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AND COLLEGES OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

by Brian James Bennett 

There would seem to be little published research into the activities of Boards of 

Directors (termed Boards of Governors in Higher Education), although many 

publications contain lists of various suggested board responsibilities and duties. This 

thesis attempts to fill some of this knowledge gap. Based on the literature reviewed an 

initial list is put forward of twelve factors that would seem to be essential for effective 

board governance. The research programme subsequently focuses on the activities of 

boards of governors at eight New Universities and Colleges of Higher Education. The 

first research element matches the twelve effective governance factors against board 

activities as revealed by an analysis of the minutes of board meetings at three 

institutions. The second research element, by way of a questionnaire, based on the 

same effective governance factors and issued to five other institutions, reveals the 

perceptions of governors as to their own board's activities. From the evidence 

collected eight recommendations are put forward that are aimed at improving the 

effectiveness of Boards of Governors in The New Universities and Colleges of Higher 

Education. The effectiveness of Boards of Governors is however inevitably linked to 

the duties placed on them by the Government and other Bodies and several alternative 

scenarios are put forward for the future role of Boards of Governors. 
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1.01 PUBLIC/PRIVATE ORGANISATIONS 

In the UK over the past 10-15 years an important trend has been the transference of various 

activities &om the government managed public sector to a new privately managed public 

sector. Examples of such transfers have been the reorganisation of the National Health 

Service in 1990 and the establishment of the New Higher Education Corporations in 1988. 

The government still determines the m^or policy decisions but passes the responsibility for 

the implementation of that policy to autonomous corporations operated largely on private 

sector principles and governed by a Board of Governors of which, normally, the m^ority of 

members are from the private sector. These new public/private organisations are, however, 

not entirely 6ee from governmental control as they remain accountable to government, 

sometimes directly, sometimes through funding councils or regulators who in turn are 

accountable to government and sometimes through a mixture of both. This rather 

ambiguous control mechanism is highlighted on occasions when the so-called autonomous 

organisations seriously disagree with government policy. Baty and Tysome (2000, p.l) for 

instance, report that:-

"... fAaf re/me fo co-qperafe Aave 

The drive to carry out public policy through private enterprise is based on the 

philosophy that private enterprise is capable of greater efficiency and effectiveness than 

public enterprise due to its ability to reduce bureaucracy, and to concentrate on outputs, 

results, innovation and quick reaction to the market and the needs of the customer 

rather than inputs, expenditure control and monopolistic protection. Bargh, Scott and 

Smith (1996,p.3) for instance, have said that:-



This privatisation philosophy however begs the question as to whether efGciency and 

effectiveness are the be-all-and-end-all of organisational enterprise. Osborne and 

Gaebles (1992,pp.45/46) have said that:-

A'omg f/zmga goveTTzmemf," Jbea" ^omg 

Ae/fer f&ZM AztymeM. fo 6g Agffgr.ybr fwfaTZce, af 

/7o/fcy fTMWZggfMen̂ ,' regz/Zô /oM, emz/rmg afzj'cn/Mmaf/OM or 

gMfurmg coMfmmfy aW q/^j^grv/cej aW eMfwrmg 

coAeffOM... fo 6g 6g /̂gr af econo/Mfc 

f/ZMOvafmg; r^Z/ca/mg fz/ccej'^/ c/zawge, 

a6aM(&)MZMg z^RH/ccej'^/ or o6j^o/efe ac/ĥ zfzê y, oW^gTyb/TMmg co7? /̂&c or 

fgcA/zfca/ fi2yA;y ". 

One of the features of the implementation of this policy by the UK Conservative 

Government has been the importation of private sector personnel onto the Boards of 

these new public/private organisations in order to provide sufficient catalytic reaction to 

bring about the desired benefits of efficiency and effectiveness. For instance Ferlie, 

Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1995, p.378) have said, in the case of the National Health 

Service, that:-

" o«g q/̂ /Ag /o /Ag gove/Tza^zce 

ageMCfga M /Aa/ /Ae Mew Aoarak are expec/ec/ /o c/fap/qy mz/c/z more 

j^/rafeg/c ̂ br/yw q/̂ 6eAm;/owr aw/ ô 6e ̂ r /More cAa/Zewgrng 

gXeCẐ fVg (/OMZMafZOM 

In the case of Higher Education Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996, p.21) have stated that-

"F/r.9f,ybr fAe TVew ^/gAf. fAe gover/img 6o(A&y q /^6 / / c are 

regarc^t/ â ; /̂ze are/zay q/̂  c/zawge, j-' goverMorj; m ̂ arf/cw/ar, 

occz^py a ce»zra/ ro/e z/z fAe e/zfe/prMe cz//fwre, jporfr^^ec/ 6]/ /Ay a^A^ocafe^ aar 

'cw/mraZ cAamge ageMf.y'. /mcw/caf̂ mg fAe/r myf/Wzo/za' wzfA gM/za»ceaf awareMe,y.9 

(^co/f^ef/ffve/zeM aW fAe Azee^/^r erce/Ze/zce /» Ma/zagemeMf 

Events have indicated however that insufficient consideration was given to the possible 

side-effects such as (a) the 'managerial' ethos being in serious conflict with the 

'collegiar culture of some public service enterprises such as higher education, although 



Tapper and Palfreyman (1998) suggest that collegiality was a rather fragile concept 

beyond the structures of Oxford and Cambridge Universities, (b) 'entrepreneurial drive' 

being at odds with the 'no-risk' public expenditure philosophy of many public service 

organisations, and (c) the danger that organisations would become dysfimctional as 

private sector personnel negotiated the long learning curve as they sought to understand 

the different culture of public sector organisations where sometimes lengthy discussion 

and consultation is preferred to quickly taken decisions by managers. The past ten 

years or so have created a number of challenges as these new public/private 

organisations have struggled to adapt and survive whilst staff^ managers and governors 

have sought to create dynamic co-operation out of conflict and misunderstandings. In 

such situations it is the Boards, who become increasingly important elements in the 

organisation's survival as it is their corporate governance role to see beyond the short 

term fray, to be sensitive to important external and internal &ctors, to set clear strategic 

objectives for their organisations and to guide, support and monitor the organisation's 

executive as they manage the organisation towards those strategic goals. 

The success of this government initiative to privatise parts of the public sector would 

seem, therefore, to depend to a major extent on the efficacy of the newly established 

boards. Nonetheless, several commentators, within parts of the public sector affected, 

have questioned the basic assumption regarding the capacity of these new boards to 

bring about the intended results. Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996, p. 167), for instance, 

have said that:-

govgr/zance fo A/gAer c c w g g f v m g 

przor/fy fo f A o f g f A e cofporafg ;ygcfo/' m Mgw govgrMorj' 

/7gr/zapj: wgaAg/zg f̂". 



1.02 RESEARCH SCOPE 

This thesis is particularly concerned with the activities of boards within the New 

Universities and Colleges of Higher Education. These activities, however, need to be 

viewed within the context of the practice of corporate governance in general. The 

literature review (Chapter Two) reveals that the increasingly important, but until 

recently relatively neglected, function of corporate governance has given rise to a 

number of books, articles and government inspired reports. These publications review 

various &cets of corporate governance. Most include lists of assorted, and numerous, 

responsibilities and duties of boards but provide httle insight into the actual activities of 

boards. This thesis aims to fill some of this knowledge gap by providing a greater 

awareness of the activities undertaken by the boards of governors of a number of 

Higher Education Corporations. In doing so it seeks to provide answers to three 

interlinked questions, namely:-

What should governors in Higher Education do? 

What do governors in Higher Education do? 

How do governors in Higher Education perceive the activities of their board? 

