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INTRODUCTION

During their long history universities have been constantly developing their specific mechanisms of adaptation to changing external and internal demands in order to survive and keep their renowned role in the wider society. Specific organisational and governance structures have proved to be crucial variables of the university’s successful confrontation with turbulent and unknown changes and challenges. Universities worldwide have recently been confronted with a new flow of changes and demands, some of these difficult to respond to adequately on the basis of  existing organisational and governance structures.  Although these changes and demands are common for the majority of the academic world, it seems that continental European universities have been confronted with the strongest transformations (Neave and van Vught, 1994; Sanyal, 1995) from functioning under tight state control and regulation as the dominant type of co-ordination and control towards self-regulation and co-ordination by the market. In addition to the changing co-ordination mechanisms, recent changes in Croatian higher education have been primarily connected with the Bologna process and requirements to be fulfilled in order to join the European Higher Education Area.  The idea of a strong, proactive university – capable to answer  current demands and assure adequate quality of higher education institutions, study programs and graduates – can hardly be achieved via strong state regulation and weak university governance. For higher education in in Croatia, a crucial question is to design adequate modifications of the existing governance structures in order to successfully adapt to internal and external quality demands.

CROATIAN CONTEXT

Academic authority in Croatia has been distributed as in most of continental systems: a combination of state bureaucracy and academic oligarchy ( see Clark, 1983). As in the most countries in the region, almost every decision  is still made either in the responsible Ministry or in the faculty. The role of the central university administration is relatively weak
. Croatian universities, fragmented into powerful and independent faculties, are not able to implement principles of university autonomy easily and without difficulties. It can be argued that Croatia  fits in the group of countries with “self-regulation in difficulties” (Sanyal, 1995), because of some heritages of the former state-controlled system. Only in the last few years some pressures have been felt by individual universities to react to new external demands as institutions, rather than collections of faculties. There is  an ongoing debate, started already in 2000 with the first Draft of the Bill on Institutions of Higher Education proposed by the Croatian Ministry of Science and Technology, to create new legislation on higher education with its main aim to promote decentralisation in academic governance. Among the most important new elements envisaged in the latest draft version (issued in January 2003) is the creation of an independent agency for science and higher education as the most important promoter of decentralisation (overtaking duties of evaluation and control of the state, e.g. establishing a national quality assurance system involved in the  European Network for Quality Assurance). In addition,  a new structure of university governance would imply more freedom in determining academic programmes and financial autonomy for the universities. 

It is rather optimistic to believe that the new legislation will be implemented  without any problem or resistance of the higher education institutions. Delicate nuances like the mentality and organisational culture of universities and their faculties – created in  years of functioning under a strong state  tradition  – are  strong factors affecting  the implementation of new policies.  It is an open question whether and to what extent Croatian universities and its academic staff are prepared to assume these new roles and responsibilities. Mapping the opinions of academic staff on the present governance structures, their role in governance issues, and  making an inventory of  their perceptions of strengths and weaknesses of  governance processes forms important background information for reflections on adequate modifications in academic governance.

GOVERNANCE OF HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS: TOWARDS TO DESIRED MODEL

Research into the governance of higher education institutions covers a wide area of practice, usually looking at some of the following elements: a) the way in which higher education systems and institutions are organised and managed; b) processes of (strategic) goals setting in systems and institutions; c) structures and processes through which individuals/groups influence decision making processes and d) modes of executing and implementing decisions. Different authors have offered certain typologies of governance. and analysed already classical models of bureaucracy, collegiality, organised anarchy and the political model (Walford, 1987; Mulford, 1998). To date, much attention has been given to the dichotomy between collegiality and managerialism, including a focus on  the notion of academic staff participation in academic decision-making. The two elements of the dichotomy are, however, not mutually exclusive: Professional management in higher education and participative governance are both of crucial importance for successful adaptation of universities to external demands and pressures (Sporn, 1999). Currie (1998) argues for a balance between the two, for a certain degree of alienation and dissatisfaction of academic staff is noticed as a parallel trend in the systems of strong managerial governance. The findings of Maassen and Van Vught (1996) and Altbach (1996) regarding  a low level of participation in decision making by academic staff may be interpreted as a sign of a lack of faith in the academics’ contribution to creating a worthwhile institutional policy.

