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Chapter Nine  
Concluding Perspectives 

Lars Engwall, Uppsala University, Sweden32 

9.1. Introduction 
It should be evident from the previous chapters that scholarly work has un-
dergone considerable changes since the time of Erik Benzelius the Younger 
and his foundation of the Royal Society of Sciences depicted in Chapter 
One. About a century later, as pointed out by Marie-Laure Djelic, it was a 
significant event as Wilhelm von Humboldt founded a university in Berlin, 
which in many respects has become the role model for others. In this way 
education and research came to go hand in hand in many countries. This has 
been associated with a strong expansion of higher education and research all 
over the world. Some two hundred years after the foundation of the Hum-
boldt University we find in many countries a growth both in the number of 
institutions of higher education and research and in the size of these institu-
tions. This development is associated with a strong a belief in the signifi-
cance of knowledge development for the competitiveness of nations (Etz-
kowitz and Leydesdorff, 1997, and Porter, 1990). As a matter of fact one can 
even argue that modern defence policies have changed focus from soldiers 
and weapons to scholars and scientific tools (Engwall, 2005). The logic be-
hind this is not only pacifistic, but is to a large extent based on expectations 
that academic institutions will be able to deliver two significant types of 
output: (1) research results that can be developed into products that can be 
sold on the market and thereby contribute to economic growth, and (2) high-
ly competent employees for private as well as public organizations. 

In relation to these expectations, a basic question, which has been touched 
upon in most of the earlier chapters, is the governance of academic institu-
tions. It contains the fundamental issue of academic freedom, i.e. to what 
extent scholars should be autonomous in relation to external forces. In terms 
like these, social science literature makes a basic distinction between politics 
and markets as governance mechanisms (Lindblom, 1977), i.e. whether fun-
damental decisions are made by elected politicians or whether they are the 
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result of economic preferences of single individuals in markets. In addition, 
a third governance mechanism can be observed in modern society, the press 
(see e.g. Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, 1956) or more recently the media, 
thereby including a number of other media channels: radio, television, and 
various electronic means of communication. 

In view of the above background it appears appropriate in a concluding 
chapter to look more closely at the relations between academic institutions 
and the three fields of governance mentioned (see Figure 9.1). In so doing, 
the chapter will first in the following Section 9.2 summarize developments 
in the field of academic institutions on the basis of the earlier chapters. Then 
in the three following sections 9.3-9.5 each of the three fields of governance 
will be elaborated upon, first in terms of their general development and se-
cond in terms of their impact on academic institutions. Finally, in Section 9.6 
conclusions are provided. 

 

 
Figure 9.1. The External Governance of Academic Institutions 

9.2. Developments among Academic Institutions 
Academic activities can be pursued in universities as well as in research 
institutes. Some countries like Sweden have chosen the Humboldtian model 
to combine research and education in universities and university colleges. 
Other countries have a strong institutional sector, like Germany, notably the 
home country of Wilhelm von Humboldt, with the Max Planck and Frau-
enhofer institutes (Engwall and Lindqvist, 1990a and b). However, irrespec-
tive of the organizational solution, research activities, which have been in 
focus for the present volume, are associated with high uncertainty. This is 
the case since on the one hand academic institutions must steer clear of any-
thing unscientific by constantly reviewing research presented to ensure that 
it follows the established rules. On the other hand, research is expected to 
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produce breakthroughs and present new, preferably pioneering, research 
findings, which entails a break with the established thinking. This is the ten-
sion that defines the cutting edge of science. Answers can never be regarded 
as definitive. Despite Anthony Campbell’s criticism of Karl Popper above, 
we may have to consider that even though all swans so far have always been 
white, a black swan might appear one day (Popper, 1959). 

At the same time both these features of research, the strong control and 
the expected breakthroughs, have been important for the rapid growth in the 
last century of academic institutions of all kinds, be they universities, univer-
sity colleges, polytechnics or research institutes. To take Sweden as an ex-
ample: the universities in Uppsala (1477) and Lund (1668) were for many 
years the only ones. However, in the mid-20th century two privately founded 
institutions in Stockholm (1878) and Gothenburg (1891) were upgraded to 
universities. A fifth university was founded in Umeå in 1965. It was fol-
lowed by the creation of university branches in Karlstad, Linköping, Sunds-
vall, Växjö and Örebro, which with the passage of time have become univer-
sities. In addition 14 university colleges were created throughout Sweden, 
one of which has been merged into one of the new universities. Counting 
also six specialized schools in the fields of agriculture, management, medi-
cine and technology, 14 specialized colleges, and 15 private institutions 
providing programs in theology, nursing, psychotherapy makes a total of 52 
institutions under the supervision of the Swedish Agency for Higher Educa-
tion (see Swedish Agency for Higher Education, 2011 and Engwall, 2007).33 
Similar developments can be observed in many other countries. 

