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University governance is about allocation of power, roles and responsibilities in
university administration practices. There are perplexing questions on who should
have the power, who should lead and govern the universities especially public
universities. Unclear allocation of power and ambiguity of roles of stakeholders in the
governance process especially the deans have made their roles ineffective.

The objective of this study was to examine the deans’ roles and power allocated to
them in governance practices in selected public universities in Pakistan. This study
also explored how deans’ roles are understood by various stakeholders as well as the
extent of the deans’ involvement in the governance process in the selected public
universities.

This is a qualitative research and sixteen university stakeholders comprising deans,
vice chancellors, pro vice chancellors, and directors of quality enhancement sections
were interviewed using a semi-structured interview protocol to explore their
understanding and interpretations about the governance process. The interviews lasted
between 50 to 80 minutes and were recorded in a digital audio recorder. Data analysis
was carried out in two phases. First, the interviews were transcribed and documents
were analyzed accordingly. Second phase involved the thematic data analysis through
open coding, axial coding and selective coding.

The results revealed the existence of strong policies developed by the government.
However, according to the deans, there are no clear defined legislation until now, laws
are outdated and not amended in line with the university development. Governance
system was perceived as working on adhocism, following traditional rules, procedures
and practices. The Chancellor and vice chancellor are the only authorities and have
excessive powers as understood by the deans. It was felt that the system was over-
centralized, governance framework was inadequate to meet the challenges of modern
time and was strongly influenced by the government political aspirations.



In practice, there were differences in understanding and interpretations on the
involvement of the deans in governance processes due to roles conflicts and roles
ambiguity. The university top management perceived the deans as the academic
leaders of the respective faculties, having the relevant power to decide for faculty
affairs, but the deans regard themselves as powerless.

The study recommends that the present laws on university governance to be re-looked,
the constitutional framework on university governance has to be amended and
improved, and the allocation of powers as well as the deans’ roles to be described
clearly in the university constitution so that the future deans could functions
effectively in the governance process.
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Governan universiti adalah berkaitan pengagihan kuasa, peranan dan tanggungjawab
dalam amalan pentadbiran universiti. Terdapat persoalan yang membingungkan
mengenai siapa yang harus mempunyai kuasa, siapa yang patut mengetuai dan
mentadbir universiti khususnya universiti awam. Pengagihan kuasa yang tidak jelas
dan kekaburan peranan pemegang taruh dalam proses governan terutamanya dekan
telah menyebabkan peranan mereka tidak efektif.

Obijektif kajian ini ialah untuk mengkaji peruntukan kuasa yang diagihkan dan peranan
dekan dalam amalan governan universiti di universiti awam terpilih di Pakistan. Kajian
ini juga menerokai bagaimana peranan dekan difahami oleh pemegang taruh, juga
tahap penglibatan dekan dalam proses governan di universiti awam yang dipilih.

Kajian ini ialah kajian kualitatif dan enam belas (16) pemegang taruh yang terdiri
daripada dekan, naib canselor, pro-naib canselor, dan pengarah bahagian
penambahbaikan kualiti telah ditemu bual menggunakan protokol temu bual soalan
separa berstruktur untuk menerokai pemahaman dan interpretasi mereka mengenai
proses governan. Setiap temu bual mengambil masa 50 hingga 80 minit dan telah
dirakam menggunakan peralatan rakaman audio. Analisis data melibatkan dua fasa.
Pertama, rakaman temu bual telah ditranskrib dan dokumen telah dianalisis. Fasa
kedua melibatkan analisis data tematik menerusi pengkodan terbuka, pengekodan
paksi dan pengekodan terpilih.

Keputusan kajian menunjukkan kewujudan dasar-dasar yang kukuh yang dibangunkan
oleh kerajaan. Bagaimanapun, menurut dekan-dekan yang ditemu bual, universiti
awam tidak mempunyai peruntukan undang-undang yang ditakrifkan jelas sehingga
kini, undang-undang terkebelakang dan tidak dipinda sejajar dengan pembangunan
universiti. Sistem governan dilihat sebagai dilaksanakan berdasarkan kepada
adhocism, mengikut peraturan, prosedur dan amalan tradisional. Hanya canselor dan
naib canselor yang mempunyai otoroti dan kuasa yang berlebihan sebagaimana yang



difahami oleh dekan-dekan. Turut ditafsirkan bahawa sistem governan terlalu berpusat,
kerangka governan tidak mampu untuk menghadapi cabaran masa kini dan sangat
dipengaruhi oleh aspirasi politik kerajaan.

Dari segi amalan, terdapat perbezaan dalam memahami dan mentafsir mengenai
penglibatan dekan dalam proses governan disebabkan konflik peranan dan kekaburan
peranan. Pentadbiran atasan menyifatkan dekan sebagai pemimpin akademik di fakulti
masing-masing dan mempunyai kuasa yang tertentu untuk memutuskan perkara-
perkara di fakulti mereka, tetapi dekan-dekan berpandangan sebaliknya dan merasai
mereka tiada kuasa berbuat demikian.

Kajian ini mencadangkan supaya undang-undang sedia ada berkaitan governan
universiti dilihat semula, kerangka perlembagaan dalam governan universiti dipinda
dan ditambah baik, dan pengagihan kuasa terhadap peranan dekan diperjelaskan dalam
perlembagaan universiti agar dekan pada masa hadapan akan dapat berfungsi dengan
berkesan dalam proses governan universiti.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This study ventures to investigate the governance issue in two selected public
universities of Pakistan because as yet no exhaustive attempt has been made. Hence, in
this dynamic society things need be reviewed for better and substantial output. In this
chapter relevant literature about governance has been explored to address the issue in
the right context.

It is aimed at creating a theoretical framework which would help the researcher to obtain
informed data analysis in respect of proper/potential for this study. Compilation of
different researchers and studies of the forerunners happens to be obligatory for a
worthwhile attempt to study the problem. Before undertaking the research it deems fit
to explore and understand what the term governance itself means.

