is an expensive investment which taxpayers are reluctant to cover,
and, therefore, universities must be corporatised, audited, evaluated, and
managed.
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4.3  De-professionalisation

Research-intensive business schools have traditionally been professor-
centred, bottom-up bureaucracies whose members considered them safe
places for exploring, learning, and developing. Gradually, administrators
who previously occupied a support function, and who performed activities
which served academic research and teaching (Kettunen, 2013; Tuchman,
2009Alajoutsijirvi et al., 2012; Alajoutsijirvi et al., 2018), are now in the
position of power. Indeed, the de-professionalisation of academia involves
the loss of collegiality, and a power shift from the professoriate to admin-
istrators (Deem 2008). Consequently, de-professionalisation redefines
professionalism in a university context; professionalising management and
administrative positions leads to de-professionalising academic positions.

Marketisation enhances situations in which particular managers can
rise to positions of power which few dare to question (Parker, 2014).
This situation is similar to the corporate world, where celebrity CEOs
play starring roles. Critics are disarmed, marginalised, and dismissed
as fellow passengers, who dare not to stand in the way of inevitable
progress (Parker, 2014). De-professionalisation marks a drastic change
from the past, in which collective governance of a faculty by its members
is a key feature of universities. Indeed, in addition to mastering special
theories, having autonomy and control over duties, being motivated
by intrinsic rewards and a commitment to the discipline, and holding
colleagues accountable previously characterised the academic profession
(Kettunen, 2013; Roberts & Donahue, 2000; Alajoutsijirvi et al., 2012;
Alajoutsijirvi et al., 2018).

When professors become the hired hands of university corporations,
they lose control over their work, which included nurturing the next
generation of citizens. As faculty members’ sense of professionalism
erodes, there is a high risk that they will simply mimic and perform the
rituals of corporatised universities, which value them merely as profit-
making servants rather than as stewards of society (Kettunen, 2013).

5 OUTCOMES

The marketisation of higher education has also resulted in certain
outcomes, both intentional and unintentional. One far-reaching outcome
of the marketisation of higher education is the rise of a global marketplace
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for students, professors, funding, and prestige. Indeed, internationali-
sation is a market-driven activity which is supported by academic and
administrative activities in the university.

The internationalisation of universities, and of business schools in
particular, has manifested itself in a number of ways (Lumby & Foskett,
2015). Alon and McAllaster (2009) suggest that there are distinct dimen-
sions of internationalisation in business schools: the internationalisation
of students, for example, the internationalisation of professors, student
recruitment (also called internationalisation at home), the internationali-
sation of the curriculum, and the language of instruction (see Fig. 2). To
these dimensions, we also add the internationalisation of research, which
is another important component of business schools. We argue that inter-
nationalisation is hardly optional in today’s competitive higher education
market, as students seek international skills and capabilities and, in the
case of business education, an MBA or other business degree which can
get them a job.

Interface

Faculty Dimensions Student Dimensions

Fig. 2 The Internationalisation of Universities (Source Adapted from Alon &
McAllaster, 2009)
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Professors are at the centre of all international activity, because they
represent the ‘supply-side’ of the educational process, are the core knowl-
edge disseminators, and are an essential part of the university’s existence.
A professor’s own international experience ought to be part of his or her
identity, experience, and knowledge base. To become more international,
a professor might travel or work abroad, engage in international projects,
or collaborate with international colleagues. In one response from Hong
Kong to Alon and McAllaster’s survey, it was suggested that the prove-
nance of a professor’s Ph.D. degree, especially if it is the United States, is
a feature of the professor’s international profile. Accordingly, institutions
of higher education, in search of top talent, recruit in the global market-
place. Akadeus.com, professional associations, the Chronicle of Higher
Education, and other publications, both online and offline, specialise in
linking international job applicants with jobs around the world. Interna-
tionally oriented professors, especially those who speak one of the major
international languages, and English in particular, can take jobs and teach
(in English) in almost any university around the world.

