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Expectations from higher education institutions and systems are constantly increasing at both national and
global levels. In addition to the variety of services provided by higher education institutions, the rise in
expectations makes management of these institutions more difficult. However, while formations such as
mission differentiation, thematic university structure, and regional development universities differentiate
the objectives of higher education institutions from each other, attempts to achieve these specific objectives
may bring along an organizational and informal structure specific to the institution. Based on this premise,
the aim of this study is to examine the institution-specific governance models observed in Turkish higher
education institutions. This case study is based on the five models of organizational functioning
introduced by Birnbaum with the perspective of new institutionalism. The data of the study were obtained
from two sources: Existing literature and interviews with 10 academics from higher education institutions.
Accordingly, the governance models frequently observed in Turkish higher education institutions are
bureaucratic model, political model and organized anarchy. In addition, the rapid increase in the number
of higher education institutions and the dependence on resources increase the homogeneity between
higher education institutions.
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1. Introduction
The scope and number of studies in the field of higher education is constantly increasing. In
addition to the economic benefits of transforming into an information society, social equality and
mobility and ensuring social cohesion are of critical importance for individuals on both national
and global scales. Moreover, higher education currently provides an institutional basis for all
academic disciplines (Brennan & Teichler, 2008). Examination of higher education and higher
education governance includes many organizational and structural factors. The rapid increase in
the number of expectations and beneficiaries from higher education and the transition to the
information society necessitated an original and autonomous functioning in higher education
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systems and institutions, and the traditional management phenomenon has left its place to
governance over time. While the concept of management is generally considered as a deliberate
systemic organization in the triangle of politics, economy and society, governance emphasizes the
functioning at the organizational level and the uniqueness of organizations (Capano, 2011). In
other words, governance can be considered as the reflection of system-level management on
higher education institutions. Becher and Kogan (1992), on the other hand, argue that governance
focuses on the process and structure. Although the concepts of administration or management
have been used frequently until recently, the frequency of use of the concept of governance has
increased considerably in recent studies in the field of higher education (Zgaga, 2006).
According to organizational studies, formal organizations are formed by the appropriate
organization of human and other resources to achieve predetermined goals. However, it cannot be
said that universities or higher education institutions have definite boundaries or a single purpose.
Teaching, research, service to the community, finding solutions to social problems and
management of scientific facilities are the foremost of these purposes. These could be considered as
reflections of how these institutions are defined. In other words, universities can be considered as
organizational designs for the production of predetermined or desired outputs. Higher education
institutions, which differ from other educational organizations in many aspects such as product,
process, technology, skills, and relations, have some characteristic features, especially structural
features and decision-making processes, and their "complexity" comes first (Baldridge et al., 1974).
Universities with their many faculties, institutes, colleges, research centers and administrative
units are managed with the coordination of this orderly and specific complexity. The management
of educational institutions is different from the management of other institutions, and strict order
or bureaucracy is not possible in educational institutions and unforeseen situations will require
going out of the standards (Weick, 1976).
The constantly changing structure of universities causes rapid paradigmatic transformations in
the field of higher education management. Just like in educational administration, modern
approaches of organizational science are insufficient in the analysis of multidimensional/multiproduct organizations and lead researchers to approach the process from different perspectives.
Aypay (2001) states that bureaucratic-structuralist approaches based on the concepts of hierarchy,
authority, rationality and functionalist theories based on informal structure, change, conflicts of
interest are insufficient in organizational analysis, and that the perspective of "new
institutionalism" interacts with sciences such as sociology, economics, and politics. It represents an
interdisciplinary perspective. However, while the interdependence of organizations with their
environment transforms organizations into a variable and permeable structure, environmental
pressures in the functioning of organizations, in other words "institutional environment", have
begun to be recognized (Scott, 1981). Resource dependency and institutional legitimacy are the
basics of relations with the environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Among the benefits of the
institutional environment are institutionalization, other environments that regulate each other,
environmental rules and norms, myths and irrational actions. Accordingly, organizations
unconditionally accept myths or beliefs in their institutional environment in order to maintain
their existence, and for educational organizations, these myths include programs, policies, services,
methods and similar processes. It is also possible to rationalize myths that are already accepted
unconditionally; professions, technologies, awards and certification can be given as examples of
this (Scott, 2001). DiMaggio and Powell (1983), stating that other organizations may accept existing
environments and myths unquestioningly, argue that over time, all organizations resemble each
other (institutional isomorphism) and thus try to ensure legitimacy. This can also be expressed as
organizations adopting the already tried and accepted ones as ―social behavior‖ rather than
determining a new environment or trying to compose one (Meyer & Rowan, 2006).
The five models developed by Birnbaum (1988) provide a useful framework for examining and
analyzing the functioning and governance in higher education institutions, considering the
characteristics such as the establishment, age, size, location, type and degree of the programs
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offered. The models listed as professional, bureaucratic, political, organized anarchy and
cybernetic contain certain organizational behavior patterns and highlight the uniqueness of the
functioning and governance of higher education institutions.
1.1. Collegial Model
Collegial model grounds on consensus, power sharing, common goals and expectations,
consultation-based leadership and undertaking responsibilities collectively. The status difference
between stakeholders is often ignored and stakeholders or colleagues see their institutions as a
collegium. In this model, hierarchy is that important; interaction between members or stakeholders
is usually informal. The model, which envisages an egalitarian and democratic structure, all
members, including students and administrative staff, have the right to speak when necessary.
Collegiality, which is based on consensus, more experienced ones or the staffs who are more
effective thanks to their position can be efficient when making decisions. Kerr (1982) states that
there is also a tendency towards consensus in research universities and those more experienced
members of academic groups are effective in decision making. The main task of the administrators
is to provide support and represent the university. Within the professional collegium structure,
administrators are also seen as their subordinates and are actually responsible for implementing
the decisions of this professional collegium. The administrators selected from among the
academics serve for a certain period of time and return to their duties when their term of office
expires. In these institutions, which have values such as the adoption of common goals,
commitment to the collective structure and agreement on organizational identity, communication
with graduates is maintained in order to ensure the continuation of a strong and consistent culture
or structure consisting of symbols, ceremonies and myths, and graduates usually take part in highlevel committees.
1.2. Bureaucratic Model
As the structure of organizations expands, the number of units increases and their work becomes
more specialized. The management of these organizations becomes difficult and the operability of
their unwritten norms decreases (Blau, 1994). While this requires written and structured
interaction tools, it also bureaucratizes the organization (Stroup, 1966). Birnbaum (1988) argues
that bureaucratic structures are in relationship with organizational programs to achieve certain
goals of the organization, and as the behavior becomes standardized, the actions and processes of
organizations become more predictable and thus organizations become more effective and
productive. In this model, job descriptions, rules and regulations have a very important place.
Individuals communicate with each other through job descriptions and roles. Rules are also the
only way to solve problems and it is important that all staff learn and communicate these
solutions. This situation causes the staff to approach all problems as if they were the same and they
do not to seek new or original solutions. However, rules can be treated as organizational memory
and are tools for change. Rules are also a protective tool for employees so that they can turn their
managers down in situations that exceed their responsibilities or are prone to abuse. When the
rules are applied equally to everyone, problematic situations such as bias or favor will be
eliminated. Bureaucratic organizations are also rational organizations. The decisions they make
may not always be the best, but they always have a basis. Allison (1971) states that rationality is
making consistent choices within certain constraints. Rationality requires that goals be clearly
defined. Rationality and a concrete structure create and maintain the culture of the institution.
Bureaucratic leaders rely on clearly articulated organizational charts to define division of labor
and routinely communicate through written documents rather than face-to-face. Bureaucratic
leaders are defined as managers who act as rational analysts, setting and achieving a clearly
defined set of goals and objectives. Another source of leadership is appointments based on
rationality. Employees' belief in the competence and experience of their superiors will also affect
their performance. One source of the power of bureaucratic leaders is the analytical approach they
display in their decision-making processes.
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1.3. Political Model
In large-scale organizations, there may be many subgroups. These groups may be united by
academic, ethnic, or ideological similarities, but these subgroups do not come together to form a
whole or a common focus of power. Rather, it provides decentralization of authority or decisionmaking and only takes control of a group of managers. When we look at the system in general, we
come across a complex structure consisting of many powerful and authoritarian sub-groups, each
in its own context. In this case, since the expectations and goals of the subgroups will be very
different from each other, bargaining and negotiation on impact and resource use becomes
inevitable. In this context, political organizations can be considered as the sum of sub-coalitions
with different interests, preferences and goals. Subgroups need to gain, develop and use power in
order to dominate or achieve their desires. In these organizations where authority or chain of
command cannot be applied, it is often not possible to reach an agreement even on the goals or
how to achieve the goals, and in cases where a decision cannot be made, the only structure that
stakeholders can rely on is politics.