Generally, the term governance happens to be a process of decision making within the
framework of legality to the distribution and delineation of authority. It functions among
various units within a larger entity for the legal allocation of power in decision making
in university involving various governance structures (Balderston, 1995; De Boer, 2002;
Mehnaz, David et al. 2014). In this respect, it assigns the access to the concerned persons
either to direct or to restrain influencing the process of decision making (McCauley,
2002; Corcoran, 2004). As such, the distribution of power and authority is the main
purpose of governance which is needed to address the issues of growth, sustainability
and development of the institution to its ultimate goal (Lusk, 1997). It has also been
noted that the meaning given to the governance has been still vastened which has further
excessively enhanced its spectrum thus having different genealogy. It is also viewed that
governance means different modes of coordinating individual actions (Mayntz, 2003).

As discussed above, the governance has been elaborated and viewed from different
angles like structures, legal relationship, authority, patterns, rights and responsibilities
and decision making pattern. All of them contribute to establish the concept of
governance. There is no single or general definition of governance it has spread rapidly
because changing social theories (Stoker, 1998; Bevir, 2012). Its canvass is so broad and
it is replete with different aspects which exist simultaneously in its process. There exist
both formal and informal groups participating in decision making activity by means of
structures and process. They have inter relationship as well as intra relationship along
with groups and even individuals. It weaves complex affairs making it a multifaceted
activity. Ultimately, it calls for logical and natural balance to make the institution a
driving force destines to achieve the desired output (AAUP, 1995; Carnegie
Commission of Higher Education, 1973).



Since, it is a complex process the researchers have warned that it must be handled
carefully because it is a delicate issue which requires efficiently analyzed, skillfully
evaluated to aptly improve because it addresses the ground realities of a structure of
relationship which determines authorized policies, plan and decisions the way how
universities are operated (Lizzio & Wilson, 2009; Collis, 2004; Gallagher, 2001; Lee &
Land, 2010). It concerns all the key groups without discrimination of independent,
vulnerable or low status role. Hence, it is pre requisite on the part of the institutions to
device, communicate and implement strategies in unambiguous terms according to Acts
provided for governing body or board etc that manages the university affairs (Gallagher,
2001).

Multifarious opinions in respect of governance make it more complex and this state of
affairs have been extended beyond past four decades. Consequently the prospective
process of the governance has been affected (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Gayle, Tewarie et
al. 2003). On the other hand, when put into practice there happens inconsistency that
makes a difficult task due to confusion in theory. The discrimination is often affected.
The matter of roles, responsibilities and authority needs be treated delicately for
prospective governance activities. It has been observed that miscommunication,
misconception or even misplacement impedes as they are shared in the formative work
of structure. Position, power and responsibility have important implications for worker
satisfaction and organizational effectiveness (Sarros et al., 1998). Therefore, making
decisions without clear and generally accepted comprehension create a vacuum if there
is ambiguity about roles, power and responsibility (Lusk, 1997).

1.1.1 Challenges to University Governance

A university governance, such as, is regarded as a set of rules concerning authority and
power related to the performance of a university’s activities directed towards a set of
common goals (De Boer, 2002). The challenges to university governance have emerged
due to imposition of certain changes either externally or internally. These have
encompassed from the growth rate to the legal status and impact of new governmental
policies, theories and practices (Ackroyd & Ackroyd, 1999; Bevir, 2012). Over last three
decades a considerable change has been noticed in the mode of governance in many
public sector universities (De Boer, Enders et al. 2007). There is challenge to device out
suitable and need oriented system of governance. It is generally believed that there
should be worthwhile adjustment in governance structure and in order to strengthen the
sources as well as guarantee development procedures need be formulated (Gale, Tewarie
et al. 2011; Ackroyd & Ackroyd, 1999).

However, due to emerging challenges the governance structure is facing remonstrations
(Gayle, Tewarie et al. 2011). It may be admitted that some trends have existed which
are positive moves to enhance effective system of governance such as: decentralization
which offers primary steps that can influence and strengthen executive role for prompt
decisive action. Through this strategy all small autonomous subunits within authority
participate to bring the decision to the desired goal. Simultaneously, there exists another
move that aimed at finding additional ways like increasing number of persons in the



system of governance so that it may become more effective and meaningful (Liesensky,
1971).

The practice of setting different models of governance with different structures have
also made it complicated that who may be entrusted to carry through governance process
in the capacity of stake holder. Such as, there is bureaucratic model which is for
concentration of institutional power at the top of hierarchy, gradually descending from
top to lower level of organizational leaders distributing lesser and lesser power as well
as decision making ability (Garrison, 2010). This model is termed as top down approach.
Whereas, Baldridge, Curtis et al. (1974) are against it on the pretext that it is a rigid
form of organization. As against that it is admitted fact that academic organizations are
fluid/ flexible so this model cannot match it. Secondly, bureaucracy works through
command which is a binding on the employees whereas professional employees need
autonomy at their work.

Weber is criticized by Angiello (1997) that he himself was a leading bureaucratic
theorist because on the one hand he is influenced by his bureaucratic background and
on other hand the milieu played role to develop his concept in this regard. Secondly, the
term bureaucracy is generally implied to complex organizations that are reluctant to
allocate responsibility clearly. The hard and fast rules of bureaucracy along with specific
cases of blundering officials, slow process of operation, buck-passing of conflicting
directions and duplication of efforts hinder allocation of responsibility to work
effectively and efficiently. As a result, the entire control remains in the hands of a few
(Bendix & Roth, 1971; Angiello, 1997).

Bureaucratic model happens to be top-down approach which assigns greatest portion of
institutional power to those at helm of affairs and its share is descending to the lower
level with lesser power in the policy making (Garrison, 2010). Perrow et al. (1986) call
it unresponsive, inflexible and inefficient. Bennis (1989, 1969) also criticizes that in it
adequate personal growth and development is not allowed because in such institutions
administrators dominate over all and faculty and departmental autonomy is over lapped
and the cultural and administrative conflicts between faculty and staff will increase
(Gayle, Tewarie et al. 2003; Waugh, 2003).