This expansion of institutions has also entailed a strong expansion of the 
number of researchers. As a result, to quote Roger Balian in Section 4.5: 
“among the scientists active since the beginning of mankind, a majority are 
still alive”. This in turn has implied a rising competition for resources and 
prestige. A significant feature of this competition has been an increasing 
resource-intensiveness of many disciplines, particularly in the Natural Sci-
ences and Life Sciences. Karl Jakobs has demonstrated this very well by 
pointing to the changes from the early days of Kepler, Newton, Mendeleyev 
and Darwin to the Large Hadron Collider, i.e. a movement from individual 
work with limited equipment towards large groups using equipment requir-
ing huge investments. At the same time these developments appear, as Vig-
dis Ystad pointed out, to have led to a marginalization of the Humanities. 
Although they have modest resource requirements, they are losing in terms 
of demand and resource allocation. According to both an art historian like 
Martin Kemp and a physicist like Roger Balian this is a very unfortunate 
development. They therefore argue that the two cultures in the words of 
C. P. Snow (1959) should go hand in hand for the benefit of both of them. 
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However, this means openness for interdisciplinary work, which, despite the 
positive rhetoric around it, appears to be squeezed out by increasing special-
ization and concomitant disciplinary isolation (cf. again Roger Balian). 

Another effect of the expansion of the academic system is increasing or-
ganizing in the field. Complaints about the growing bureaucracy are there-
fore often heard among scholars (cf. Wilhelm Engström). This is associated 
with increasing efforts inside academic institutions to manage activities but 
also with increasing demands from governments, markets and the media. It 
should also be noted that increased organizing can be observed within the 
field between academic organizations. From the mid 1960s more and more 
professional scientific associations as well as formalized collaborations of 
universities have been created: for example, EUA (the European University 
Association), UNICA (the network of universities from capitals of Europe) 
and COIMBRA (an association of long-established European multidiscipli-
nary universities).  

However, as strongly stressed by Anthony Campbell, although financial 
resources are very important for the execution of research, the most signifi-
cant component for successful research appears to be curiosity. To this may 
also be added a certain stubbornness among scholars, i.e. that they believe in 
their ideas and stand by them even if colleagues are skeptical. A prime ex-
ample is the 2011 Nobel Prize in Chemistry to Dan Shechtman “for the dis-
covery of quasicrystals”, something which was once heavily criticized by his 
colleagues (Kungliga Vetenskapsakademien, 2011). Nevertheless, the pro-
fessional environment and the endless discussions with dedicated colleagues 
constitute another significant factor in scientific work. As pointed out by 
both Wilhelm Engström and Britt Skogseid coffee breaks have played a very 
important role in the development of ideas. 

The above-described professionalization of scientific work, as well as 
specialization, has tended to make research output more and more difficult 
for laymen to understand. This in turn has led to increasing demands to dif-
fuse results in a popularized form to the general public (see Anthony Camp-
bell and Roger Balian). This is not the least important for the public trust in 
academic institutions (see Roger Balian and Anders Malmberg). 

The above account has pointed out a number of changes in the field of ac-
ademic institutions. First of all, it has experienced a strong expansion in 
terms of the number of institutions and the people associated with them. 
Secondly, this expansion has created an increasing competition for resources 
and prestige, and a following marginalization of disciplines such as the Hu-
manities. Thirdly, the field has experienced increased organizing within in-
stitutions as well as among them. Fourthly, the curiosity of scholars and 
research environments still play a significant role for scholarly success. 
Fifthly, and finally, the professionalization and specialization of research 
make popularization of research results highly significant. With these con-
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clusions in mind we can now move to the fields of governance and among 
them first to governments. 

9.3. Governments 

9.3.1. General Developments 
Governments are constituted by organizations that have the jurisdiction to 
govern a certain territory, a country, a county or a municipality. In democrat-
ic systems these governments often contain counterbalancing forces (Her-
mansson, 1999). The constitution of the United States thus, in the spirit of 
Baron de Montesquieu’s De l’esprit des lois (1748), identifies three branches 
of government: the Executive, the Legislative and the Judicial branches. 
Other countries, like the Scandinavian ones, apply the principle that all pow-
er comes from the people, i.e. that the elected Parliament is sovereign. How-
ever, in practice even in such systems there are more or less counterbalanc-
ing forces between the Parliament, the Cabinet, and Courts. Particularly for 
the latter it is stressed that they must be independent of political considera-
tion. In recent years there has also been a movement in many countries to 
give a similar independence to the Central Banks in order to make their con-
siderations regarding monetary policy more long-term (cf. e.g. Walsh, 1995). 