In considering various aspects of corporate governance the literature review seeks to 

uncover those governance factors that are common to all organisations that aspire to 

'Effective Corporate Governance'. These Actors address the first question (What 

should governors in higher education do?). Thereafter the literature review looks at 

various issues regarding the practice of corporate governance in the private and 

public/private sectors. In the case of the latter there appears to be a deliberate plurality 

of corporate governance structures. This plurality is illustrated through further 

consideration of corporate governance practices in the National Health Service and 

Higher Education. This part of the review casts doubt on the wisdom of transposing 

corporate governance practice in the private sector to the new public/private sector. The 

review of corporate governance in Higher Education also provides a backdrop against 

which is profiled the activities of the boards of some New Universities and Colleges of 

Higher Education, as revealed by the research programme. The first element of the 

research programme matches the aforementioned 'Effective Governance Factors' 

against the dehberations as evidenced by the minutes of the board meetings of three 

new higher education corporations. This analysis of board activity provides statistical 



evidence, supported where appropriate, by qualitative comments, and thereby addresses 

the second question (What do governors in higher education do?). Information is also 

collected &om the governors of five SCOP (Standing Conference of Principals) 

Colleges of Higher Education. This is achieved by way of a questionnaire constructed 

around these same 'Efkctive Governance Factors'. The views and comments of 

governors as reported in those questionnaires provide statistical evidence once again 

supported, where appropriate, by qualitative comments. This evidence indicates 

individual governor's understanding and expectations of the role of their board and 

addresses the third question (How do governors in higher education perceive the 

activities of their board?). The evidence revealed by the research undertaken to answer 

these three separate but linked questions is finally matched together. The conclusions 

drawn therefrom will, hopefully, help governors to improve their practice of corporate 

governance within Higher Education Institutions. 

Reflection on these conclusions however raise the further question as to the purpose of 

corporate governance in higher education and various possible scenarios are presented 

at the end of the thesis. 

The scope of this research, as outlined above, has unfortunately had to be constrained 

by the need to produce an Education Doctorate Thesis of 45000 words. Nevertheless 

the research has produced some interesting evidence of board activity. In order to be of 

greater use to the Boards of Higher Education Corporations the research results would 

need to be substantiated by further research into more institutions including some 'old' 

Universities. Also during the research programme several areas needing further 

research have been identified. It is hoped that funding can be obtained to continue 

researching into the specific questions raised. 
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2.01 INTRODUCTION 

Berle and Means (1997) were amongst the first authors to raise concerns over corporate 

governance issues, the first edition of their book being published in 1932. They argued that 

as any organisation grew it was axiomatic that ownership became more and more divorced 

from control. It is the activity of reconciling these interests which has become termed 

'Corporate Governance', with the people carrying out the governance role being called 

governors or directors and the collective term being 'the Board\ 

The subject of Corporate Governance has received some interest from academic researchers 

and others, for example Carver (1990), Garrett (1997), Monks and Minnow (1995), and 

Tricker (1980), but not to the same extent as other aspects of management. The greater 

visibility now being given to the governance function has arisen from several factors. 

Firstly, the size of some modem companies, some having annual incomes in excess of the 

gross national product of medium sized countries, means that their economic impact is too 

powerful to be left solely to the whims of a profit maximisation policy supposedly at the 

core of business economics. Shaw (1992, p. 20) has said for instance that:-

TManagemeMf /zaf /power over aW (/ecMfom: 

Aorve Awge over ecoMO/w/c aW a^ocW we// 6emg". 

Secondly, the globalisation of their business activities has resulted in many companies 

operating in countries where the profit margin is not seen as the only determinate of business 

purpose. For instance Charkham (1994, p. 73) argues that the objective of the banks who pay 

a m^or role in the Gnancing of Japanese industry:-

growfA 

Thirdly, as asserted by Sternberg (1998), the increasing impact of stakeholders' theory on 

company operations, with the simultaneous growth in influence of community groups and 

environment groups for example, has added ambiguity and confusion to the definition as to 

whom boards are accountable. Fourthly, the dramatic failures in recent years in several 



organisations have focused attention on the apparent ineffectiveness of governance in these 

organisations. Williams (1999, p.48) lists many such examples and, when referring to the 

case of Wickes, states that:-

aW af /owg/" Zeve/f, li/m' one 

f/ze rgcwom fAe Ca<a%z//}' /o 

^ 6 / f c a W c o / z c e m wAzcA f/ze ear/fer /%%/ aroMygaf". 

Consequent upon this extra attention being given to corporate governance has been the 

publication of many books, leaflets, articles, reports, and press accounts dealing with various 

aspects of the topic. In reading this literature one if left, however, with a rather unsettling 

feeling, aptly paraphrased by Comfbrth and Edwards (1990, p. 18) as:-

"mwcA ({/"exWrng Aferafwe on w m mafwe. A Am' 

cr/f/c/6'g6//or g/vmg (f/f wgw/ o/z 

This first part of the literature review concentrates on corporate governance aspects of 

organisational activity wherever practiced. Commencing with several definitions of the term 

'corporate governance'. The differences between 'management' and 'governance' are then 

explored. Although both could be said to be on the same continuum it is suggested that 

corporate governance is concerned with the 'whole' organisation and essentially with 

strategic policy whilst management is more concerned with the implementation of that 

policy. The need for corporate governance and its three theoretical forms are discussed, 

including its place in the accountability spectrum of 'checks and balances' of organisational 

activity. Mention is also made of the various 'Codes of Conduct' that boards are expected to 

follow 'voluntarily'. The importance of board composition is briefly examined. The roles of 

the m^or individual protagonists (Chairperson and Chief Executive) are considered and the 

critical relationship between them is probed. Reasons for the desirability for boards to 

contain Non-Executive Directors, and the benefits that they can bring to board deliberations, 

are scrutinized. Reference is also made to the tendency for 'board training' to be 

minimalistic compared to the much larger expenditure on management training. The final 

section is a distillation of the common characteristics, drawn from the literature reviewed, 

that would appear to have a significant influence on board effectiveness. 



2.02 DEFINITIONS 

A search through the literature on corporate governance reveals that writers on the subject 

tend to give their own definition of the term with these ranging &om the very simple to the 

philosophical. Examples of such definitions are:-

"Gove/TKZMce M f a y wA/cA are 

(/frecfec/ aW com/ro/W a Afrafeg/c Z e W Hind (1995, p. xvi). 

"7%gre zf wAaf co/pomfe gove/Tzafzce 

/Ay e/g/MeMff cowem /Ae co/porarfe v/a fAe 

or mo/z/formg /Ma/zage/Me/# ̂ er^r/Ma/ice a/%/ g/ww//zg fAg 

acc(WMfa6fZz(x /MaMagemgMf fo fAarg/zo/akrj; aW ofAer f̂aAe/zo/digrf. TTzeâ e owpecAy 

o/"gover/zaMcg amef acco«/7fa6f/f(x are c/o^e/y mferreZafg^^ aw/ m/ro(A/c&9 6of/z 

e^cfgMcy aW ^/ewarf^/z^ /o co/pora/e goverMawce " Keasey & Wright 

(1977, p.2). 

"Corporate gover»aMce w coMcerMe<̂  w/f/z eâ faA/wAmg a w/Agre6y (Arecfor :̂ 

are e«A%vfe6/ wzfA r&$poM.vf oW m rg/aAo» fo f/ze 6/irecffOM a 

coTMpa/̂  'f a^7r& A MyoMw/ec/ o» a q/"accoz/Mfa6///(y prf/Mar/(x (Z/reĉ eÂ  

fOM'arak f/%e j:/zareAo/<jerj(" Sheikh & Chatteijee (1995, p. 5). 

w z'Ae reZaf/owA^ a/MOMg var/ozty/?ar^fc(pa»fj m tfefer/MM/Mg fAe (Areĉ /OM aW 

^er/bryMa?zcg q/"co/porof/om " Monks and Miimow (1995, p. 1). 

