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Abstract The managerial turn in academia is currently broadly discussed. Based

on empirical data gathered from a sample that includes all German universities, we

can give a broad and fine-grained account of this turn. What we can clearly see is

that whole new categories of administrative management positions have been cre-

ated over the last years. Furthermore, within the non-academic staff we can see a

profound restructuration. Lower-level positions like those for clerical work

decreased, while higher-level positions in the administration increased. However,

and in contrast to studies of countries, we do not observe a general shift from

academic to non-academic positions. In addition to the statistical analysis of survey

data and personnel data, we conducted seventy in-depth interviews with heads of

administrative management units, in particular those being created over the last two

decades, for example, on quality control, technology transfer, and career service.

Although we clearly see important changes indicating a managerial turn in higher

education, core characteristics of a professional organization whose basic processes

are ultimately controlled by academics and not by administrators or managers have

been retained. These findings call for further cross-national research.
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Introduction

In his seminal book The Visible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in American

Business, Alfred D. Chandler, Jr. gave us some central accounts of the rise and

institutionalization of management in the business sector through his analysis of

changing practices in a variety of firms over time (Chandler 1977). According to

him, between the mid-19th and early 20th century the sheer growth of firms and the

increasing complexity of both internal and external environments, in particular the

market, moved firm owners in the United States away from the practice of guiding

and controlling their firms and their workers. Family businesses became companies

led by managers and the ownership of the firm became separated from its

management. With the advent of the salaried manager and related managerial

hierarchies carrying out the task of administrative coordination a new professional

group emerged, one which became increasingly important for the individual firm

and society at large. Similar developments occurred in Europe, though mostly after

a considerable time-lag (Chandler 1977: 498–500; for Germany, see also Kocka

1969).

There has been a long scholarly debate on Chandler’s accounts, and despite

praise for the originality, depth and richness of his book, sociologists often doubt

central aspects of his analysis. In particular, the finding that strong efficiency gains

are associated with the rise of industrial management is questioned and, in contrast

to Chandler’s main focus on the internal dynamics of the economic sector, a

stronger role is assigned to external political and legal forces (Fligstein 1990). We

do not seek to contribute directly to this debate nor will we cover the whole

elaboration on the structure of the modern multiunit enterprise that is so central to

Chandler’s work. Instead, we draw on only one of Chandler’s central and rather

uncontested insights—the relationship between the complexity of an organization

and its environments and the rise of the management profession—as a stepping-

stone for making sense of the managerial turn in higher education that we are

currently witnessing in very different national systems.

The driving forces that contribute to the growing complexity of universities and

their environments can be observed at three different levels, on which we have

reflected elsewhere (Krücken 2011). At the macro-level of society we can see the

increasing inclusion of persons, subjects of study, and university missions (Schofer

and Meyer 2005; Frank and Gabler 2006). The second level where we can find

substantial changes is at the level of university governance (Paradeise et al. 2009).

In most higher education systems in Continental Europe, New Public Management

reforms have put into question the traditional modes of governance and the interplay

between the state, the academic profession and other actors in society (Teichler and

Höhle 2013). In this process, new actors such as accreditation and evaluation bodies

or university boards have been established and play an increasing important role. A

third level where profound changes can be observed is at the university level itself.

The university as an organization is transforming into an organizational actor, i.e. an

integrated, goal-oriented, and competitive entity that increasingly behaves like a

strategic actor and less like a loosely coupled system (Krücken and Meier 2006; de

Boer et al. 2007).
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Together, these transformations contribute to an increase in complexity through

the multiplication of elements relevant to the system and the way they are linked.

Furthermore, they are strongly interrelated to the diffusion and entrenchment of

management capacities within universities. Similar to its role in the early phase of

industrial management, the United States can be regarded as a forerunner of the

managerial turn in the higher education sector with respect to what we have been

observing in Europe and other parts of the world over the last 10–20 years

(Krücken 2011: 16–18). The advent of new managerialism within the higher

education sector as an ideology has not only altered the ways of planning,

funding, evaluating research and teaching but has also had far-reaching

implications for the formal organization of institutional management and

administrative realms of universities (Amaral et al. 2003; Deem et al. 2007;

Whitchurch 2008). However, organizational and occupational changes within

institutional management and administration are under-researched areas (Shelley

2010: 41; Szekeres 2004).

Therefore, this paper looks at the transformation of university organization in

Germany and its implications for university management and administration.

Although Germany has been characterized as a late-comer in adopting new public

management reforms, there is no doubt that comprehensive reforms have been

introduced over the last decade (Schimank 2005; Schimank and Lange 2009;

Lange and Krücken 2011). We assume that the development of management

capacities plays a pivotal role in the current processes of change. More precisely,

our research on ‘‘The Visible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in Higher

Education’’, to refer to Chandler’s book title, is guided by three assumptions for

which we seek empirical evidence from an in-depth analysis of the German

system.

The first assumption is that the development of management capacities goes hand

in hand with the more intensive recruitment of specialized management staff and

thus with a growth in non-academic staff. Concurrently, we would expect a relative

decline of academic staff. We thus assume that the managerial turn in higher

education is reflected in staff numbers.

The second assumption is related to the staff hired in the process of the

managerial turn. We assume that the managerial turn in higher education is

accompanied by strong recruitment of people from the private sector. Since

companies have accumulated a lot of management expertise over time, it can be

assumed that the staff required to manage universities will primarily be recruited

from the private sector.

Third, we assume that middle managers have strong ambitions to increase their

amount of control, particularly vis-à-vis academics. Such ambitions shape the

identity of middle managers as central parts of the new, managed university

organization. As a result, the patterns of relationships between middle management

and academic staff are rife with conflicts.

We make use of several different data sources in order to answer our main

research questions. The data were gathered and interpreted in a research project

conducted at the German Research Institute for Public Administration Speyer from

April 2007 to December 2010. First, we analyzed quantitative data on the number of
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non-academic and academic staff from 1992 to 2007 at German universities.

