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Obijective and aims

Autonomy is a long-standing challenging concepthef higher education policy. From the eighties,
the State used autonomy as a mean for enhancirtgBlseevolution toward becoming organizations
able to set their own strategies and objectived tapursue them through concrete actions, choosing
between different possibilities the most suitabhe.cAutonomy is associated to the growth of the
HEIs capability to attract income from the markeith a reduction of the State support. More
autonomy is supposed to lead to better performasfcédEls as well as to favour a large
differentiation and competitiveness between HEIsaional and international level. Autonomy is a
basic component of the move toward the manageaeddigm, ideally linked to the enhancing of
quality, efficiency and effectiveness.

On the other side, autonomy is considered an Bitribharacteristic of the HEIs, due to the main
functions they perform, teaching and researchlldiva relaxing the constraints linked to the rules
and norms settled by the State, and make possibldEls to decide activities and priorities in the
short and long period. It is autonomy, which allave free setting of the University mission and
strategies, with the sole view of the accomplishim@nobjectives coherent with the institutional
norms and values.

Autonomy is a flexible concept, subject to changesording to the different configurations between
the State and the HEIs across time in differenntries. It is an institutional characteristic which
ought to shape the HEIs relationships with the regleworld (state, stakeholders, society as a
whole), and impact on the institutions accountibdind on the academic freedom.

As recently Huisman underlined, “perceptions anele on institutional autonomy might differ
considerably from country to country” (Huisman 2R0These differences can explain also the
different ways through which autonomy was impleredrih European countries, with different rate
and pace of constraints settled from the Stategiofor instance, funding mechanisms, norms and
standards, trying to circumscribe the room of maroe of HEIS.

In most European country, autonomy is also chariaet# by different relationships with academic
freedom and accountability. The relationships abaamy with these issues are not the same. From
a managerial perspective, accountability direcffgcs autonomy: the more HEIs are supplied of
autonomy, the more they should be accountable thwaciety, the more they are responsible for
their performance and should undergo evaluatiorcggges. On the contrary, academic freedom
tends to be reduced with the enlargement of ifiiital autonomy. The new internal level of
government reduced the power of the academicspreedeadership is enhanced, and decision-
making process was hardly affected by managers.

The paper addresses the issue of the relationsiepseen autonomy, academic freedom and
accountability. It assumes that path dependencggciaffthe balance between these three factors
contributing to shape different HEIs configuratiWiusselin, 2004). The reform process did not



change the traditional characteristics of thedtakiontinental model (state control and bureauesaci
vis a vis a strong power handled by professors}y thath dependency continued to affect the
implementation of reforms and produced a distott@me

We deal with the problem of autonomy in a diachcomérspective, looking at the changes of the
national configuration of autonomy over the lastygars (1990 — 2005), and how they are related to
the modifications in accountability and academéeétom.

We take ltaly as an example in order to analysechianges across time. ltaly is a particular case,
extreme within the European context, of long-tinmehanged organisational assets of universities,
where the implementation of reforms has been caim&td by policy legacy and academic
prominence, despite the Government attempts to theesystem (Reale and Poti, 2008). Recent
developments in Government policies are supposechpact Universities (HEIs) deeply, by using
both the funding lever and research evaluation, mathtaining a strong emphasis on University
autonomy, which grounded on the national basic land was definitely implemented by a national
law at the end of eighties. The Italian HE systera heen classified as one example of “continental”
model, and more recent analyses confirmed thetaesis to change, mainly linked to the intrinsic
characteristic of the system, dominated by the eméd oligarchy (Moscati, 2001, Capano, 2008,
Woolf, 2003). It was also recognized that the plewee of academics is strictly linked to the
absence of strong persistent political will to nipdhe system, and to ambiguities that affected the
university reforms (Reale and Poti, 2008).

Theoretical background and methodology
Autonomy is a relative concept, which is finalizedpromote the role of University (Thorens, 1998;
Felt, 1998). It can vary according to the differgi@ws and expectations of society, and to the role
that society itself assigns to university. Autonoiya “shifting notion” (Felt, 1998), historically
dated and never permanent, that “must be establigie to time” (Bighi, 1993). Autonomy shapes
the relationships between HEIs and the State md@f responsibility, power, and co-ordination.
Different types of autonomy (substantive or procafuBerdal 1990) can be recognized to the
universities. In many European countries, the mamnwas from the absence of institutional
autonomy (backed by a particular status of thegasirs, with little control exercised over them) to
a substantive autonomy, which is accompanied byp#imanence of some rules circumscribing to
some extend the space of manoeuvre left to HEdsdar to guarantee the pursuing of public aims.

Autonomy affects the State — university relatiopshichanging the distribution of power among
them. According to the Clark’s model (Clark, 198&&cher and Kogan, 1992), the authority can be
attributed to basic units, (professors or the ctiNe representatives of professors’ peers such as
departments or faculties), to university bureaiicrapparatus and trusteeships, and to Government
political and administrative authorities. Differecombinations in the distribution of the authority,
within the described levels, shape the model ofensity. If the State plays a central role, we can
face centralised systems, where Universities areaigved as homogeneous bodies without any
autonomy, or, alternatively, the State can plagla of supervisor, by fixing the general principles
for the functioning of the system, letting the ingtons free of self regulate themselves (Van Mugh
1993). When the market is the dominant force feortinating the system, the universities tend to
assume quasi-market behaviours and the internattste tends towards getting high levels of
flexibility and adaptability to the external clishineeds. Finally, the co-ordination of the sysism
played by individual professors or by their disitipty networks (Clark, 1983).

Van Vught (van Vught, 1993) proposed a reductiotheftypes of coordination in two models: the
state control model (the one of the continentaloBe) and the state supervising model (the one of
the Anglo-Saxon countries). In the former the arttiids handled by the State and the academic
oligarchy, while in the latter the power is shalgdacademics and university managers. The State
supervises the system, adopting a style of steetitige distance.