Governance practice has also been looked upon from an organisational culture perspective (e.g. Fjortoft and Smart, 1994). They viewed culture types as ‘governance modes’ representing different and mutually exclusive mechanisms by which organisations control or influence individual behaviour. The focus on the relationship between dominant organisational culture and institutional governance is not without reason: existing governance structures in universities and the roles and positions of academic leaders have a  significant  influence on the creation of organisational cultures: typologies of university cultures often reflect types of governance: clans, bureaucracy, market and adhocracy (Ouchi, 1980; Fjortfort and Smart, 1994); collegial, managerial, negotiating and developmental (Berquist, 1992) or collegial, bureaucracy, corporate and entrepreneurial (Dopson and McNay, 1996). 

Researchers’ attention has recently been captivated by types of governance mostly adopted from the business world,  assuming they can fit well into academic environment
. So far, the university as learning organisation and the idea of new collegiality were among the most successful business concepts from the business sector applied to an academic context. It emphasises that the crucial ability of an organisation is to adapt to the rapidly changing environment of the contemporary world and to anticipate the future (Meade, 1998) and that the only sustainable competitive advantage, especially in knowledge-intensive industries is the rate at which individuals and organisations learn (Stata, 1989).  The idea of new collegiality is a clever rethought adaptation of traditional features of collegial governance to new academic circumstances. It presumes the importance of observing the organisation from the outside, responding to changing demands and circumstances, looking at collegial groups as a forum for decision making – open for discourses and discussion with other relevant groups, including students. They emphasise professional accountability and co-operation with elements of shared responsibility for quality and teamwork, constant improvement through existing academic frameworks, and an open approach to information (Harvey, 1995; Elton, 1996; Smith and Taylor, 2000). 

The learning organisation as a self-regulating organisation with strong leaders and engaged staff members is often launched as the ideal model of institutional governance and also adopted by many national agencies and international evaluation bodies as a norm against which the institution and their quality work are evaluated (Askling and Kristensen, 2000). Designing adequate concepts of academic governance according to the model of learning organisation sounds challenging in current circumstances. Quite often, however, factors relating to the academic staff themselves (in particular their opinions and perceptions) are often neglected in research on higher education governance.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The main aim of our research
 was to explore academic staff’s perception of university governance, with a special emphasis on features reflecting the concept of universities as learning organisations. A questionnaire has been designed to obtain both quantitative (Likert’s scales to check participant’s level of agreement with  statements) and qualitative (open questions) data. The first part of the questionnaire consisted of items investigating the following issues: dominant factors influencing the decision making process (6 items); types of governance practice (4 items); academic staff opinion about governance practice (6 items); and academic staff opinions on leadership practice (5 items). Each item has been assessed for three institutional levels – basic units (departments), faculties and universities. In the second part, participants have been asked to reflect on two  open questions: 1) to identify and comment on positive (desirable) features of the governance practice at the universities and 2) to identify and comment on negative ( undesirable) features of governance practice at the universities. 

Questionnaires were sent by post, accompanied by a personalised cover letter explaining the main research objectives and self-addressed return envelopes. Participants were introduced to the main definitions and terms used in the investigation, to prevent any possible misunderstandings of the issues under investigation. From the total stratified sample of 1,500 university teachers and assistants of Croatian universities to whom the questionnaires have been sent, 376 responses have been received up to the deadline written in the cover letter.  The quantitative data have been analysed using basic descriptive statistics (means, standard deviation and rank orders). The Mann-Whitney U test has been used to calculate statistical significant differences between two groups of participants – academic staff with (L) and without leadership (NL) function (Z = 1.96; p < 0.05). Qualitative data have been analysed using the constant comparative method, with theaim to identify main categories and patterns in collected qualitative data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). For the confidential matters, no names or institutions will be mentioned. 

DOMINANT FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISION MAKING PROCESSES

Several factors were found to be most influential in decision making processes and in setting priorities in higher education policy in Croatia (Table 1). Participants assessed every factor giving a value 1 if they found that it does not have any influence and 5 if it has strong influence on those processes. 