'Wb co/porafe goverMOMce coo or f Aoz//(/ a^empf fo f z^7eMe?zf f/za ro/e q^ 

/Ma/zageme/;̂ . ff%af fY co/z afb zgj'̂ aA/zĵ /z a^a/nex/or^ z/z w/zzc/z vo/zze ca/z 6e adWe<y 

aW TMOAf z)?y?or/a;zf/y Mof zzMMgcg.f.farf/y 6g .M/A r̂aĉ eaf" Charkham (1996, p. 2). 

"//z Aroaofea'̂  fewe, goo(/ govgma/zce w a6oz/̂  .9eeA:zMg ô ac/zzeve /zwTZzazz progre^j^ 

Aa/a/zcê y wzf/z .yoczaZ eĝ ẑ zfy z/z a we/Z/fro/ecfec/ efzvzro/zme/zf" Shaw (1993, p.21). 

"TTze o^ecf q/"co/porafe govemoMce zj: fo provzdle a^ameworA: vczf/zzM wAzc/z a 

co/?;pa«y can operate 6ofA^or f/ze Aezz^^ q/̂  zAy A'/zore/zo/c&frA' aW/or ^oczefy a/̂  /arge " 

Lindsey (1996, p.35). 

From these definitions it can be seen Aat corporate directors/governors should exist at a 

strategic level above operational management. They are responsible for ensuring that a 

10 



corporate strategic plan exists. Within the framework of that plan, they should set the 

operational management parameters and monitor the performance of the executive against 

those parameters. They are also accountable to various groups, that are internal and external 

to the company, for ensuring that the organisation meets its strategic and other objectives. 

2.03 MANAGEMENT 

Writers and commentators on the subject of Corporate Governance agree that it differs from 

management. For instance Carter (1990, p.24) says that:-" . gove/wzMce w more 

/TKZMaggTMgMf w/f ZargeAkpeki (1998, p. 31), whilst agreeing that the two functions are 

different, stresses that:- ma/zarge/Me/f/ oW gover/za/zcg w //zfgmcf/o/; 

However, very few explicitly define the nature of the essential difference. The confusion is 

added to in some organisations by having the chief executive, if not other managers as well, 

also sit on the board in their own right. In fact in some the chief executive also acts as the 

Chairperson of the Board. It is very difficult to deGne the difference other than stating that 

governance is about setting the strategy for the organisation, normally leaving the strategic 

plan to be developed by the management. The board would also define those policies 

through which the management is set clear parameters within Wiich they can operate to 

bring that strategy about. Governance also includes monitoring the management's 

performance in achieving the strategic objectives. Management on the other hand is mainly 

concerned with the implementation of the strategic plan and dealing with the resultant day-

to-day operations of the organisation. If the setting of strategy and the defining of 

parameters of executive action is not sufficiently clear, firee from ambiguity and possible 

misinterpretation then the difference between governance and management will become 

indistinct and vague. 

To be effective, the board and executive need to act in partnership with their different roles 

being, %tere possible, clearly defined and agreed but also for their overlapping duties to be 

minimized, and recognised, and their activities within this area to be carried out sensitively 

and with respect to each others responsibilities. Williams (1999, p. 64) states that there needs 

to be:-

"... (ly c/ear a a . ; T o 

11 



a reW/oMjrAfp q/' /Mufz&z/ zgz<fgrj:fa/z(/z%g aW /rz/j'f wA/cA gw/iaka' 6ofA 

OM w/Aof can 6g (̂ o/ze wW wAaf cawno/ ". 

2.04 THE NEED FOR GOVERNANCE 

Irrespective of the above dilemma writers on the subject of corporate governance 

acknowledge Aat organisations need to be well governed in addition to being well managed. 

The need for Corporate Governance has been summed up by Sternberg (1998, p. 30) as 

fbllows:-

ybr gower/zAwe (zr/AgA' became fAe co/yomfe yor/M arg 

%?fca/(K of fAe coj;f q / ^ ^ o / M qperafzooa/ co»/ro/. 

aW e^ecW(y wAgm M 

// w yor /MaMaggrf /o rwM a co/pora/WM /o fgrva /Ag/z" oifM gwik. 

are f/zgr^rg Mgg^WgMjrzvrmg co/pomfg <3cfzo/w. agĵ gff aW 

agg/z/:y arg fo ac/z/gv/Mg /Ag coypora^fg /̂ z/Tprngf ^ /Ag 

ĵ AwgAo/(/gr̂  

It is normally the case that the board is accountable to the shareholders or other 

'stakeholders' whilst the management, in the form of the Chief Executive is accountable to 

the board. The board is thus therefore part of the 'check and balance' process built into the 

accountability system of an organisation. 

In this accountability relationship the chief executive is mainly looking inwards at the 

organisation whilst the board would be looking outwards and attempting to reconcile the 

external and internal interest that act upon ± e organisation and in so doing provide a clear 

direction for the organisation. 

2.05 FORMS OF GOVERNANCE 

The activity of corporate governance can, in theory, follow the three models proposed by 

Comfbrth and Edwards (1998) as described below, but in practice most boards would 

operate a mixture of these. 

Stewardship. In its basic form the owners would delegate authority to the directors who 

would act on behalf of and in the best interests of the owners but would nevertheless need to 
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account to the owners for their stewardship performance. The vast m^ority of organisations 

today are however subject to controlling influences &om groupings other than the owners, 

some with very tenuous connections with the organisation. In such instances the 

stewardship model becomes very conditional upon the pressure &om these other 

obligations. 

Agency. This model recognises that the interest of owners and directors are different with 

both acting in their own self-interest. Such a relationship becomes one in which the 

directors act as agents for the owners and necessitates the establishment of a system of 

independent verification of the directors' performance, such as an annual audit report. This 

model is also considerably complicated and weakened by the existence of external groupings 

with sufficient influence to overrule the interests of both owners and directors. 

Representation. This is a more political and democratic model in which the directors 

represent particular influential groupings and can thus act as a fbcal point in which the 

diSerent interests of these groups can be reconciled or coordinated so as to produce a 

common goal. However, in practice it would be physically impossible to represent all 

groupings such as suppliers, customers, employees, trade unions, local community, and 

shareholders. It is also likely that these groups would, in turn each have a myriad of interests 

emanating from the individuals in the group. It is also debatable whether those groupings 

that have only a tenuous, or transitory, connection have any right for their views to be 

considered ahead of any other group - it would thus be virtually impossible to prioritise 

group interests in any valid way. Such representative directors would also not necessarily 

have the required experience, skills or expertise required for eff^tive governance and thus 

any contribution that the board makes could be seriously devalued. 

2.06 CODES OF CONDUCT 

The increasing public concern with governance issues and the visible failings of the 

governance function in several well publicised cases has led to investigations into this 

subject. Garratt (1997, p. 1/2) quotes the cases of Maxwell and Barings in the UK; Schneider 

and Opel in Germany; IBM and General Motors in the UK and Daiwa in Japan. These 

investigations have been targetted at Corporate Governance either directly as in the case of 

the Cadbury Committee (1992) or indirectly as in the case of the Nolan Committees (1996, 

1997) and the Dearing Committee (1997). Of course, organisations have always had to 
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operate within the conRnes of the law but various acts such as the Companies Act (1948) and 

the Education Reform Act (1988) have laid down very precise obligations on boards in such 

matters as procedures of meetings, ̂ constitution of boards, ages ̂ f directors, register of 

interests, periods of ofGce and so on. Bearing in mind however, the rather nebulous nature of 

governance as discussed earlier, the general tendency iias been where possible, to allow 

boards to regulate themselves, only adding to the existing legislation where events have 

made specific restriction necessa^. "This preference %r self-regulation has resulted in the 

publication of several ^Codes of Conduct' that boards are expected to jhllow Examples of 

such codes are the Code of Best Pmctice issued by the Cadbury Committee (1992) and the 

Committee of University Chairmen's Guide (1998). These codes are aids to boards in 

helping them io hecome more aware of their 6ill range of duties and Tesponsibil iti es and in 

indicating the expectation of the communis in general and the government in particular, but 

t h ^ are no more than advisory in nature and like any advice, can be ignored by the Tecipient 

if judged lo iK Inappropriate. Calainly the Institute of Directors are working hard lo 

promote the professional statusofdkectors and now offer a comprehensive 'Director 

Development' programme (Institute of Directors - undated) and have also published 

guidelines for good board practice in ihe form of 'Standards' (Institute of Directors 1995) 

O f B O A R D S 

Another factor on which writers on Corporate Governance agree is that a board only has 

authority when acting as a body - directors do not have any powers from being a board 

member that tling to them as individuals unless the l)oardlias ddegated such power to (hem. 