It can be said that political leaders act on the basis of informal information rather than available
data. In this model, there are no clear or standard rules even though the roles and duties are
certain and limited, and the university governance takes place on an intuitive, irrational precedent
and an unplanned environment. Organized anarchy could be mentioned because each individual
does what he wants when he wants. Coordination or control is not applied, and resources are used
as processes or situations arise. Decisions are outcomes produced by the system but not intended
by anyone and not strictly controlled by anyone (Cohen & March, 1974).
1.4. Organized Anarchy Model
Organized anarchies have three key features; problematic goals, uncertain technology, and fluid
participation. Unclear goals do not give an idea about how the technology will be used while
uncertainty of the decision-making processes does not give an idea about the organizational
structure. Organizations do not plan their goals or preferences, but discover through trial and
error. Since there is no research on which technology is more efficient, the use of technology takes
place through trial and error, previous experiences, imitation, and discovery when necessary. It is
not possible to talk about continuous participation as individuals only take responsibility for the
issues they are interested in (Cohen & March, 1974).
There are certain rational stages of decision making in organizations. However, in a complex
environment or organization, there may be too many variables or factors to follow these stages.
The anarchy model may also emphasize this situation, suggesting that possible shortcomings in
the communication cycle cause loose coupling, and in fact, this may cause the two related
situations to be unrelated. In other words, when organizational elements are loosely connected,
what happens is not immediately known, why it happens is hidden, and it is unclear whether it is
good or not (March & Olsen, 1989). In these loose connections, there is a flow, not a rigid order, but
it is there even if it is not seen. Garbage can approach is utilized when making decisions in the
anarchy model. Accordingly, the choice opportunities compose the garbage can; problems,
solutions, and participants are the streams of the garbage can. In the garbage can, specific
problems, participants and solutions form a special selection point and are tightly coupled. The
decisions made cut the close connection between them with the point of choice. If the same
decision was made in a different time period or if a different decision was made in the same time
period, the problems, solutions and participants in the garbage can exhibit different degrees of
cohesion. So, it is very difficult to make decisions in these organizations, to use previous decisions
as a precedent or to predict the consequences of the decision (Birnbaum, 1988). In summary, it is
defined as a loosely coupled, non-linear, open system that routinely confronts with problematic
goals, an undefinite technology and the fluid participation of members in the decision-making
process. The role of the anarchic leader is to understand the meaning of events and the culture of
the organization and to offer alternative solutions to problems.
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1.5. Cybernetic Model
Looking at some higher education institutions from afar, it can be observed that they are in
complete disorder and even chaos. Despite this, these organizations fulfill their duties or what is
expected from them. What is not seen at first glance in these organizations is that there is an order
in the chaos. Although the question of who created or maintained this order brings to mind
managers first, these organizations were actually complete in the absence of the manager.
Birnbaum (1988) states that this order is realized by cybernetic control. Cybernetics evolved from
the Greek words ―kybernaein‖ meaning to steer a ship, and ―kybernetike‖ meaning the art of
doing this. Today, it is considered in the broadest sense as the theory of control and
communication in machines and organisms (Zgaga, 2006). When both ancient and modern
meanings are considered together, the phenomenon of "control" or "direction" draws attention. It is
assumed that its influence in organizational and management sciences started with the "General
System Theory" developed by Ludwig von Bertalanffy (Vallée, 2003).
The cybernetic model is described as an open system that uses self-correcting mechanisms or
thermostats to monitor activities. It is quite similar to a thermostat which runs to keep the
temperature at the desired level and activates when the temperature drops, and then turns off
when the temperature reaches at the desired level. There is a success acceptance interval in
cybernetic systems. If the achieved success is not at the expected level of success, necessary
attempts are made to reach the expected level.
Since cybernetic organizations tend to manage themselves, there is usually no need for a
rational manager. The task of managers in these organizations is to respond to ordinary or unusual
disruptions rather than to manage or change them. These situations, in which the power of the
organization exceeds the leader, indicate that cybernetic principles work. Cybernetic leaders must
be able to keep an eye on organizational changes and establish a mechanism for communication
through feedback loops by deploying teams or monitors to subsystems across an organization. The
focus of the cybernetic model of organizational functioning is to maintain balance in an
organization when multiple models of leadership and organization are present. This is
accomplished through cybernetic controls—that is, self-correcting mechanisms that monitor
organizational functions and provide participants with attention cues or negative feedback when
things are not going well. Negative feedback systems detect and correct errors, so when something
that moves the organization in an undesirable direction happens, something else automatically
puts it back on course. Therefore, coordination is achieved not by an omniscient and rational
agent, but by the self-correcting action of college departments (Birnbaum, 1989).
Birnbaum states that the models are helpful in explaining and analyzing systems, but it is not
possible for any model to fully explain a system or structure, and it is not possible to determine a
model as the best. While this statement points out that sticking to a single model when examining
the governance of higher education institutions may limit the researcher, it indicates that a
comprehensive framework should be created that interacts with other models while developing
proposals for the organization. The important thing is to determine how the campus components
interact with each other, because the loose or tight coupling of the interaction between these
components provides the researchers with patterns that help to understand the organizational
structure and culture (Birnbaum, 1988). In this context, the aim of this study is to examine the
institutional governance models observed in higher education institutions in Turkey within the
aforementioned framework. Accordingly, firstly, parameters belonging to each model were
deduced and these parameters composed the sub-purposes of the study such as comparing
universities based on foundation years, size and degrees, defining aims of the universities and
analyzing organizational structure and functioning through organizational components and
behaviours.
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2. Method
2.1. Research Design
The organization and functioning of higher education institutions are of critical importance in
achieving the goals determined at the institutional and national level, as well as providing
important clues about the institutional culture. In this study, it is examined how the institutional
governance observed in the Turkish higher education system functions. Institutional governance is
taken as a case and studied in depth within its context and limits. Therefore, Single case study (Yin,
2014) was determined as the research design to follow. Case studies also allow the theoretical
analysis or explanation of the situation in question (Gilham, 2000). In this context, the governance
case was evaluated in terms of the theoretical framework developed by Birnbaum. In this context,
firstly, the research question was stated. Then, the case, which is the focus of the research, was
defined. Lastly, the context in which the governance case in higher education institutions would be
examined was determined.
2.2. Study Group
The study group consisted of 10 participants who were experts in the field of higher education.
They were determined through theoretical sampling. Accordingly, while collecting and coding the
data, new participants were asked to participate in the study (Glaser & Strauss, 2017). All of the
participants are currently working at national state or foundation universities or abroad. 5 of the
participants are full professors, 4 of them are associate professors and 1 of them is assistant
professor. 5 of the participants holds their associate professor title in educational sciences while 3
of them in the field of higher education studies. 3 of the participants are female while 7 of the
participants are male.
2.3. Data Collection
Case studies require the use of different data sources. In the study, data were collected from three
different sources, namely related literature, statistical data and interviews. While the relevant
literature constitutes the theoretical framework of the study, various statistics about Turkish
higher education institutions constitute a concrete data source for both a better understanding of
the context and a comparison of institutions. Interviews to collect in-depth information were
conducted in a semi-structured manner in order not to limit the answers of the participants. While
developing the interview form, first of all, an item pool was created, expert opinion was obtained,
and a pilot application was conducted. Ethics committee approval was obtained before data
collection and a consent form was presented to the participants. The participants were also
ensured about confidentiality and anonymity. Interviews were conducted online and each
interview lasted for two hours approximately. The questions were formed based on premises and
parameters suggested by Birnbaum for each model. Question examples from the interview form
are as follows:
-What are the purposes of universities within Turkish higher education system?
-Could you elaborate on decision-making process in universities?
-Have you ever observed interest groups in higher education institutions? How would you
describe them?
2.4. Data Analysis
After the interviews, the approval of the participants was obtained through member check and the
analysis process started. Since the aim of the study is to assess the parameters suggested by the
governance models, the data were analyzed in an analytical way to obtain the themes or patterns
(Glesne, 2016). Accordingly, first of all, the content of all interviews was transferred to the
software. Then, the data were coded and themes were obtained and analyzed according to the
parameters of each model. Again, in accordance with the aim of the study, continuous
comparisons were made and the codes under each theme were examined according to their similar
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and different aspects. In addition, the findings from the interviews were interpreted in a holistic
perspective with the data obtained from other data sources mentioned above.
2.5. Reliability and Validity
Four basic conditions are mentioned for case studies: credibility, reliability, confirmation and being
data sourced (Yin, 2014, as cited in Akar, 2016). In this context, more than one data source and
theoretical framework were used to increase the structural validity of the study. Again, the
participants of the study work in different higher education institutions in terms of both type and
city/country, and they gave both comprehensive and comparative answers to the interview
questions, taking into consideration of their own context. In addition, the theoretical framework
and the findings were conveyed in a detailed and meaningful way to ensure the credibility or
internal validity of the study. Findings from different data sources are presented with a holistic
perspective. Again, the limitations of institutions or contexts where generalizations can be made to
ensure transferability or external validity are also mentioned. In order to increase reliability, the
findings obtained from different data sources were presented in a clear and understandable way,
and member check was applied before the analysis of the data obtained from the interviews.