TABLE 1

Factors of the greatest influence on decision making and priorities setting processes: differences in opinion between academic leaders and academic staff in general (Mean and Mann Whitney U test: Z = 1.96; p < 0.05; rank order between brackets)

	
	DEPARTMENT
	FACULTY
	UNIVERSITY

	Factors of greatest influence on decision making and priority setting processes 
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z

	1. Financial authorities
	2.66 (4)
	3.13 (2)
	2.89
	3.78 (1)
	4.05 (1)
	2.45
	2.97 (3)
	4.07 (1)
	0.59

	2. Professional and ethical standards of academic community
	3.74 (1)
	3.31 (1)
	3.00
	3.35 (2)
	3.01 (2)
	2.69
	3.13 (2)
	3.01 (2)
	0.77

	3. Expectations of future students
	3.16 (2)
	2.76 (3)
	2.66
	2.95 (3)
	2.59 (5)
	2.42
	2.67 (4)
	2.53 (4)
	0.72

	4. Market and competition
	2.61 (5)
	2.28 (6)
	2.15
	2.68 (5)
	2.63 (3)
	0.38
	2.35 (6)
	2.43 (5)
	0.71

	5. Expectations of future employers
	2.55 (6)
	2.36 (4)
	2.14
	2.48 (6)
	2.44 (6)
	0.22
	2.38 (5)
	2.32 (6)
	0.30

	6. Expectations of international academic community
	2.86 (3)
	2.31 (5)
	3.90
	2.92 (4)
	2.60 (4)
	2.33
	3.14 (1)
	2.85 (3)
	1.85


Departmental level. At the level of departments, both groups (academics with leadership positions, academics without leadership positions) agree that the greatest influence on policy making were factors coming from the inside:  professional and ethical standards of the academic community (ML = 3.74; MNL = 3.31) and expectations from present and future students. As the least important factors have been judged those coming from outside:  market and competition (MNL = 2.28) and expectations of the future employers (ML = 2.55). The weak external orientation should be taken seriously for the future considerations. It is also significant that non-leaders did not observe the importance of the international academic community (MNL = 2.31), bearing in mind that these can be considered important in the Croatian context (e.g. the Bologna process). 

Faculty level. At the faculty level, both groups agree that financial authority has the greatest influence on decision making (ML = 3.78; MNL = 4.05) together with the professional and ethical standards of the academic community,  confirming a linear relation between faculties and central authorities situated in the Ministry. The factors ranked lowest are expectations of future employers (ML = 2.48; MNL = 2.44) with no statistical differences between the two groups. It is significant that the influence of  such stakeholders have been felt as relatively weak in a  situation where  institutions worldwide are trying very hard to attract students and to meet expectations of future employers in order to survive at the competitive academic marketplace   

University level. At the university level, there is no statistical difference between the two groups. The influence of the international academic community has been judged as the most importance for the leaders (M = 3.14), while non-leaders again gave priority to the financial authorities. Both groups assessed highly the influence of professional and ethical standards of academic community. Expectations of the future employers and market and competition have again been neglected as important factors for decision making processes.  The role of the state as the main provider of financial resources still has the main influence on decision making processes in higher education, which should be considered as a strong tradition and habit in Croatian higher education. 

ACADEMIC STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF THE GOVERNANCE PRACTICE 

Participants have assessed which types of governance describe the actual  governance practice in their institutions, focusing on the degree of their participation in the process as well as to the way how they participate. Four types of governance have been offered in the questionnaire: collegial, bureaucratic, political and managerial
. On a five-point Likert scale, they expressed their agreement with a particular type within their institutions (1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree). 

TABLE 2

Types of the governance practice in higher education institutions at three institutional levels; differences in opinion between academic leaders and academic staff in general (Mean and Mann Whitney U test: Z = 1.96; p < 0.05)

	
	DEPARTMENT
	FACULTY
	UNIVERSITY

	Types of governance practice
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z

	Collegial
	4.08 (1)
	3.58 (1)
	2.93
	3.47 (1)
	2.80 (4)
	5.20
	2.49 (4)
	2.43 (4)
	0.48

	Bureaucratic
	2.48 (2)
	2.88 (2)
	2.33
	3.19 (2)
	3.62 (2)
	3.18
	3.56 (1)
	3.78 (3)
	1.13

	Political
	1.87 (4)
	2.57 (4)
	3.74
	2.70 (4)
	3.41 (3)
	4.37
	3.48 (3)
	3.87 (1)
	2.24

	Managerial
	2.03 (3)
	2.71 (3)
	3.96
	2.99 (3)
	3.69 (1)
	4.51
	3.53 (2)
	3.86 (2)
	1.94


Departmental level. As stated in Table 2, academic staff with and without leading positions agreed that governance practice at the departmental level is primarily collegial (ML = 4.08; MNL = 3.58) and least political (ML = 1.87; MNL = 2.57). 