In Europe the creation of the European Union in 1993 has created an ad-
ditional feature in terms of political governance, which in certain respects 
implies a supranational power – not without problems as the events of the 
fall of 2011 have shown – for the member states. In addition, there are also 
other strong transnational forces in terms of more or less soft regulation 
emerging from various kinds of international organizations (Djelic and 
Sahlin-Andersson, 2006), not least from those working for standardization 
(Brunsson et al., 2000) and ethical behaviour (Windell, 2006). 

In principle modern governments can be said to have two significant 
tasks: (1) to establish the rules for human behaviour in their jurisdiction and 
to enforce that these rules are obeyed, and (2) to collect financial resources 
from the citizens and to allocate these resources in accordance with public 
preferences. The first of these tasks implies decisions to what extent gov-
ernments should intervene in the conditions of individuals and organizations. 
The last few decades have demonstrated an increasing emphasis on deregu-
lation, i.e. to limit the rules and regulations. A prime example has been the 
deregulation of the financial sector (cf. e.g. Engwall, 1994 and 1997). In 
terms of the second task, a fundamental question concerns the trust of tax-
payers, i.e. the extent to which citizens believe that others are paying taxes 
and that the tax money is not disappearing in the pockets of civil servants or 
is spent in an inefficient way (Rothstein, 2011). 
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Before the Second World War and for some time after, most countries 
were operating with detailed budgets, which gave few degrees of freedom 
for government agencies. However, with growing economies this was no 
longer feasible. In addition, beginning in the Department of Defense during 
the tenure of Robert McNamara, the focus was moved from controlling the 
input towards controlling the output of government organizations (cf. e.g. 
Hitch, 1965). This in turn has led to a strong development of various evalua-
tion procedures for the purpose of determining whether government agencies 
had fulfilled their assignments. With the passage of time this has also led to 
an increasing tendency to put public services under competition. The border-
lines between the jurisdiction of governments and markets have in this way 
become blurred. At the same time public organizations have more and more 
adopted modern management methods, principles often characterized as 
New Public Management (NPM, cf. e.g. Christensen and Lægreid, 2011). 

The above implies that governments have undergone a number of changes 
since the Second World War. First, an increasing internationalization in 
governance can be noted. In Europe the creation of the European Union has 
been a very significant event in that context. However, worldwide we see 
increasing transnational governance from various international organiza-
tions. Secondly, the same period has implied deregulation as well as decen-
tralization of resource allocation. Governments have thus decreased the de-
gree of detailed governance and instead left to public organizations to solve 
the means to reach specified goals. Thirdly, public organizations have in-
creasingly become subject to competition and have adopted management 
principles from the private sector. 

9.3.2. Governments and Academic Institutions 
There can be no doubt that the expansion of the field of academic institutions 
discussed in Section 9.2 is related to government action. National govern-
ments are, as mentioned by way of introduction, looking upon such institu-
tions as significant vehicles for competitive advantages. In many countries 
national governments are also extremely important for academic institutions 
because of their power to grant the right to issue degrees. As a matter of fact, 
this constitutes a very significant barrier to entry for outsiders, such as cor-
porations, consultancies, etc., who would like to enter the academic market. 

The strong belief in the value of academic institutions is not restricted to 
the national level, however. It is also common among regional and local 
politicians, who, irrespective of political affiliation, form alliances to bring 
academic institutions to their part of a country. In this way, we have seen in 
many countries a diffusion of academic institutions from earlier centres to 
new areas. This expansion of the academic system by number of institutions 
as well as geographical location has entailed difficulties in funding all of 
them in the same way. It has also, as pointed out by Roger Balian, implied 
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that there are risks of too much hope as well as too much fear in relation to 
scholarly action (see also Haynes, 1994). 

A key issue has then been how research resources should be allocated. 
Since national political bodies will have difficulty taking such decisions, 
governments have increasingly turned to the market for resource allocation. 
The deregulation and decentralization of resource allocation pointed out in 
the previous section have thus occurred also in the academic system. It has 
implied that block grants to an increasing extent have been replaced by pro-
ject grants. The latter, originally introduced to supplement block grants, have 
become a favoured form of financing justified by the argument that research 
money should be gained in competition. As block grants have been cut back, 
research councils and foundations have simultaneously received an increas-
ing number of applications. This in turn has led to arguments within financ-
ing bodies that they have to think big, i.e. to provide large sums to a few 
groups, often labelled as centres of excellence. Needless to say, these 
tendencies are dangerous for the recruitment of the next generation of schol-
ars, who are likely to face difficulties in the competition. On top of that 
scholars, like Anthony Campbell, express doubts as to the accuracy of the 
current peer-review system as a result of huge overload and declining will-
ingness of the most competent reviewers to evaluate proposals as well as a 
declining quality in the assessments. Likewise, there is scepticism towards 
the ambitions of governments now and then to define strategic areas, which 
they believe will be good for innovation, and to channel huge resources into 
them (cf. Hans Ellegren). 