Second, using content analysis we analyzed job advertisements in the area of

university management in the weekly newspaper Die Zeit from the years 1997 to

2006. Third, our paper draws on the results of two surveys of senior university

administrators that we conducted in 2008 and 2009. One survey was aimed to

interview all heads of administration at German universities (n=153; Response rate

57 %). The other survey covered the working situation of heads of administrative

units working in the areas of International Affairs, Executive & Continuing

Education, Career Service, Quality Management, Technology Transfer, and

Marketing & Public Relations (n=454; Response rate 40 %).1 Fourth, we conducted

seventy in-depth interviews with representatives from our two survey samples.

Taking these different data sources together, we believe we have constructed a

unique database for the analysis of the managerial turn in higher education in one

country.

Taken together, we find that none of the three research assumptions stated above

can be fully confirmed empirically. Although there is a trend towards a more

managerial organization of German universities, this trend does not imply the

adoption of the organizational and personnel structures of the private sector.

Although we provide evidence of a robust trend of managerialization, this trend is

buffered by basic tenets of academia that at least in the German context we analyzed

are still shaping the organization of work in higher education institutions. Rather,

organizational and occupational change is characterized by the development of

distinct areas and specialized expertise in university management, but not by

management as an overall profession that supersedes the academic profession. In

this regard, the analysis that we present and discuss in more detail in part II provides

a more fine-grained view on the process of organizational transformation of

universities. Further implications of our research will be discussed in the concluding

part III.

Referring to Chandler (1977), we see both parallels and differences between the

inception of industrial management in the 19th century and the more recent

inception of university management. On the one hand, as in industrial management,

there is a clear increase in management tasks that is due to the increased complexity

of German universities and their environments. In contrast to industrial manage-

ment, however, the power of middle managers vis-à-vis other actors in the

organization is very limited. Although undoubtedly a managerial turn in higher

education has occurred in German universities, core characteristics of a professional

organization, whose basic processes are ultimately controlled by academics and not

by managers, have been retained.

1 According to official statistics, at German universities there are 8,110 persons employed in university

administration and management that belong to the status group of ‘‘higher grade’’ of which only some

occupy a leadership-position (Statistisches Bundesamt 2009: 10).
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Empirical Findings

University Management: Expansion of Administrative Staff?

In this section we address our first assumption that the managerial turn in German

academia since the 1990s is accompanied by a growing number of non-academic

staff as compared to academic staff. Before presenting our results, we will refer to

the state-of-the-art in comparative higher education research. It is assumed that the

increasing complexity of universities and their environments leads to the

specialization of administrative areas of university organization, increased recruit-

ment of higher education professionals and the hybridization of professional roles

within universities (Rhoades and Sporn 2002; Gordon and Whitchurch 2010;

Shelley 2010).

Some authors argue that academics have increasingly had to take on management

tasks and include entrepreneurial goals in their work, in addition to their traditional

focus on research and teaching (Deem et al. 2007; Gordon and Whitchurch 2010;

Mcfarlane 2011). At the level of the university leadership team, one can observe the

establishment of new management roles and the increasing differentiation of

functions of new vice-presidents and related staff (Logue 2010; Smith and Adams

2008). In an analysis of the universities belonging to the Association of

Commonwealth Universities from the 18th century to the present, Danielle Logue

shows that there has been a global expansion of university leadership teams and a

continuous incorporation of new missions through the creation of new positions

(Logue 2010). In Germany, amendments to the state laws concerning universities

since 1998 have led to the strengthening and differentiation of the functions of

university leadership (Hüther 2010).

Furthermore, management reforms and new external requirements have led to the

establishment of new organizational units at the level of the university adminis-

tration. In the German context, university management and administration have

traditionally been divided into the following areas: 1. Academic university

management (President/rector, vice-presidents, deans, heads of institutes, etc.): this

includes all leading managerial positions within the university that are held by

academics, typically only for a limited period of time. 2. Administrative university

management (senior administrative managers, heads of offices and service facilities,

etc.): this includes full-time administrative management staff with responsibility for

staff, organization and resource administration within a specific area.2 3. Admin-

istrative staff: this includes all persons working as support staff in administrative

units without managerial competencies.

2 The head of university administration, similar to the position of a vice-president for finance and human

resources, administrative director or provost in Anglo-American higher education systems but in

Germany traditionally referred to as ‘‘Kanzler,’’ are not easily located within this categorisation. Like the

president/rector and the vice-presidents, they are part of the university leadership team and according to

most state laws, the academic senate is involved in their appointment. Therefore, they belong to the first

group. However, as senior civil servants they are full-time administrators and not academics and therefore

also belong to the second group.
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However, with the creation of new organizational units and management

positions there is a growing group of staff members located at the interface between

administration, academics and university leadership. This category mostly includes

staff responsible for a specific project, subject or instrument within the university

administration. These newly created administrative units and management positions

increasingly include areas such as degree program development, quality assurance

of teaching and research, and knowledge and technology transfer. As they are much

closer to core academic processes, i.e. teaching and research, they differ from

traditional administrative units and processes. In this regard, some authors claim

that we are observing the development of new professional groups within the

university, mostly located at the interface between academics, administration and

university leadership. According to these authors, persons working in such units can

neither be seen as part of the routine administration nor do they belong to the

academic staff (Whitchurch 2004; Klumpp and Teichler 2006; Szekeres 2004;

Harman and Stone 2006; Zellweger-Moser and Bachmann 2010).

Thus, the expansion as well as specialization of administrative units and positions

reflects the increasing external expectations and new requirements with which

universities are confronted. The establishment of new management functions

implies comprehensive processes of re-organization and coordination processes

both at the leadership level and at the level of administrative management. Thereby,

the traditional organizational configurations of universities are called into question.

In the German case, the traditionally strict separation of central administration and

academic units has become more fluid. But to what extent do these organizational

changes in universities also correspond with changing recruitment practices and the

reconfiguration of staff?

A first impression can be obtained from the analysis of job advertisements for

qualified positions in administrative university management that appeared in the

weekly newspaper Die Zeit from 1999 to 2006. Especially for senior university

administrator and manager positions, the number of jobs advertised every year has

grown continuously, from 92 (1999) to 169 (2006) (see Fig. 1).