Another model was suggested on political concept it is designed on the pattern of
political approach used in dynamic decision making process. It is suggested to help
constraints regarding university governance. The political theories take birth from the
designs of interest groups conflicts variation of values, power and influences settled by
negotiation and bargain (Baldridge, 1971a). On this basis Baldridge wants the
universities adopt political process instead of bureaucratic process which is designed to
work through bureaucratic mechanism (Sufean & Asimiran, 2010). In the opinion of
Kezar & Eckel the structural form of governance process is made to address the issues
of improvement and effectiveness in order to guarantee the ultimate functioning of the
university (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Sufean & Asimiran, 2010).



As a matter of fact a university is neither a bureaucracy nor a collegium entity. There
exists an exercise of team work of individuals and naturally difference of values and
conflicts is must among them. There exist key variable person who influence informal
process that plays critical role in policy making process. Even political contest usually
occurs in the universities (Gayle, Tewarie et al. 2011).

The collegium model or community of scholars is philosophically based on self
governance (Baldridge, 1971a). The community of scholars is supposed to manage
administration of the matters on their own. This model gives free hand to college and
university to work practically (Richardson,1975). To Bess, the concept of collegiality
has many meanings like some call it a set of norms shaping the academic culture others
call it a decision making structure whereas some call it a pattern of interaction among
faculty and administration (Angiello, 1997).

Yet another model is named corporate is about the way power is exercised over
corporate entities (Tricker, 2015). This governance structures or practices do not address
all the issues of companies at all times. Point of concern is that even in academic model
academic community is involved in decision making process (Lanning, 2006; Kaplan,
2004; Piland & Bublitz, 1998). Though one can trace out its similarity with shared
governance to some extent, yet shared governance model stands exclusively for
participatory decision making (Lanning, 2006; Tierney & Minor, 2003).

The same idea is promoted by Loyola University Chicago report (2002) it states that
because all the individuals are essential to the governance of an institution everyone
needs to expedite in smooth run of universities. Same view is reflected by Baker-Brown
(2011) she argues that to operate the universities as a democracy the administration,
faculty and governing voice of all parties should be allowed to participate in the process
of decision making. In many countries, the formal powers of university leaders and
managers have increased at the expense of more collegial or participative modes of
governance (Eurydice, 2008).

The essence of all previous elaboration happens to be the governance structure which
has generally been a point of discourse. The real challenge to university governance
structure is the allocation of power. If the allocation of power is unclear the ambiguity
of the roles of stakeholders in governance process poses a challenge. Irrational power
allocation or unclear, misunderstood or misconceived stakeholders in the governance
process fall short of the desired goals and virtually fail to deliver goods. Structures in
universities are the tools that make the stakeholders to steer in the right direction of
decision making. The distribution of power is made on the basis of the capacity of
stakeholders in governance process. Through law the role and contribution of the bodies
responsible for decision making in universities is devised out in a better way. The
relevant power and sphere of authorities and definition of roles and responsibilities
would contribute to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness (Kezar & Eckel, 2004;
Asimiran & Sufean, 2012).



According to Rosovsky (1991) universities are complex structure where power remains
an issue. Therefore, power remains a decisive issue in the face of crisis (Heaney, 2010).
The fact is that power itself being delicate issue becomes ambiguous (Birnbaum, 1992).
The use of power generally brings strong psychological transformation in the behaviors
of the people (Bedeian, 2002). If power remains ambiguous it affects the organization
hence, it is meticulous which needs extreme care in the attending details and needs to be
legitimate (Stoker, 1998).

However, in order to run the institutions effectively governance happens to be a process
that allocates power and authority to the individuals. This is an important phenomenon
to define line of authority, roles and procedures (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Asimiran, 2009).
Well understood roles and responsibilities guarantee better governance and better
understanding is a best means to pave the path to effective governance (Gayle, Tewarie
et al. 2011). Unclear role makes the stake holders low profile (Boffo et al., 2008).
Therefore, defining the role of stakeholders and power allocation plays pivotal role
culminating in efficient and effectiveness governance.

It is thus of prime importance to establish or refine a document to define role and
responsibilities avoiding any ambiguity because it would affect governance to a great
extent. This discourse makes one potential view that the power relation between the
deans and the registrar may enhance the capacity of leadership to be exercised at all
levels in the university and ensures the effectiveness of governance (Mignot-Gerard,
2010; Wolverton, Wolverton et al. 1999; Lusk, 1997).

1.1.2 Background of the Study

Pakistan’s educational history elongates over the span of 64 long years (Parveen et al.,
2011). The education system faces many well-known problems (Mehnaz, David et al.
2014). It is admitted fact that the type of education delineates the shape of a state and its
future is brightened thereby that serves as a road map that how to bring upon future
generation to lead the state of Pakistan (Jinnah, 1947) but still the lack of cohesion as
well as proper distribution in the system of education after 57 years of emergence as
sovereign state has been a major barrier (Kazmi et al. 2005).

Universities being traditional seat of higher education play classical role to preserve,
transmit and increase knowledge either in advanced or developing countries (Igbal,
2004). So far as developing country like Pakistan is concerned the major source of
provision of higher education is public sector universities. Higher education in Pakistan
is beset with many problems. These issues need be addressed on priority basis. The most
alarming issues that are faced by the universities are a flawed framework, inefficiency
and ineffectiveness, governance loop holes, management designs and practices unable
to deliver goods as well as problematic nature of design and defective delivery of
services, poor governance and lack of autonomy and academic freedom (lsani, 2001;
Igbal, 2004; Memon, 2007; Haider, 2008; Akhtar & Kalsoom, 2012; HEC, MTDF I,
2011-2015).