As also pointed out in the previous section the decentralization of re-
source allocation in the public sector has gone hand in hand with an increas-
ing performance control. The field of academic institutions is no exception 
to this development. Present-day research is increasingly monitored by for-
mal review processes. This tendency may not at first seem remarkable since, 
over the centuries, scientific work has been subject to critical peer scrutiny. 
Such scrutiny, however, has usually been internal and cannot meet govern-
ment’s calls for transparency and responsibility. It also has difficulties han-
dling resource allocation between different disciplines, particularly realloca-
tion at times when university leaders are expected to act strategically. As a 
result, a number of formal evaluation instruments have been developed. In 
some countries, such as the United Kingdom and Australia, these evaluations 
have had far-reaching consequences for resource allocation (see e.g. Whitley 
and Gläser, 2007 and Whitley, Gläser and Engwall, 2010). In other coun-
tries, such as Sweden, the consequences have so far been more indirect 
through an increasing number of evaluations, pressures to publish in top 
journal and to attract external funds, etc.  

Needless to say, performance control in academic systems is difficult both 
for education and research, since both are associated with high uncertainty. 
For both it might take some time before it is possible to determine success: 
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i.e. whether students were well prepared for the labour market or whether the 
research produced any significant results. For the latter the evaluations have 
become particularly problematic as scholars to a considerable degree are 
stuck between Mode 1 and Mode 2 philosophies. On the one hand, funding 
to an increasing extent is based on Mode 2 arguments of industrial innova-
tion; on the other hand, scholars are more and more evaluated on the basis of 
a Mode 1 model through their publishing in prestige journals. 

In conclusion the reasoning above implies that governments have been 
and will be important for academic institutions. However, it is also evident 
that academic institutions have been facing the same tendencies as the rest of 
modern societies: deregulation and decentralization of resource allocation as 
well as increasing performance control. This in turn constitutes a movement 
for academic institutions towards more of market solutions, the topic for the 
following section. 

9.4. Markets 

9.4.1. General Developments 
While democratic governments are based on the idea that individuals can 
elect their representatives in regularly held general elections, the market is 
characterized by the freedom for individuals as well as organizations to buy 
goods and services they prefer within the limits of their economic resources. 
However, markets also imply that these individuals and organizations may 
offer their goods and services to buyers. Market solutions then imply that 
buyers and sellers can make a deal to the satisfaction of both parties. 

The ideal image of markets is that of free competition. It contains a multi-
tude of buyers and a multitude of sellers. As a result neither individual buy-
ers nor individual sellers are able to influence market price. In reality the 
closest we get this type of market are various auctions (cf. e.g. Milgrom, 
2004 and Wilson, 1977 and 1978). However, even here the equality between 
actors can be questioned. Obviously, the free competition model is best suit-
ed for homogeneous products, which are not associated with uncertainty 
regarding the quality. Needless to say, the recent development of infor-
mation technology has provided improved conditions for competitive solu-
tions. 

Many markets are far from being characterized by free competition, how-
ever. Observers as early as Karl Marx in Das Kapital (1867) pointed to the 
tendencies for concentration of financial capital. He was followed by a num-
ber of authors, who successively pursued the idea of monopoly capitalism 
(cf. e.g. Veblen, 1904; Hilferding, 1910; Berle and Means, 1932; Baran and 
Sweezy, 1966; Galbraith, 1967; and Braverman, 1974). Simultaneously a 
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number of measures were undertaken particularly in the United States 
against the building of trusts: the Sherman Act of 1890, the Clayton Act as 
well as the Federal Trade Commission Act of 1914 (Scherer, 1970, p. 422). 

Significant contributions to our understanding of markets were provided 
in the early 1930 independently by Edward Chamberlin and Joan Robinson, 
who presented theories for competition in markets with a limited number of 
sellers (Chamberlin, 1933 and Robinson, 1933). Through their work it was 
evident that in monopolistic competition (Chamberlin) or imperfect competi-
tion (Robinson) sellers may observe each other and adapt to the behaviour of 
their competitors. In the case of a dominant seller it can be expected that the 
others are forced to adapt to their superior competitor. The interaction in 
markets thereby can be looked upon as an interactive game between limited 
numbers of actors. Game theory has therefore become a prominent tool in 
more recent work on industrial organization (cf. e.g. Tirole, 1988). 