Of course members who are also executives have executive power but not board jiower. 

This condition is also true for the Chairperson whose role is often to act as agent and 

spokespa-son for the toard tu t oiOy in relation to those matters upon which the Iward lias 

resolved and delegated to him/her. This conce^ requires the board to act as a whole and 

despite the variety of backgrounds, personalities and status of the individual members, the 

board, in order to take decisions, needs to come together to form a common mind on the 

subject. It should be noted however that Williams (1999, p.92){)bserves that:-
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a feazM m fewe Âe wor̂ y - w r f/«>«/(/ a^zre jo ^g 

o/ie ". 

It is a Chairperson^ s task to ensure that this coming together takes place tu t that task is eased 

considerably if due attention is given to the selection ef board members. The board as a 

whole needs to decide the criteria to be met for board appointments and as the value added 

by a toard Spends on its teing ̂ l e to take a Averse hut t ranced perspective on various 

issues, 6 e criteria should ^sure that this can take place. Boards in particular organisations 

or in particular situations may decide to include members with speciGc skiHs although this 

^)b^ective ̂ :an lae met t y ^ther means, such as temporary cooptions. 

A board must consist of more thmi one person %ut can be as large as it decides, within 

legal restraints, bearing in mind that the larger the number of members the more 

difBciilt it tKcomes to achieve an agreed resolution and the easier &r indiwdu^ 

members to lose a sense of responsibili^. A small membership on the other hand Avill 

lessen the diversity of views whilst making it easier for a single person to become too 

disrupAve or too dominant, %liilstaxAiange in member^p of a single person well 

change the whole personalis of the board 

2 . # ROLE OF THE CHAIRPERSON 

The Institute of Directors (Undated, p. 12) states that:- C/za/r/TKm /KW a cr/f/ca/ 

OM a Aa/wzce aw/jper/orma/ice ".whilst Coulson-

Thomas (1993, p.53) produces a list detailing aspects of the chairman's role and states 

that in his opinion:- 'YAe cAa/rmw* Aay a apgcW ro/g m crea/z/ig euccg/Zence m fAa 

In the case of the National Health Service the Code of Accountability issued by the 

Department of Health (1994, p. 9) itemizes the content of the chairman's role and states 

that:-

"7%e CAa/r/TKZM w ybr /eaffmg Aoorrtf oW/or g/wz/rmg / W 

.ywccga^^Z/y ovgra// f/;g ew or 

wAo/g 
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In the case of higher education The Committee of University Chairmen's Guide (1998, 

p. 19) deals with the role of the chairman and states that:-

C/za/rmaM w Zeadlerf/zy rAe govemmg /4.; 

c'/zaoTWfM meefzMg /zeA/ze /7ro/Mofe we// 6gmg 

qpera/zoTZ em^z/rmg f/zaf foggf/zer gj^cfzvg/)/ aW Mvg 

coy^a^g/zcg m f/zg jcmcgc/z/rgĵ  f/za^ /zm'g 6ggM /azc/ &»WMfAg cowA/cf q/̂  

Aẑ yz/zĝ f 

It is suggested, by the writer, that in order to carry out the role effectively the 

Chairperson would need to have a good up-to-date knowledge of (a) the organisation, 

its complexities and m^or problems both internal and external, (b) the personalities of 

its senior management (c) an equally good knowledge of the expectations of the owners 

or other stakeholders (d) good knowledge of the board, its strengths and weaknesses 

and the individuals making up the board. Armed with this knowledge the Chairperson 

needs to ensure that the matters brought forward for the board's attention are 

governance issues that address real strategic, or policy matters and thus make the best 

use of the board's most scarce resource - its meeting time! The Chairperson also needs 

to ensure that the full participation of the board is directed at discussing the issue, 

taking full advantage of the diverse experiences of the individual members in coming to 

an agreed resolution on which the board can speak with one voice. This view of the 

Chairperson's role was concisely summed up by Walters (1995, p.217) who said:-

'V/zg rgapowzAz/fZ)/ f/zg c/za/mzwz, f/zgr^rg, zf fo crga^g a z/z w/zzcA 

The Chairperson is normally also given the task of acting as the Board's representative 

externally to various interested groups or individuals, Hudson (1995, p. 82) calls this the 

'figurehead' role in which:-

In the case of public bodies the Code of Best Practice (H.M. Treasury, 1994, p.4) gives the 

chairman 
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ygjpo/zf zZ'/Z/Y;//7roW(/yMg ^/ra/igg/c /gaakT-f/;^ o/z 

fWcA a$.' ... r^rgj^ewfrng fAe v/ewf q/'fAe Boaz-ĉ  fo fAe ge»emZ/wW/c " . 

This activity enables the Chairperson to effectively administer the board's inter6ce with 

various stakeholders and to refresh and extend his/her knowledge of their interests. 

2.09 ROLE OF TRTirTTTRF EXECUTIVE 

The Chief Executive of an organisation is responsible to the Board for the satisfactory 

implementation of the Board's resolutions and in so doing is solely responsible for the 

management of the organisation. The Board normally speaks to the organisation through 

the Chief Executive. It otherwise runs the danger of partially supplanting the Chief 

Executive and blurring the Governance/ Management interface (Carver 1990). 

The Chief Executive is the person who should have most knowledge of the organisation and 

its operations, and is responsible for effectively managing the organisation's inter6ce with 

the Board. In addition the Chief Executive normally has the additional responsibilities, in 

relation to the governance function, firstly of informing the Board about developments 

concerning the organisation which have strategic or policy implications and providing 

progress reports regarding the implementation of previous board resolutions. Secondly, in 

conjunction with the Chairperson(s) of preparing the Board and its committees for their 

work by preparing the agenda and producing, together with other executives, the papers 

describing and proposing the strategic/policy issues to be discussed at the meetings. 

Thirdly, also in conjunction with the Chairperson, of educating the board about the 

or^nisation and other issues and assisting in the development of board members so that the 

board's deliberation are sufficiently underpinned by knowledge of the issues and of their 

governance responsibilities. (Carver, 1990; Chater, 1993; Kerr and 1e Grade, 1989). 

The vast m^ority of information reaching the board comes through the ofBce of the Chief 

Executive \\tio through the acts of giving, withholding or sharing information and of 

determining the timeliness of such acts, has a huge influence on the board's eGectiveness. 

The over-dependence by the Board on information &om the Chief Executive is seen as a 

danger to their effective independence. This has been an issue raised in National Audit 

Office Reports (1998A and 1998B) concerning the activities of h i^e r education 

institutions. 

17 



2.10 RELATTONSmP OF CHAIRPERSON AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

The relationship of the board to the organisation is normally effected through the respective 

posts of Chairperson and Chief Executive. The individuals holding the two posts need to 

build an elective relationship between themselves based on each respecting the role of the 

other and acting in a collegial partnership rather than an hierarchical association. The 

Committee of University Chairmen's Guide (1998, p.20) makes the specific comment that:-

zMvo/vae/ fAg g,y/a6/MAmg7Zf a coMf frwc/ivg 6gfw/gg/2 fAa 

cAazTTMOM oW fAg g%gcwfh;g Aeac/ /Ag 

Ferlie, Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1995, p.385) have called the relationship a 'pivotal' one 

and add that:-

"7%g rgWfo/z^yA^ gWwg ovgr a Mz//»6gr q/yg(zrf aW 6gco/Mg a ))ar/MgrfA^' 

wAgrg Aavg gg'Z/a//wwg/" aW aipgcff a (A)Z(6/g-

Agâ /gf/ /gafjgrâ A^ 

Similarly in ± e case of schools Ball (1994, p.92) has said tbat:-

"... /Ag rg/af/oTLyA^ 6gfwgg/% fAg AgadlfgacAgr awf cAa/r q/̂ govg/vzorf ^ 

cfz/cW m /Ag acA/gygmgM/ aW maz7zfg«a»cg q/̂  a /mg q/̂  Jlemarca/zo/z AgfwggM 

govg/Tzancg aW /?za/zagg/»g/2/ ". 