Other authors (Braun and Merrien, 2003) proposeddlude other two dimensions, as the type of
autonomy (procedural and substantial) and “the kihdelief system of governments concerning
universities (universities as cultural or as segviastitutions) to accentuate the dynamics of
governance”. In this way, Braun and Merrien desija€‘three dimensional cube on governance,



which integrates Clark’s former governance model #re new managerialism model”.

The Clark’s triangle was also criticised for itscapability to represent the interdependencies
between the three worlds, which are generally erplan research on higher education, namely the
academics, the universities, and the national syste Clark’s representation each vertex of the
triangle is an ideal-type of integration, but itsmaimed that this explanation appears, at theesam
time, too hierarchical (the macro-level organides intermediate level, and the coordination modes
—State, Academics, Market- structure the orgamsatilevel), and too narrow, because it does not
allow to understand how the macro-level impacts rifiero, and it is not possible “to grasp the
impact that coordination modalities may have inheaicthem” (Musselin, 2004).

Musselin proposed a different approach based oivéwsity configurations” in order to analyse
“how the three types of collective action — tho$eimiversities, the overseeing authorities, and the
academic professor — fit and function together’nf@urations are a frame where interdependencies
are inscribed, but they are not a deterministiocstire, which control the actors’ behaviour, nor
imply a substantive content: they only circumscititie behaviours without prescribing the possible
behaviours. This approach assumes the possitblihate high heterogeneity in the roles, purposes
and functions played by academics, universities #ed State. The university configurations are
objects of research, which must be based on erapgiddences, in order to disclose the nature and
the content of interdependencies that structureeraio configuration (Musselin, 2004). The
advantage of this approach is that it enables ttergtand why countries which share some basic
characteristics in the three collective actions, & different in coordination practices (i.e. thare
strong differences between Germany and lItaly, atjhahe professors in Germany have a position
as strong as in ltaly).

In this paper we want to explore how autonomy, antability and academic freedom are factors
able to describe and qualify the interdependenbietsveen the State, the universities and the
academics, thus shaping the national configuration.

The hypothesis is that autonomy, accountability academic freedom are means for coordinating
the power between state, university and acadenmarchy, guaranteeing the respective space of
action. The different balance between these fad&irsis understand the evolution of the state-
university relationships. The implementation of amform processes is suitable to modify the
existing balance, and the outcome largely depegpdbhdway in which the equilibrium between the
three factors will be reshaped. In countries, sagltaly, where path dependency strongly affect the
implementation of reforms, the introduction of andmy can be used as a mean to reinforce the
existing distribution of power rather than to cdmite to modify it, if interdependencies are not
taken into account. According to our hypothesis, exect that in Italy the introduction of
autonomy: i) reinforced the existing distributiohppower rather than contributing to modify it, ii)
did not contribute to the move toward the manag@aaadigm, ideally linked to the enhancing of
quality, efficiency and effectiveness, iii) did meinforce Universities as organizations.

The analysis is carried out through the Governmefiicial documents, and through the
documentation of the agencies or intermediate Isodiecharge of evaluation. The results are thus
controlled and discussed along some empirical tesiilthe recent literature, highlighting the refe
autonomy in Italy (rationales and policy desigry, implementation, the capability to drive the
Universities toward uniformity or differentiatiothe effect of path dependency.

The autonomy-accountability principle: rationale ard expectations

Italy is a country characterised for a long timeabgombination of academic corporationism and
Government bureaucracy, where the role of the wsityeinstitutional level was weak, for the
absence of trustees and the substantial role playettie academic corporations (Giglioli, 1979).
This model was progressively eroded, because ahthence of both external and internal factors:
massification of HE, growing up of the number oé tacademic staff, influence of the Bologha
process and European research policies (i.e. Eanopeamework Programs), and a general shift
toward enhancing the social and economic role a¥éisities. Although some modifications of the
legal framework were introduced, the core structuas maintained until the ninetiés. 1980, the
law 80 and the decree n. 382 established some fergarovelties to university organisation, aimed



at giving a certain level of procedural autonomyt they were again unable to define structural
changes in the higher education system (Capano, 20@&cati, 1991).

The emergence of the autonomy/accountability gpiecin Italy should be linked to the more
general reforming process of the Public Adminigbrat starting from the beginning of the nineties
and aimed at introducing subsidiarity into the priblction, with the decentralisation of functions
and tasks from the State to the agents (vertidasidiarity) and the distribution of power among
different agents on the basis of their missions aesponsiveness (horizontal subsidiarity).
Moreover, the international and European policiéstreat time strongly pushed toward the
reinforcement of the university autonomy, and largefluenced the Italian reform process.

A first step was the Law 168/1989, delivered by tkeatre-left coalition, which produced some
important reforms. Firstly, the Ministry for the Wersity and the Research (MURST, then
transformed in MIUR), was constituted as main Statehority for governing the national research
system. Second, law acknowledged substantial amiprio the universities. As in many other
countries, evaluation was associated to the intalu of the institutions’ autonomy, which gave
them larger spaces of manoeuvre for pursuing thwin objectives and for prioritisation (Clark,
1983). At the same time, according to the accotiitialprinciple, institutions are supposed to
enhance their capability to answer to the extedehand coming from the society as well as to
become transparent and responsible actors.

Autonomy was put in place from mid nineties, witle budget law 537/93, which established new
rules for University funding and settled a dedidaégency for evaluation, tH@sservatorioof the
University. The Italian delay is strictly connectedth the characteristics of the national political
context and administrative culture. As outlined thye literature, in Italy “instead of programs
connected with specific interventions, to date, veee had a framework laws, major reform laws
and by-laws, which establish principles but haldlgd action. Most of the time, instead of seeking
to achieve results, we have been content to obsemras, if not simply reiterate procedures. This is
aggravated by the fact that public interventiors lagavily burdened by our administrative law.”
(Stame, 1998).