Faculty level. Significant disagreement between the two groups can be observed at the level of faculty. While academic staff with leading function observe the nature of governance again primarily collegial (ML = 3.47). The other group assessed the governance practice as primarily managerial (MNL = 3.69) and least collegial (MNL = 2.80). Statistically significant differences in opinions have been found in all cases. Although there is a collegial governance body (Faculty Board) at the level of faculties, questions about its collegiality are not without a reason. The Faculty Board is usually composed of all university teachers promoted to the degree of assistant professor and higher: only a representative of assistants participates in Board meetings, with no clear communication channels between the different groups. As a result, formally claimed collegialism of  these boards at the faculty level (but also at the university level) might fail largely.  

University level. At the university level, leaders assessed governance as primarily bureaucratic (ML = 3.56) and managerial (ML = 3.53), while academics without leadership functions perceive the governance as primarily political (MNL  = 3.87).  The two groups are in agreement that governance is the least collegial (ML = 2.49; MNL = 2.43), with no statistical differences in their answers. It is clear that academic staff perceives its contribution to governance practice at the university level as being marginal. The university represents not so much the unitied organisation, but more a conglomerate of individual faculties. Academics in Croatia usually do not say they belong to the university as an institution, but to the individual faculty.

ACADEMIC STAFF OPINIONS ABOUT GOVERNANCE PRACTICE

Several statements have been based on the literature to reflect the opinions of  academic staff themselves (Table 3). Participants have expressed their agreement with proposed statements (1 – strongly disagree; 5 – strongly agree).

TABLE 3

Differences in opinion between academic leaders and academic staff in general (Mean and Mann Whitney U test: Z = 1.96; p < 0.05)

	
	DEPARTMENT
	FACULTY
	UNIVERSITY

	
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z

	1. I find governance practice satisfying
	3.54 (5)
	2.99 (4)
	3.56
	3.20 (4)
	2.66 (3)
	4.08
	2.67 (3)
	2.47 (3)
	1.44

	2. I have  influence on decision making
	4.04 (2)
	2.82 (6)
	7.59
	3.24 (3)
	2.04 (6)
	8.07
	1.86 (6)
	1.31 (5)
	4.14

	3. I am interested to participate in decision making 
	4.42 (1)
	4.18 (1)
	2.34
	4.12 (1)
	3.82 (1)
	2.62
	3.66 (1)
	3.12 (1)
	3.44

	4. I am satisfied with the communication inside the institution
	3.58 (4)
	3.13 (3)
	2.64
	3.14 (5)
	2.49 (4)
	4.69
	2.35 (4)
	1.99 (3)
	2.49

	5. Institutional mission and long term objectives are clear to me
	4.02 (3)
	3.38 (2)
	4.01
	3.78 (2)
	3.07 (2)
	4.60
	3.17 (2)
	2.67 (2)
	3.18

	6. I am encouraged to  work in teams and to co-operate
	3.50 (6)
	2.89 (5)
	3.69
	3.07 (6)
	2.37 (5)
	4.77
	2.27 (5)
	1.81 (4)
	3.25


Departmental level. At the departmental level (and the other two levels as well) both groups expressed their strong interest in participation in decision making processes, which should be taken as a serious indicator for policy makers (ML = 4.42; MNL = 4.18). But, non-leaders feel they do not have influence in decision making (MNL = 2.82), ranking this item as lowest at all levels. Both groups are in agreement again that they are not encouraged in teamwork and co-operation (ML= 3.50; MNL = 2.89). 

Faculty level. Except for the items already mentioned before, the faculty level revealed a rather low level of satisfaction with the communication (ML = 3.14; MNL = 2.49), assessed even lower for the university level. 