The relationship is also seen to be important in the private sector, Williams (1999, p. 88) for 

instance comments that:-

"M%â  zf g/gar w ẑAaf fAg /;grfo/za/ a/z(f wor&^mg rg/aY/ozzfA^ Zfg/w/gg/z Âg CAa/r/Ha/z 

a/W ̂ Ag CEO w gTfraorî fMarz(y zz/^rfa»/, aW 6g q/̂ /m/fz/aZ f/wf awf 

hi this partnership ±e Chairperson is acting on behalf of the board with the authority of the 

board as a whole, to which the Chief Executive is accountable. The ChiefExecutive acts on 

individual authority, personally being responsible to the board for the performance of the 

whole organisation. The Chairperson/Chief Executive relationship should not stop 



individual relationships developing between other board members and the Chief Executive 

but these relationships are based on equality, especially if the Chief Executive is also a 

board member, there being no hierarchical relationship as individuals (Carver 1990). 

2.11 NON-EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS 

It is common practice for most boards to contain some directors who do not have any 

executive position within the organisation, commonly called Non-Executive Directors, who 

can bring influence to bear on board deliberations by offering various external viewpoints 

to board debate. This view was certainly taken by the Cadbury Committee (1992, 

paragraph 1.3) who, in their Code of Best Practice state that:-

fAe/r v/ewf fo cw?]/ f we/gAf ^ fAe 

The benefit that Non-Executive Directors can bring to discussions of the Board are views 

that are independent from the management's, or executive director's opinions. As they are 

not involved in the day-to-day operations of the organisation they should find it easier to 

view the organisation as a whole and to balance the needs of the organisation against those 

of external groups who may be affected by the organisation's operations. It is important 

that they see their role as a 'critical 6iend' to management and not in any way as 

'opposition' to management. Nevertheless Non-Executive Directors should challenge 

management where they deem necessary but always in ways that do not disrupt the team 

spirit that is so essential if boards are to be fully effective. These views on the role of Non-

Executive Directors are supported by the following quotation from Robertson (1995, p.3):-

/ooA.9 oe&f or wor/ymg, wof /o/kv.v over JlgfafZ; aW 

fo fo po/fcy recogMmng /Aorf m coTMpan/ay M 

ybrmec/ m fAg m/nif o/"fAe or cerfazWy Aay fo ^ A/m," 

po/fcy coMMof Ae on maMagemeMf". 

In order to perform the role adequately Non-Executive Directors need to have sufBcient 

knowledge of the organisation, which would mainly emanate from information provided by 

the Chief Executive whom they would, on occasions, need to challenge at board meetings. 

Chief Executives are therefore in a veiy powerful position to increase or reduce the ability 
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of the Non-Executive Directors to challenge executive recommendations. In the interest of 

whole board effectiveness this situation should be carefully monitored by the Chairperson 

which is difficult, if not impossible, if the Chairperson is also the Chief Executive. 

Non-Executive Directors need to cultivate the acquisition of knowledge 6om sources other 

than the Chief Executive, as recommended by the Audit Commission (1995, p. 11) in the 

following words:-

Agcazzâ g f/zw wz// /zê lp fAem a 

/Morg z/̂ rzTzg^vzgw o/z 6ztgz?zgĵ f 

The Audit Commission (1995, p.ll) further suggest that Non-Executive Directors should 

seek information &om the staff of the organisation in order to fulfil their probity 

responsibilities for example:-

f/zeTMLye/vĝ  AnowTZ, aW 

fTZore wzZ/zMg fo aW reporf a/zy yẑ ẑczofzâ  f/zey /zove 

Although the latter view can be defended from an internal audit perspective the m^or 

reason for Non-Executive Directors to develop sources of infbnnation other than the Chief 

Executive, is to enhance their value of being independent from management and therefore 

being able to challenge, and consider executive recommendations from a diSerent 

perspective. In this way Non-Executive Directors can often add a qualitative' judgement 

to the usually 'quantitative' recommendations proposed by the executive. 

Due to their independence Non-Executive Directors are also especially useful members of 

board committees established to deal with issues such as Extanal and Internal Audit, 

Executive Remuneration, Appointments to the Board and Board Performance Reviews, and 

as independent re6rees where conflict of interest situations arise. 

The danger surrounding Non-Executive Directors is that they become a special kind of 

director, who are seen to be a potential focus of dissent with management and used as such 

by those who lobby for particular causes. At the same time they need to be good team 

members of the board who work in co-operation with the executive directors, in coming to 

agreed resolutions. In this connection it should be remembered that under statute, common 
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law and most organisations' constitutions non-executive directors have the same duties, 

responsibilities, and in certain situations liabilities, as any other board member. 

2.12 GOVERNOR TRAINING 

The previous section has indicated that board members need to have a high level of 

knowledge and experience both of the organisation itself and of its outside environment to 

which must be linked the ability to be a 'critical Aiend' together with several speciSc 

governance skills. Various studies have shown however that board training provided by 

organisations is noticeable by its inadequateness or even its complete absence. For instance 

Comfbrth and Edwards (1998, p.x) state that:-

/yammg /o co/zcg/zfrafg OM /gga/ q / " V i f 

/zff/e Jieve/op e/fAer fAe wAfcA m off/er fo ywaAe an 

govgy/zaMce 

Similarly Garratt (1997, p. 152) notes that:-

MO or 6̂ eve/o;?me»f m fAe (̂ //"ecfona/ ro/e 

Although the latest survey 6om the Institute of Directors (1998, p.l) found that this 

situation was changing, and commented as follows:-

" a (frmwyf/c c/wTzgg m 7990. D/recforf aW fAe/r ^oarck 

i%pew fo fatmg a mMcA Morg /frq/e-yaffo/zaZ ayyroac/z fo fAe ". 

The irony of this minimalistic approach to director training compared to the huge amount 

being spent on manager training and the disparity that this can cause between the skill 

levels of the two groups, who need to work together in partnership within organisations, has 

been commented on by Carver (1990, p.24) as fbllows:-
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"ffTzen we fMcraiymg/y ay /Mowagerf wAz/g fAg/r 6oar(6 

are Mof mcreaymg/y .yArf/Zeĉ  <%; govemory, Zeacfer̂ A^ Aeco/rngj a Ar/f̂ Ze co/?wM(x̂ f(y, 

or, af woMf, a /nocAe/}/". 

Training ibr board members can take place on their induction and throughout their period of 

ofKce. It can be provided in house through holding speciBc training events, by having a 

system of board 'mentors' and through organised social events so that information and 

ideas can be exchanged informally. Training can also be provided through external training 

events such as conferences and seminars. 

2.13 EFFECTIVE BOARDS 

There are very many types of board ranging across the whole spectrum of 

characteristics. Some boards will be dominated by the Chief Executive others by the 

Chairperson, whilst others will be very consensual in their decision making. Boards 

may be composed only of executives in which case they run the danger of little 

diversity, criticism or debate \i\4iilst having a great deal of knowledge on internal 

matters. On the other hand, boards may be composed solely of non-executives in which 

case they run the danger of being too removed from the day-to-day operations and 

accordingly need to give, actively or by default, enormous power to the Chief 

Executive. Boards can be unitary, composed of executive and non-executive directors 

but all being equal in status as directors, or they can by two-tiered with one board, 

composed of executives only, being responsible for the operation of the organisation 

and reporting to a supervisory board, composed of non-executives, who are responsible 

for the strategic direction of the organisation and who are accountable to the 

shareholders and other stakeholders. 