Our analysis of the job descriptions also shows that over time a stronger

differentiation has been made according to specific areas of work and more distinct

job descriptions have evolved. At the end of the 1990s, universities were still

generally looking for senior administrators. Contrary to this, current advertisement

texts describe more specific positions, for example, in research management, quality

assurance or career service. This goes hand in hand with an increasingly more

precise description of the specific work and competencies demanded. Job

advertisements for quality managers, for example, increasingly include more

precise and elaborated job profiles (e.g. development of concepts, implementation

of evaluations, development of a quality management system, academic controlling)

as well as enumerating specific competencies required (especially work experience

in the area of quality management, knowledge of evaluation and accreditation

processes, statistical expertise and a profound knowledge of the German university

system and its relevant environments).

An important aspect discussed in comparative university research is the

assumption of a clear rise in administrative and management staff at universities.
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This assumption was also central to our research. Studies on staff configurations in

Finnish, Norwegian and American universities show that managerial reforms in the

university sector and the formation of new occupational groups at universities

correspond with a growth in non-academic staff and a simultaneous decrease in

academic staff.

Rhoades and Sporn (2002) examined the relationship between academic and non-

academic staff in the USA from 1976 to 1995. They found that the proportion of

academic staff as part of overall staff at American universities dropped from 69.3 %

to 61.0 % during this period, whereas the proportion of non-academic staff

increased from 30.7 % to 39 %. The increase in non-academic staff in this case was

mainly due to the rise in ‘‘managerial professionals’’ (highly qualified administra-

tive staff in research and teaching related areas, i.e. the group of persons being

sought in the German job advertisements mentioned above), whose proportion

among all employees rose from 19 % to almost 30 % from 1976 to 1995. Following

these data, Rhoades and Sporn assume that academic work is no longer carried out

only by the individual academic. Instead, academic work is increasingly influenced

by many different players, especially ‘‘managerial professionals.’’

More recent numbers seem to confirm this trend for the USA. A study by the

Goldwater Institute (2010) shows that from 1993 to 2007 the number of full time

administrators per 100 students at 198 private and public Ph.D. granting universities

grew by 39 %, whereas the number of academic staff rose by only 18 %. Financial

expenditures developed in a similar fashion: In the same period expenditures for

administration increased by 61 %, whereas expenditures per student for teaching

rose by only 39 %.

Gornitzka and Larsen (2004) show that in Norway there was a general increase in

university staff from 1987 to 1999, by 56 % for academic staff and 66 % for non-

academic staff. The increase in non-academic staff was caused in particular by

recruitment of so-called ‘‘higher administrative staff,’’ whose numbers rose by 215

% between 1987 and 1999. At the same time, the group of people who were lower

qualified office employees decreased by 28 % (Gornitzka and Larsen 2004: 458).

The proportion of highly qualified administrative staff thus rose from about a third

of all non-academic staff in 1987 to about three-quarters in 1999.

Fig. 1 Job advertisements in Die Zeit per year: 1999–2006 (absolute numbers)
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Similar developments have also been observed in Finland. Visakorpi (1996)

describes a strong increase in non-academic staff compared with academic staff.

This was caused by a growing percentage of highly qualified non-academic staff.

Between 1989 and 1992 this group grew by 39 %, whereas the percentage of less

qualified technical staff and administrative staff decreased by 11.8 %. But to what

extent can similar developments be found at German universities?

For our analysis we used yearly data from 1992 to 2007, which was obtained

from the ICE-Land database of the German Higher Education Information System

(HIS), a database, which assembles all data from official higher education statistics.

It can be shown that the total number of persons employed at German universities in

the past few years has clearly increased (see Tables 1 and 2). This increase—unlike

the developments in some other countries as described above—has particularly been

caused by a growth in academic staff, or, to be more precise, academic staff in arts

and sciences financed by third-party funding as well as teaching staff for specific

tasks. It is particularly interesting to see that the strongest growth rate by far was for

faculty whose professorship was not financed directly by the state but through third-

party funding (see Table 1).

As Table 2 illustrates, we can see a strong growth of academic staff (?28.3 %)

between 1992 and 2007, while in the case of non-academic staff we observe a

decrease -4.6 %.

If we look at the relationship of non-academic staff to academic staff at German

universities, this shifted from 42.9 % non-academic staff versus 57.1 % academic

staff in 1992 to 35.8 % non-academic staff versus 64.2 % academic staff in 2007.

However, in a more fine-grained analysis a shift in the composition of non-

academic staff with regard to their formal educational level is evident. Members of

non-academic staff at German universities are part of the civil service.3 Recruit-

ment, salaries and human resource development of non-academic staff at

universities are based on rigid regulations within public service law. Status, career

and remuneration schemes for civil service sector employees are determined

according to tasks and functions. Overall, four status groups are generally

distinguished for positions in civil service in Germany: lower level, middle level,

upper grade level and higher grade level. Entry into each level is based on minimal

educational qualifications. For positions within the higher grade of non-academic

staff a university degree is a formal prerequisite; for positions within the upper

grade level at least a degree from a polytechnic school is required.

In the period from 2002 to 2007 there was a disproportionately strong increase in

the number of positions within the higher and upper grade non-academic staff. The

numbers of higher grade staff increased during this period by 20.9 %, while upper

grade staff increased by 19.5 %. Whereas positions with less formal qualification

levels remained relatively constant (middle grade) or significantly dropped (lower

3 Contrary to appropriations in other contributions in higher education research using the terms ‘‘non-

academic staff’’ and ‘‘administrative staff’’ synonymously, in the German context non-academic staff

cannot be equated with administrative staff. Based on the attribution of different work areas according to

statistical reports, non-academic staff at German universities differentiate between the following

categories of non-academic staff: administrative staff, technical staff, library staff and other staff

(Statistisches Bundesamt 2009, Erläuterungen).
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grade: -32.0 %). Thus, the status group of higher grade staff compared to staff in

the remaining three groups strongly increased between 1992 and 2007 in all areas of

non-academic staff.

Of equally high importance is the question of whether the increase of higher

grade staff is accompanied by the ‘feminization’ of administrative university

management.4 Our data on this subject is unequivocal. Between 1992 and 2007, the

number of women in the highest status group increased by 148 %, while the number

of men increased by only 22.9 %. The strong increase holds particularly true for

administrative staff as compared to other areas of non-academic work (technical

staff, library staff and other staff). In general, it is evident that by far the strongest

growth rate was among the group of higher grade staff in the administrative area.