3. Findings
In this study, which examines the governance models observed in the Turkish higher education
system, the data obtained through relevant literature and statistics (in 2021) and semi-structured
interviews were analyzed in a holistic and complementary way. Variables such as the age of higher
education institutions, the region they are located in, the number of students and teaching staff,
and the degree and type of programs taught distinguish these institutions from each other in terms
of purpose and functioning according to Birnbaum (1988). So, data analysis started with focusing
on statistical data. Accordingly, there are 207 higher education institutions in Turkey, of which 129
are state universities, 74 are foundation universities and 4 are foundation vocational schools. When
state and foundation universities are calculated together, Istanbul is the city that hosts the most
universities. While 46 of the 52 universities in Istanbul are foundation universities, only 6 of them
are state universities. When evaluated based on regions, Marmara and Central Anatolia Regions
come first with 27 state universities, and when foundation universities are included in this
number, Marmara Region is the region that hosts the most universities-72 universities.
Considering that the first higher education institution in Turkey was established in 1933, 206
new higher education institutions started to function in 88 years. Table 1 shows the ages of higher
education institutions.
Table 1
Foundation Years of Universities in Turkey (adopted from Karadağ, 2021, p. 304)
Year
State University
Foundation University
1933-1954
3
1966-1974
10
1975-1981
6
1982
8
1983-1991
1
1
1992
23
1
1993-2005
2
22
2006-2009
41
16
2010-2014
10
17
2015-2017
7
9
2018-2021
18
8
Toplam
129
74
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Despite the number of higher education institutions, it is observed that the number of registered
students is quite high. Table 2 shows the number of students by university type and degree level.
Accordingly, the largest part of 7,241,403 students enrolled in associate degree, daytime and
evening education, and open education and bachelor programs is composed of 4,494,451 students
from 4-year-undergraduate programs.
Table 2
Number of Students by University Type and Level of Education (2019-2020)
University Type/Degree
Associate
Undergraduate
Master’s
State U.
2820052
4101153
229550
Foundation U.
155651
393298
56084
Total
2975703
4494451
285634