Several other measures of professor internationalisation have been
proposed, including international Ph.D.s, international diversity (ethnic,
country, racial, religious, etc.), international travel (during sabbaticals or
on projects, for example), international profiles of star professors, and
both the recency and frequency of travel (on Erasmus programmes, for
example). It ought to be noted that the internationalisation of profes-
sors does not necessarily provide a micro representation of the world,
but instead of the variations from region to region. A Norwegian univer-
sity, for example, might have more German professors, while an Israeli
university might have more professors with American Ph.D.s. The exact
configuration of the internationalisation depends on cultural, admin-
istrative, geographic, and economic distances, and on the geopolitical
and social positioning of the home country. Anglo-Saxon countries, for
example, tend to attract more international talent.

Student internationalisation represents the ‘demand-side’ of interna-
tionalisation, but due to the interactive and social structure of education,
it also shapes the global footprint of a university. The term ‘international-
isation at home’ has been coined to denote, and encourage the existence
of international students, as part of the global educational milieu which
universities try to develop. In many ways, student internationalisation
mirrors that of the faculty overall. Students can participate in various
international programmes, even if they are local, and consequently add an
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international dimension to the university. Students can participate in study
abroad programmes, for example, Erasmus programmes, and dual-degree
programmes. These initiatives not only increase the knowledge base of
students, but also enrich the environment and knowledge which students
bring back home to the classroom. Additionally, universities attract inter-
national students directly by offering programmes in English, for example,
and by offering scholarships or discounts to the best students from all over
the world. In some universities, sports also offer an opportunity to recruit
talented international students.

The international student dimension can be measured using inter-
national student diversity, and participation in international activities,
both incoming and outgoing. As an example, students might demand
programmes in countries where employers seek talent. Historically, China
has attracted the attention of students in North America, and in response,
many universities have established exchanges, joint degrees, language
programmes, and intensive experiences (Alon & Van Fleet, 2009). The
distribution of international students and programmes is not equal around
the world. Certain high-demand countries (India, for example) and
certain other countries (developing countries, for example) might yield
the most students for universities in developed countries, which are
market-oriented and financially supportive.

The interaction between students and professors clearly occurs in the
classroom, but more broadly, through the curriculum and language of
instruction. These elements also represent the internationalisation and
market-orientation of the institution. Universities which offer curricula
in English are more likely to attract international students and professors.
Copenhagen Business School, for example, recently cut many English-
language programmes, thereby limiting its internationalisation. Addition-
ally, the curriculum makes it possible to discuss global issues (global
warming, geopolitical tensions, and global economics, for example).
International issue-based courses provide forums for these discussions. In
many universities around the world, the curriculum is partly or wholly
managed by governments or accrediting agencies. In business education
in particular, the AACSB has had great influence in ensuring that business
schools give sufficient exposure to global issues and international busi-
ness. Many business schools responded with international business degree
programmes, international business departments, and international busi-
ness courses. The AACSB has also pushed business schools to be more
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accountable for high-quality research, which implies research in refereed
journals which are published by Anglo-American companies.

The internationalisation of research, is another important component
of an institution’s global footprint. Research is at the core of knowledge
creation, and it is a primary activity for many professors. Research can
be basic or applied, domestic or international in scope, and diverse in
authorship. There are several questions of research internationalisation:
(1) What is the composition of the authorship team? (2) What is the
source of funding? (3) What is the national or international audience? (4)
How international is the topic? (5) Will it be published in an international
outlet? (6) Will it be published in English? While each of these questions
can be discussed in detail, as far as this chapter is concerned, suffice
it to say that the internationalisation of research is a measurable and
important component of a university’s reputation, and consequently of
its marketability and international profile.

Beyond internationalisation, the marketisation of higher education has
resulted in numerous outcomes (many of which were unintentional),
which we have categorised according to (1) organisation, (2) research,
and (3) education. Table 1 summarises these outcomes; select outcomes
are discussed below.

The emerging marketised university model is typically more focused on
profitability, top-down governance, formal structures and procedures, and
a customer interface. The money-driven university combines top-down
control with outward emphasis on competition and the third mission.
There is dissipation of the collegial model, and more centralisation of
decision-making in a smaller subset of formal leaders, many of whom are
not directly involved with core tasks. This, in turn, results in increasing
tensions between the academic and managerial /market logics, leading to
low morale and a decline in trust among academic and administrative
employees.

The marketised university is more inclined to exploit shorter-term
profit-making and brand up-grading opportunities, rather than thinking
about long-term consequences. In many instances, the third mission
and corresponding outreach activities become a means of securing new
revenue streams—strategic opportunities rather than parts of a genuine
commitment to addressing societal problems.