In economic analysis the focus is on price and output. However, studies 
of concentrated markets show that follow-the-leader behaviour is also true 
for other competitive aspects such as product content. Research on newspa-
per markets thus demonstrates that dominant actors tend to force smaller 
actors to follow suit in terms of content. Through its larger circulation, i.e., 
by reaching and making impressions on more people, the largest newspaper 
in a market − in accordance with the reasoning of Berger and Luckmann 
(1967) about the social construction of reality − has a stronger impact on 
how the public defines a newspaper. If the smaller newspapers do not match 
the largest one, they lose in trust and thereby in circulation (see further 
Engwall 1981).  

Similarly, studies of banking have shown how banks follow each other in 
their internationalization in order to demonstrate trust in their operations. As 
financial markets were deregulated, banks found it important to add branches 
or subsidiaries in financial centres around the world in a pattern of tit for tat 
(Engwall and Wallenstål 1988). Related mimetic behaviour has also been 
observed in terms of lending in the deregulated banking markets (Engwall 
1994; 1997), and with respect to the diffusion of management ideas 
(Engwall and Kipping 2006). In all cases, there is evidence of mimetic forc-
es in markets. As a result it can be argued that, contrary to the argument that 
market solutions provide variation, there is in concentrated fields a vast risk 
for the opposite to occur. 

Another complication in relation to market transactions, which research 
particularly on industrial markets has revealed, is that buyers and sellers tend 
to have long-term relationships (cf. e.g. Håkansson, 1982). Such behaviour 
can easily be explained by the uncertainty associated with heterogeneous 
products, where buyers have an interest in limiting the risk of finding un-
pleasant surprises in their production process. In addition, it has been shown 
that such long-term relationships are beneficial for innovations (Håkansson, 
1989). 
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While there was a considerable criticism towards large corporations in 
general, and multinationals in particular, during the first decades after the 
Second World War (see above), the pendulum seems to have swung in an-
other direction during the decades from the 1980s and onwards. Deregula-
tion and market solutions have instead been the gospel in many countries. In 
addition, as mentioned above in relation to governments, public agencies are 
increasingly adopting management principles used by corporations. 

From the above we can draw three conclusions. First, the market model is 
built on the idea of a free competition in an atomistic system, where each 
actor is a price taker. This idea has been challenged by a number of scholars 
during the twentieth century, who have pointed to tendencies of concentra-
tion and the dominance of a few actors. Secondly, research has revealed that 
such concentrated markets appear to lead to homogenization rather than var-
iation due to mimetic behaviour. Thirdly, market solutions have nevertheless 
been introduced to an increasing extent since the 1980s and onwards. 

9.4.2. Markets and Academic Institutions 
In the discussion in Section 9.3.2 about the relations between governments 
and academic institutions it was pointed out that these have long been signif-
icant. In many countries governments are key financing bodies as well as 
providers of legitimacy through the right to grant degrees. At the same time, 
as also mentioned above, governments have introduced more of market 
mechanisms in resource allocation. However, even if this is a considerable 
transformation, as pointed out above by Marie-Laure Djelic, it has to be kept 
in mind that academic institutions have been associated with markets for a 
long time. There has always been a competition for talented students and 
qualified faculty members as well as for resources. The major change is an 
increased intensity in the competition, which to a considerable extent is re-
lated to the expansion of the system. This in turn has led to considerable 
marketing efforts, i.e. to present oneself as an institution superior to competi-
tors. Prospective students are told in pamphlets about the great opportunities 
offered by each institution. In the same way communications departments of 
the academic institutions are promoting the image of excellent research envi-
ronments in order to attract faculty members and research grants (Engwall, 
2008).  

Basically the efforts described imply a competition for trust, a property 
that is of key importance in higher education and research. As mentioned 
above in Section 9.3.2, it has such strong significance because of the high 
uncertainty associated with both these major activities of academic institu-
tions. In terms of higher education trust is important, because prospective 
students by definition are uninformed customers. First, they should not know 
the content of the education they are choosing. If they did there would no 
meaning to take it. Secondly − even if a student likes an education very much 
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− he or she will not take it once more. Thirdly, alumni tend to be very re-
strictive in their criticism of their education, since that would be negative for 
their career. Fourthly, the quality of an education in terms of career success 
will only be evident after many years. All this means that the market for 
students is very much based on the reputation of various academic institu-
tions. And here, older institutions tend to have what Oliver Williamson 
(1975) mentions as “first mover advantages” by having more alumni on the 
labour market who can hire their followers. 