In this respect, the World Bank Report (1992, p.6) can be cited that has pinpointed that
the process and procedures in education in Pakistan has flaws in respect of higher
education system which reads:

“The higher education sector in Pakistan manifests four institutional deficiencies. Their
resolution is a necessary, although insufficient, precondition for significant and sustained
improvement assignment of powers of governance, coordination, and oversight diffuses
ultimate responsibility. It is unclear who is in charge and who should be held
accountable; consequently, effective planning and management are impossible.
Excessive centralization of authority and bureaucratic rigidity, both within and across
institutions, produces stultifying uniformity; all institutions work to the lowest common
denominator performance.”

The World Bank Report has warned to resolve four institutional deficiencies like power
of governance, coordination, oversight and responsibility. It is imperative that in whom
the charge is invested to be taken responsibilities and accountable for effective planning
and management; which as yet sees impossible for excessive centralization of authority,
rigid bureaucracy and lack of uniformity. Decision making within universities has in
many ways become more centralized the foremost reason is that the concerned people
are not fully aware of their roles and responsibilities and how effectively they can
perform their duties (De Boer & Goedegebuure, 2009; Akhtar & Kalsoom, 2012).

It is authority that is untitled to make decisions regarding fundamental policies and
practices in many critical areas of universities. It requires the competence on the part of
bodies to conduct smooth run of university matters (Anwar et al. 2008). Apex level
bodies like syndicate, senate, academic council, faculties and board of studies in
universities take decisions. Besides there exist vice chancellor, registrar, deans, director
they need to participate in all matter of decision making in the capacity of statutory
bodies (Matthai et al. 1992).

Unfortunately, in Pakistan by and large decisions in the universities are taken on the
basis of tradition which is reluctant to allow a degree of autonomy to all the members in
respect of decision making (Anwar et al. 2008). Despite the passage of six-plus decades
still the shred of governance and managerial structures of universities prevailing in the
country during British occupation (Obaid, 2006). Hence, some of the decisions are really
difficult to make because of the complexity of situation. There is hardly any consistent
and logical procedure, which executive bodies adopt in taking decisions (Verma &
Agarwal, 2003). However, the government of Pakistan had reservations regarding the
performance of universities. The government felt extreme need to consider the
prevailing system of governance in the universities.

Realizing the task force was established in 2002 to review the university education
system but later hardly any research has touched this area. Since the chief determinants
of higher education in respect of quality of higher education the Task Force primarily
reviewed how the universities function. The task force at the outset drew the attention



on the function of universities as they are the apex forum to determine the quality of
higher education. The report expressed serious concerns in respect of university
governance in respect of effective governance, structures and practices. Autocratic and
centralized system of governance is practiced in public universities in Pakistan which
hampers the governance process. Various short falls have affected developments,
growth and sustainability of universities; the main reason being lack of cooperation and
coordination between governing bodies and academics. It was recommended to create
an enabling environment for professionals by restructuring governance of universities.
Too many weaknesses are found in the structure of main governing bodies i.e senate and
syndicate vice chancellor works as an executive head who chairs the syndicate and
academic council as such single person accountability is questionable (Task force report,
Pakistan, 2002; Steering committee report on higher education, Pakistan, 2002).

Power is found ambiguous and decision making is centralized in the hands of the vice
chancellor (Task Force Report, 2002). Centralized system greatly hampers the efficiency
and effectiveness of delivery service (Shah, 2003). The growing differentiation within
profession has changed the picture (Sporn, 2007). As such, the process of governance
of public universities is found inadequate. However, the stake holders of Pakistan
expressed reservations in respect of effective governance structures and practices in
public universities in Pakistan (Task Force Report, 2002).

The embarrassing loophole in the governance as pinpointed by the Task force happens
to be the case of deans. They are appointed by the chancellor inanity for academic
responsibilities. Their role is not defined clearly (Task force report, 2002) whereas
Gallos (2002) takes dean for a middle manager. On the other hand, most of the studies
of university governance show the extent of faculty role in governance process and its
involvement has positive effects (Tierney & Minor, 2003). Eckel (1999) states the core
decisions typically cannot be made and implemented without the consent of multiple
interest groups. Deans are seen on almost all hands as bridge between administration
and academia. Eckel’s study shows that when three universities involved their deans in
hard decision making process and got sustainable and need-oriented decisions. The
deans being expert in their field of work informed and assisted the president and provosts
of universities who could boldly declare the closure of education programs which the
deans recommended. Their reports prepared on factual grounds and situation articulated
logically put the governance process on right track. The three universities have
maintained their status to take all the stakeholders on board specially the deans who are
given due responsibility to join hands with administrators and the hard decisions are
taken logically.

Apparently, the dean’s role in the capacity of academic head is also very important. On
the contrary, in Pakistan all major decisions are done without significant input and
participation from educational stakeholders. Whereas, steering committee on higher
education, Pakistan (2002) suggested that participation of faculty in decision making is
of prime importance. Dean is head of faculty and he links administration with academic
department. Therefore, it calls for clear understanding of the role and power of deans in
the governance process of university.



Reviewing the current processes of management and governance of universities of
Pakistan the Task Force concluded that “universities cannot afford to resist from the
political pressures, governmental, bureaucratic or any other untoward access that feared
to affect university work inside as well as outside. The senate and syndicate being
inefficient and ineffective (Lakha, 2002), decision making is centralized and vice
chancellor is left with indecipherable executive powers (Anwar et al. 2008). Again, it
speaks for lack of mutual communication between administration and academic staff
which however would rise unrest and mismanagement (Core, 1977; Hendrickson et al.
2013).