The field level tendency where winners tend to win more increases
positional competition among universities (see Alajoutsijirvi et al. [2018],
for example). In essence, positional competition is a competition over
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better evaluations regarding an institution’s status, reputation, and brand,
which, in aggregate, are hoped to lead to a higher rank-order (Bitektine
2011; Alajoutsijarvi et al. 2018). Due to its zero-sum game nature,
positional competition elevates the risk that achieving higher ranking
placements becomes the end in itself. From the societal point of view,
this is far away from the original purpose of a university. It even matches
poorly with the more modern expectations of higher education as a
partner in the creation of knowledge societies.

Marketisation also leads to the strategic power being centralised with
administrators, at the expense of academic collegiality. Naturally, critics of
the traditional university model argue that the centralisation of strategic
power subordinates knowledge to the institution’s profit-generation and
brand-building (Tuchman, 2009).

Direct public funding has been decreasing steadily in many coun-
tries, resulting in more corporate and competition-driven research. When
universities become dependent on research contracts with the private
sector, they become more unlikely to risk revenues by publishing pure
academic or critical research about business (Alajoutsijirvi & Kettunen,
2016). As a corollary, pure or fundamental research is increasingly labelled
as ‘curious’, which might even imply frivolous. Research which is critical
of business is often derided as destructive or Neo-Marxist. Applied or
commercial research, on the contrary, is in turn increasingly labeled as
strategic because of its potential to generate private revenues and research
contracts with corporations (Rhoades, 2014). The rise of a strategic
science regime (Rip, 2004) results in the concentration of key resources
(people and money) in a few select, strategic areas or themes. The logic
is often to support already-existing capabilities (exploitation logic) rather
than nurturing new, promising but uncertain avenues (exploration logic).

The new marketing practices which include rankings and branding
have created students who feel like empowered customers. Starting in the
1980s, the media began publishing university rankings, which became an
established part of higher education marketing. With business schools in
particular, the Financial Times achieved a new-found global importance in
institutional brand-building and student and staff recruitment. Rankings
have strengthened the marketisation of higher education—studying in a
highly ranked, reputable school is considered valuable for many students.
Other students who are more interested in having a good time while at
university can make a decision which is based on the Princeton Review’s
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annual list of ‘top party schools’, where learning is seemingly optional
(Alajoutsijirvi et al. 2013).

6 CONCLUSION

Higher education around the world has been substantially transformed
as a result of increasing enrolment (massification), deregulation, and
the adoption of market-based mechanisms for steering the sector, and
for governing its various institutional players. Business schools have
been forerunners in spreading the idea of the marketisation of higher
education. Arguably, business schools have been rather successful at trans-
lating the ‘market recipe’ into the context of a changing and growing
marketplace for students, staff, and worldwide prestige.

Neoliberalism, with its focus on transforming higher education into
a global marketplace (moving it from a public good to a private
commodity) and marketisation, and its interrelated processes of commod-
ification, corporatisation, and de-professionalisation, have had a profound
effect on the ways in which universities are funded, managed, and
marketed. Mimetic isomorphism or imitation have led to increasing
homogenisation, with the missions, values, practices, and curricula of
business schools increasingly resembling one another. As a result, the
governance of higher education affairs has become more centralised
(and consequently less democratic), and the relationships among staff
members, and between the staff and students, have become transactional,
and based on measurable outputs and contracts. This, in turn, has had a
negative effect on the general level of trust in universities by society and
its multiple stakeholders.

As market dimensions move from a means to an end—a necessary
evil—into an end in itself, the traditional public and moral mission of
universities has become diluted within the large array of short-term
strategic priorities of managers, funders, and star professors. Yet, as we
move into the third decade of the twenty-first century, and as markets
and their underpinning neoliberal ideology are increasingly questioned
in tandem with rising inequality (another side effect of the unregulated
market), the extent to which universities will be able to transform them-
selves in ways which increase their legitimacy and long-term viability,
while actively contributing to a more sustainable, equitable, and tolerant
global society, remains to be seen. Future studies, therefore, could
explore how universities respond to emerging civic agendas, including the
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opening of academia (the professoriate) to under-represented minority
groups, such as women, ethnic minorities, and people from lower socio-
economic backgrounds and peripheral geographies.