A further step was represented by the generatmrefuf the Public Administration in Italy, the
so-called “Bassanini Law” (L. 59/1997). This lavalised the decentralisation of the administrative
action, as consequence of the subsidiary principkdso introduced criteria for the management of
the public institutions, university included, lalgeanspired by NPM principles. The provision
implies a revision of the traditional bureaucratation, by enlarging the sphere of actions transter
by the State to the universities. The Bassanini eawisaged the autonomy-accountability principle,
as means for assuring the responsibility and teesggy of administrative actions. The drivers of
Government strategy were efficiency, accountabilidecentralisation of functions, increasing
autonomy of institutions and responsibility of theanagers (OECD, 1995; Id. 1997b). As to
Universities and research, Government goals werelitninate some disadvantages such as the
absence of long-term planning, the weak co-orddmabf functions and players, the absence of
separation of the direction-evaluation phase froenrhanagement of the research efforts, the lack of
satisfactory evaluation processes linked to fundintivities and the introduction of a competitive
climate among research performers for funding (8aiss, 2000).

Prospect 1 describes the chronological settinthefmain regulations relevant for autonomy
and accountability, and the subjects addressed.ré&loem process was carried out by different
government coalitionsLaws envisaged that the State abandon many adrainie and managerial
tasks as well as modified the general funding sehemcording to the substantial autonomy
acknowledged to Universities. At the same time,Skette should reinforce its position of evaluator,
forcing Universities toward accountability for rétsu Universities received a large space of
manoeuvre for defining functions, organisation, aodicies. Decision rights on curricula, doctoral

! The OECD Review of the Science and Technology Rddc Italy underlined, at the beginning of the eties, the lack of University autonomy
and evaluation culture as strong weaknesses afidtienal research system, (OECD, 1992). The OE@d#lyais had a large impact on the
political debate about the reform of the reseaysttesn, which led to significant consequences ayfears later (MURST, 1992).

2 Italy had centre-left coalitions from 1987 to 19@4ndreotti, Amato, Ciampi), then a short periodthwia centre right coalition
(Berlusconi from 1994-1995), again a centre-lefilitmns from 1995 to 2001 (Dini, Prodi, D’Aleman#ato), and a new centre-right
one (led from Berlusconi) from 2001 to 2006.



courses, masters and other courses, personnelitmeent, distribution of powers between the

governing bodies, scientific activities and reskasgenda were all transferred to Universities. The
State maintained the rights to determine rulestlier professor recruitment, accreditation of new
universities, limits for accessing the coursedjrgebn student fees.

Year New regulation
Subject

1989 l. 168/1989 Institution of the MURST as maiov&nment authority for
R&D policies
Acknowledgment of autonomy (substantial) for
Universities.

1994 I. 537/1993 Financial responsibility of tir@versity for the allocation

of resources

Transition from line-item budgeting to lump-sum etng
Constitution of theédsservatoridor the University in
charge of evaluation

1997 1. 57/1997 Decentralisation from GovernmerthtoUniversity of
administrative and managerial tasks

Subsidiary is envisaged as inspiring principletfer
balance of powers between the State and the academi

institutions
1997 1.127/1997 The discipline of the Universityrizula and educational
functions is transferred to the University.
1998-1999 I. 204/1998 and decree MURST become MIUR with a greater centralisation of
381/1999 competences on R&D policies.

National Research Plan (PNR) is the instrument for
establishing rationale, goals, priorities, fundingtruments
and resources for the HE and R&D policy.

Constitution of the CIVR, as body in charge for the
evaluation of research, with competences on PR@®an
public funded research programmes

New regulation for the recruitment of the professor
combining the need of national control on validifithe
process with the autonomy of the universities tecte¢he
candidate among those that have been declarethlsufita
the position. Universities were also autonomous
determining position and field of competitions

1999 1. 370/1999 Transformation of tBsservatorion CNVSU. Evaluation
becomes a compulsory task for University. NUV repth
the Units for the internal evaluation of educatom
research. Universities that do not introduce atuetimn
system do not receive the Government funding.
Determination of a ratio of the block grant fundimfich is
distributed on the basis of the results of evatumti
(incentives)

New rules for Phd courses which enlarge the autgrmm
universities

2001 Decree 115/2001 Linkages between the perfa@enassessment and the
resource allocation for the three-year plan of the
Universities. Mainly results for educational adies are
taken into account

2001 Decree 165/2001 Competences on administratidéechnical staff are
decentralised to Universities
2003 Decree n. 2206/2003 MIUR launched the firse€hyear Evaluation Exercise

(VTR) based on the model designed in the CIVR
Guidelines. All the academic institutions jointée VTR
on a voluntary basis

2005 Decree 15/2005 Revision of the minimal stathdequirements for
university courses with stricter compulsory ruleart before
to be complied

2005 Law 43/2005 New Three-Year Plan regulatiore [Eivel of core funding
and the number of personnel to be recruited arestuin
the positive evaluation of the Plan

2005 Decree 139/2005 Introduction of a new inpupouformula elaborated by
the CNVSU for the distribution of the general unmsity
funding, with a percentage of fund determined @nlthasis
of the research results assessment. The formulapied
as experimental tool.

2005 Law 230/2005 Modification of the recruitmepstem with the re-




| | establishment of a national centralized competition

Prospect 1.