University level. It is interesting that leaders do not feel they have influence in decision making at the university level (ML = 1.31). ranking this item as lowest. General satisfaction with the governance practice at university was assessed as moderately low with no statistical difference with two groups.  

ACADEMIC STAFF OPINION ABOUT LEADERSHIP PRACTICE

Several statements on features of academic leadership have been offered to participants to  to take stock of their opinions whether leaders in their institutions actually possess those features (Table 4). Statements have been chosen to reflect the features of strong and proactive academic leadership, assuming these are needed in times of turbulent changes and external demands to universities.

TABLE 4

Leadership practice in higher education institutions at three institutional levels: differences in opinion between academic leaders and academic staff in general (Mean and Mann Whitney U test: Z = 1.96; p < 0.05)

	
	DEPARTMENT
	FACULTY
	UNIVERSITY

	Leadership practice
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z
	L
	NL
	Z

	1. Leaders are communicating effectively with the external environment
	3.37 (3)
	2.87 (2)
	3.20
	3.47 (1)
	3.15 (1)
	2.46
	3.16 (1)
	3.01 (1)
	1.29

	2. Leaders are demanding constant adaptations to trends and changes in profession
	3.57 (2)
	2.87 (2)
	4.71
	3.39 (2)
	2.77 (2)
	4.61
	3.08 (2)
	2.80 (2)
	2.06

	3. Leaders are dealing effectively with key problems
	3.32 (4)
	2.80 (4)
	3.36
	3.23 (4)
	2.56 (4)
	5.11
	2.66 (3)
	2.32 (5)
	2.87

	4. Leaders are encouraging public accountability
	3.12 (5)
	2.55 (5)
	3.70
	2.95 (5)
	2.40 (5)
	3.96
	2.63 (4)
	2.44 (3)
	1.47

	5. Leaders respect opinions of academic staff in decision making processes
	3.91 (1)
	3.27 (1)
	3.83
	3.28 (3)
	2.65 (3)
	4.60
	2.63 (4)
	2.36 (4)
	1.90


Departmental level. At the departmental level, both groups agreed that leaders respect the opinions of academic staff  in decision making processes (ML = 3.91; MNL = 3.27) and demand constant adaptations to trends and changes in the professions. As the least ranked feature, both groups recognised the lack of encouragement of  public accountability – issue recognised as weak at every institutional level. 

Faculty level. At the faculty (and university) level, both groups evaluated leaders  communicating effectively with the external environment  (ML= 3.47; MNL = 3.15) and that they demand constant adaptations to trends and changes in professions. Lower values  have resulted from the assessment of  non-leaders. 

University level. At the university level, both groups agree that leaders do not respect opinion of academic staff in decision making (ML = 2.63; MNL = 2.36). General competencies of leaders expressed in terms of dealing effectively with key problems have not been assessed highly, especially by non-leaders. It can reflect a certain need for relevant competencies and skills of academic leaders.

POSITIVE FEATURES OF THE GOVERNANCE PRACTICE

Apart from the features of desired governance practice derived from the literature on higher education, academic staff created their own view about desired governance practice at Croatian universities. From the 281 responses on the question about positive features of governance practice, the total number of 532 single items has been mentioned by the respondents. Two main categories have been identified from the data:

A) Features and activities of governance practice expressing the internal orientation of higher education institutions (endeavours towards better functioning inside institutions);

B) Features and activities of governance practice expressing the external orientation of higher education institutions.

Ad A)

Academic staff identified five main fields where positive governance practice could be observed inside the institutions.

· Features of collegial governance practice (110 items)

A significant set of attributes relates to the description of the desirable atmosphere inside the institution. Good human relationships, tolerance, family atmosphere and openness have been reported frequently. Academic staff is unanimous on the nature of governance practice they like to be included in. Democratic governance, communication, co-operation, participation, dialog and respect of academic staff’s opinion in the governance process are forming the most important features of a desirable governance practice. 

· Institutional development (107 items)

Academic staff have recognised that efforts invested in institutional development are among the most important indicators of effective institutional governance. From this broad group of comments, certain subgroups can be derived:

- adequate investment in material resources  and infrastructure;

- innovations in research and the development of new study programmes;

- actions which reflect entrepreneurial skills and financial ability;

- encouragement to meet international trends and standards in teaching and research;

- care for the quality of basic academic tasks;

- maintaining discipline and accountability.  