Doctorate
90648
10594
101242

Total
7241403
615627
7857030

The high number of students will bring along the need for academics. Although the academic
ranks have changed over time, the current ones are Professor, Associate Professor and Assistant
Professor. Table 3 summarizes the number of academics in Turkey by university type.
Table 3
Number of Academics by University Type
University
Associate
Professor
Type/Ranks
Professor
State U.
25670
15580
Foundation U.
4753
2078
Total
30423
17658

Assistant
Professor
32530
8735
41265

Lecturer
31069
7064
38133

Research
Assistant
46820
4737
51557

Total
151669
27367
179036

In higher education institutions in Turkey, degrees are offered in different types and levels,
including associate/undergraduate, postgraduate (master's and doctorate) and proficiency in art.
The number of associate and undergraduate programs in state and foundation higher education
institutions is considerably higher than graduate programs. Table 4 summarizes degrees by
university type.
Table 4
Number of Programs by University Type and Degrees
University Type/
Associate/Undergraduate
Degree
State U.
12717
Foundation U.
7579
Total
20296

Master’s

Doctorate

Proficiency in Art

10385
2511
12896

5011
545
5556

126
15
141

When the above-mentioned statistical data on higher education institutions in Turkey are
evaluated in general, one of the striking points is the high number of students. Especially with the
increase observed in the number of universities after 2006, there has been a significant increase in
the number of students. Since most of the students attend associate degree or undergraduate
programs, it can be thought that general purpose of the education offered at universities is
preparation for the profession. In addition, a significant proportional difference is observed when
the numbers of students and academics are compared. Besides, most of the academics are assistant
professors.
In order to examine functioning of higher education institutions in depth, the opinions of
academics who are experts in the field of higher education were consulted. The themes presented
below refer to components of organizational analysis, such as purposes, relations, culture, etc.
Based on them, parameters of each model and interview questions were obtained and answers to
interviews questions were discussed accordingly below.
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3.1. Purposes of Universities
When making an analysis of institutions, it is necessary to examine first of all how they pursue
their goals and objectives. In this context, the participants were asked about the main objectives of
the universities in the Turkish higher education system and how these objectives emerged. The
answers given to this question are examined under the sub-themes; education, research and
contribution to the society.
3.1.1. Education
In Turkey, there has been a significant increase in the number of higher education institutions and
students accessing higher education, especially in recent years, with the approach of "university
for every city". It is stated that especially newly established or ―small‖ institutions have not
completed their development or are in the process of forming their institutional identities. When
the necessary infrastructure or funding is not provided, these institutions are transforming into an
environment where university education is offered to students who graduate from high schools.
According to this, examples of expressions related to the answers given by the participants on the
theme of education are given below.
When we talk about the aims of the university, we are talking about the aims of Council of Higher
Education [CHE]. … In fact, the main purpose of most universities is teaching. It is also a question
mark how well they do this, because there are serious problems with both the quality and the
number of faculty members. In order to solve this, CHE started the concept of research universities,
but even they still focus on teaching (P6).
Apart from what is determined by the law, the main purpose of universities in Turkey is to train
students enrolled in the relevant departments in a way that will gain certain
qualifications…University administrators may be more interested in the technical dimension of
education and training activities in order to realize the qualifications in line with the relevant
programs (P8).
In fact, the main purpose of Turkish universities is to keep the students who graduated from high
school institutions in the system for 4 more years, to show the unemployment rates low (P4).

3.1.2. Research
Universities have existed for many years as centers where new knowledge is produced and
presented. This situation is sometimes related to the solution of changing or emerging problems,
and sometimes depending on the desire of academics to deepen in the field of interest. The fact
that universities act in the context of certain missions and plan to realize this mission has emerged
especially with the "Carneige Classification" and continues with the label of "Research
Universities" in the Turkish higher education system. Participants state that although the main
purpose of universities is to produce knowledge, even the research universities cannot fully fulfill
this mission, especially due to the limited autonomy and lack of various infrastructure and
support. However, it was emphasized that new knowledge was produced in order to increase the
number of articles and individual development was more important than regional or national
development. Examples of expressions related to this are given below.
Without considering too much its contribution to science, without considering too much its practical
contributions for problem solving, we confront with increasing number of articles as scientific
production. The majority of universities are busy with increasing the number of articles, projects and
citations. Well, when these numbers increase, will scientific production, which is the real purpose of
universities, be achieved or will we be realizing it? (P3).
If universities determine their own missions such as research and development and focus on
graduate education, or if such autonomy is provided to them, we can say that scientific research in
higher education is carried out for scientific purposes, otherwise it is no more than filling out a CV
(P9).
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3.1.3. Contribution to society
Contribution to society has become a prominent goal in universities, especially in systems where
financing is provided by public resources, and society's needs and expectations have greatly
affected the functioning of universities. The participants also evaluated their contribution to
society or their regional and national contributions at a low level for Turkish higher education
institutions and stated that increasing cooperation with industry or other institutions created a
competition between universities to make projects, and universities that could not achieve this put
pressure on academics. Examples of expressions related to this are given below.
Contribution to society or research and development has gained importance especially in recent
years, with the influence of YÖKAK, and universities and academics have begun to focus on this
issue. This situation or the criteria for promotion or appointment also causes a pressure factor on
academics (P6).
Recently, with the encouragement for cooperation, universities are expected to become institutions
that serve society. If there is a problem in an area, the solution is expected from the university…(P9).

Considering the views of the participants in all three sub-themes, the expectations from
universities in the Turkish higher education system are mainly to education, research and
contribution to the society. The discussion of the mission of universities implies that universities
cannot fulfill more than one purpose at the same time while a strategy that channels universities
according to their own institutional infrastructure and experience must be developed. In this case,
universities within the Turkish higher education system partially serve all purposes. Research
university label is given to success rankings in certain fields by CHE. With this approach, 11
universities were determined and certain advantages were provided to these universities in terms
of budget and human resources. However, as stated in the participant opinions above, since the
aims and missions of universities are determined by CHE, all universities are treated ―the same‖
and universities are increasingly similar to each other in terms of purpose and product. The
determination of the objectives by the universities also makes the universities the institutions that
seek their own special objectives. Therefore, it can be said that universities within the Turkish
higher education system are still at the point of discovering their goals.
3.2. Universities' Relations with the Environment
Universities, as an educational institution, are structures that receive input from the environment
and offer output to the environment. The input it receives from the environment and the output it
presents to the environment also determine the relations of universities with the environment.
Considering the relations of Turkish universities with the environment, it is observed that they
have a different interaction environment than other public institutions and participants were asked
to describe those relations. The participants stated that when examining the relations of
universities with the environment, it is necessary to examine what they identify as the
environment first:
First of all, it is necessary to examine what the university accepts as an environment. It is necessary
to determine how universities define what their environment is… The administration develops a
mechanism for whom it can respond, account, praise itself, and benefit from (P3).

The environment, as the structure that it will both affect and be affected by, is very important in
determining the functioning and strategies of universities. In other words, the environment is the
mechanism by which the university determines and regulates its input and output. However, the
participants stated that Turkish higher education institutions are more introverted and closed
institutions. Examples of expressions related to this are given below.
I do not think that the environment has a strong influence on the university administration. The
functioning of the instutiton is mostly between state institutions, universities take decisions and send
them to the CHE. That's why environmental actors, let's say a municipality or an NGO, have no
effect on the university. This inevitably makes universities semi-closed. The main reason for this is
that the influence of the state is too much in higher education institutions (P1).