Documentation on the ltalian reform process (pariatary discussion on the law, proceeding of
national conferences, newspapers) and the Itali@erature on HE (Moscati, 2001; Capano, 1998,
Merloni, 2003), showed that the expectations linkeéutonomy and accountability were different
for government, HEIs and academics. The formerlbwds to improve the University performance.
Autonomy is associated to a modification of theding, with a growing amount of money coming
from the market and the reduction of the preseffteeoState. More autonomy is supposed to favour
a larger differentiation between HEIs and a strorogenpetitiveness. Accountability was a mean to
reinforce the government steering toward qualitypefformance, efficiency and effectiveness,
reducing the dependency from public funding, anthaesing the internationalization and the
territorial embedding of universities, improvin@misparency and responsibility of the HE system.
The Universities consider autonomy as an intrirckiaracteristic of higher education, due to the
functions they perform (teaching and research), #iedsocial role they play in generation and
transmission of knowledge. Academics think at aomoy as a precondition of their freedom, but
they were/are not in favour of a strong reinforcetnef the University government level, which
could limit to some (maybe large) extent individimghaviours. Both HEIs and academics were
hesitant toward accountability and the settingwafl@ation systems, because of the absence of any
experience of external performance evaluation, toed cultural association they made between
evaluation and sanctich.

In the following paragraph we will consider how @ubmy and accountability were implemented
and how HElIs reacted to the reform process.

3. The implementation of autonomy-accountability prindple
How large is autonomy in ltaly in comparison witther European countries? How effective
autonomy is in term of compliance with government &HEIs expectations? Was the linkage
between autonomy and evaluation really put in fas tried to answer these questions in order to
understand how the reform process was implemented.

Substantial autonomy

Few indicators can be outlined from recent literatuvhich allow us to know the level of University
autonomy in Italy, in comparison with other couesti Italian HEIs are responsible, as many other
European countries, for defining their own instdotl strategy, their internal academic and
administrative structure, the structure of theicisien making bodies and academic profile (EUA,
2007). They own most of their real estate, aretledtio buy and sell their real estate indepenglentl
as well as to buy and sell other financial asseit) no restriction on how money can be spent.
Universities have the power to decide the overathber of students and the number of students per
discipline, to admit special categories of studemd to decide on the criteria for student admissio
(EUA, 2007).

Autonomy is always limited, because Universitiee aubject to the law and depend on public
funding, thus enabling the state to circumscribartispace of manoeuvre in order to allow the
pursuing of public goals. In Italy universities leapartial autonomy for deciding on structure and
content of the degree programs, as well as foriogesnd closing down study programs. Autonomy
on the aforementioned items was very large at #ginibbing of the reform process (from mid
nineties until 2000). Government intervention fr@@01 tended to restrict the space of manoeuvre
of HEIs in order to limit the enormous growth ofucses and curricula.

3 Stame outlined that “the origin of this confusisnnio doubt to be found in our legal culture: thesidhat a public intervention
aimed at solving a problem can be judged on théslmighe results it has achieved is totally alierthat culture, because it
holds the deep-routed conviction that an action ar@lg be judged by its compliance or non-compliangéh norms” (Stame,
1998).



HEIls suffer also limitations in the power to retmérmanent academic staff (recruitment rules and
authorization for hiring new personnel), as welt@gstablish the salary levels, but gained thegoow

to select researchers directly and to decide jpositio be opened using the resources made available
through the turn over (EUA, 2007). In all thesemtethe State still has strong competences.
Nevertheless, if we look at limitations, we canengreat similarities of Italy with France, in
coherence with the Napoleonic tradition, which eletarised both countries.

Taking into account a few characteristics of gosene of a sample of universities in Europe,
Aghiou and colleagues (Aghiou et al., 2007) shoted the size of the budget per student, budget
autonomy, hiring and wage-setting autonomy aretpe$i correlated with the research performance
(measured through the Shanghai rankings), whildipuwnership and the tendency to hire their
own graduates as faculty are negatively correlatgih research performance. Funding and
autonomy are positively correlated: the availapitt more financial resources produced a positive
impact on research performance that is doubled nifveusity has budget autonomy. Italian
universities are significantly older then the othehey are all public institutions, have a verghhi
level of budget autonomy, but a very low autonomtiring people and setting the wage, comparing
with the average result of the sample surveyed|€TaY

Table 1
Age Public Budget Building Hiring Wage-
(years) status autono ownersh autono setting
* my** ip** my** autono
my**
Italy 444 1,0 0,9 1,0 0,4 0,0
Total*** 290 0,75 0,55 0,76 0,8 0,3

*1 if public, O if private **1 if yes, O if no *Smple average

Source: Aghiou et al. (2007), p. 36

Finally, Bonaccorsi and Daraio (Bonaccorsi and i2ar2007) checked autonomy of Universities on
the basis of their habit to procure financial resea (discretionary power on resources and
expenses). They founded a lower position of thiéattaHEIs in comparison with other European
countries as to capability to attract funding framdustry and other public sources, but a similar
position as to their dependence from central gawent and other public sources.

Summing up, law 168/1989 and subsequent legal gians were aimed to build a system based on a
steering at the distance model, where univershigege substantive autonomy and the state would
reduce/change its role, thus modifying deeply thelationships. According to the evidences
collected, the autonomy granted to the Italian Hifllews in principle a space of manoeuvre similar
to other European countries. Differences are magibted to hiring and wage setting autonomy.

The effectiveness of autonomy

As in other countries, in Italy the push toward endniversity autonomy was justified in order to
enhance accountability, efficiency and market behav Kogan outlined that “the ability of
institutions to respond to these requirements risngty conditioned by the legal framework, the
political culture and resources” (Kogan, 1998).

As to the first condition (legal framework), we caamind that the Italian configuration maintained
at least three distinctive features that refornasmdit affect. Universities remained the sole prexsd

of tertiary education: no vocational universitiegres created, and no differentiation of actors in
charge for tertiary education could emerge. Thigitrg for research Phd courses can be carried out

4 The analysis was developed on national samplesnofetsities from Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Irelahdly, Netherlands,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and UK



by other research organization only on the basisaarofagreement with the university, which
maintained a strict control and supervision on Btudients. The justification lies on the assumption
that only universities can guarantee quality ofaadiwnal programs and of training for research,
because of the formal recognition they have from3tateé. The second feature is the attribution of a
legal value to university academic qualificatiomgsed on the assumption that the quality of
educational programs offered by Italian universitghould be considered as equal throughout the
national territory. The third characteristic is th&atus of university professors, which are civil
servant, whose rules, workload and salaries araléguall, and are determined by the Government,
differently from the other sectors of the Public ndidistration where the personnel working
conditions were determined on the basis of a dbllecagreement. The justification of such a
different discipline is related to the intrinsicachcter of the academic work, devoted to transndt a
develop new knowledge, which need a special statasder to preserve academic freedom.