· Desirable characteristics of institutional leaders (36 items)

The majority of comments are pointing at the importance of establishing communication channels between leaders and academic staff. The most positive attributes given to leaders are: efficient, responsible, democratic, motivated and fair. 

· Respecting students’ expectations and needs (22 items)

This group of comments, coming mostly from the younger staff without leading positions consists of two subgroups: concern about students rights and needs and consciousness of the value of “good students” to the quality of institutions.

· Basic features of the academic organisation (20 items)

In this context, the predominant feature is definitely the strong respect and need for academic freedom and institutional autonomy.

Ad B)

The total amount of 45 items emphasises the importance of an external orientation of higher education institutions. This orientation can be distinguished in four main fields, mostly identified by academics in  leadership positions:

· Co-operation with the business and economy (15 items)

· Co-operation with  similar institutions across the country (11 items)

· Co-operation with the international academic community in terms of achieving international standards (11 items)

· Establishing a respectful status of universities in the wider social environment (8 items).

A certain degree of imbalance between internal and external orientation is obvious. Bearing in mind that  the external orientation has not been considered dominant regarding  decision making processes, initiatives for changing this imbalance are called for.

NEGATIVE FEATURES OF THE GOVERNANCE PRACTICE

A total number of 310 comments ( 721 items) regarding negative features of governance practice (more than comments on positive practice!) are in  line with comments regarding positive features. The great majority of comments is pointing at the lack of certain aspects of desirable practice or to the opposite characteristics of those identified earlier.  The comments can be categorised in two classes. 

A) Negative attributes of the existing governance practice

The analysis of this group of comments has resulted in  a list of more than 30 attributes of an undesirable nature of existing governance practice The attributes  have been left as named by the participants themselves. The attributes most mentioned are: 

· Bureaucratic way of governance (26 items)

· Autocracy (22 items)

· Lack of communication and insufficient information flow (22 items)

· Slow decision making processes (19 items)

· Lack of common mission and goals (13 items)

· Inertia and resistance to change (12 items)

· Nepotism (11 items)

· Existence of clans and “grey” governance structure (11 items)

· Lack of transparency (10 items)

· Political interests (9 items)

· Predominance of the small group of people on the top (7 items)

· Personal interests (9 items)

· Lack of co-operation (7 items)

· Individualism (7 items).

The data seem to suggest that the academic community does not pay sufficient attention to the adequate preparation of leaders. It is a paradox that there is a need to prepare leaders of certain institutions (banks, for examples), but no need to prepare leaders of complex organisations as universities (Green, 1988; Mech, 1997).

B) Indicators of bad governance practice in higher education institutions

From the total amount of comments, there is a significant number of items  on negative governance practice (410). One group of items is concerned directly with (the lack of) actions of governance and/or insufficient care for certain aspects of academic activities.  

· Lack of clear vision of developmental policy (74 items)

· Lack of managerial skills and competencies (61 items)

· Lack of transparency in allocation of financial resources (53 items)

· Care for quality is neglected (34 items)

· Lack of accountability measures (21 items) 

· Lack of adequate links with economy and industry (20 items).

Another group of items is pointing at  technical difficulties or the higher education policy at the governmental level which is in fact beyond the direct influence of academic leaders. 

· Insufficient amount of money allocated to  higher education (54 items)

· Lack of coherent care in employment policy and of young academic staff development (43 items).

This set of comments are pointing clearly to the need for institutions to start acting more proactively in defining their own academic policy, both in terms of finances and staffing.  

CONCLUSION: INTEGRATION IS THE KEY WORD

The current Croatian academic scene is highly influenced by traditional features and the still present distribution of authorities strongly dominated by the state. The state is still the most influential creator of academic policies exercised through the Ministry of Science and Technology. On the other hand, the weak administrative power of the central levels of the universities should urgently be changed if universities are about to assume  new responsibilities as proposed in the forthcoming new legislation and if universities want to stay in tune with developments such as the  Bologna process. The research findings have highlighted new challenges for universities: they have to learn how to behave differently when the state is stepping back from direct regulation and control. If universities want to move towards learning organisation – as the desired model of university governance in the current and future circumstances -  it is of crucial importance to modify certain aspects of the current practice of governance. Croatian universities are still not reflecting crucial features of learning organisations - characterised as self-regulating organisations with strong leaders and engaged staff members, able to adapt to changing external environment. Research findings have revealed number of features of existing governance and leadership practice to be improved in line of desired model. 