H. Ergin Kocatürk & E. Karadağ / Journal of Pedagogical Research, 5(4), 230-250

240

There is a more introverted structure in universities in Turkey, this situation has been tried to be
changed with processes such as quality accreditation, but it is still the same. Again, the nonparticipation of external stakeholders in the elections in universities creates a closed system…(P2).

When the participants’ views are evaluated together, it can be said that Turkish universities are
institutions that show semi-open system characteristics. Although industrial collaborations or
initiatives that will accelerate social development are encouraged, as mentioned above, if these
goals are not adopted by university members, interaction with the environment may be limited or
may not occur at the expected level. However, it can be thought that the environment is a pressure
factor on the university and this situation forces universities to create a functioning or defense
mechanism.
3.3. Providing Services and Offering Products in Universities
Universities are expected to offer many different products. The emergence and presentation of
these products also requires the use of many services, infrastructures or technologies. This
situation makes the functioning of universities more fluid, as it also leads to uncertainty in the
provision of services and the use of technology. Participants stated that expectations from
universities are too high, but universities are insufficient to meet them for various reasons.
However, they also stated that as in scientific research and scientific production, product and
service diversity require autonomy, budget and support. Examples of expressions related to this
are given below.
This is a little bit about academic freedom or autonomy. If you provide this authority to departments
or divisions and allow them to establish their own research programs, their own research funds and
their own research laboratories, it will be possible to present various products at universities (P3).
There is a debate on this subject, should we expect this variety of services from a single university or
should we distribute it to universities? This is about the mission discussion (P2).

It was emphasized in the opinions of the participants that the expectations from the universities
in relation to the objectives of the universities and therefore the missions attributed to them were
too high, but that the universities were insufficient in providing services. However, inadequacy of
infrastructure or lack of support makes universities try to maintain their functioning with current
facilities. Dependency on public resources and partial autonomy prevent universities from
determining their own products and outputs.
3.4. Motivation and Professional Development
As mentioned before, the expectations of states, societies and individuals from universities are
quite high and varied. In particular, academics need to constantly develop themselves and adapt
to changes in order to respond to these expectations. In this context, the participants were asked
how universities or university administrations motivate employees to achieve their goals and how
they contribute to their professional and personal development. Almost all of the participants
stated that higher education institutions are insufficient in providing motivation and that they do
not contribute enough to the professional and personal development of the personnel. Examples of
expressions related to this are given below.
Again, in order to fulfill the criteria determined by the CHE, universities started to focus on trainings
that would contribute to the personal and professional development of academics. While there is still
a lack of infrastructure or the number of courses is so high, the motivation is not very high (P6).
Generally speaking, there isn't really much motivation. The support mechanisms provided to
academicians by the administration are very limited. It is almost non-existent, especially in public
universities (P1).

When the views of the participants are evaluated together, it is emphasized that higher
education institutions are insufficient to provide motivation and personal and professional
development opportunities, and it is understood that this situation is closely related to the
university administration. While managers who care about the development of their personnel
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should provide the necessary infrastructure and incentives, it can be said that motivation and
development is regarded as an individual attepmt in universities. In addition, it is understood
from the participants’ opinions that the participation of the stakeholders in the decision making
will increase motivation to realize the decision.
3.5. Decision Making at Universities
Decision-making is a very important process in universities, as in many organizations, and it also
provides important information about functioning and culture of the organization. At the same
time, it is closely related to the management approach or capacities of the managers. In this
context, the question of how the decisions are made in the universities was asked to the
participants and they were asked to explain the process. Most of the participants stated that
decision making in universities is not fully realized and the decisions are usually referred from the
higher boards. Examples of expressions related to this are given below.
In Turkey, the system does not force university higher management to make rational decisions, on
the contrary, there is a system that is suitable for direct decision making or top-down decision
making (P2).
There are certain points where universities can make decisions, hiring staff, distributing courses and
investigations. There may be practical decisions, for example, how the lessons will be held during
the pandemic period. The decision template is the same everywhere, the details are different from
each other… (P3).

When the opinions expressed by the participants on the decision-making processes are
considered together, it is difficult to say that universities have a clear decision-making mechanism.
In addition, the approach of the managers to the decision-making processes greatly affects the
decision-making processes. While a clear decision-making strategy did not emerge, the
participants made detailed explanations about how the decisions were not made. While this
situation reveals a structure that can be called complex or chaotic in university administration, it
also points to the decision-making uncertainty or the garbage can decision-making model, which
can be explained as the choice of the most compatible among the existing decisions. Accordingly,
decisions are made not for the solution of this problem, but because it has to be done, and the
participation of the stakeholders in the decision is discontinuous and variable.
3.6. Communication, Integration and Cooperation in Universities
Due to the nature of educational institutions, they are expected to be institutions where
communication, interaction and cooperation are intense. In this context, questions about how
communication, integration and cooperation processes are carried out at universities were asked to
the participants. Participants stated that communication and cooperation between stakeholders
and academics in particular is limited in addition to management levels. The participants, who
stated that communication takes place vertically from top to bottom, also stated that
understanding of cooperation between departments or divisions has not developed, and that the
integration is tight and loose from time to time. Examples of expressions related to this are given
below.
Communication is usually carried out through official channels (P5).
It should be noted that there is almost no cooperation between academics in Turkey…Science does
not exist without cooperation. As such, there is only one subject that academics know, and they have
been working on this subject for 30 years (P3).
The purpose of the faculty or department does not concern the academics, those who are closely
related come together and do similar works, apart from that, there is complete individuality (P10).

When the answers given to this question are considered together, it was stated by all the
participants that communication and interaction in universities is limited. Communication mostly
takes place vertically; horizontal or circular communication is not observed frequently. As a result,
there is a loose coupling between units and departments. Cooperation or acting together to achieve
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common institutional goals is weak, and individuality and realization of individual goals are at the
forefront. However, some participants talked about the tight coupling between higher
management boards and employees.
3.7. Control and Feedback in Universities
Control and feedback mechanisms, especially testing the effectiveness of the decisions made, are
an important self-assessment tool in higher education institutions. Based on the results of this
assessment, strengths or weaknesses are identified and improvement actions are taken. In this
context, the participants were asked how control and feedback mechanisms work in universities.
They stated that in most cases, control or feedback is not needed or an action plan for results is not
developed. Examples of expressions related to this are given below.
In my opinion, there is no functioning control mechanism in public universities. For example, a
strategic plan is made every term and it should be checked whether there is an improvement or
increase according to this plan, but we do not control, everything is only on paper… Maybe we can
count YÖKAK as a control mechanism (P1).
This control or feedback has increased lately, especially in quality assurance systems, with pressure
for accreditation. But here, too, it is necessary to ask, what will happen if universities do not provide
them? … The state university is established and financed by the state. Will the state shut these
institutions down when they cannot provide quality assurance or accreditation? (P9).