The consequence of the three aforementioned clkasiats of the legal framework is that each
university in Italy has substantive autonomy, butrk® in a context characterized by a monopoly
within the local and national market of higher emtimn. No differentiation between graduation
according to teaching/research performance aréamepand no actors, apart from other universities
but to a very limited extent, can become competi{®eale and Poti, 2009).

Hereafter we try to present some evidences/measufréene unbalanced implementation of
autonomy, which gave rise to a large space of mameefor HEIs without pairing it with
accountability mechanisms.

The implementation of autonomy by the universitieas largely affected by the need to
maintain and possibly to enlarge their decision ingktaking the occasion of the relaxation of the
central bureaucratic control, without introducingpstantial transformation of the internal balante o
power. This conservative and corporative behavoaur be detected by looking at the way in which
HEIs modified their statutes and the internal gogerce in order to improve the self-governance
capability. The majority of universities did notrioduce substantive reform of their governance. The
evidences collected (Finocchi, 2000, Fassari 2@detta, 2004, Capano, 2008) revealed the
prevalence of a position of compromise by univisitn their relationship with the state, together
with a limited capacity or, in some cases, williagsto assume a central and proactive role in énketn
of knowledge production, and the tendency to keemlécision making largely in the hands of academic
At the same time, external pressures for changeardomore accountable behaviours coming from
economy and saociety, and the growing internatisatitin of the academic work, induced internal gerssi
and conflicts, which reinforced the role of thetoeg and their leadership (Turri, 2005; Capano820Lhis
change is common in many European countries (Raradial, 2009), but in Italy went on in a context
characterized by rigidities of the legal framewarkd by the dominance of the academics over other
components of the universities (i.e. the non-acaderanagement), thus constraining (and often inmggdi
the emergence of universities as strong institstiable to set objectives and priorities and togdesi
instruments and strategies to pursue them.

The distort implementation of autonomy by the ursig is also proved by the way in which the baahel
and master degree reform as well as the doctaneseoeform were put in place (Capano, 2008, Ltzzat
and Moscati, 2007), and the functioning of the eademic recruitment system (Bonaccorsi and Daraio,
2007, Capano, 2008). As far as the former is corcerunforeseen effects sprang up from opportanisti
behaviours of HEIls: proliferation of the degree dPitd courses, distort use of the credit system,
fragmentation of teaching due to the absence afbatantial revision of the old curricula and course
contents.

Different factors negatively affected the reform tefiching courses. Capano (2008) stressed the
linkage between the poor performance of HEIls arel damocratic-corporatist character of the
governance. Luzzatto and Moscati indicated thresich@asons, that are the “elitist attitude” of the
academic staff with respect to tertiary educatimhjch impeded genuine transformation of the
courses; the lack of experience of academics incthiective design of curricula; the lack of co-

5 This assumption gave rise to a hard defence afiegi universities, that strongly adversed otharyets entered the HE system, even
when formally recognized by the Ministry. One exdnpas the claim against the advent of the telemativersities for distance
learning, that would not assure a good qualitychfoation supplied.



operation between disciplinary fields; the contime of a professional comportment based on
“reciprocal non-interference”; and, last but nade the absence of an institutional framework able
to support the reform process.

The implementation of the new recruitment systermdpced a set of perverse effects such as
localism (favour for hiring the local candidatejpmotion of mediocre candidates “in order to cope
with academic coalition requests” (Bonaccorsi aratdid 2007), absence of a true competition
aimed to select the best participants, strong tenydéo use the turn over for career advancement
than for recruit young researchers, justified bg fact that advancement in career costs less than
new entry (Moscati 2001, Boffo and Dubois 200®)ifferent behaviours of HEIs emerged only in
cases where a combination of external factors rfiatonal and national competition, external
target-setting, favourable economic context) antkriral circumstances (individual leadership,
determination, commitment, clear incremental anthrooinicative strategy inside the University)
acted as facilitators of changes (Ferlie et al, 720@ward a governance compatible with the
autonomy and accountability principles.

As far as resources are concerned, Universitidéi®liy, as in most European countries, are heavily
dependent on Government funding (through competitand non competitive mechanisms of
allocation) which represented 67% of total Univigréiudget in 2001, and 62,6% in 2004. The aim of
the new funding system settled in 1994 was to ecdnamiversity competition, by guaranteeing to all
institutions the same initial opportunities. Evadioa was the means to guarantee quality. It should
produce internal feedback (in terms of self-evatuatapacity and moral suasion) and an external
feedback (in terms of resource allocation, rewarts penalties).

An initial assessment of the effects produced liy teform, carried out by the CNVSU in 2003
identified some weak points. First of all, adequatancial resources were lacking. The introduction
of evaluation procedures to be linked with resowaltecation required the availability of growing
funds to sustain both the physiological enlargemehtthe higher education system, and the
introduction of incentives schemes. On the confreRO remained stable in nominal terms (CNVSU,
2003), and this circumstance influenced the effpotsluced by the new funding system. Second, the
national objectives linked to special incentivesraied too frequently, and institutions did not have
enough time to adapt their behaviour to the nearities.

The revision of the State funding model and theotuction of a funding formula was one step
forward the quasi-market goal (CNVSU, 2004).7 Bw tformula’ drove the allocation of a small
quota of FFO, the amount exceeding the historicelnicial transfer from the state. Thus, a low
transparency affected the overall reform aims, @amdersities were unable to understand how the
system will effectively evolve. As an unintendednsequence, HEIs tended to assume adaptive
behaviour to avoid cuts in their resources. Thismsethat accomplishing the model requirements
was no more than a bureaucratic fulfilment, withmeed for substantial changes in the universities
decision-making (Reale and Poti, 2009).