Between 1992 and 2007, the number of higher grade employees in the

administration increased by 90 %, while, for example, the number of maintenance

staff in the simple to upper grades decreased by 38.8 %. This development is also

reflected in the ratio of higher grade administrative staff to the total non-academic

staff. While in 1992, the percentage share of higher grade employees in the

administration was 55.3 %, it rose to 67.0 % in 2007. The number of women in the

group of higher grade staff administrative area between 1992 and 2007 in absolute

Table 1 Changes in the number of full-time academic staff according to personnel group and type of

financing between 1992 and 2007 (in % and absolute number)

State budget

funding

Third-party

funding

Not financed/without

specifications

Professors ?11.8 % ?503.8 % -60.3 %

?3,627 ?927 -1,757

Lecturers and assistants -69.8 % -89.7 % -73.1 %

-12,091 -2,352 -429

Academic and artistic staff ?20.4 % ?195.2 % -47.8 %

?10,750 ?29,268 -4,248

Teaching staff for specific tasks ?14.0 % ?184.3 % ?87.0 %

?1,615 ?1,830 ?5,749

Table 2 Changes in numbers in full- and part-time academic and non-academic staff between 1992 and

2007 (in % and absolute numbers of persons)

Total number of universities Ph.D. granting universities Polytechnical schools

Total

staff

Academic

staff

Non-

academic

staff

Total

staff

Academic

staff

Non-

academic

staff

Total

staff

Academic

staff

Non-

academic

staff

?14.2 % ?28.3 % -4.6 % ?8.3 % ?22.4 % -9.5 % ?48.9 % ?64.1 % ?23.9 %

?39935 ?45561 -5626 ?19356 ?29105 -9749 ?21325 ?17376 ?3949

4 For further results and discussions concerning gender issues in German higher education management,

see Krücken et al. (2012).
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numbers increased by 1,771, while the number of men only increased by 808. This

implies a ratio of 49 % women in 2007, while in 1992 only 31 % of the higher

administrative staff was female. If this trend continues, we assume that in the second

decade of the third millennium we will have more women working in higher grade

level positions in the German university administration than men, which would be a

remarkable change as compared to previous decades.

To summarize, we can conclude that unlike in the USA, Finland and Norway the

academic/non-academic ratio of personnel at German universities shifted slightly in

favor of academic staff. However, and in accordance with the results from studies in

other countries, a clear increase in positions for higher and highly qualified non-

academic staff can be noted, particularly in the administrative area and with regard

to women in higher education management. At the same time, there was a

remarkable decrease in positions requiring lower levels of qualifications, particu-

larly in the area of maintenance and technical services.

The significant rise of highly qualified administrative staff can be seen as a strong

indicator of the development of management capacities at German universities.

However, at first sight this is not reflected in the quantitative relationship between

academic and non-academic staff, mainly for two reasons. On the one hand, the

financial support for academic personnel increased over the last years, especially

through third-party funding and a variety of political programs that were developed

in order to foster research and teaching (Lange and Krücken 2011). On the other

hand, there have been cuts through restructuring and outsourcing with regard to non-

academic staff requiring lower levels of qualifications. In addition, a further

development of management capacities can also be assumed due to the employment

of staff in academic positions who, nevertheless, work almost exclusively on

administrative tasks. In the survey we conducted among leading staff members in

administrative university management at German universities, 20 % of the

participants mentioned that they formally worked as part of the academic staff

although their job profile corresponded to that of an administrative manager. This

result puts our data and their interpretation in perspective. Apparently, the

differences to other countries are smaller than at first sight. We assume that the

rather high percentage of administrative managers being employed as academic

staff is due to the fact that the creation of academic positions within universities is

still easier to justify internally than the creation of positions that do not contribute

directly to research and teaching.

University Managers: Business Professionals from the Private Sector?

In this section we address the second assumption: that the managerial turn in higher

education is accompanied by a strong recruitment of persons from the private sector.

Furthermore, the disciplinary background of administrative university managers

will be examined, as we expect to see related changes that favor a stronger

management or business orientation. As in other public sector institutions, the

development of new management capacities in universities is embedded in

discourse and policy-making, in which organizational patterns and management
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instruments from the private sector are strongly emphasized (Kickert 1997; Pollitt

and Bouckaert 2000). For university administration in Germany, legal changes in

university governance indicate a shift from a bureaucratic model to new public

management (Schimank 2005; Schimank and Lange 2009). For the internal

university structure this means more emphasis on performance and service

processes that are mainly carried out by specialized units. At the same time, the

decentralization of administration and the establishment of new positions at the

level of departments and research clusters lead to the transformation of the former

functions of academic self-administration, which are increasingly carried out by

specialized higher education managers.

Here, the establishment of new performance oriented budget systems and the

introduction of double-entry accounting, plus the development of extensive

evaluation schemes as well as instruments for marketing and strategic development,

such as, for example, balanced scorecards, require a wide range of new expertise at

universities. Whereas experience in the higher education sector was traditionally a

central requirement for leading staff in the university administration, one could

assume that the current development of management structures and capacities at

German universities also implies a more intensive recruitment of employees with

work experience in the private sector.5

Empirical studies on management reforms in Great Britain and the USA indicate

that recruitment is increasingly oriented toward staff that has formal qualifications

in management or work experience outside the university sector, particularly in the

private sector (Basnett 2005; Leicht and Fennell 2008: 99; Rhoades 1998;

Whitchurch 2004). Furthermore, an increase in professional networks of university

managers has been noted in Europe over the past few years. Similar to the USA,

where independent professional associations have been established for many areas

of university development, professional networks and specialized professional

associations in various areas of university management have also emerged in Great

Britain, Scandinavian countries and at a European level (Basnett 2005: 100; Pausits

and Pellert 2009; Gornnitzka and Larsen 2004: 463; Middlehurst 2004). But what do

we observe in the German university sector?

Based on a countrywide survey of 454 administrative university managers in the

areas of quality management (for research and teaching), career service, interna-

tional affairs, continuing education, technology transfer, and marketing & public

relations, we are able to give some detailed accounts on the German case. Before

dealing directly with the question of whether these administrative university

managers come from the private sector, let us first have a look at their academic

degrees and experiences.