Notwithstanding the above, the review of literature on Corporate Governance, for 

example. Carver (1990); Comfbrth and Edwards (1998); Garratt (1997); Hind (1995); 

HM Treasury (1997); Hudson (1995); Kerr and le Grade (1989); Shaw (1993); Sheikh 

and Chatteqee (1995); Spencer (1993); Sternberg (1998) and Ylvsaker (1993), would 

suggest that the following characteristics do have significant influence on the 

effectiveness of boards. 
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Constitutional Understanding. Boards and their members have, under common law, to act 

with reasonable care and skill. They also have a fiduciary duty to act in good faith and in the 

interests of the organisation as a whole, not to act for improper purposes and not to engage 

in corporate opportunism for themselves or to make a secret profit. Boards also have legal 

obligations under statutory law and under the constitution of the organisation. Board 

members need to have a good understanding of their duties and responsibilities and to 

ensure that the board works within its constitutional boundaries. 

ClariGcation of Purpose Boards need to ensure that the purposes for Wiich the 

organisation exists are clearly defined and followed in its strategic plan and that the roles of 

the board and the executive in achieving the strategic objectives are also clearly set out so 

that each can operate with certainty, through knowing the boundaries within which they can 

act decisively. Boards also need to clearly define the constituencies to whom they are 

responsible for the activities of the organisation, and the degree of accountability to these 

various constituencies, this would include the boards acceptance of the need to respond to 

public interest demands on particular issues. Boards need to understand that they are part of 

a dynamic evolution to which they need to react constructively and with a willingness to 

change where appropriate, it is in these areas that the board needs to give a consistent 

leadership to the organisation and its employees especially wiA regard to standards of 

corporate conduct. 

Strategic Thinking. Boards can add real value to an organisation's thinking by bringing 

their diverse views and experiences to the strategic debate about how the organisation is to 

meet its core purposes in the future. Although initial strategic planning is carried out at the 

executive level the danger is that such planning will be too introverted. The board's role in 

the strategic planning exercise is to consider those external factors that could influence, over 

the long term, the executive's strategic plan and ensure that the strategic plan is amended 

where necessary or that appropriate contingency plans are considered. This view of the 

board's role in strategic planning is partially endorsed by Green (1995, p.54) who said that:-

In order to participate in, and contribute to, the strategic planning exercise boards need to 

ensure that their meeting agendas force them to think on long term key issues and 
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governance matters and not, if at all, on short term operational or managerial issues. Having 

agreed the strategic intentions of the organisation the board should then consider the policies 

that they have established in the past to ensure that they are still relevant and if not to agree 

new policies. These policies should provide the overarching framework within which the 

executive can decide the appropriate tactics and then &eely act in the implementation of the 

strategic plan. 

Added Value. A board's main strength lies in its independence from management and its 

ability to take a different and external perspective on organisational issues. A board can use 

this strength to add value to the organisation by acting as a link to shareholders and other 

stakeholders, by accepting its stewardship responsibility for the organisation's activities, 

and in ensuring proper and adequate accountability to those interested groups. An effective 

board will also add value to an organisation by monitoring management performance, 

scrutinising carefully strategic issues emanating from the management's recommendations 

and acting as a backstop on difficult issues whilst giving the executive sufficient 6eedom to 

perform well. A board can only itself perform well in these areas if it is clear and self 

disciplined as to its function, is able to act as a team, to come to group decisions and to issue 

clear resolutions to the executive. Bearing in mind the widely quoted 2-3 year learning 

curve of new directors before they gain a sufficiently in-depth understanding of the 

organisation, an effective board is helped to add real value if its membership turnover is low 

with most directors serving a 6-8 year period of office. An effective board can also add 

value to an organisation by clearly displaying through its conduct those standards and values 

that it desires to be exhibited throughout the organisation. Williams (1999, p. 139) refers to 

this value added concept by saying that:-

wwdbm, acfmg a refoz/rce fo fAg CEO, aW af fAe fame 

/KK fAg CE'O a/kf a'ozmf/a'/rafegzc (Arec/WM af a// 

Externality A board's strength in being able to take an external view, sometimes different 

from that of the executive's, needs maintaining by ensuring that its members continually 

refresh their external knowledge. This can be achieved for instance by having a system of 

scouring the external environment, including that pertaining to the organisation's 

stakeholders, and creating contingency plans to meet possible changes in that environment 

An effective board will also, mainly through its chairman, act as a two-way communication 

24 



bridge between the organisation and external groups so that both have a greater awareness 

and understanding of the other. In the case of schools, Deem, Brehony and Heath (1995, 

p. 115) state that:-

are wA/cA (urof OM fAg Amm&rrfgf acAoo/a 

Tnfhrmatinn It is important that a board has good quality, timely information that enables 

it to review different courses of strategic action before deciding on the one the organisation 

should follow. Understanding that most information will come to it through the offices of 

the Chief Executive an effective board will also actively cultivate other sources of 

information that will enable it to come to qualitative as well as quantitative judgements. 

Examples of how boards can obtain such information is given in the following quotation by 

The Audit Commission (1995, p.3):-

fAe/r organ warion 

Hind (1995, p. 19) recommends that boards should:-

recgh/g TMOMaggmeMf fo g/zaA/g fAgm fo 

fAezr/zMggrg on f/zg /W^g wzfAoẑ  gngagz/zg c/o,9g(y zn qpgrâ zofzaZ 

Appomtmeat of Chief Executive. Many commentators on corporate governance 

suggest that the appointment of the Chief Executive is the single most important 

decision that a board has to take. This is because the Chief Executive is the most senior 

of the executive officers and it is to him/her ±at the board delegates the implementation 

of the board's policy and resolutions, and whom the board holds responsible and 

accountable for the operation of the whole organisation. Without doubt the 

effectiveness of the board in ensuring the organisation keeps to its strategic plan, to 

achieve its mission whilst maintaining the standards of behaviour set by the board, is 

highly dependent on the Chief Executive managing the organisation with equal 

effectiveness. 
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Monitoring the Executive Having determined the strategic direction of the organisation 

an effective board needs to have an established routine process of monitoring the executive 

performance so that the board can judge the organisation's progress towards the strategic 

goals. The monitoring process should be rigorous, even at times vigorous, but not 

confrontational. Members of an effective board should be well practised in the art of 

challenging the executive by asking questions, sometimes difRcult ones, but still retaining 

the critical friend relationship. The danger is that too close a monitoring process or one that 

becomes involved in detail may unnecessarily restrict the autonomy of the Chief Executive 

in the operational management of the organisation and curtail the executive's 

entrepreneurial endeavours which are so necessary in the modem competitive commercial 

environment. This is reflected in the following quotation by Green (1995, p. 159):-

za; a m over OM monzformg; o/z Mon-gxecz/fh'e (Arecfor.y 

/Ae /Ae co/poraf/o/z; co/z/roZf over 

on f/ze gover/zmg mmf 6/zmf f/ze co/Mpgfzfh/g 

a/oMg .yzfcceff, z/z a /MarAg/". 