1.1.3 Position of Deans in University Governance

It is unique status of universities that power for decision making lies at the bottom rather
than at the top (Clark, 2001; Booth, 1982). The office of deans is extremely important
and the question of deans’ participation in governance process is of prime importance.
Deans are not watchmakers but they are supposed to interact with all the constituents
groups. The deanship becomes muddled because the bigger groups deem themselves a
part of whole hence demand to play the role, has become more demanding, more senior,
more strategic, more complex and more managerial in nature, though within the overall
context of academe (Matczynski et al. 1989; De Boer & Goedegebuure, 2009). Deans
serve two masters at a time. They are supposed to balance the senior administrators as
well as faculty which they head and join both as bridge (Rosser et al., 2003). They have
too many jobs off and on they are called upon to solve intricate problems (Tucker &
Bryan, 1991) along with discharging duties as academic heads of faculties they have
dual duty to play middle man between faculty and administration like vice chancellor,
registrar etc. but this office faces role conflict and ambiguity (Booth, 1982).

However, the ambiguous role of the deans prove that they are caught between two fires
either administrator or faculty which makes them walk on tight rope (Feltner &
Goodsell, 1972). Bridging this gap between these two worlds seems particularly
challenging (De Boer & Goedegebuure, 2009). As such, the role of the deans is
potentially stressful because of conflicting pressures and they are expected to combine
academic expertise with managerial competence whereas their autonomy is reduced
substantially (De Boer & Goedegebuure, 2009; Carvalho & Santiago, 2010; Bolton,
2000).

Deans are traditionally under pressure like involvement in development particularly an
academic setter as well as liaison between the faculty professors and the administration
(Mercer, 1997). It calls for reviewing and defining the role and power of deans
considering that they have utmost academic as well as administrative authority both in
the faculty (Neumann & Neumann, 1983).

There emerged contested areas of both practice and enquiry due to the way universities
are governed. In addition the ambiguity of power and role of different parties affect the
governance process so much so that confusion arises regarding practice and enquiry. It
is also a point in question that deans as middle management are side lined to the extent



that even the law remains unclear of their status. Theirs powers as leaders are further
confused and curtailed (Feltner & Goodsell, 1972). Thus, ambiguity about their
responsibilities makes a vacuum in the entire process.

This state of affairs in Pakistan reflects like the practice in French universities. There
since 1970s law remains silent about the reinforcement of deans’ role and power. It has
been noted that even well accepted legitimate decisions consented by a large number of
academic along with administrative staff could hardly be implemented in action for the
major cause. The deans were not involved in decision making process (even though they
were informed once the decisions were taken) (Mignot-Gerard, 2003).

It leaves one with no option but ask why the role of dean is often unclear even though
the office plays synthesizing role between the administration and faculty. Ambiguity is
the root cause that impedes effective performance (Booth, 1982). Further, Booth says
that with nominal information the ambiguity of role creates conflict which makes the
role of dean perplexed. Thus, there happens uncertainty of the extent of the
responsibility that affects the expectations of others in respect of their role. Clark’s
judgment lays stress on the need for ‘strengthen steer core’ it means central managerial
groups must serve the cause of balancing collegial authority and managerial authority.
Their joint efforts and blending act will bring harmonious situation to work at its
maximum. Deans serve as bridge between both entities.

Hence, it needs be strengthened rather than left to remain a passive participant. One the
contrary, they need be assigned key role in the middle. Maximum benefit of their proper
position need be availed transcending the culture of divide between administrators and
academics which in turn not only would make a component (dean) inactive but also
hamper the smooth and prospective run of the institution (Huy, 2001; Dearlove, 2002).

Almost every researcher has declared the dean as an important component of the
governance. Some call him bridge between faculty and administration, some take for
middle manager, the other names him the mediator or responsible for the caliber of
academic employees, for many he is binding source, for many he backbone and at its
peak he is termed as dove of peace. Despite such status contrary to the fact for want of
clarity of his role and power remain ineffective. It is injustice not to define clearly role
and power of this crucial backbone of the university. Though administration of faculty
is directly headed by him who makes him competent to handle and solve the problems
by taking suitable decisions.

It is matter of concern that why as yet not only the deanship is studied but even
misunderstood in the academy. Too much has been explored by the scholars about
organization and governance but the role those who lead to support the organization
have generally either been missed or ignored. The office of the dean in no case be
neglected or over looked or left undefined from the point of view of better university
governance. It is therefore, the importance of deans’ position suggests that more research
needs to be done in this area as deans serve critical institutional roles (Wolverton,



Wolverton et al. 1999; Morris, 1981; Gmelch, Wolverton et al. 1999a; Twombly, 1992;
Gallos, 2002).

Hawkes and Rose over forty years ago reached to the conclusion that there is no such
thing as a “standardized dean” (Andersen & King, 1987). The deanship had been so
important that a number of administrators over a period of years occupied this post. Even
then there remains a matter to be resolved as to what specific duties are associated with
deanship. This needs be enumerated systematically. One of the reasons regarding
absence of comprehensive job description is that the position of deanship like roles and
responsibilities of other academic leadership have neither been considered seriously nor
attended by the researchers by and large (Dejnozka,1978; Applegate & Book, 1989).

In 1981, McCarty and Young considering the extent of the role of dean they take it as
an extension to the presidential role. As such, they associate three duties to be performed
by the dean; such as (a) the aims and objectives of education (b) selection of faculty,
and (c) preparation of budgets (McCarty and Reyes, 1987). But with the passage of time
not only the three duties have been overlapped but even the responsibilities and tenure
of, satisfaction with and commitment to the position have illogically swapped (Gmelch,
Wolverton et al. 1999a; Gmelch et al., 1999b). As such, the role of the dean has become
complicated one. They have to address both issues of faculty interests and constituent
group demand by mediating between them (Matczynski et al. 1989).

Ten functions are described by Neumann & Neumann (1983), which are mostly
described pertaining to deans. They have bifurcated their duties in two categories
ranging from inside activities to outside activities which belong to the dean’s office. The
inside activities pertain to six basic management functions: 1. the worthwhile process of
decision making, 2. working out suitable condition for faculty members, 3. balancing
the work load in respect of teaching, 4. promotion of faculty, 5. recruitment of faculty
for smooth run, 6. addressing student issues. Regarding the outside activities four
functions have been stipulated such as: 1. to represent the unit in the university joining
in general cause of institution, 2. simultaneously representing the unit outside the
university connecting it with the society as a whole, 3. to obtain resources in university,
4. to obtain resources outside the university.