REFERENCES

Alajoutsijarvi, K., Eriksson, P., & Tikkanen, H. (2001). Dominant metaphors in
the IMP network discourse: ‘the network as a marriage’ and ‘the network as
a business system. International Business Review, 10, 91-107.

Alajoutsijarvi, K., Juusola, K., & Lamberg, J-A. (2014). Institutional logic of
business bubbles: Lessons from the Dubai business school mania. Academy of
Management Learning and Education, 13, 5-25.

Alajoutsijarvi, K., Juusola, K., & Siltaoja, M. (2015). The legitimacy paradox of
business schools: Losing by gaining? Academy of Management Learning and
Education, 4, 277-291.

Alajoutsijarvi, K., Juusola, K., & Siltaoja, M. (2013). Academic capitalism hits
the fan: The birth of acamanic capitalism. Getting Things Done: Dialogues in
Critical Management Studies, 2, 91-121. https://doi.org/10.1108 /s2046-
6072(2013)0000002010.

Alajoutsijarvi, K., & Kettunen, K. (2016). The “Dean’s Squeeze” revisited: A
contextual approach. Journal of Management Development. https://doi.org/
10.1108/JMD-02-2015-0017.

Alajoutsijarvi, K., Kettunen, K., & Sohlo, S. (2018). Shaking the status quo:
Business accreditation and positional competition. Academy of Management
Learning & Education, 17(2), 203-225. https://doi.org,/10.5465 /ambpp.
2015.17673abstract.

Alajoutsijarvi, K., Kettunen, K., & Tikkanen, H. (2012). Institutional evolution
of business schools in Finland 1909-2009. Management & Organizational
History, 7, 337-367.

Alon, 1., & McAllaster, C. M. (2009). Measuring the global footprint of an MBA.
Journal of Studies in International Education, 13(4), 522-540. https://doi.
org/10.1177,/1028315308318943.

Alon, I., & Van Fleet, J. D. (2009). Globalization of business schools:
The case of China. Jouwrnal of International Business Education,
4, 103. https://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=https: / /www.proquest.com/
docview,/8515042382accountid=14667.

Alvesson, M. (2013). The triumph of emptiness: Consumption, higher education,
and work organization. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Alvesson, M., & Gabriel, Y. (2016). Grandiosity in contemporary management
and education. Management Learning, 47(4), 464—473. https://doi.org/10.
1177,/1350507615618321.


https://doi.org/10.1108/s2046-6072(2013)0000002010
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-02-2015-0017
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2015.17673abstract
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315308318943
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350507615618321

40 K. ALAJOUTSIJARVI ET AL.

Alvesson, M., & Kirreman, D. (2017). Uncreative destruction: Competition and
positional games in higher education. In T. Huzzard, et al. (Eds.), The corpo-
ratization of the business school: Minerva meets the market (pp. 111-127).
London: Routledge.

Amaral, A., Meek, V. L., Larsen, I. M., & Lars, W. (2003). The higher education
managerial revolution? (Vol. 3). Berlin and Heidelberg: Springer Science &
Business Media.

Beerkens, E. (2009). Centres of excellence and relevance. Science Technology &
Soctety, 14(1), 153-175. https://doi.org,/10.1177,/097172180801400106.

Beerkens, E. (2010). Global models for the national research university:
Adoption and adaptation in Indonesia and Malaysia. Globalisation, Societies
and Education, 8(3), 369-391. https://doi.org,/10.1080,/14767724.2010.
505099.

Berg, L., & Pinheiro, R. (2016). Handling different institutional logics in
the public sector: Comparing management in Norwegian Universities and
Hospital. In Research in the sociology of organizations (Vol. 45, pp. 145-168).
Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Bitektine, A. (2011). Toward a theory of social judgments of organizations: The
case of legitimacy, reputation, and status. Academy of Management Review,
36, 151-179.

Bozeman, B. (1987). All organizations are public: Bridging public and private
organizational theories. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bozeman, B., & Bretschneider, S. (1994). The ‘Publicness Puzzle’ in organiza-
tion theory: A test of alternative explanations of differences between public
and private organizations. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 197-224. https://doi.org,/10.1093 /oxfordjournals.jpart.a037204.