An academic university degree as well as experience, or at least an affinity to

research, is part of the profile of most of the leading employees in administrative

university management who took part in our survey. A very heterogeneous

5 Systematic studies on academic backgrounds and career paths of higher administrators at German

universities have not been conducted so far. However, there are general surveys on administrative elites in

Germany (Derlien and Mayntz 1988; Derlien 2003; Bogumil et al. 2012). These studies show that

members of these elites most typically have a law degree and pursued a distinct career path within the

realm of public administration.
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academic background was found (see Fig. 2). To focus on the largest and the least

directly relevant degree groups: 27 % have a humanities or arts degree, 19 % of the

administrative university managers have a background in business administration or

economics, and 18 % have one in the social sciences. At the same time, only 4 %

have studied law and 5 % administrative sciences. 10 % of those who participated in

our survey have an advanced professional management degree (MBA/MPA/MPP)

and thus obtained specialized and certified management skills before entering

university management.

Here, clear differences are evident in the academic background of personnel in

the different areas of administrative university management. Whereas the areas of

international affairs and quality management are characterized by the dominance of

graduates in the humanities and arts, employees with business or economics degrees

are more frequently found in the areas of career service and executive & continuing

education.

Our analysis of academic degrees leads us to doubt the existence of a common

and generalized understanding of university management that is based on a

particular academic background and discipline-specific concepts. In the in-depth

interviews we conducted with administrative university managers parallel to our

survey, the individuals frequently mentioned that the decision to recruit them was

mainly due to their specific expertise and interest in a respective subject area of

university management. This is also confirmed by other surveys. A survey of

managing directors at the departmental level of German universities, for example,

shows that these positions are usually filled with those who have an academic

background in one of the discipline(s) of the respective department (Leichsenring

2007). Familiarity with universities as organizations or department-specific

knowledge thus appears to be an important, if not a central, selection and

recruitment criterion for new positions in administrative university management.

This characteristic affinity of the administrative university managers to their

organization and specific areas within the organization can also be seen in two other

results of our survey: First, 23.9 % of those who participated have a Ph.D. The

percentage of employees with a Ph.D. is even higher in genuinely research and

teaching oriented areas of administrative university management, such as technol-

ogy transfer with 38.6 % and quality assurance with 32.6 %. Thus, many of the

interviewees emphasized that their own research experiences were an important

criterion for their recruitment into university management.

A second indicator for the affinity of this group of university managers for the

university sector is that their career paths are closely connected to academic and

higher education institutions. 23.8 % of the administrative managers participating in

our survey worked in the same or a similar position in one of the six areas we

analyzed immediately before assuming their current position; 24.6 % previously

worked in another (non-academic) position in the university sector or other public

research organizations (see Fig. 3). Conversely, it is not very common to recruit

university managers directly from the private sector. Overall, only 13.1 % in our

survey were hired directly from the private sector. In areas with strong connections

to the business sector, such as career service, the percentage is clearly higher, but

even then it is below one-fourth of the group.
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The results of our analysis of the academic backgrounds and previous

professional work are different with regard to the heads of the administration at

German universities. On the basis of our survey, two characteristics stand out. First,

we can see a trend toward more heterogeneous disciplinary backgrounds. Second,

we observe a more intense recruitment of those with a degree in business

administration or economics. Whereas the percentage of those belonging to this

group has increased, the percentage of those with a law or public administration

degree has decreased (see Fig. 4). This is at least in part due to changes in the legal

framework for public German universities, as in most states a law degree is no

longer a formal requirement for access to the highest position in the university

administration.
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Fig. 2 Academic background of administrative university managers (in %)

Fig. 3 Position of administrative university managers directly before their present position in %
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Thus, only 12.8 % of the heads of administration who have been in office for

more than 9 years state that they have a background in business administration,

management or economics, whereas for those who have taken up office during the

past 4 years, 37.3 % have such a business-oriented academic background (see

Fig. 4). In addition to this, several more recently appointed heads have graduated in,

for example, natural sciences or social and educational sciences contributing to an

even more heterogeneous picture.

Furthermore, the career paths of heads of university administration is—similar to

that of heads of specialized units as discussed above—characterized by a strong

affinity to the organizational field of research and higher education. Most heads of

university administration have had substantial work experience in universities,

higher education ministries and other institutions of the science system. About 25 %

of them worked at another university before assuming their current position and

22.8 % were recruited internally (see Fig. 5).

On average, 26.8 % of the heads of the administration have had professional

experience in the private sector before taking up office. Among those who are

younger and who have been working as heads of administration for less than 4 years

this percentage is clearly higher (see Fig. 5). 35.2 % of those who have been in

office for less than 4 years have previous professional experience in the private

sector as opposed to merely 17 % of those who have been head of university

administration for more than 9 years.

Following our analysis, the implementation of university reforms based on the

model of new public management particularly corresponds to professional

Fig. 4 Academic background of heads of administration (Kanzler) according to period in office in %
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specialization and differentiation. Contrary to findings in other countries, and with

the exception of recently recruited heads of university administration, there is no

clear tendency in Germany toward an increase in recruitment from the private

sector. Rather, the main characteristic of administrative university managers is their

basic affinity for the academic system.

Organizations and management staff develop expertise in the use of specific

instruments of university development and more generic management knowledge in

their organizational practices as well as in professional networks and training

programs. As in other countries, we can observe an increasing number of

specialized courses, study programs, and professional networks that have emerged

in Germany over the last years.

Apart from study programs—e.g. at the INCHER at the University of Kassel, the

University of Oldenburg, the University of Applied Sciences Osnabrück, the

Technical University Berlin, and the German University for Administrative

Sciences in Speyer—there are numerous training courses for university and

research management, for example, those offered by the Centre for Higher

Education (CHE) or the Center for Science and Research Management e.V. Speyer

(ZWM). Moreover, in the past years, in addition to traditional associations such as

those for heads of university administration, numerous networks in specific fields of

university management have emerged, such as the Professional Association for

University Communication, the Career Service Network (www.csnd.de), the

Association of Alumni Organizations and the Network of Research and Technology

Managers (www.forschungsreferenten.de). The main objectives of these networks

are the exchange of experiences and knowledge, the development of professional

standards, public relations for their common cause and the creation of a commonly

shared identity among those who work in areas that to a great extent are rather new

to German universities.