Deans need staying power to preserve and function effectively because they have middle
position in administrative hierarchies by dint of being mediators between administration
and faculty (Wepner et al., 2008). Faculty members want to be considered for
consultation and involvement in the matters that affect the policy. The ‘final say’
responsibility rests with the dean (Dejnozka,1978). This is also considered by most
researchers that in warring factions the role of dean plays as a dove of peace whose
intervention in destructive turbulence solicits the matters amicably (McCarty & Reyes,
1987).

Mignot-Gerard (2010) study shows that deans at present perform their duties only doing
research considering their role as short term function. A fundamental problem deans
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face is in the separation of executive and academic functions (Sarros et al., 1998). This
state of affairs calls for reviewing deans’ status. This is important issue of enquiry
(McCarty & Reyes, 1987). Those deans who have succeeded in their role are by dint of
their ability to adjust amicably compromise in right direction and communicating the
institutional sense clearly. On the other hand those who fail to perform properly they
generally misconceive the situation and lay stress upon non issues or even work on weak
programs as such, lack of understanding of the role leads to conflict and frustration
(Matczynski et al. 1989; Montez & Wolverton, 2000).

The discussion thus far has provided a general picture of the concept of governance
related challenges on the public sector universities of Pakistan. The next sections
highlights what actually is the research area for the present study therefore statement of
problem is discussed below.

1.2 Problem Statement

Misunderstanding and misinterpretation of roles and authorities have always created
perplexing problems in governance process. Who should have the power, who should
best make the decisions and how power should be balanced and distributed have always
been an issue of prime concern (Gayle, Tewarie et al. 2011).

It leads to determining and defining carefully the line of action and allocation of power.
The role of those in whom power and authority is invested is very important therefore
power needs be divided proportionally with clearly defined roles. Nevertheless, these
problematic issues about governance have continuing relevance (Gerber, 2014). As
such, ambiguity of role and power are assumed to impact overall performance and job
dissatisfaction (Koustelios et al. 2004; Kretek et al. 2013). In addition, role conflicts
over governance sometimes lead some of the players like faculty, presidents and trustees
to say and do things that are not in the best interests of themselves or of their institutions
(Pierce, 2014).

It is therefore, effective governance calls for clarity of roles, power and line of authority
of various constituents (Hendrickson et al. 2013). It is important to stress the need for
keeping the universities enable to govern effectively. Those who govern and enjoy
authority must understand the extent their role and powers that must be divided
accordingly (Clark, 1986; Lusk, 1997; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Sporn, 2007; Stefano,
2008; Wepner et al., 2008; Gayle, Tewarie et al. 2003, 2011).

Who should have the power to govern in the universities is still unclear. Very often this
balance is achieved by very accurately defining the different areas of responsibility
(Applegate & Book, 1989; Sporn, 2007). Ambiguous phenomenon and unclear roles
give an incentive to many constituencies to struggle for power, authority and influence.
The win win situation of competition affects the entire framework of governance
(Benjamin, Carroll et al. 1993; McConnell & Mortimer, 1978). As such, the issues that
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who should have rights to decision making and participation has frequently occurred in
the universities (Kaplan, 2004).

Likewise, in public universities in Pakistan the role and power of the dean, who is
expected to communicate and someone in the middle between faculty and administration
remains undefined and unclear (Task force report, Pakistan, 2002 p-19; Montez &
Wolverton, 2000). Whereas, the conflicts are possible if the role and functions of the
dean are not clear. It is very important to recognize academic freedom and clarifying
their roles (Kapel & Dejnozka, 1979; Haider, 2008; Hendrickson et al. 2013). As such,
the clear comprehension of relationship between the assigned governance role and
powers guarantees effective governance performance (Gayle, Tewarie et al. 2011).

Though, in Pakistan, universities and their governance systems have been subject to
break-point change since 2002, but there is hardly any research which has focused this
area. The potential problem of ambiguity of role and power and its relationship to
governance effectiveness is the focus of this study. This research may be an initial
attempt to explore the areas of improvement. Exploring previous literature it has been
noted that no such attempt have been made therefore this study would fill the gap in the
limited literature specially in the context of Pakistan. As, there is gap in literature, to
conduct research in the area of university governance aiming at improvement of
university governance system virtually it would add to the significance of the study. This
would pave the path to need-oriented university governance system in Pakistan
particularly public sector universities that after more than five decades have not shown
positive developmental results. As such, none of Pakistan’s 50+ public universities come
even close to being a university in the real sense of the world (Igbal, 2004; Hoodbhoy,
2009).

Furthermore, there has not been much written about the roles, powers, and
responsibilities of deans about their involvement in governance process related to
governance effectiveness. This study aims to investigate deans’ role, power and level of
involvement in governance process in two selected public universities in Pakistan. The
data of the study would provide a better source for comprehending the particular issue
of deans’ role and how it is connected to the effective governance process.

1.3 Objectives of the Study
(1) To investigate the role and power allocated to the deans in the university
constitutional framework with regard to governance practices in selected

public universities in Pakistan.

(i) To examine the understanding of Deans’ role in governance practices in
selected public universities in Pakistan.

(iii) To examine the challenges of deans in decision making and in governance
practices in selected public universities in Pakistan.
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1.4 Research Questions

1. How is the constitution framed to describe the roles and powers of the deans in
selected public universities in Pakistan?

2. How does the universities top management perceive the deans’ role and powers
in governance practices in selected public universities in Pakistan?