Cantwell, B., Mergison, S., & Smolentseva, A. (2018). High participation
systems of higher education. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Print ISBN-13:
9780198828877. Published to Oxford Scholarship Online: November 2018

Christensen, T., & Lagreid, P. (2010). The Ashgate research companion to new
public management. London: Routledge.

Clegg, S. (2014). Managerialism: Born in the USA. Academy of Management
Review, 39(4), 566-585. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0129.

Collins, R. (2002). Credential inflation and the future of universities. Italian
Journal of Sociology of Education, 2, 228-251.

Crouch, C. (2011). The strange non-death of Neoliberalism. Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Czarniawska-Joerges, B., & Guje, S. (2005). Global ideas: How ideas, objects
and practices travel in a global economy. Copenhagen: Liber & Copenhagen
Business School Press.


https://doi.org/10.1177/097172180801400106
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2010.505099
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a037204
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0129

2 THE MARKETISATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION ... 41

Deem, Ry. (2001). Globalisation, new managerialism, academic capitalism
and entreprencurialism in universities: Is the local dimension still impor-
tant? Comparative Education, 37(1), 7-20. https://www.jstor.org/stable/
3099730.

Deem, R., & Brehony, K. J. (2005). Management as ideology: The case of ‘new
managerialism’ in higher education. Oxford Review of Education, 31(2), 217-
235. https://doi.org,/10.1080,/03054980500117827.

Deem, R., et al. (2008). Knowledge, higher education, and the new manage-
riadism: The changing management of UK wuniversities. Oxford: Oxtord
University Press.

Dimaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institu-
tional isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American
Sociological Review, 48(2), 147. https://doi.org,/10.2307,/2095101.

Drori, G. S., et al. (2006). Globalization and organization: World society and
organizational change. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fleming, R., & Lee, G. R. (2009). Canada: Whats in a Title? In N. Garrod
& B. Macfarlane (Eds.), Challenging boundaries: Managing the integration of
post-secondary education (pp. 93-110). New York: Taylor & Francis.

Geschwind, L., & Pinheiro, R. M. (2017). Raising the summit or flattening
the agora? The elitist turn in science policy in Northern Europe. Journal of
Baltic Studies, 48(4), 513-528. https://doi.org,/10.1080,/01629778.2017.
1305178.

Ginsberg, B. (2011). The fall of the faculty: The rise of the all-administrative
university and why it matters. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gornitzka, Ae. (2006). What is the use of Bologna in national reform? In
Voldemar Tomusk (Ed.), Creating the European arvea of higher education
(pp- 19—41). Netherlands: Springer.

Gornitzka, A., & Maassen, P. (2011). University governance reforms, global
scripts and the “Nordic model.” Accounting for policy change? In J. Schmid,
K. Amos, & A. T. J. Schrader (Eds.), Worlds of education? Comparative
analysis of educational policy and education systems (pp. 149-177). Nomos
Verlagsgesellschaft.

Greenwood, R., & Hinings, C. R. (1993). Understanding strategic change: The
contribution of archetypes. Academy of Management Journal, 36(5), 1052—
1081. https://doi.org,/10.5465/256645.

Grubb, W. N., & Lazerson, M. (2005). The education gospel and the role of
vocationalism in American education. American Journal of Education, 111,
297-319.

Hall, S. (1986). The problem of ideaology—Marxism without guearantees.
Journal of Communication Inquiry, 10, 28—44.


https://www.jstor.org/stable/3099730
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054980500117827
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101
https://doi.org/10.1080/01629778.2017.1305178
https://doi.org/10.5465/256645

42 K. ALAJOUTSIJARVI ET AL.

Hazelkorn, E., et al. (2018). Research handbook on quality, performance
and accountability in higher education. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Hemsley-Brown, J., & Oplatka, I. (2006). Universities in a competitive global
marketplace: A systematic review of the literature on higher education
marketing. International Journal of Public Sector Management, 19(4), 316
338. https://doi.org,/10.1108 /09513550610669176.

Hood, C. (1991). A public management for all seasons? Public Administration,
69(1), 3-19. https://doi.org/10.1111 /j.1467-9299.1991.tb00779 x.

Huisman, J., et al. (2002). Alternative universities revisited: A study of the
distinctiveness of universities established in the spirit of 1968. Tertiary Educa-
tion and Management, 8(4), 316-332. https://doi.org,/10.1023/2:102123
0800240.