The linkages between autonomy and accountability

We can distinguish two periods in the policy impéatation of autonomy and accountability. A first
period, from 1989 to 2001, led by centre-left diatis, was characterized by a reinforcement of
university autonomy through the decentralizationnny competences and powers. The second
period, from 2001 on, led by a centre-right coatitiGovernment tried to circumscribe the space of
manoeuvre of universities, by reinforcing the ligka between performance and resource allocation,
in order to repair shortcomings and drawbacks preduby the perverse use HEIs made of

6 Some figures can describe how the turn over wasd. Use2000 there were 18.982 researchers, 16.58%kmse professors and
14.341 full professors in the Italian Universitigs 2007 researchers account for 22.924, assquiafessors for 17.860 and full
professors for 18.696. A further effect was theéasing cost of scientific paper produced per uuite to a decrease in the
scientific productivity of the universities, ancetiexistence of an inverse relation between the trofvfull professors (due to
the HEIs favour for career advancement more thanthde recruitment of young researchers) and theagee scientific
productivity “with higher growth rate of full proésors seem to be less productive”(Bonaccorsi amdi@£2007).

" The funding “formula” for the FFO allocation foresethat: 30% of the FFO should be transferred enbidsis of existing

educational demand (students enrolled and thenactezistics); 30% depends on the results of thea&tional process (credits
acquired); 30% is linked to the evaluation of unsity research results; 10% is linked to specie¢mtives.



autonomy. But the effectiveness of this attempt rgadly low.

Evaluation is the mean that should realize the atizdility of the academic research to the
taxpayers and address resource allocation, enlgartisen competition between the institutions at
national and international level. This result sldobke ensured by the help of a new entity, the
Osservatorioof the University, in charge for the evaluationboth teaching and research functions
(Biggieri and Scarpitti, 1998, Boffo and Moscat®9B), and by the constitution of “Units of Internal
Evaluation” within each University, with the aim prfoviding cost-benefit analyses for assessing the
efficiency and effectiveness of the university téag and research expenditures. Thus, the
institutionalisation of evaluation implied a limiitan of the organisational autonomy of Universities
Nevertheless, Universities remained free to detenthe composition (which competences, which
members and how many) and the positioning of thetsUwithin the internal organisation.
Osservatoridried to develop the assessment of the Univessiiieapplying quantitative parameters
for measuring the functions performed. Some linutet affected its activity (Finocchi, 2000). It was
in charge for evaluating the whole University sgstavithout a commitment for the evaluation of
each institution. Moreover, evaluation was not iempénted in this phase as a mean for enhancing
the competition among Universities, or as instruinienputting autonomy into action, but as a way
for improve the awareness and knowledge aboutethdts obtained.

In parallel with this process, another entity plhyerelevant role in controlling the organisation
and application of research evaluation within thghér education sector. The Italian Standing
Conference of Rectors (CRUI) had a key positiorthia institutionalisation of the evaluation of
research from the beginning of the process, andotoe respect it also tended to substitute the
Osservatorian many functions. In 1992 CRUI launched a spesial/ey aiming to collect data and
indicators on the University performance and irtftagures for both teaching and research
activities. After the approval of Law 537/93, CRBUpplied suggestions about the criteria for
organising the work of the “Units of Internal Evation”, and formulated the first proposal for the
research evaluation (CRUI, 1998). Then other ititiss followed® aiming to stimulate "reflection
and dialogue on issues related to the establishmightthe universities of periodical evaluation
practices. CRUI provided assistance to the unitiessin setting up an internal evaluation systesn, a
well as proposing and testing possible procedutkaperations. ... Thus, CRUI played a leading
role in defining evaluation procedures and methats in diffusing the culture of evaluation among
universities" (Boffo and Moscati, 1998). The Contagtaction was mainly devoted to maintain the
sphere of autonomy attributed to the universitigsing its expertise to influence decisions and
methods elaborated by the university evaluationil®\its actions often overlapped with the activity
of theOsservatorig the coherence of the proposals coming from tfferdint bodies was not always
assured. The interactions between MIUR, CRUI @sdervatoriowere characterised by tensions,
which derived by the incomplete definitions of t@sservatorioposition and commitment. This
reduced “the role and duties of external evaluasind this seems to endanger its effectiveness and
image as intermediate body” (Boffo, Moscati, 1998)

The transformation of th®sservatoriofor the evaluation of university in a National Cuittee
for the Evaluation of University (CNVSU) was a stegvard the institutionalisation of evaluatiois
a visthe decentralisation of administrative functiomsl aesponsibilities on curricula. The change
was substantial. The Government rationale led @tuation should? become a compulsory duty for
Universities, which must adopt internal schemes dssessing efficiency of both teaching and
research activities and results. CNVSU mission wlasified in many respects, and it has been
configured as technical entity belonging to the ®IUn charge for the assessment of the higher
education system.

In each university &ucleo di ValutaziondNUV) was constituted, replacing the Units for the
Internal Evaluation, for the overall performanceessment as well for supply data, information and
analysis to the CNVSU. Universities were commitiednodify their Statutes for complying with the
need to introduce this new body into their orgaiosa Thus, the Government action for the

8 For instance, CRUI stressed the need to have pesioevaluation practices within the Universitisspported the Osservatorio
effort toward the organisation of a common set mfioimation among all the Universities, and guaredtehe Italian
participation to European projects aimed to imprevaluation practices of the higher education sgstéEuropean Social Fund
programme, European Rectors Conference Projectp Bofl Moscati, 1998).



institutionalisation of evaluation tended to enterice limitations of the organisational space of
manoeuvre of Universities; nevertheless Governnieitiitive did not affect the autonomy of
Universities to decide upon the structure of theM\ithe powers transferred and the use of the
evaluation results.