Accountability Boards are accountable for the actions of the whole organisation, but 

confusion surrounds the question as to whom they are accountable. Boards of companies 

are quite clearly accountable to the shareholders and in publicly funded organisations, 

boards are accountable to the funding bodies and eventually to parliament for the proper use 

of public fimds. Boards are also seen to be accountable to other bodies, for different issues, 

but in a less clear-cut way. Leat(1986, p.20) considers that there are three types of 

accountability, namely:- (i) Explanatory in which the board is required to give an account 

or to describe and explain, but in which the other party cannot impose sanctions, (ii) 

Raponsive in which the board considers that merely to respond to enquiries is sufBcient 

accountability (iii) Full in which an account needs to be provided to a third party who can 

impose sanctions if necessary. The term accountability is normally interpreted in a 

hierarchical sense in that accountability is seen to be upwards to a higher authority whereas 

current public debate tends to be about accountability as a lateral responsibility to 

stakeholders such as environmental groups, suppliers and staff Wio have considerable 

influence without necessarily having sanctioning powers. 
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It is becoming increasingly common for boards to regularly review their 

own eSectiveness. This is for instance a requirement of the inspection regime that the 

Further Education Funding Council imposes on colleges that they fund. The Dearing 

Committee (1997) although not having a great deal to say regarding the governance of 

higher education institutions did recommend that governing bodies should regularly, at least 

once in every five years, review their own effectiveness. Such a self-assessment can be a 

critical part of board group learning whereby it reflects on its past performance, identifies 

areas needing improvement, and produces an action plan aimed at bringing about the 

desired improvement. 

Meetings. Meetings are the mechanisms through which boards discuss and debate issues 

and come to clear resolutions for implementation by the executive. Effective meetings are 

therefore a cornerstone of an effective board. Not only should they be arranged so that the 

items included on the agenda are governance issues that bring to the boards attention a 

cyclical review of strategic issues, but good quality papers on the issues, prepared by the 

executive, should be circulated to members before the meeting, giving them adequate time 

for reflection. The chairperson is responsible for ensuring that members are given sufRcient 

time for adequate debate at the meetings and also for ensuring that the meeting skills of the 

members are sufficient for securing high quality discussions that lead to a whole board 

resolution. The importance of effective meetings to effective governance should be a self-

evident truth but research has shown that directors are normally dissatisfied with board 

meetings. For example, Comfbrth and Edwards (1998, p.41) state that:-

"Boarfy we qTfAg cg/zfra/ wAere gove/TKZ/zce 

w/zere re/afw/w Aefwee/; aW are w 

Aow meefmgjr ore orgoMMgt/am/ M/M Aow a crwcW on Aow goverMtmce 

e/zacfeaf oW Aow w. 4̂ co/Mmo/z a/Z cof&y way a A/gA 

degree wzfA mee/̂ mgf, jye/̂  /zff/e fo j:2/r^ce aW 

oa& êff f̂ e /)ro6/e/?w. reac^o/z way fAaf mee^gy were over/o(KW 

wzfA f/̂ rmẑ zoM aW^ewf foo over rof/zer fAwz 6ez/zg coMcer/zê y wzfA 

f/ze 6z^er^zcA/re 

It is apparent however that those organisations within a regulatoiy environment, such as 

higher education corporations, have increasingly to consider many prescribed items at their 

board meetings. Such meetings therefore have very lengthy agendas where the board is 
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required to be reactive at the expense of having sufRcient time to discuss strategic issues 

where the board can be proactive and add real value to the organisation's strategic decisions. 

Committees. Committees are the mechanism by which boards subdivide their work into 

self-contained units and then delegate the responsibility for dealing with those matters, the 

committees making, where appropriate, recommendations to the full board for approval of 

proposed actions. The danger with board committees is that they provide a forum in which 

board members and executive ofBcers can develop relationships, which can cause the 

committees to drift into operational, not governance issues. Boards need to keep their 

committees to a minimum and require them to work within deSned and agreed terms of 

reference that emphasise that the power of decision rests solely with the full board. 

THE fR/PWTlE 

2.14 INTRODUCTION 

The pressures to improve and extend the practice of corporate governance have impacted on 

organisations differently according to their place in the private and public/private sector 

spectrum. This part of the literature review is concerned with those particular issues that 

impact on the practice of corporate governance in the private sector. 

2.15 HISTORY 

Various systems of corporate governance operate around the world, with each being the 

product over time of the differing legislative Aameworks, together with the perception 

of the required corporate behaviour within the culture of the particular country. 

Charkham (1994, p. 1) explored corporate governance in Ave countries and made the 

following comment:-
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In the UK the 1844 Joint Stock Companies Act gave birth to corporations as part of the 

economic 6bric of the country and established the essential principles that underpinned 

the development of company law over the next one-and-a-half centuries. The 1844 Act 

was closely followed in 1855 by a further Act limiting the hability of company 

members, that is the shareholders. The genius of the Act was that, in the words of 

Mitchell and Sikka (1996, p.l) it created an:-

"a/Yi/fc/ar/ ". 

The joint-stock principle has been copied in one form or other throughout the world. 

The benefits it provides in the way of separating the legal persona, the company, fî om 

its owners/shareholders and thus allowing the company to contract with third parties 

without necessarily creating liabilities on its shareholders, their liabilities being limited 

to their shareholding only, was seen to be intrinsic for corporate economic success 

(Dunlop, 1998; Williams, 1999). The joint-stock principle has allowed companies to 

grow to gigantic size by providing the facility for thousands of people to invest in 

companies without taking on risks that they could ill afford. In the words of Dunlop 

(1998, p.l):-

In solving the investment/risk problem the joint-stock principle encouraged the 

separation of ownership, represented by directors, and operation, represented by the 

executive, and thus raised the issue of corporate governance. Although the joint-stock 

principle has been responsible for enormous success it has created two problems for 

corporate governance. Firstly, companies with a large number of investors have found it 

impossible to arrive at common shareholder agreements on m^or issues - the difficulty 

of effective two way communication with say, 250,000 shareholders is almost 

insurmountable. Secondly, the impact of companies on the social fabric of society has 

caused many groupings, for example, employees, suppliers, customers and community 

members, to attempt to exert influence on the activities of companies. These two 

factors have led to an increasing concern, amongst the population at large, with the 

purpose and effectiveness of corporate governance. It is no longer sufficient for 

modem corporations to justify their activities by claiming that profit maximisation is 
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their basic and overriding objective. Skeikh and Chatteqee (1995, p.2) for instance, 

have claimed that:-

Interestingly the new public/private enterprises could be said to be the reverse of this in 

that they would appear to be public institutions with private obligations. The gap 

between the two forms of organisation is thus reducing as each moves towards the 

other. Their corporate governance activities and concerns should, over time, 

accordingly tend to become similar. 

2.16 CADBURY COMMITTEE 

The mounting public concern with corporate governance in the private sector forced the 

Stock Exchange in conjunction with the accountancy profession to set up a committee, 

under the chairmanship of Adrian Cadbury, to investigate the financial aspects of 

corporate governance and make recommendations for improvement. Several 

committees were set up, after the Cadbuiy Committee (1992) had reported, to further 

investigate particular issues for example Greenbury (1995) and Hampel (1998). The 

final product from this last Committee was the ^Combined Code of Best Practice' with 

which companies listed on the Stock Exchange have to comply or justify non-adherence 

if considered inappropriate. Whilst recently Tumbull (1999) has reported on internal 

control procedures. 

The Combined Code places heavy reliance on the Non-Executive Directors to act as a 

counter balance to Executive Directors and prevent over dominance by any individual 

or small group. For all companies to comply with this requirement there would have to 

be (a) an accessible supply of good quality people willing to give the commitment of 

time necessary, and (b) the demand would need to be met by a number of people having 

several non-executive directorships, also (c) a number of executive directors would 

need to be willing to act as non-executives on other boards. It is the latter two 

probabilities that weaken the required independence of non-executive directors by 

providing the possibilities of collusion in mutual agreements, especially in 

remuneration committees, through interlocking directorships. A further weakness of 
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the Combined Code concerns the role of Institutional Investors such as Unit Trusts and 

Pension Funds who the code proposes should use their shareholding power to influence 

corporate governance in the cmnpanies in which they invest. However, institutional 

investors have to obtain a good return on their investments in order to satisfy their own 

investors and on most occasions would prefer to exercise this responsible by selling 

their shares and investing in other companies rather than attempting to rectify problems 

in a particular company. It is also suggested (Comfbrth & Edwards, 1998) that the 

Combined Code puts too much emphasis on control and monitoring and not enough on 

improving the quality of decision making by boards of directors. Finally the 

Combined Code is to some extent voluntary and not compulsory, it being possible to 

avoid difRcult situations by claiming the inappropriateness of the code in particular 

circumstances. Garratt (1997, p. 125) reports however that-

and mentions that W.H. Smith had announced that they had complied with seventeen of the 

nineteen recommendations. 