Hiither, O., & Kriicken, G. (2016). Nested organizational fields: Isomorphism
and differentiation among European universities. In E. P. Berman & C.
Paradeise (Eds.), The university under pressure (pp. 53-83). Bingley: Emerald
Group Publishing Limited.

Huzzard, T., & Johnston, A. (2017). Being branded by the business school. In
T. Huzzard, M. Benner & D. Kirreman (Eds.), The corporatization of the
business school: minerva meets the market. New York: Routledge.

Kettunen, K. (2013). Management education in a historical perspective: The busi-
ness school question and its solution in Finland. PhD thesis, University of Oulu,
Finland.

Khurana, R. (2007). From higher aims to hired bands: The social transformation
of American Business Schools and the Unfulfilled Promise of Management as o
Profession. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Klikauer, T. (2013). Managerialism: A critique of an ideology. London, UK:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Kotz, D. M. (2015). The rise and fall of neoliberal capitalism. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Kriicken, G. (2007). Towards a multiversity?: Universities between global trends
and national traditions. Bielefeld: Transcript.

Kyvik, S. (2007). Academic drift: A reinterpretation. In J. Enders & F. A. van
Vught (Eds.), Towards a cartography of higher education policy change: A
Festschrift in Honour of Guy Neave (pp. 333-338). Enschede: Center for
Higher Education Policy Studies.

Locke, R. R., & Spender, J. C. (2011). Confronting managerialism: How the
business elite and their schools threw our lives out of balance. London: Zed
Books.

Lumby, J., & Foskett, N. (2015). Internationalization and culture in higher
education. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 44(1),
95-111. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143214549978.


https://doi.org/10.1108/09513550610669176
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.1991.tb00779.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1021230800240
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143214549978

2 THE MARKETISATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION ... 43

Marginson, S., et al. (2013). Higher education and public good. In P. Gibbs &
R. Barnett (Eds.), Thinking about Higher Education (pp. 53—-69). London,
UK: Springer.

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal struc-
ture as myth and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340-363.
www.jstor.org/stable /2778293.

Mohrman, K., et al. (2008). The research university in transition: The emerging
global model. Higher Education Policy, 21(1), 5-27. https://doi.org/10.
1057 /palgrave.hep.8300175.

Musselin, C. (2009). The side effects of the Bologna Process on national institu-
tional settings: The case of France. In A. Almaral, et al. (Eds.), European
integration and the governance of higher education and research (Vol. 26,
pp. 181-205). Netherlands: Springer.

Naidoo, R., & Jamieson, I. (2005). Empowering participants or corroding
learning? Towards a research agenda on the impact of student consumerism
in higher education. Journal of Education Policy, 20(3), 267-281. https://
doi.org,/10.1080,/02680930500108585.

Noble, D. F. (2009). Digital diploma mills: The automation of higher educa-
tion. Science as Culture, 7(3), 355-368. https://doi.org,/10.1080,/095054
39809526510.

Oliver, C. M. (1991). Strategic responses to institutional processes. Academy of
Management Review, 16(1), 145-179. https://doi.org,/10.2307 /258610.
Parker, M. (2014). University, Ltd: Changing a business school. Organization,

21(2), 281-292. https://doi.org,/10.1177/1350508413502646.

Parker, M. (2018). Shutdown the business school: What’s wrong with management
education. London: Pluto Press.

Pinheiro, R. (2015). Citius, altius, fortius: Mobilising the University for the
‘Europe of Knowledge’. In Y. Politis, et al. (Eds.), New voices in Higher
Education Research and Scholavship (pp. 1-17). Hershey, PA: IGI-Global.

Pinheiro, R., & Stensaker, B. (2014). Designing the entreprencurial university:
The interpretation of a global idea. Public Organization Review, 14(4), 497—
516. https://doi.org,/10.1007 /s11115-013-0241-z.

Pinheiro, R., et al. (2019). Reforms, organizational change and performance in
higher education: A comparative account from the Novdic countries. Cham:
Palgrave.