Changes in number and composition of the NUVs adgndicators of the implementation of
the university evaluation system. In 1996 only Biversities activated a Unit of Internal Evaluation
(then NUVs), in 2002 all the Universities had a NWxd all the University Statutes provided a
discipline for the NUV. In 2002 half of the NUVs’embers (258 on a total of 496 at national level)
belonged to the same university and the 70,6% nieersity professors. The same indicators in
1996 show higher level of components from the sanieersity as well as a stronger presence of
academics.

The main object of the assessment processes caiedy the CNVSU was the education
function (i.e. setting up of minimum requirements tourses, internationalisation of doctorates,
analyses of students satisfaction, professionainatient of doctoral recipients) and not the redearc
activity, and the central aim of the proposed méshwas the definition of rules, standards, and
incentives, which would assure the efficiency affidotiveness in the allocation and in the use ef th
resources. CNVSU proposals become the backgrourdenIUR interventions were built upon.
The most significant outcome of the CNVSU was tkgelbpment of the new model for funding,
which included also the results of research agti@s an element of the formula. The method
proposed for research, is based on the definitibthe research potential for each university
(quantitative estimation of the “active researchspanel®®) to be weighted with the success of the
applicants to the special competitive Fund for @méity Research - PRIN (number of PRIN
applicants funded/number of applicafitsp\s just said, the effectiveness of funding foranas well
as the impact of standards and minimal requiremamslocation were really limited.

In the new phase, the position of the CRUI was naoré more as the leading edge of the CNVSU
initiative, as external body in charge for evaloatiCRUI expertise was exploited through many
activities?, but its buffer role was questioned by the CNVS®Idreover, MIUR did not assume the
position of evaluator; instead it showed a tendeiogyard the reinforcement of the control on the
participants’ behaviours. The major tension derifredh the fact that, on the one hand, CRUI is an
institution more acting for lobbying purposes tham institution performing an intermediary role
between the Government and the academic instiwtiom the other hand, CNVSU is seen by the
academics as a sort lmihga manusf the Government and, to some extent, a potetiirahat for
their autonomy?

University accountability was further pursued fr#801 when government launched a new
overall assessment system, with consequences dogdtiernance of academic research, aimed to
develop an overall evaluation of the quality of heatisciplinary area as well as ranking the
institutions according to an overall scale of intgional excellence, following the example of other
European research assessment systems experiereerbpe. In 2004 the first three-year evaluation
exercise (VTR) started, and it ended in 2006.

°The NUVs' members are generally appointed by thetéts, who also determine how many external memtxauki be included.
The NUVs’ tasks include the evaluation of both t@nagement of the resources and the productiweldeof educational and
research activities. Their outcome consists of datarmation, reports, advisor activity and proglss which are transmitted to
the CNVSU, and could also be used for the intepaicy-making. In this case the effectiveness & UV’ results are
autonomously decided by the University. Universitgnagement bodies could give diverse levels ofgmition to the NUVs
results, by considering them as unavoidable meansldtermining the final decisions on internal rgse allocation and on
prioritisation, or by considering them as documentisich merely certify the formal correctness of tiniversity actions with
respect to the Government directives.

10The research potential is the sum of the weiglitibated to the research personnel on the bastseddifferent career levels.

11 The index of success is calculated at the natieval (Knaz=PRIN applicants with positive evaleatiTotal PRIN applicants),
and at university level (Kat= PRIN applicants withsitive evaluation/Total PRIN applicants) for stific area (14). Thus, it is
possible to calculate for each university and esméntific area the difference with the averageéonad values for the same area
(A=(Kat-Knaz), where=1,14 indicates one of the 14 scientific areas.

12 One example for the research evaluation is thsaiivie for analysing the universities' scientifiroduction, by using
bibliometric indicators (Brenet alii, 2002), another example is the Yearly Report entthiversity in Italy (CRUI, 2004).

13 The CNVSU' members are appointed by the MIUR, tnisifact is supposed to impede its capabilityejoresent the interests of
the Universities.



The main characteristic of the VTR implementatioaswthe extended assistance of the National
Committee for the Evaluation of Research (CIVR),cimarge for the exercise. The Committee
conducted site visits at almost all the universi@d audited public research agencies in the eours
of discussing the rules and conditions of the assent, thereby guaranteeing a broadly based
consensus and awareness. CIVR acted as a mediaterdn the State and the academic institutions.
The wide interaction with CRUI assured a high legéltrust and legitimacy to the assessment
exercise, that were reinforced by the reliabiliftytlee peer reviewing exercise and of the consequent
ranking of academic institutions. MIUR did not intene in the interactions between the Committee
and the academic institutions, and assumed a @osii steering at the distance (Reale, 2003).
Interestingly enough, CIVR behaved according to tomtent of the Government delegation,
abandoning any top-down approach and adoptingtiipatory scheme of relationships, which was
considered as best suited for managing its intelamedposition between the State and the
Universities.

VTR impacted the institutional levels, by forcinget academic institutions toward a stronger
commitment on research evaluation than before,ipgstiem to explicitly discuss and recognize
differences in the quality of research outputs, gudstioning about the need of internal strategies
and the role of their internal evaluation units. \XJwere in charge for transmitting both products
and data to the Panels and to the CIVR, as wefbawvalidating all the information supplied.
Moreover, monitoring activities within the acadermstitutions have been developed for collecting
input and output indicators requested by the CIVR.

VTR concurred to definitely highlight the weaknesfsthe University governance. Evaluation of
research gave rise to the questioning about vahreks power relationships of the State, the
Universities and the buffers, but its strength afiectiveness as tool for the governance of the
academic institutions would largely depended on pihesence of rewards and penalties as a
consequence of the judgement. Despite its cultimgdact, VTR outcome did not produce
consequences in Government decision-making andirfgndllocation. A coefficient based on
research evaluation results was introduced indhdihg formula, but the effects were negligible.