Mechanisms such as control, supervision and feedback play a very important role for
organizations to survive. When considering the universities within the Turkish higher education
system, the participants stated that these mechanisms are not operated effectively and even if they
are operated, no action is taken according to the results. In addition, processes such as quality
assurance and accreditation are also considered as external control mechanisms for universities.
However, the fact that the feedback is not processed does not take these processes beyond filling
out official forms.
3.8. Power and Authority in Universities
The participants were asked to define the elements of power and authority in higher education
institutions, which points out cricital aspects of organizational functioning. Examples of
expressions related to this are given below.
I have a thought on this subject, does being a very good doctor or seeing patients for a long time
make someone a good rector? Look at the universities that have medical faculties, almost all of them
are medical professionals. This raises the question of how rectors are determined. Here, I see
department heads as an important power figure… (P4).
Power, how we define power, the potential to influence someone. To impress someone, you need to
have something to impress, knowledge, merit, charisma, experience, we can count more than that.
Now, if you ask me whether the power of the rectors stems from these, I would say no… Therefore,
the management can only use the power of being appointed over the employees, use its legal
authority (P9).

Power sources can be listed as legal, charismatic, knowledge and expertise. Almost all of the
participants define the source of power or authority in universities as legal power or the power of
being appointed. In this case, it can be thought that the power of the appointed rector comes from
the appointing authority with the abolition of the rectorate elections.
3.9. Institutional Culture in Universities
Organizational culture is again an important structure in the functioning of institutions.
Organizational culture, norms, values and history of the organization can be influential at many
stages from mission setting to implementation processes. In this context, the participants were
asked to describe the organizational cultures they observed at the universities and were asked
whether there was a similarity between the cultures of the universities. Examples of expressions
related to this are given below.
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In the past, there was an ecole, especially in rooted universities, and within the framework of this
ecole, teachers trained their students within a master-apprentice relationship. There were customs
and traditions rather than written rules. This academic culture or wisdom is gone. We assimilated. In
fact, this situation causes the same kind of homogeneous deterioration in universities (P6).
[…] In Turkey, for example, when university is mentioned, there are some slogans that are
memorized. Similar presuppositions have become the norm, and all universities are doing the same
to comply with this norm. (P3).
There are too many imitation processes among universities (P4).

On organizational culture in universities, participants first stated that each institution has its
own unique culture, but especially recently, these cultures are being similar to each other. The
reasons such as the management of all universities, regardless of state or foundation, depending
on the same legal processes, the increase in the number of administrators appointed from outside
the institution and not familiar with the organizational culture, the difficulty in obtaining external
financing and funding, and the increase in the expectations of demand groups called the scientific
"market" have hindered the emergence of a distinctive culture in universities. It also causes the
existing settled cultures to weaken.
3.10. Change in Universities
It can be said that change is inevitable especially for educational institutions. So, participants were
asked how they define change in universities and the source of change. Examples of expressions
related to this are given below.
Change usually takes place in two ways, either top-down or bottom-up. In Turkey, it usually takes
place from top to bottom, even if a change is requested at the level of the department, it stays there,
it is not expanded to the general functioning (P5).
The aims of the CHE and therefore of the state are very effective in the functioning of universities. If
there is a change in them or with the changes in political, economic or social status, the higher
boards force the universities to change or expect a change in production (P9).

In the statements of the participants about change, it can be concluded that there are top-down
and forced changes in universities, which comes from the CHE mostly and deeply affects the
functioning of the universities. However, lack of participation of internal stakeholders indicate that
there may be problems in the adoption and implementation of change, while implying stagnation
in universities.
3.11. Interest Groups
According to Clark (1983), anyone talking about academic organizations is likewise talking about
interest groups. In other words, visible or invisible cliques in universities create pressure on the
university and its functioning with the effect of the power that brings them together. These cliques
or interest groups, which can come together with scientific, sociological, economic, political and
many other motivations, can be a guide for university administrations at certain stages. In this
context, the participants were asked about power groups or cliques, how they came together and
the pressure they exerted on the university. Examples of expressions related to this are given
below.
For example, if a building is to be built, which faculty has more or dominant teachers, their needs are
met first. We can talk about dominant cliques (P3).
Universities are the places where such groups are observed a lot, a few people come together around
a certain power or common denominator to form a clique. Research funds or research centers
actually constitute a pressure group. Which projects will be funded inevitably determine the subjects
of further research, and research on similar subjects is either done or not (P4).

Almost all of the participants stated on interest groups or cliques that they are frequently
observed in universities in different forms. These groups, which come together with various
common denominators, may cause pressure not only on management levels but also on all
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university stakeholders. On the other hand, the fact that people supported by these cliques come to
the administrative levels raises questions about the informal or implicit functioning of universities.
However, research funds or research centers also constitute a scientific interest group. Funding or
support is an important determinant in research, so academics need support to carry out their
scientific work. In a way, the field and subject of future projects are determined in advance, and
scientific freedom is restricted.
3.12. Administrative Structure and Rectorship in Universities
Finally, questions about the administrative structure and rector's office in universities were asked
to the participants and they were asked to give information about the administrative processes.
Firstly, examples of statements regarding the management structure are given below.
No matter how much they want, the rectors cannot go beyond the legal limits, they cannot choose
their own human resources, the students enroll as a result of exams anyway. When we consider all
these, there is a daily operation, there is a standardized operation… (P1).
…While raising them, the system creates a sieve, whatever mechanism exists, people similar to
themselves are definitely selected, as the number of administrators with this tendency increases,
universities are similar to each other, everyone finds people who are similar to each other. In some
way, incompetence and disqualification work like a magnet in universities (P10).

Accordingly, it can be said that most of the time, a rational or strategic management approach is
not adopted in universities, and people who have the same values or have the same views come
together at the management levels. In addition, it can be said that there is learned helplessness in
universities. In particular, the appointment of rectors and other administrators may oblige
individuals to implement some decisions even if they do not adopt them, in this case, since
reacting to administrators will be seen as indirectly reacting to higher boards and appointing
authorities, many tasks are fulfilled on a daily basis, as is stated in the statements of the
participants.
Examples of statements regarding the rector's office, the roles and powers of the rector are
given below.
If the rectors did not have such broad powers, we would not have these discussions today (P4).
Every rector uses political tactics because there are too many pressure groups or cliques around him.
While trying to balance these, the rector sometimes makes tactical choices; whom to assign to which
task or whom to appoint (P3).
…the rectorate is actually a very difficult job in Turkey. He has to balance and deal with
everything… You have to balance the internal interest groups and the external pressures, so… your
whole job is to balance the pressure placed on you (P1).

Almost all of the participants regarding the duties and responsibilities of the rectors used the
expressions "broad powers" or "all-powerful". Besides, a few participants used the term "top
manager" for the rector. These expressions suggest an implicit monarchy within the university.
When the rector changes, another rector "similar to him" will be determined, as is also mentioned
in the participants’ statements. This indicates that although the mission statements, aims or
products of the universities within the Turkish higher education system have changed or updated,
they still resemble a medieval institution in terms of functioning. However, one of the important
responsibilities of rectors is to balance the pressure created by interest groups. It can be stated that
one of the most frequently used tactics by the rectors are bargaining and bartering.