Pollitt, C., & Bouckaert, G. (2011). Public management veform: A compara-
tive analysis-new public management, governance, and the Neo-Weberian state.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Powell, W. W., & DiMaggio, P. J. (1991). The New institutionalism in
organizational analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Ramirez, F. O., et al. (2016). Higher education and health organizational fields
in the age of ‘world class’ and ‘best practices’. In R. Pinheiro, et al. (Eds.),


http://www.jstor.org/stable/2778293
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300175
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930500108585
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505439809526510
https://doi.org/10.2307/258610
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508413502646
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11115-013-0241-z

44 K. ALAJOUTSIJARVI ET AL.

Towards a comparative institutionalism: Forms, dynamics and logics across
health care and bigher education fields (pp. 35-57). Emerald.

Rhoades, G. (2014). Extending academic capitalism by foregrounding academic
labor. In B. Cantwell & I. Kauppinen (Eds.), Academic capitalism in the age of
Jlobalization (pp. 113-134). Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Press.

Rip, A. (2004). Strategic research, post-modern universities and research training.
Higher Education Policy, 17, 153-166. https://doi.org,/10.1057 /palgrave.
hep.8300048.

Roberts, K. A., & Donahue, K. A. (2000). Professing professionalism: Bureau-
cratization and deprofessionalization in the academy. Sociological Focus, 33(4),
365-383. https://doi.org,/10.1080,/00380237.2000.10571175.

Rosinger, K. O., Taylor, B. J., Coco, L., & Slaughter, S. (2016). Organizational
segmentation and the prestige economy: Deprofessionalization in high- and
low-resource departments. The Journal of Higher Education, 87(1), 27-54.

Sahlin, K., & Wedlin, L. (2008). Circulating ideas: Imitation, translation and
editing. In R. Greenwood, et al. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational
institutionalism (pp. 218-242). London: Sage.

Sahlin-Andersson, K., & Engwall, L. (2002). The expansion of management
knowledge: Carriers, flows, and souwrces. Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Salminen, A. (2003). New public management and Finnish public sector organ-
isations: The case of universities. In A. Amaral, et al. (Eds.), The higher
education managerial vevolution? (pp. 55-75). Dordrecht: Springer.

Santiago, R., & Carvalho, T. (2008). Academics in a new work environment: The
impact of new public management on work conditions. Higher Education
Qunarterly, 62(3), 204-223. https://doi.org,/10.1111/;.1468-2273.2008.
00390.x.

Selznick, P. (1996). Institutionalism ‘old’ and ‘new’. Administrative Science
Qunarterly, 41(2), 270-277. https://doi.org,/10.2307 /2393719.

Simon, H. A. (1991). Bounded rationality and organizational learning. Organi-
zation Science, 2(1), 125-134. https://doi.org/10.1287 /orsc.2.1.125.

Slaughter, S., & Rhoades, G. (2004). Academic capitalism and the new economy:
Muarkets, state and bigher education. London: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Smith, Y. (2010). Econned: How unenlightened self-intevest undermined democracy
and corrupted capitalism. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Teixeira, P., et al. (2014). Policy changes, marketisation trends and spatial disper-
sion in European higher education: Comparing public and private sectors.
Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy & Society, 7(2), 271-288. https://
doi.org,/10.1093 /cjres/rst027.

Tuchman, G. (2009). Wannabe U: Inside the Corporate University. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.


https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300048
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380237.2000.10571175
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2273.2008.00390.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393719
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.1.125
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rst027

2 THE MARKETISATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION ... 45

Vos, L., & Page, S. J. (2020). Marketization, performative environments, and
the impact of organizational climate on teaching practice in business schools.
Published Online: 20 Apr 2020. https://doi.org,/10.5465/amle.2018.0173.

Witte, J. K. (20006). Change of degrees and degrees of change: Comparing adapta-
tions of European higher education systems in the context of the Bologna process.
Enschede: University of Twente.

Witte, J. (2008). Aspired convergence, cherished diversity: Dealing with the
contradictions of Bologna. Tertiary Education and Management, 14(2),
81-93. https://doi.org,/10.1080,13583880802051840.


https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2018.0173
https://doi.org/10.1080/13583880802051840

	2 The Marketisation of Higher Education: Antecedents, Processes, and Outcomes
	1 Introduction
	2 Scandinavian New Institutionalism
	3 Neoliberalism, Managerialism, and New Public Management
	3.1 Neoliberalism
	3.2 Managerialism
	3.3 New Public Management

	4 Marketisation Processes
	4.1 Commodification
	4.2 Corporatisation
	4.3 De-professionalisation

	5 Outcomes
	6 Conclusion
	References