In a similar way older academic institutions have an advantage in terms of 
research, since they have been pursuing research activities for a longer time 
and in this way have been able to produce more research and to build a re-
search culture. This is important since research activities are also associated 
with high degrees of uncertainty due to the fact that research is designed to 
lead to knowledge that has not been available before, preferably knowledge 
that implies a scientific breakthrough. A further complication, like for educa-
tion, are the difficulties in evaluating results in the short run; research efforts 
require long-suffering work. In times of what has been termed quarterly cap-
italism (Barton, 2011) this may not be widely understood. 

A consequence of the significance of trust is that the field of academic in-
stitutions exhibits to a large extent the mimetic behaviour discussed above in 
Section 9.4.1. Less prestigious institutions are looking at more prestigious 
institutions and, even though the former argue that the latter (the old ones) 
are tired and non-innovative, they are eager to adapt the features of the pres-
tigious ones: Ceremonies, attributes, procedures, etc. However, there is also 
evidence that the imitation may go in the other way: as Swedish universities 
and university colleges were assigned external chairpersons, those of the 
latter were more numerous, thereby making the university chairpersons be-
lieve that search consultants would be a good idea also for universities 
(Engwall, 2007).  

In concluding we can note that, although academic institutions have been 
facing markets for students, faculty and resources for a long time, the com-
petition has become stronger and more open in the last few decades. This has 
led to strong efforts by university leaders to build trust in order to make their 
institutions more attractive. As already indicated above, media relations, 
which will be dealt with in the following section, have been very important 
in this context. 



 188 

9.5. Media 

9.5.1. General Developments 
Although the press has been important for information diffusion and the 
scrutiny of people in powerful positions for centuries, the role of the modern 
media is considerably stronger. Today the information flow is significantly 
faster and more voluminous. At the same time the means of diffusion have 
changed. The newspaper industry, which was expanding before the Second 
World War, has since then faced a large number of closures. This has even 
led to the prophecy of the ultimate death of the printed newspaper. Although 
facing problems, newspapers are still published, on paper but also through 
the Internet. At the same time there is also an expansion of the media market 
with an increasing number of titles published as well as a rapid diffusion of 
news, comments and entertainment through various electronic channels. As a 
result the modern world has been characterized as a media society (cf. e.g. 
Croteau and Hoynes, 2003). 

The media society has not only implied more output, it also means that 
media workers are better educated than their predecessors and have devel-
oped into a community of practice (Wenger, 1998). This in turn has implied 
a tougher attitude towards those in power. As a result the latter have increas-
ingly made efforts to protect themselves against disadvantageous coverage. 
They, both in the political sphere and the business sphere, have thus increas-
ingly tended to employ information officers, who can comment on behalf of 
the Minister or the Executive, can pen press releases and arrange press con-
ferences. The latter implies that Ministers and Executives are prepared for 
their appearances. Another strategy for the same purpose is media training, 
i.e. that people, who risk being confronted with journalists go through pro-
grammes where they are exposed to aggressive journalists in role-plays in 
order be able to handle possible crisis events.34 

However, organizations are not only reactive. They are also to a consider-
able and increasing extent proactive by presenting themselves to various 
stakeholders and the general public. Earlier this was mainly associated with 
various products, which were marketed through advertising. Such promotion 
efforts have become more focussed with the passage of time and have to an 
increasing extent been directed towards the strengthening of brands (Balmer 
and Greyser, 2003, Deephouse, 2000 and Fombrun, 1996). In other words: 
the presentation of organizations is considered more and more important. 
The visibility of organizations in terms of media hits is therefore increasing-
ly stressed among their stakeholders. A common complaint about modern 
leaders is therefore that they are not visible enough. 

                               
34 On corporate solutions to handle media relations, see e.g. Pallas (2007). 
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To conclude the above discussion we could first point out that, although 
the traditional newspaper industry is facing problems, the media industry has 
expanded considerably in the past decades. Secondly, media has become 
increasingly important for the governance of modern organizations. Thirdly, 
this development has implied that modern organizations to an increasing 
extent are making efforts to protect and promote themselves through various 
communication activities.  