4. Discussion and Conclusion
The main purpose of this study is to analyze organizational functioning of universities within
Turkish higher education system in terms of Birnbaum’s five models of organizational governance.
To do so, first, theoretical framework of the study was composed and parameters were obtained
based on each model. In addition to theoretical framework, findings from statistical data and
interviews were analyzed together to compare with parameters. Lastly, parameters observed
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frequently were matched with the models and governance of higher education institutions were
evaluated in this part.
Birnbaum mentions the demographic characteristics of the university for each model in the
governance framework he constructed. Therefore, considering the data on universities first, there
are 207 higher education institutions in Turkey, including 129 state, 74 foundation, and 4
foundation vocational schools since 1933. While the number of state universities established until
2006 was 53, only 41 new state universities were established between 2006-2009. Again, while the
number of foundation universities established before 2006 was 24, this number increased to 74
with 50 new universities established after 2006. This indicates that most of the universities in
Turkey are relatively new universities. The average number of academics per institution is 865.
While the most crowded group is composed of research assistants, it is followed by assistant
professors and lecturers. Again, the number of students per institution is 18,470 and most of them
are undergarduate students. In this case, the average number of students and academic staff in a
higher education institution is 19,335, which is a very high rate. Therefore, it can be claimed that
higher education institutions in Turkey are quite crowded in terms of their current size. These
factors lead to several problems such as administration, finance, human resource and local
interference (Özoğlu et al., 2016). Therefore, it could be deduced that these ―new‖ universities
might still be trying to establish their own way to function.
When the five-model governance framework is evaluated in terms of the above-mentioned
characteristics of universities, it has been revealed that universities in Turkey are most compatible
with the organized anarchy model in terms of the number of students and faculty members.
Typical institutions in which the political model is observed also have high student numbers and
both undergraduate and graduate programs, but it can be argued that they are smaller
organizations than anarchic ones as Birnbaum (1988) suggested. When the universities are
evaluated in terms of their establishment years, the organizations in which the collegial model are
expected to have a long history and a very old culture and tradition. The increase in the number of
universities established in Turkey, especially since 2006, suggests that these institutions are still in
the process of being established and that the shared values and beliefs required by the professional
model have not yet been formed (Lee, 2007).
When it comes to discuss findings of the interviews with experts working in the fields of higher
education and higher education management, the participants were first asked about the aims of
universities within the Turkish higher education system. In line with the literature in the field of
higher education, education, research and contribution to society are the main objectives of
universities (Baldridge et al., 1977). These are followed by regional development due to the
differentiation of mission and thematic university concepts that have been emphasized recently
(Frondizi et al, 2019). Participants stated that almost all universities function for educational
purposes and that other purposes are often imitated purposes in mission statements. One of the
most current debates about the aims of universities is that these are determined by the Higher
Education Law, so even if universities set their own specific goals, they are actually trying to
realize the goals of the state. When this situation is evaluated in terms of governance models, it is
compatible with the bureaucratic model and the anarchy model. While the set of rules and
practices that are standardized within a certain program to achieve legal goals (Blau, 1994; Stroup,
1966) resembles the bureaucratic model, it is open to debate whether the rationality of these goals
or the rational behavior of the personnel providing services to achieve them. The uncertainty of the
goals at the organizational level and the lack of knowing which service or technology should be
used (Weick, 1976), again indicates the anarchy model.
The participants were asked to describe the institutional environments of the universities which
provide resources and ensure legitimacy, and the answers indicated that the universities adopted
the existing or known environments rather than determining a new environment. Accordingly, the
fact that the state itself is the resource provider for state universities makes these institutions
completely dependent and accountable to the state, and in addition, if universities fulfill its
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objectives, their institutional legitimacy will be recognized by both the state and other
organizations (Tolbert, 1985). In addition, participants stated that some universities are quite
closed structures, while others stated that industry or regional development cooperation creates an
environment for the university. The fact that the university and its environment mutually affect
each other also shows that the environment can be a factor of pressure. This situation is especially
criticized for the fact that research institutions and funds are the driving force that directs scientific
research (Auranen & Nieminen, 2010; Leifner, 2003). The fact that research programs are
determined by higher institutions or research centers, not by academicians or universities, and the
funds are donated according to these programs is actually a situation that harms scientific
autonomy (Resnik, 2008). For this reason, resource dependency is frequently discussed for
universities and it is recommended that universities turn to external resources and ensure the
balance between them (Tolbert, 1985). In addition, the areas that universities determine as their
environment are expected to have an impact on the functioning of universities, which increases the
expectation of service or product diversity according to the determined environment. However,
since the environment of universities is limited and similar, the variety of services or products is
also low. Thus, bureucratic model matches with this situation as institutional environments of the
universities are quite similar to each other and they tend to produce standardized outcomes.
How the decision-making processes are carried out is an important clue for analyzing
organizational behavior in universities. Findings related to this revealed that the decisions were
"not taken" and "reported" by the higher boards. In other words, universities are the implementers
of the decisions of the higher committees. It has been concluded that many universities imitate
themselves or each other in this regard, instead of taking risks and renewing, maintaining the
functioning system or adopting practices that other universities have tried and obtained positive
results increases the similarity between universities and makes decision-making a routine
paperwork carried out when the time comes, which turns it into a ritual (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).
Although the routine or excessive dependence on the legislation evokes the bureaucratic model,
not operating the rational decision-making process, which requires the determination of the
problem, collecting information, selecting possible solution proposals, testing them, and finally
continuing with the effective one (Scott, 2003), but limited rationality may be possible within
organizational or environmental constraints (Daft, 2010). In situations where the choice or
decision-making process is generally problematic, uncertainty is high, and participation is unclear,
managers have decisions that they make when the time comes, from a ―garbage can‖ where
problems, solutions and choice opportunities are intertwined instead of following a system or
sequence (Cohen et al., 1972). Universities are focused on solution rather than a systematic
decision-making process. They try to solve the problem by selecting the appropriate solution from
the available solutions. It is possible to talk about a chaotic structure of decision making in
universities and this situation is compatible with garbage can decision-making, and therefore,
organized anarchy model.
Communication, integration and cooperation are very important in the realization of organizational
goals. Educational institutions are also institutions where communication and interaction are
frequently experienced, and cooperation between stakeholders is an indicator of the adoption of
decisions. In this context, how the mentioned processes take place in universities has been
examined. While the findings indicate that horizontal communication and cooperation between
stakeholders in universities is quite limited, there is low integration or loose coupling between
units and even individuals. Therefore, individuals try to achieve their own goals rather than the
goals of the university. The participants, who interpreted the lack of cooperation between
academicians as a hindrance in terms of scientific production, stated that the knowledge produced
was often limited and repetitive. Taken together with the aforementioned garbage can decisionmaking process, uncertain technology and fluid participation (March & Olsen, 1975) also support
this situation.
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Findings on the control and feedback processes employed in universities show that these processes