Fig. 5 Prior work experience of heads of administration according to areas and period in office in %
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The development of specific occupational profiles, patterns of staff recruitment

and the establishment of professional networks of university managers indicate that

an essentially sector specific expertise is being created, while the orientation toward

management concepts from business and the recruitment of management staff from

the private sector is of lesser importance. Rather, universities create their own

management.

University Managers: Planners with Ambitions to Control or Service Providers

for Academics?

In the course of current university reforms some higher education researchers claim

that we are witnessing the ‘‘colonization of research and teaching by economic and

administrative imperatives’’ (Stock and Wernet 2005: 9). Accordingly, the

intensified relationship between academics and administration is critical. Academics

fear that the administration has too strong of an effect on the specialized work and

independence of academics, as administrative managers are striving to control

academic work (Jansen 2007; Pellert 2000: 45). This tension is also discussed in the

research literature on the emergence of new managerial professionals in higher

education institutions. In an analysis of highly qualified administrative staff,

McInnis (1998) showed that in Australian universities tensions between these

employees and academics arose when administrative staff members demanded to

have an equal footing in the strategic management of the university (ibid.: 168). In a

similar vein, Feller (2009) described how the introduction of performance

measurement systems at American universities weakened the professional auton-

omy of departments and faculty, while strengthening the role of administrative

managers in academic decision-making processes (ibid.: 339). Furthermore, there is

a growing body of comparative empirical research arguing that the introduction of

new managerial functions and positions within universities are complemented by a

‘‘blurring of boundaries’’ between administrative and academic work (Whitchurch

2008, 2013; Mcfarlane 2011; Shelley 2010). With the expansion of non-academic

tasks and spaces, the roles, skills as well as the identities of university managers

become more differentiated (Zellweger-Moser and Bachmann 2010; Gordon and

Whitchurch 2010).

But how do administrative university managers see themselves, and how do they

understand their role in the organizational framework of the university? Admin-

istrative university managers at German universities, like their colleagues in

Norway (Gornitzka and Larsen 2004) and in Great Britain (Whitchurch 2008),

mainly see themselves as service providers for the different players within the

university, the university leadership team and academics in particular. According to

our survey data, they mostly describe their professional role as serving as an

‘‘adviser to different groups within the university’’ and as being a ‘‘service provider

serving and responding to different stakeholders of the university.’’ Conversely,

they do not see themselves so much as agents for implementing decisions taken by

the leadership team or as those who ensure formally correct procedures are followed

within the university (see Fig. 6).
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These self-descriptions from our survey were confirmed in the face-to-face

interviews we conducted with representatives from this group, especially those

directing units for quality management.

‘‘I understand my work as service. Both as far as the leadership team is

concerned […] and also as service to the departments. Because, ultimately, the

goal is to improve the quality of studying and teaching. Looking at my work

this way, I think it is simply a necessary service.’’ (Head of quality

management unit).

‘‘We bring […] the reforms to the departments in a service oriented way. So

we are actually saying: ‘Tell us what you need, where can we support you’.’’

(Head of quality management unit)

Administrative university managers dispose of only limited formal power, as

they are dependent on the decisions made by the university leadership team. Thus,

the power of the administrative university managers is largely based on sources of

power, which do not consist of the decision-making, but in the gathering and

distributing of information and expertise as well as subsequent advisory activities.

Their main competencies are seen in their expertise with respect to new instruments

in particular areas (quality management, controlling, etc.).

‘‘Well, we can make suggestions. The leadership team then decides to what

extent it will follow them or not, so, they have full freedom there. We don’t

have any leverage there or any authorization to decide. But our expertise is in

Fig. 6 Self-understanding/description of professional role as administrative manager in %: ‘‘To what
extent do the descriptions listed below apply to your professional role within in your institution?
Professionally I regard myself as …’’ Please use for your answer a scale from 5 (=fully applies) to 1
(=does not apply at all)
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demand. They say, we are not experts in the area, but you are the experts for

this, now please say something about it. Then we can advise, make

suggestions. To what extent they accept or implement our suggestions

remains their decision, of course.’’ (Head of quality management unit)

On the other hand, administrative university managers are also dependent on the

cooperation of the academics. This is characteristic of a professional organization.

Following Mintzberg (1983), universities have to be seen as ‘‘professional

bureaucracies.’’ The professionals in the case of the university are the academics,

who have a large amount of autonomy, since the core labor processes at

universities—research and teaching—are characterized by causal relationships

between input and output that are ambiguous and cannot be precisely determined in

advance (Musselin 2007: 72; Krücken 2008: 351–353). In addition, like other

professionals, university professors have been successful in normatively enforcing

their autonomy (Meier and Schimank 2010: 108).

‘‘Of course, I do not have the power to stop the process [authors’ note: a dean

intended to send an application to an accreditation agency, which was seen as

deficient by the quality management unit]. It is more likely the case that in

such a discussion I will say, here, look at this again, we could do it perhaps

like this.’’ (Head of quality management unit)

According to our interview partners, the degree for exercising power is by and

large rather low. However, it does vary, especially in the area of quality

management. We observed that the closer the relationship between the university

leadership team and the quality management unit, and the more communication that

takes place between both sides, the more pressure can be exerted on academics. A

good example here is the increase of reporting duties academics have to comply

with, which go on to serve as a basis for decision-making at the level of the

leadership team of the university. However, in most cases exerting pressure is not

seen by administrative managers as being appropriate, since according to them the

effectiveness of instruments or processes is dependent on the extent to which they

are perceived by academics as meaningful.

‘‘I have to do a whole lot of work convincing them and it has to be done right

on the spot. It’s the academics […] who I actually want to get on board

because in the case of each individual instrument, a course evaluation scheme,

for example, […] if they don’t appreciate the instrument, then I don’t have to

enforce its use either.’’ (Head of quality management unit)

The self-perception of a strong service and advisory orientation as well as their

rather limited means for exercising power and their alleged reluctance to use power

when confronted with resistance can at least partly explain why administrative

university managers perceive their work to be largely accepted by the different

groups within the university. When asked about their perception of the acceptance

of their work by the members of the major status groups, administrative university

managers see themselves as very strongly accepted (see Fig. 7). By extension, the
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interviewees assume that the strongest acceptance is received from the university

leadership team.