9.5.2. Media and Academic Institutions 
In Section 9.3 and 9.4 it has been pointed out that academic institutions have 
long been interacting with governments as well as markets to a varying ex-
tent. There can be no doubt that the same has been true for interaction with 
the media. Since the time of Johann Gutenberg and the introduction of the 
printing press, the diffusion of research results through publications has con-
stituted a significant feature of scientific work. At the time of the foundation 
of the Royal Society of Sciences in the early eighteenth century printers 
were thus vital for the diffusion of the findings of scholars like Celsius and 
Linnaeus (cf. Ulf Göranson). They were also essential for learned societies, 
such as the Royal Society of Sciences, which for a long time were key pub-
lishers of scientific work. 

The modern media landscape is quite different from that of the eighteenth 
century. Today academic publishing is dominated by large publishing hous-
es, which have two major products for the academic market: textbooks and 
journals. In terms of the first, the expansion of the market is clearly associat-
ed with the above-mentioned expansion of the field of academic institutions. 
The prospective customers in the form of students have thereby increased 
immensely, a circumstance which has created economies of scale for best-
selling textbooks. In this market it is obvious that the relationship between 
publishers and scholars is of prime significance: the latter constitute authors 
or prospective authors of textbook, but are also key persons as gate-keepers 
to the reading lists within curricula. In this way publishers and scholars live 
in a type of symbiosis. 

The symbiosis between publishers and scholars seems even stronger when 
it comes to journals. Behind this we can see a number of factors. First of all, 
the above-mentioned expansion of the field of academic institutions is very 
important. The number of researchers wanting to diffuse their findings is 
simply growing at a rapid pace. Secondly, specialization within various dis-
ciplines has created a pressure to provide new outlets to manifest the institu-
tionalization of each speciality. Thirdly, and perhaps most important, the 
previously mentioned development of performance control has been instru-
mental for an increasing demand for journal publication. There is thus clear-
ly a strong pressure from scholars to increase the possible outlets for re-
search results. However, it may not be as clear why publishers are meeting 
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this demand. The answer to this question is that scientific journals are profit-
able. This is not only because library subscriptions are set at a high level. 
More important is probably the fact that scholars are mainly working for free 
for the publishers. Editors may have some administrative support but the 
whole review system relies on the solidarity among researchers to review 
manuscripts without remuneration. However, it deserves to be mentioned 
once more that doubts are now appearing whether the review system is not 
undermined by the overflow of manuscripts and the hesitance of qualified 
scholars to serve the community when they are only rewarded for their own 
publications (cf. again Anthony Campbell). 

The growth in the number of journals, in combination with the emphasis 
in evaluations of publication in quality journals and the development of in-
formation technology, has paved the way for the development of a whole 
field of impact measurement: bibliometrics (see e.g. Vinkler, 2009). In short, 
it implies that citations to articles are counted and that these citations counts 
are used as measures of the impact of the journals as well as the standing of 
individual scholars in the scientific community. This emphasis on citations is 
under criticism (cf. e.g. Marie-Laure Djelic) but is nevertheless extremely 
important both for publishers and for individual researchers. As a result, it is 
sometimes mentioned that many scholars, and particularly their deans, have 
become more interested in publishing in particular journals than in solving 
particular research problems. 

The expansion of the field of academic institutions has not only created a 
demand for impact factors of journals. It has also led to another media fea-
ture mentioned by Marie-Laure Djelic and Kerstin Sahlin: the ranking of 
academic institutions (see further Wedlin, 2006). Originally, these dealt with 
professional schools like business schools and institutes of technology. With 
the passage of time, they now also rank entire universities with the Shanghai 
ranking (www.shanghairanking.com/ARWU2011.html%20) as the prime 
example. Although, the methodology has been questioned, it is taken seri-
ously by politicians, university leaders, etc. There are also reasons to believe 
that the rankings have had an impact on university strategies by stimulating 
mergers towards larger units, the hiring of Nobel Laureates and strong pres-
sures from university leaders to publish in top journals. 

Rankings constitute just one part of the increasing interaction between the 
media and academic institutions. In the same way as all modern organiza-
tions strive to promote and protect themselves, academic institutions exhibit 
similar behaviour. What was once a limited part-time task of one university 
employee, who occasionally sent out press releases, is nowadays handled by 
large communication departments headed by communication directors work-
ing close to the Vice-Chancellors (see further Engwall, 2008). This in turn 
has had the effect that some actors have gone too far in promoting them-
selves and their institutions by presenting their research results through the 
media rather than through the traditional scientific journals. A well-known 
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example of this “science through the media” is the case of cold fusion at the 
University of Utah in 1986 (cf. e.g. Gieryn, 1999, Chapter Four and 
Beaudette, 2002). Needless to say, cases such as these should not discourage 
scholars from communicating their research findings to a wider audience 
after they have been through the normal scientific review process (cf. again 
Roger Balian). 