3. How do deans perceive their roles in governance practices in selected public
universities in Pakistan?

4.  What challenges are confronted by the deans in governance practices in
selected public universities in Pakistan?

1.5 Rationale of the Study

Rationale of the study offering sound reasons is needed to justify the attempt of this
study. The fore most is the very fact that there hardly exists a serious effort on the part
of researchers that have exclusively considered the importance of governance system in
the public sector universities in Pakistan. Whereas, it is hard fact that higher educational
institutions in Pakistan have yet to go a long way to bring the universities in line with
international criteria, along with maintaining growth, development and sustainability. In
this respect, this attempt may be an important initiative if not the first one in this regard.
For sure no significant research precedes this venture as far as governance structure in
the public sector universities in Pakistan is concerned.

An authentic document available on the subject of the performance of public sector
universities in Pakistan is Task Force Report, 2002. It has reviewed six educational
policies followed by the educational conference 1947. In addition two reports i.e (a)
World Bank UNESCO Task Force Report (2000) on Higher Education in Developing
Countries: Peril and Promise, and (b) World Bank Report (1990) Higher Education and
Significance Research for Development of Pakistan. The participants of these reports
included people from all walks of life besides, officers, teachers, students, educationists
and parents in order to collect facts and figures regarding universities functions in
Pakistan. These reports have expressed dissatisfaction about the system of governance
in the public sector universities in Pakistan.

The task force report (2002) mentions that there are too many weaknesses in respect of
senates and syndicates function. The most affecting one has been identified as imbalance
of governance system from function and the responsibilities of management. This state
of affairs calls for thorough study of the governance system. If governance system is put
on the right track it would ensure actualization of the aims and objectives. It has been
expressed and felt on various forums including the Task Force Report that the process
of management and governance of the universities in Pakistan has no strategy to escape
the political, governmental, bureaucratic and other untoward influences that hamper the
regular function of universities either internally or externally.
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According to Shattock (2002,2008), governance issues like the role of stakeholders, the
outer pressures on governance structure and the significance of shared governance.
Thus, the research on this topic is of prime importance. In view of the controversy
regarding sharing of power and authority involved in governance such as trustees, senior
administrators, there is acute need to examine their governance structure. This suggests
positive research in response to the aspect of distribution of authority and power.

Different studies have been conducted in countries like UK, Netherlands, France,
Germany, Italy, USA and Switzerland indicating no systemization of governance
structure. As far as, Pakistan is concerned rarely such study has been conducted. Even
in Asian countries like Hong Kong, Singapore, Thailand and Malaysia governance
issues have been studied and explored. Therefore, it is high time to make such study in
Pakistan so as to address the issue of governance system in Pakistan. There is dearth of
studies on the part of local scholars regarding university governance therefore this study
is being done with an aim that it will be highly purposeful and prospective and relevant
attempt to focus on the governance system in public universities in Pakistan.

1.6 Scope of the Study

The study focuses on the dean's role in governance practices in two selected universities
in Pakistan. It's a case study of particular aspect of university governance. It explores
the status of the deans in public universities. Two universities have been selected
because in Pakistan framework of management regarding alignment of roles and
governance practice is almost similar.

The study meant to bring the views of the deans as well as top management. It was
further supported with authentic official documents. This highlighted system vacuum in
terms of law. This practice gave space to individuals to expedite governance on
adhocism. The aim of this study is not generalisation but its finding would hopefully
provide an example to the policy makers and stakeholders that even in biggest and oldest
universities governance work is done on personal wish and individual style.

Moreover, the human aspect emerging from this study has great contribution to
structural theory in the context of Pakistan that further supports the finding of Kezar &
Eckel's (2004) study. This study has also enhanced Clark's 'strengthening steering core'
including both central managerial and faculty leadership to reconcile the managerial
values with academic ones (Cai & Kohtamaki, 2014).

1.7 Significance of the Study

This study would contribute to the discussions on current practices regarding university
governance practices in selected public universities in Pakistan and suggest the better
solution to the ensuing challenges in the rapidly progressing world. Like society cannot
be left stagnant harping on the traditional lines; universities which are the apex avenue
of educational excellence, experience and skill must undergo scrutiny and innovation
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for further betterment. It would open vistas and provide food for thought to the
educational elite and the authorities at the helm of affairs to put the university on the
right track.

The governance system is the very base of university performance. This study would
therefore, explore and sort all the possible means to strengthen the governance system
to the extent of making the universities a prospective and profitable enterprise that
provides the efficient and effective individual.

The founding elite of Pakistani universities were left with no choice but following the
British legacy of traditionalism. But over a period of six decades vast changes have
occurred throughout the world in the field of education and specially in the field of
system of governance many new theories have emerged and experienced for example
most focus is on involving all key stakeholders in governance process specially
academics. Nations have prospered a great deal from the efforts of those researchers.
However, in our country Pakistan there seems dearth of innovation and things have
almost been left untouched. Quest for innovation, improvement and novelty has opened
the new areas of advancement to the mankind. Pakistan cannot afford isolation in the
competitive phenomenon of survival of the fittest.

It is the need-oriented study to highlight the short falls in governance practices because
governance structure is of initial importance to address the issue positively. This study
would be significant from the point of view as there are a lot of ambiguity in power
sharing within the institutions and their decision making bodies such as: syndicate and
senate. In this whole scenario the deans are left for academic responsibilities only. Thus,
study conceives the position of deans as a bridge between governing bodies and faculties
and explores the extent of a dean’s role. This may be a turning point in governance
process for improving governance in the public sector universities. This study was
conducted in two public universities in Pakistan and it was not meant to generalize but
it could be related to other situation.

1.8 Limitations of the Study

Like all other studies, this one also entails many limitations. The fore most among them
is time limit which is three years. For all practical reasons the stipulated period of time
for completing this study is not enough. In order to complete on time the research has
to squeeze out every drop of relevant information. Therefore, the researcher has to try
her utmost to finish the project using all the possible means. It is like treading on a tight
rope to tackle the task yet the researcher is confident to make a breakthrough which
would serve as food for thought for future research.