Both the results from our survey and the quotes from our face-to-face interviews

cannot be taken at face value and we cannot tell from our research to what extent the

perception of the high acceptance of the work of administrative university managers

is equally held by academics and the university leadership team. Furthermore, it

could well be that the answers by our respondents are at least partly shaped by the

social desirability bias, which comes into play when academics do research on

administrative managers. Given the well-known tensions between academics and

administrators about issues of control, we cannot exclude that ambitions to control

were downplayed by our respondents, while advisory activities and cooperation

with academics were overemphasized. Here, we clearly see the necessity of further

research that takes into account the perceptions of a broader range of actors, in

particular academics, as well as further studies on the dynamics of information and

advice as ‘‘soft’’ forms of power in university governance.

Summary and Discussion

The empirical results show that there is, in fact, a growth in administrative

university management. This development, which we have analyzed for Germany,

is embedded in a transnational trend, concerning very different national systems. Its

various underlying causes range from the societal macro-level to changes in

university governance and the transformation of the university into an

Fig. 7 Acceptance of administrative university managers within the university in % ‘‘How do you
perceive the acceptance of your work from the point of view of the…?’’ Scale from 5 (=strongly
accepted) to 1 (=not accepted)
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organizational actor. Our results allow for important differentiations that go beyond

the current state-of-the-art in research on higher education organizations.

We conclude that the three main research assumptions that guided our journey

into the world of administrative higher education management in Germany cannot

be confirmed empirically: First, there is no increase in non-academic staff as

compared to academic staff. Second, those recruited for administrative university

management are primarily from the university sector and only to a much lesser

extent from the private sector. Third, the way these people see themselves with

regard to their occupational role is supportive and service-oriented, whereas the idea

of control that is frequently associated with management is of less significance.

The first part of our analysis showed that an expansion and differentiation of

positions in administrative university management has occurred. Both the analysis

of job advertisements and the survey of heads of university administration provided

evidence of this trend. The major quantitative investigation of staff statistics at

German universities, however, surprisingly indicates that this expansion and

differentiation has not occurred at the expense of academic staff. Academic staff in

the period between 1992 and 2007, both at Ph.D. granting universities and

polytechnical schools, has grown, whereas non-academic staff has increased only at

polytechnical schools, not at Ph.D. granting universities. This general finding

requires further explanation.

First, our results reflect the considerable intensification of third-party funded

research at German universities. This is evident not only in the absolute numbers of

academics, but also if we disaggregate the numbers of academic staff. Here there is

a clear increase, especially at the level of post-doctorate and doctorate staff.

According to the statistical data compilation system in Germany, and contrary to

those of other countries, the latter are not listed as students, but as academics. We

assume that this is one reason why the ratio between academic and non-academic

staff in Germany is different from those found in other countries. The number of

permanently employed and state-funded academics in German universities

decreased compared to overall growth, this in spite of the continuously rising

numbers of students and an increase in individual and organizational tasks and

missions. This is not without problems; in particular, longer term career prospects

below the level of the professoriate have tended to decrease. This gives rise to the

question of sustainability, not just of individual careers, but also of research lines.

Second, and complementary to this, considerable restructuring can be noted within

the non-academic staff. Whereas higher status positions for academics did not

increase and the number of professors remained stable over time, there has been a

clear rise in higher status positions for non-academic staff, both in absolute as well

as relative numbers. The reduction in non-academic staff at universities is based on

job reduction and outsourcing in the area of lower qualified jobs. The number of

non-academic employees in higher positions, on the other hand, has increased,

particularly in the administrative area and with regard to women, who have caught

up with men in higher education management at a considerable pace. This also

means that our findings, when looked at in more detail, are much closer to those

obtained by studies of other countries than they first appear.
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Third, the interviews we conducted with people in administrative university

management show that the statistical personnel numbers available give an

incomplete picture. A large number of those working in these positions, such as,

for example, administrative managers of departments, research clusters or graduate

schools, are employed as academic staff, even though their area of work clearly

belongs to the non-academic field. Here, too, the question arises as to whether,

underneath the surface structure, there might be deeper transformations that are

made invisible by re-labeling. Fourth, the question arises as to whether the

observation of personnel numbers conveys too static of an image of the respective

fields of work.

Thus, it could well be the case that academics, over the course of time,

increasingly take up non-academic duties that are outside their core activities of

research and teaching. The early laboratory study by Latour and Woolgar (1979)

describes in great depth how numerous activities involving the economics and

politics of research (fundraising, science policy advice and networking, etc.) have to

be carried out in order to keep the ‘‘research machinery’’ (as Latour and Woolgar

call it) going.6 According to them, focusing purely on academic research activities is

no longer possible for the senior researchers at the institute they analyzed, even

though two of them were awarded the Nobel Prize in Physiology or Medicine during

Latour and Woolgar’s field research. We assume that in the past years the widening

of the job portfolio of academics has increased, and not just for heads of laboratories

and institutes in the natural sciences. Even in the social sciences and humanities,

and also at the level of young researchers, we believe that the definition of what it

means to be an academic has been greatly broadened. ‘‘Science as a Vocation’’

clearly looks different at the beginning of the 21st century as compared to Weber’s

(1922) seminal description (see also Shapin 2008). However, long-term time budget

studies would be required to verify this assumption.

The second part of our analysis made it clear that recruitment of persons from the

private sector is occurring only to a very limited extent in administrative university

management in Germany. Even if there are differences among the individual areas

of work, the findings still result in a clear overall picture. Compared to work

experiences gained in the private sector, those obtained in academic institutions

seem to play a more important role. A further indicator of the close proximity to the

academic field of those employed in administrative university management can also

be seen in the fact that 24 % of those who participated in our survey have a Ph.D. In

the same way, the analysis of the disciplinary backgrounds of those surveyed

revealed surprising findings, at least if we assume that the prerequisite for heads of

units in administrative university management is a background in business

administration, economics or law. Instead, most of them have a humanities

background, then, at a distant second, we find those from business administration

and economics, followed closely by social scientists, whereas lawyers hardly play

any role and even rank behind natural scientists and engineers. We can only

speculate on the reasons for this profile, as well as on the low recruitment from the

private sector. On the one hand, context-specific knowledge and soft skills seem to

6 For similar results with regard to public research organizations in Italy, see also Coccia (2009).
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be of major importance for the job. On the other hand, also the existence or non-

existence of attractive job markets outside the university sector and the rather lower

salary compared to the private sector seems to play an important role.