are not carried out in accordance with their purpose and are handled as paperwork. The fact that
there is no regulation or sanction regarding the results of the evaluations makes them
dysfunctional. The participants, who stated that the most important source of feedback in
universities was academics, also stated that they were often unresponsive due to cultural codes or
low power of influence. The cybernetic model, which is one of the five governance models,
includes structures and processes from the other four models and requires a system that constantly
regulates itself based on feedback (Birnbaum, 1989). In this case, it can be considered that the
cybernetic model is not observed frequently in universities in Turkey, and it is not a common to
take into consideration opinions of each stakeholder, which is one of the assumptions of the
collegial model.
While organizational culture gives important information about the identity of the institutions, it
often includes behavioral patterns for functioning. The findings about the culture observed in
universities, the level of adoption of culture and the formation of a homogeneous culture among
universities show that organizational culture is unique for each university by nature, but due to
the same laws and regulations, the cultures are resembling each other and similar administrative
processes are experienced in universities. While the values and practices that make up the culture
are still effective, especially in universities that can be called "rooted" and where the informal
structure is stronger, it is noteworthy that imitation processes are experienced a lot especially in
organizations that are "new" or "small" (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Şenses (2007) states that
universities, which can be considered new in terms of establishment, were founded based on the
"core" of the older higher education institutions and that they were far from the understanding of
"innovation" at the very beginning because the managers of the older institutions served as their
founders. So, newly established universities carry out processes similar to other universities in an
effort to gain legitimacy or recognition but this prevents the formation of a culture that is unique
and self-directed. Birnbaum (1988), who suggests that culture has a very important function
especially in the collegial model, states that university stakeholders also form a family-like
structure in which they are closely connected to their culture. In addition to culture, it is stated that
the change process observed in universities is not institutional or culture-centered, but stems from
senior management, just like decisions. Accordingly, a change in the legal aims and duties of
universities will initiate a compulsory change process in all universities. Like organizational
culture, stakeholders of higher education institutions will be exposed to change rather than
adopting them.
When the management process in universities is examined in the context of power and authority,
important findings about the academic existence of universities are obtained. Since universities are
seen as science centers, it is expected that their administrators should have the competence and
qualifications to be responsible for this science center. In this context, first of all, the source of
power in universities was examined. The main sources of power are the position, personal
characteristics, competence or expertise in a certain field, providing information and controlling
(Robbins & Judge, 2013). Karadağ’s study (2021), focusing rectors’ academic qualifications by
examining the article, citation and H-index scores, found that many of the current rectors do not
have high citation numbers and the rankings of the universities where the rectors with high
academic qualifications work are better. In this case, it is clear that especially the rectors of state
universities are not appointed according to their academic qualifications or expertise. In the
bureaucratic model, the rector is determined by appointment, in this way, it will be ensured that
the rector is a competent person with high representative power. This is coherent with
appointment system but it is not coherent with qualification assumption.
The findings of the study, on the other hand, point out that the power sources of university
administrators in Turkey are often the legal power they transfer from the appointer. How rectors
hold office in Turkey has been constantly changing since 1933. As rectorate elections lead to
problems such as polarization and nepotism (Kurt et al., 2017) and that the best is not always
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chosen in the elections, and incompetent people may also be appointed (Rosovsky, 2017), there are
some alternatives to elections such as board of trustees (Kavili Arap, 2011; Kurt, 2015; Kurt et al.,
2017) and selection committee (Günay & Kılıç, 2011). Findings indicate that the power ―attributed‖
to the rector should be discussed before because the starting point of these discussions is that the
power of the rectors is more than the university administrative boards and the senate. The legal
and administrative power of being appointed by the President provides to the rector is evident,
but the extent to which this power can be used is closely related to the rector's perspective or
academic notion. If the rectorate is seen only as a management authority, a system that operates
independently of the people will be established automatically, so that the rectors or names will
change, but the system or institutional culture will continue to function in the same way. So, these
findings are consistent with the previous findings on power and authority in terms of governance
models.
The existence of cliques or interest groups as an effective pressure factor in the management and
functioning of universities is clearly seen in the findings of the study. Accordingly, the fact that
groups that have come together on the basis of certain ideology, common direction or interest in
some cases provide them enough power to affect the decisions of senior management and this
legitimizes their existence. That research centers or funds support certain research programs and
enable researchers to carry out studies in certain fields makes these institutions another center of
interest, similarly, industry or technology collaborations can be evaluated within this scope
(Tandberg, 2010a, 2010b). The findings of the study revealed that these interest groups can be
effective to a considerable extent and the rector tries to maintain a balance by making use of tactics
such as bargaining, barter and reconciliation for these groups. This situation is closely related to
the political model. Birnbaum (1988) uses the kaleidoscope metaphor when talking about the
political model. Just as the kaleidoscope presents a different mosaic each time, various groups
form a mosaic in universities that adopt the political model, and the rector has to manage this
mosaic like a politician.
Universities have a very systematic and thoughtful structure within themselves. Erdoğan (2014)
defines the Ministry of National Education as a system "structured almost like a state" based on the
separation of powers -legislative, executive and judicial- and directed by the Minister of National
Education. When this situation is applied to universities, it is seen that under the administration of
the Rector with the senate (legislative), administrative boards (executive) and auditing processes
(judiciary) and universities operate "like the state" based on the principle of separation of powers.
However, the findings of the study revealed that a purposeful or rational management approach is
not maintained in universities, and duties are routinely fulfilled.
Studies on the governance models observed in universities have revealed that there is no
dominant governance model in universities in Turkey, and models that are compatible with each
other are adopted (Aypay, 2006). However, it has been determined that the collegial model is
observed more frequently in bureaucratic and older universities, especially in newly established
universities (Karataş Acer, 2015). In a study on the governance models observed in education
faculties, it was revealed that the political model was the most frequently observed model and the
founding years of the universities created a significant difference between the observed models
(Aypay & Bektaş, 2010). This is in line with the suggestion that, as Birnbaum mentioned, these
governance models are not intended to evaluate universities as good or bad, but rather provide a
framework for better analyzing organizational behavior. The findings of this study, in line with
previous studies, revealed that the reflections of the bureaucratic and political model are
frequently observed especially in newly established universities, while the symbolic or collegial
model is observed in older or traditional universities. In addition to these, the use of the organized
anarchy model as a result of the chaotic structure that occurs with the growing structure and
increasing presence of universities and the frequent use of the garbage can model in the decisionmaking processes are among the results of this study. What is crucial that all the governance
literature suggest is to ensure autonomy for universities to discover their potentials and function
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accordingly. Also, academic culture in universities should be maintained as it is rather imitating
from other ones, and, thus universities will have produced their own way of functioning.
Acknowledgements. This study is a part of PhD dissertation titled ―Higher education governance
in Turkey: Historical transformation, system coordination and institutional governance‖ of the first
author under the supervision of the second author.
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