In conclusion we can thus say that the media and academic institutions 
have a long-term relationship. However, during the last few decades it has 
become much more important through a growth in the number of publica-
tions, an increased emphasis on research output, and a movement towards 
evaluation by numbers (citations, impact factors, rankings, etc.).  

9.6. Conclusions 
In concluding this chapter it is very natural to link back to its beginning and 
the assertion that the conditions of scholars have changed considerably since 
the foundation of the Royal Society of Sciences. The field of academic insti-
tutions has undergone a remarkable expansion from a few rather small or-
ganizations to a multitude of units, some of which have become very large in 
terms of students and faculty. At the same research efforts have grown con-
siderably, involving more people and demanding more resources. There is 
no doubt that governments have played a very significant role for this devel-
opment through investments in higher education and research. At the same 
time they have had difficulties in keeping close control over the budgets of 
academic institutions. In the same way as the rest of the public sphere has 
undergone deregulation and decentralization, these institutions have been 
given larger freedom in spending resources, i.e. to choose means to reach 
their goals. However, this change has also implied stronger control through 
various kinds of performance evaluations and movement from block grants 
to project grants. This means that governments have turned more to markets 
for their allocation of resources. Since the success of academic institutions 
cannot be measured by the yardstick of corporations, i.e. profits, other 
measures have to be employed. As a result we can see an increasing use of 
indicators of research output and of quality of higher education. These are to 
a large extent linked to the third field of governance discussed in this chap-
ter: the media. Research is assessed through number of publications, cita-
tions and impact factors of journals, while higher education is measured by 
input factors (characteristics of faculty and facilities) and output factors 
(alumni success in the labour market). Together they provide the foundations 
for ranking journals and institutions. 

The developments described imply that the three fields of governance – 
governments, markets, and the media – discussed in this chapter not only 
have an impact on academic institutions, they also interact with each other: 
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governments have outsourced parts of the resource allocation to markets, 
which in turn have needed the media to assess and differentiate between the 
academic institutions. We can thus conclude that the three fields of govern-
ance to a large extent interact in their governance of academic institutions. 

The developments described are expected to provide an optimal resource 
allocation through the invisible hand of the market. However, there are rea-
sons to worry about shortcomings in the resource allocation due to overly 
short-term perspectives. First, there is thus a risk that scholars go for the 
immediately publishable problems rather than struggling with more funda-
mental ones. Secondly, we may expect strong imitative behaviour, i.e. that 
scholars and institutions will follow each other to an undesirable extent. 
Thirdly, scientific fields, like the Humanities, which do not easily fit into the 
mainstream scientific model, risk being crowded out. The latter is also rein-
forced by the fact that governments sometimes prefer a visible hand in re-
source allocation, through decisions to earmark money for special fields of 
study that are considered particularly important for innovation and economic 
growth. 

Finally, it might be permissible to speculate somewhat about the future. A 
basic question is of course what will happen to academic institutions and 
scholarly work in the years to come. In answering this question, some threats 
to the field can be identified. First, there are reasons to fear that the econom-
ic problems in many European countries and the United States may contrib-
ute to budget cuts and contractions of the field. Secondly, as already indicat-
ed above, there is a risk that the peer-review system will be so overloaded 
that it will not work in the way it was supposed to work. Thirdly, and most 
vital, there is a danger that young people will not find academic work as 
attractive as it used to be. As academic institutions are becoming more bu-
reaucratic and subject to stringent control mechanisms, while some compa-
nies are becoming more project-oriented with higher salaries than in aca-
demia, there is of course a risk that young talents will go elsewhere. 

Despite these threats, it seems relatively safe to believe that the field of 
academic institutions will survive and prosper. Universities have earlier 
shown a remarkable endurance. An often-cited study by the Carnegie Policy 
Studies thus reported in 1980 that of the 66 institutions that existed in 1530 
and still existed in the late 1970s, 62 were universities (Carnegie Policy 
Studies, 1980, p. 9). This does not mean that all of the institutions existing 
today should be expected to remain in the future. Rather it seems reasonable 
to believe that we will see a consolidation of the field of academic institu-
tions through various kinds of mergers or even closures.35  

                               
35 For these projects it should be kept in mind that the experience from the corporate world 
provides discouraging evidence about the success of mergers: three out four mergers have 
been recorded as failures (Cartwright and Cooper, 1995, and Marks and Mirvis, 2001). 
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Irrespective of the future structure of the field and the resources available, 
the key condition for academic institutions is that they be permeated by curi-
osity and entrepreneurship. This is particularly important if tough times 
should appear. In such a situation Erik Benzelius the Younger and his work 
with the Royal Society of Science should stand out as a significant example. 
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