In the second part of the analysis we also dealt with the disciplinary backgrounds

of the heads of university administration (‘‘Kanzler’’). Here we see important

transformations. Whereas the older heads almost exclusively have a law degree and

professional experiences in the university sector, the picture for the younger ones is

much more heterogeneous. Compared to their older colleagues, professional

experiences in the private sector are more frequent and the almost exclusively legal

background is replaced by a plurality of disciplinary backgrounds. This opening up

was enabled by legal changes in almost all state university laws since the 1990s.

Whereas previously a law degree was a formal requirement for being appointed as

head of administration in a public university, in most German federal states such a

requirement no longer exists. This change, which particularly favors graduates in

business administration and economics, is embedded in the transformation of

universities into an integrated, goal-oriented, and competitive entity in which

management and leadership play an ever more important role. In such a context,

more and more opportunities for decision-making are created, which requires not

only legal expertise. It is noticeable that both within the individual areas of

administrative university management (international affairs, executive & continuing

education, career service, quality management, technology transfer, and marketing

& public relations) and at the level of the heads of university administration,

numerous activities take place that go beyond the organizational level.

However, in spite of several programs that in some cases even lead to an

academic degree in higher education management, we find little evidence for the

formation of a general occupational group of higher education managers. The

tendencies toward professionalization that we noticed were instead linked to area or

status specific networks, not to the field as such. Management as a profession with

transferable skills and generic competencies can rarely be observed in the higher

education sector.7

In the third part of the analysis we were concerned with the way in which

administrative university managers at German universities perceive themselves.

This part was based on a standardized survey and in-depth interviews and we are

aware of the limits of oral representations by only one group of actors. However,

even given these limitations, it became clear that the heads of units in different areas

of the university primarily see themselves in an advisory role and as service

providers for both the university leadership team and academics. Aspirations to

exert direct control, on the other hand, could hardly be detected. Yet, influence can

7 In this, we find another interesting parallel to the inception of management in the business sector.

According to Chandler (1977), during the managerial revolution managers had field-specific expertise, as

they were experts on specific sectors of mass production or distribution. A railroad manager could hardly

transfer his skills to the retail sector. Over the 20th century, however, the sharp boundaries between

sectors became blurred and management was increasingly seen as a generic competence that could be

learned and trained and that diffuses widely across countries and sectors (Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall

2002). It is an open and highly interesting question whether we will observe a similar trend in the higher

education sector.
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be exercised within the university through the medium of information and

possibilities for agenda setting. Though the effects of such ‘‘soft’’ forms of power

should not be underestimated and deserve further research, information and agenda-

setting remain indirect methods and are dependent on cooperation. The foundation

for directly enforcing collectively binding decisions, which in many sociological

analyses of power is seen as essential (Luhmann 1979), does not exist. The limited

bases of decision-making by administrative higher education managers shed some

doubts on the aforementioned success story of women in this area. Identity

constructs in which the supportive role is stressed mirror the actual powerlessness of

many higher education managers vis-à-vis academics in Germany. Therefore, the

strong increase of women in higher grade administrative positions does not

necessarily imply a shifting balance of power between men and women in

academia.

Whereas in the introduction of our paper we mainly pointed out the parallels

between the inception of industrial management and that of university management,

here at the end and based on our analysis of the managerial turn in German

academia we would rather stress the differences between the two sectors. These

differences refer to the possibilities and limits of exercising influence by those

managers who are not part of the top management of the organization.8 The early

work of Taylor (1911) already showed that for industrial companies the middle

management had a central position between the company management and other

employees. This type of ‘‘sandwich position’’ is also acquired by administrative

university managers, since they are typically positioned between the university

leadership team and the departments, where most of the academic work is carried

out. Furthermore, they frequently have to perform intermediary and translation work

in both directions.

The central and intermediary position of middle managers has also been pointed

out by Chandler (1977: 3–7, 381–414). According to him, middle managers

substituted for market mechanisms in the monitoring and coordination of the

production and distribution units in industrial firms. The analogy to both the internal

structures of universities that consist of loosely coupled departments and the work

descriptions of the middle managers we interviewed is evident. However, the

position of administrative middle managers in universities is clearly weaker than in

industrial organizations. Their status vis-à-vis university professors is rather low and

core labor processes in universities—research and teaching—are highly complex

and rife with uncertainty. As a result, these processes cannot really be controlled by

the visible hand of administrative middle management in universities in the way

comparably simple labor processes of industrial mass production and distribution

are controlled.

8 In addition, see the account by Hüther and Krücken (2011) of the differences with regard to the top

management level. According to the analysis presented, university leadership in Germany is comparably

weak due to various aspects that mainly relate to the high degree of autonomy of the professoriate.

Nevertheless, we assume that the top management at German universities, which is by and large

composed of university professors, can bring about more profound changes than the administrative

middle managers we analyzed in this paper. Likewise, further analyses should also include the changing

role of deans in the management of higher education.
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Finally, the university as an organization is of only minor importance to many

academics as compared to their scientific community. It is among networks of peers,

not within a formal organization, where competition for the scarce resource that

matters most to academics—scientific reputation—takes place. As a consequence,

we assume that the effects of the current managerial turn in higher education are

buffered by the core characteristics of a professional organization that have been

retained—at least in the German case. Here, the changes brought about by the

visible hand of administrative middle management in universities seem to turn out

to be less far-reaching than those that Chandler (1977) observed in the early phase

of industrial management. Based on these results, an interesting research agenda

unfolds, in which different national and organizational characteristics and trajec-

tories have to be compared with regard to the impact of the general managerial turn

in higher education.
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Hüther, Otto. 2010. Von der Kollegialität zur Hierarchie? Eine Analyse des New Managerialism in den

Landeshochschulgesetzen. Wiebaden: Gabler.

440 G. Krücken et al.

123
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