There is scarcity of relevant material because in Pakistani context very rare attempts
have been made in the current field of research. The field of education has generally
been overlooked or given lesser importance comparing to other fields like agriculture,
I.T etc. Again in the field of education the subject of university governance system has
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been given least importance. By and large, the researcher endeavors exceptionally to
search out as much as from every possible source.

To get relevant documents and information like minutes of governing body meetings is
the main concern of this study. The university documents are generally treated as
confidential. The access to them is denied on one pretext or the other. The current law
and order situation throughout the country has been deteriorating therefore travelling
from one place to another runs a risk. However, the researcher would use alternate means
to expedite her efforts to overcome these obstacles.

1.9 Definition of Terms

The definitions have been explained and delineated from different angles as mentioned
in respective literature. These terms would lead to comprehend this research.

1.9.1 Public University

Established vide the university code formulated in accordance with the university
constitution in 1974. Public university receives funding from the government to manage
its affair to promote the cause of education as per national and international needs they
have their autonomic powers to take decisions.

1.9.2 University Governance

It serves for a road map how a university manages and organizes its functions. It is the
structure and process to function. It is a set of procedures that distributes power and
authority to individuals who expedite their power and authority prudently within the
parameters of the rules, regulations and statutes.

1.9.3 Power

It is the extent of an individual to run the institution to the desired aims. Power is
allocated to individuals in accordance with university code. It also refers to the
individuals’ adequacy to allow the legal as well as informal aspiration regarding relation
with others. Power ensures the status of the concerned official to steer the institution to
the ultimate goal of higher education.

1.9.4 Dean

Dean is the head of Faculty to run its affairs. Having responsibilities to look after
academic matters and connect faculty to central administration.
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1.9.5 Syndicate

The syndicate enjoys the access of exercising the general supervision and overall
management functions of the university. Thus, it avails the status of the governing body
once decisions are taken by syndicate cannot be challenged so it is the strongest
governing body in the universities.

1.9.6 Senate

Senate deals with academic side of the university. It includes the members from faculty,
students, staff and administration. It concerns annual budget and approval of policy
matters. Reveal

1.9.7 Role

It entitles to expedite at what precise time and who should exercise what and where. In
which situation she/he should act. It describes how should behave (interact) within
specified rules. As such, it pertains to the post not person occupying post temporarily.

1.9.8 Challenges

Worthwhile adjustment and strengthening of sources and university development is
hindered. Simultaneously, prompt decisive action of the governing bodies and faculty
role in governance process is jeopardized.

1.10 Summary

This chapter has presented an over view of the research project. The first section consists
introduction, the background of the study illustrated practiced of university governance
structure in public universities in Pakistan. Then, the statement of problem focused
specific problem and significance of the study to fill the gap. Research objectives,
questions are proposed. Finally, limitations of the study and terms employed in this
study are defined.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Brief Profiles of the 16 Respondents

University A
UA Adm 1: is male with an age range of within 70 to 72. He is a vice chancellor. He
has over 40 years experience as an academician and administrator.

UA Adm 2: is male between the ages of 55 and 57. He is pro-vice chancellor and
syndicate member. He is professor and among the senior professors and has over 20
years experience overall in administration and academic side.

UA Adm 3: is male between the ages of 42 to 45. He is Associate Professor in deptt of
xxxx. He is director of quality assurance department of the University. He has over 10
years experience. He is responsible solely for quality matters and supervises a team of
quality management officers at the quality assurance central office of his university as
well as coordinates quality management activities at the faculties and other
establishments in the university.

UA Aca 1 is female between the ages of 57 to 58. She is dean of Faculty of xxxxx and
acting pro-vice chancellor of main campus. She is professor and has over 20 years
experience.

UA Aca 2: is female between the ages of 56 to 57. She is dean of Faculty of xxxxx and
chairperson of deptt: xxxxx. She is professor and has over 22 years experience. She has
got third tenure as dean it means she is working as dean over 7 years.

UA Aca 3: is male between the ages of 50 to 52. He is dean of Faculty of xxxxx. He is
professor and has over 20 years experience. His field of specialization is urdu literature.

UA Aca 4: is male between the ages of 52 to 55. He is dean of Faculty of xxxxxx. He is
professor and has over 20 years experience. His field of specialization is business
administration.

UA Aca 5: is male between the ages of 55 to 57. He is dean of Faculty of xxxxx. He is
professor and in last syndicate committee he was syndicate member and was
representing deans. He has over 25 years experience. He is working as dean over 8 years
this time he has third tenure of deanship.

UA Aca 6: is male between the ages of 52 to 57. He is dean of Faculty of xxxxx. He is

professor in deptt xxxxx and has over 20 years experience.

University B
UB Adm 1: is male between the age of 56 to 58. He is a vice chancellor of the university.
He is vice chancellor over seven years in the same university. He has over 22 years
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experience as a medical doctor and surgeon. He is advisor of Chancellor/ Governor of
the province for the quality of education in the province.

UB Adm 2: is male between the age of 52 to 55. He is pro- vice chancellor of the
university. He has over 20 years experience as a medical doctor he is professor. He did
his graduation from Canada. This is second syndicate that he is still member.

UB Adm 3: is male between the ages of 62 to 65. He has about 30 years experience in
the administrative settings. Before working in University B twice he was registrar in
University A as registrar over 10 years.

UB Adm 4: is male between the ages of 45 to 48. He has about 12 years experience in
the administrative settings out of which he has spent 2 years on quality management
responsibilities which are mainly coordination and supervision. He is director and
currently is responsible for the overall quality assurance management in his university.

UB Aca 1: is male between the age of 52 to 55. He is dean of the Faculty of xxxx. He
is professor and has over 20 years experience as a medical doctor and surgeon.

UB Aca 2: is male between the age of 50 to 55. He is dean of the Faculty of xxxxx. He
has over 18 years experience, he is professor.

UB Aca 3: is female between the age of 50 to 52. She is dean of the Faculty of xxxxxx.
She has over 17 years experience. She is professor.
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