First of all, universities should develop an awareness for symbiosis with its external environment, particularly with future employers of their students, the local (and wider) community and students themselves. Those factors were assessed as considerably weak at present. To date, when universities find themselves in rather competitive environment – subject to external evaluation of their performance and outputs – they should make considerable effort to develop adequate relationships with their external environment. Proactive universities will need strong and effective leaders, able to cope with  new quality demands and  public accountability but also willing to  develop new values and a ‘new’ culture at all levels of  the university. This requires the development of professional management to  equip university leaders with  adequate skills and competencies.

 
Second, academic staff highly values collegial decision making processes, particularly at the departmental level. Greater participation of all staff in decision making processes should be emphasised as academics show significant interests. According to the learning organisation model, overall satisfaction with governance processes is directly proportional to  the degree of involvement in the process. Academic staff with and without leadership function should attune their mutual relationship and understanding of higher education policy. A better relationship between top and bottom may be established in terms of introducing or improving communication channels and processes of information flow. Teamwork and co-operation among staff should be enhanced as well.

Third, internal structures of university governance need to be  changed according to new roles and responsibilities, calling for a clear vision and new approaches to developing  policies. The concept of universities as collections of individual faculties will not work any more: more attention should be given to creating mechanisms of integration and co-ordination among faculties. Clearly stated and commonly accepted institutional missions on both faculty and university levels can facilitate integration processes. It seems that the word “integration” is a key word in the process of adapting Croatian universities to the new demands. It is not only about integrating Croatian universities closely to their external environment or even wider – to the European academic community. It is also about internal integration – the most important task (and challenge) for both Croatian leaders and academic staff .
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� In the current academic year university courses of study are provided by 4 universities (University of Zagreb, Rijeka, Split and Osijek). These universities include 55 faculties, 4 academies of arts, 3 university departments and 1 course of study operated by a university. Professional courses of study are provided by 7 polytechnics, 6 independent schools of professional higher education, one teachers' academy and 8 teachers’ schools of professional higher education. Croatian higher education institutions currently employ 1,133 full professors and 801 associate professors. The total number of students enrolled at higher education institutions in Croatia is 84,088. 59,230 Are enrolled in university courses of study leading to the Bachelor degree, while 24,858 students are enrolled in professional courses of study leading to  an Associate degree


� Most of the financial support comes from the state budget. So far, the state has financed institutions of higher education (faculties, polytechnics) following the “traditional principle”, that is, by allocating funds in the amounts proportionate to the already existing staff of the institutions. In order to keep control over the total amount of funds, the state used to control the employment of new staff. The state also has full control over the accreditation procedures for becoming a recognised higher education institution.


� There was a trend that certain ideas, practices and organisational-governance structures were tried to be transfered from non academic busyness sector to universites. It resulted with attempts to implement ideas like TQM (Total Quality Management) or NPM (New Public Management) in academic contexts. Although applications of these approaches in higher education have led to successes and improvements (Dill, 1995; Harvey, 1995; Billing, 1998; in Croatia: Ledić, 1995), there are also indications that the application is problematic (e.g. the lack of respect for specific academic values)


� The survey has been carried out in May 2002 throughout all Croatian universities, supported by the Croatian Ministry of Science and Technology (research project “Preconditions for the Quality Assurance System in Higher Education”, 0009004). A pilot research has resulted in the design of a questionnaire adapted to specific circumstances of Croatian higher education.


� Features of each type of governance have been described to the participants so they could have recognised its existence in their institutions: a) collegial governance - academic staff participate equally in the decision making, personally or through their representatives in collegial decision making bodies; b) bureaucratic - decision making process is encouraged from ‘above’; a hierarchical structure is linked by formal chains of order and limited information flow; regulation is based on the authority and status; c) political -  decision making process is observed as a political struggle for power among different interest groups and individuals with different values and goals and d) managerial – a small group of people at the top  participates in decision making; no consultations with the ‘base’; similarity with decision making practices in business organisations.
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