4. Autonomy and academic freedom

Academic freedom is a vague notion (Felt, 1998ndluded several meanings, such as freedom of
science, of scientific community, freedom of exgies, of research methods as well as freedom
from political control (van Vught, 1993). Acadenfieedom is a fundamental principle of academic
life (EUA, 1988), but it is different between cotias and it is more and more threatened by the
transformation of HE in recent decades. The emgrgfrthe managerial paradigm strongly affected
the collegial model of university governance, wéthshift to the corporate model that occurred in
many European countries with different rate andep&ome scholars claimed the fact that loosing
self-governance will negatively impact academicefl@m (Turner, 1988, Lay, 2004). Altbach
showed that the managerial paradigm reshaped thiennof academic freedom, and affected
curricula and research agenda (Altbach, 2001). direminded that academic freedom is different
form freedom of expression. It is specific to mensha& the academic community and it is “a way of
enabling the members ... to carry out their missimiated to teaching and research, pursuing the
free development of new knowledge and the transom&tissemination of knowledge to the
individuals and society (Thorens, 1998).

Karran selected five parameters in order to measgademic freedom across countfies
enlightening the debate with further empirical evides (Karran, 2007). Taking into account the
UNESCO recommendations on the status of HE teagbangpnnel (UNESCO, 1997), he indicated
the constitutional protection of freedom of speantl academic freedom, the existence of a specific
legislation on it, the legislation on university vgonance (with a focus on the level of self-
governance rather than on institutional autonontyg, method of appointment of the university
Rectors (chosen by the academics and from the gofiatevs appointed and chosen outside the
academia), and the existence of academic tenugedifct relationship between the aforementioned
parameters and the protection of academic freedoseldom questioned in literature. Moreover

14 Countries addressed are Austria, Czech Repubbomark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Gredomgary, Ireland, Italy,
Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, NetherlanBs)and, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Swetdé&h



each parameter can be articulated into differemgfrases of protection, and differences emerged
between countries in the level of protection gused by law, which largely depend from their
legal, political and academic traditions. Notwitdreling these limitations, the outcome of the
Karran's study showed that Italy scored high in@diall the parameters, except for the presence of
a specific legislative protection, and presentsilanities with France and Germany, and rather an
opposite situation with Netherlands and UK.

The results seem to confirm a direct relationskeipvieen the emergence of the managerial paradigm,
the decentralization of decision-making power tdversities and the threatening of academic
freedom. In other words, the combination of suli&huniversity autonomy, the reduction of self-
governance and the steering at the distance neddtip with the state should end in reinforcing HEIs
as institutions, but reducing the individual acaderiteedom. It is true that legal framework
provided limited understanding of the situatiorplace, and the effective interpretation of the lega
provisions in everyday life could supply a strongggresentation of the reality; nevertheless, sdver
scholars outlined that a strong corporate govemaim¢iEls can challenge the tradition of academic
freedom (Kogan, 2003).

Conversely, looking at the Italian situation, wencargue that such an extensive guaranty of
academic freedom, joined with a large substantigbraomy, and weak accountability is suited to
create a situation where reform processes neclgssanded to be implemented in order to pursue
individual objectives rather than institutional aimvith a large unbalance between requests coming
from academics, and demands coming from the exterodd, and with a strong favour in order to
accomplish the former than the latter.

5. Conclusions

The implementation of autonomy in Italy follows feifent phases. In a first period (90s) the State
assured Universities with a substantial and ratdmgre autonomy, although it retained a number of
prerogatives (salary level, recruitment rules, @ssfonal status, thresholds on tuition fees). Bszau
of the prevalence of the continental model of gogace, Italian Universities reacted by enlarging
the spaces of academic freedom, instead of reinfprtheir capability to act as organisations.
Accountability issues did not emerge in order taurderweight the autonomy provided to
Universities and this negatively affected the aosideperformance in both teaching and research.

In a second period (late 90s) a reverse proceggdtadsovernment tried to constrain Universities
through rules, standards to be pursued and reducintpe core funding, in order to achieve
objectives linked to the introduction of the man&geparadigm. At the same time, interest on
accountability issues rise, but it went with weelgulation, the absence of a reward system and a
low impact on resource allocation. The changesoihtced only slightly touched the existing
academic freedom, which basically remained unchgéd.

Government policies did not pursue with a strond parsistent political will the harmonisation of
the three factors considered, and this impactedhencapability of most Italian Universities to
strengthen the role of institutional managements thveakening the possibility to cope with
complexity and competition in the new global HE ieonment. Moreover, reform processes did not
affect some distinctive Italian features: univeesitremained the sole player of the higher educatio
system, the graduation provided by universities thedsame legal value, Government determined
the status and working conditions of University fpssors, assuring to all professors the same
economic treatment.

Wolff analysing the implementation of the reformclgy in Italy outlined that major reasons for
failure are the governmental and parliamentaryfiadince towards the importance of universities,
disinterest and disinvestment of the governmenttaadendency toward using technocratic methods
(top down process with minor or without consultaip He concluded that without a reform of the
university governance and “a genuine sense ofgialleesponsibility” the Italian system would not
develop structural reforms (Wolff, 2003).

These remarks are certainly true. But our analgaised on the university configuration approach
shows that the Italian university configuration ditbt evolve (or evolved toward further
reinforcement of academic oligarchy) because it w#ected by a distort balance between



autonomy, accountability and academic freedom. Thusforms should consider the
interdependences between these factors in ordsudeeed. A reform of university governance is
important, but how would it be really implementéthie problem of rigidities of the national context
would not be modified?

Autonomy and academic freedom are *“crucial concéipds are related to the way authority is
structured in higher education” (van Vught, 1998¢countability is the new value of the public
administrative action. The Italian case shows thatbalance between autonomy, accountability and
academic freedom is hardly affected by path depsyde great challenge for Government policies
is to preserve all the three components, avoidinighe same time, the prevalence of one on the
others.
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