Williams (1999, p. 177) states that:-

"a/fer re/wc&ZMCg M MOW c/gar f/zaf /wge oW 

As the Cadbury Conmiittee (1992) was established by the Stock Exchange and the 

accountancy profession, it is probably to be expected that it should concentrate on the 

economic and financial control issues of corporate governance to the exclusion of the 

social issues, such as the demands of other stakeholder, which are causing a global re-

evaluation of the responsibilities of boards of directors and of the corporate governance 

function. 
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2.17 SEtAREHOLDER POWER 

Under UK company law directors are responsible to the shareholders for the performance of 

the company. To exercise their ownership power the shareholders need to be active 

participants, whereas, apart from small companies most shareholders are passive owners 

who readily exercise their ability to move by selling their shares. This situation was 

summed up by the Deputy Governor of the Bank of Scotland in the following words:-

f/3' foc/a/ oa' we// aa- /A ecoMo/»fc ZAere 

w 6̂ 7/6̂  /Aaf fAweAo/dierf Aave fo ̂ Ae 

^ /Ae/r zna6f/f(y or re/î cfoMce fo 7?zegf fAezr oA/zgofzo/w^ ow/zarĵ Ay oW fo 

engage m g;(̂ c/irwe c/fg/ogz/e wẑ A fAô e fA^ oppozM fo mwiagg fAe/r '& 

rgĵ oz/rcgĵ . A^wzge/Mg/zf Aôy occwpzg<̂  fAg vacz/wTM fAzzf crgafg /̂ aW ac/g(/... ay 

jcrouî  prqprzgfo/^y " Shaw (1993, p.28). 

Individual shareholder apathy has been a m^or influence on the practice of corporate 

governance in the UK. Directors have found it very difficult to account to shareholders who 

refuse to act as owners. This situation is begiiming to change, for instance tk re has lately 

been the formation of shareholder's associations who attempt to mobilise the support of 

shareholders in particular companies in order to bring about change on particular issues, for 

instance environmental concerns. The recent incident in December 1999, in which potential 

'carpetbaggers' in the Portman Building Society attempted to mobilise support through the 

Internet (the writer holds a membership deposit account in Portman and has received several 

such approaches) may well be a portent of future events as electronic communication 

between individuals with common coiKems becomes increasingly possible. There is also an 

act that has recently passed through Parliament that legalises electronic communication 

between companies and their shareholders, such as the sending of annual reports. 

The Cadbury Committee (1992) looked to institutional shareholders such as Unit Trusts, 

Pension Funds and Insurance Funds to use their collective size to bring influence to bear as 

owners, on company board of directors who failed to comply with the Code of Best 

Practice. But this raises issues. Firstly is the main duty of these financial institutions to act 

as shareholders and thus to pressurize companies where corporate governance issues are of 
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concern or are they fundamentally investors on behalf of their depositors or fundees and 

therefore only concerned with maximizing the short-term financial return on their 

investment? Secondly although these financial institutions are m^or investors, they seldom 

take a m^or shareholding in any particular company preferring to spread their investments 

over many companies and thus reducing their financial risk Short and Keasey (1997, p.24) 

comment on this position by stating that:-

ay a coZ/gcf/ve ow/z f/ze /TKyonYy q/" 

compa/zfgj:, o» aw z/K/h/fak&f/ fAezr are m /Ae regzoM q/̂ 2 -

Thirdly some of these financial institutions may have other business dealings with the 

company in which they invest funds they may for instance be the company's bankers or 

pension fund managers. They may have therefore a difficult conflict of interest. Fourthly it 

is uncertain if institutional investors, whose main skill is in fund management, will also 

have the skill to manage, advise or direct the management of a non-financial business. 

2.18 STAKEHOLDER THEORY 

The history of corporate governance within the private sector since the Joint Stock Act in 

1844 has been, up to quite recently, the domination of the profit maximization theory. 

Directors have been seen as agents of the shareholders, supervising the management to 

ensure that the maximum profit was made and that shareholders received a good financial 

return on their stock investment. In recent years however attempts have been made by a 

number of concerned citizens to pressurise companies to accept and act upon their wider 

responsibilities to the community as a whole. This is an example of the increasing trend for 

private corporations to accept that they have public obligations thus narrowing the gap 

between them and the new public/private enterprises. The whole area of corporate 

governance has thus widened considerably and directors are now seen increasingly as 

arbiters who decide which stakeholders are to be recognised in particular circumstances and 

the balance of priorities between them. The directors then ensure that the strategic plans of 

their companies incorporate the obligations imposed by these stakeholders. 

Some commentators, for example Sternberg (1998), reject strongly the stakeholder theory 

and argue in general that the term stakeholder could be extended to include every person in 



many difkrent guises, and (hat ± e stakeholder theoiy means, therefore, that a company is 

responsible to everyone and should balance their different interests. Sternberg (1998) takes 

the extreme view and claims that as this is an impossible task the end result is responsibility 

to no-one. Sternberg's specific arguments against stakeholder theory are that the balance of 

a multitude of stakeholder interest is not possible and that it is also not possible to define 

adequately those interests so that they can be used as governance objectives and in any case 

the interests of different stakeholders would undoubtedly be in conflict. In such a situation it 

would be left to the executives to arbitrarily interpret these interests and therefore set their 

own objectives. Sternberg (1998) further argues, that just because certain stakeholders are 

affected by a company's activities does not give them automatically the legitimate right to 

control the company or hold it to account and that to recognise stakeholder theory subverts 

the rights of ownership that in turn supports the legal basis on which Western economic 

structure is based. On the other hand Sternberg (1998, p. 8) suggests that &ee market forces, 

as created by stakeholders as individual consumers, will eventually force companies to alter 

their position regarding particular issues, and states that:-

A/f gco/zo/M/c fwppor/ oA /Ae /MoW /Ag/z fAe 

On the other hand Williams (1999, p. 193) contends that stakeholder interests should be 

acknowledged by law and that directors should be:-

"gh/gn a c/ear /o Wo accoz/M/ m foAmg or approvmg 

2.19 UNITARY / TWO TIER BOARDS 

The norm for company boards of directors in the UK is the Unitary Board that is one board 

comprising of executives and non-executives. Attempts have been made in the past to widen 

board membership to include particular types of directors, for instance the Bullock Report 

(1977) recommended worker participation at directorship level in board decisions. More 
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recently the Cadbury Committee (1992) recommended the appointment of non-executive 

directors to provide an independent view at board meetings and to undertake specific duties, 

such as serving on the audit, remuneration and the appointments committees. The Cadbuiy 

Commi#ee Report (1992) in suggesting specific responsibilities for non-executive directors 

has implied a distinction between this type of director and executive directors, although 

under UK company law there is no legal difference. It could be said therefore that the 

recommendations of the Cadbury Committee are the initial moves of UK board structure 

towards the Two-Tier Board as found in other countries, notably Germany. This view has 

been expressed by Shaw (1993, p.2&) as follows:-

- or /More a /wo-Z/ef %% f ̂ ^ca/zz/wz/zf zf /Aa/ 

(Arecfzozz - or govgrMamcg- /KK Mow Aegyz eap/zczf/y ̂ orn ezgcz/Avg 

Germany has for a number of years been seen as a model of good economic management 

and not unexpectedly its corporate governance system of two-tier boards has been seen as a 

'good-practice' that supports Germany's vibrant economic growth as against the sluggish 

economic growth of the UK. The German system is to have a wholly Management Board 

(The Vorstand) responsible for the operations of the business and who report to a 

Supervisory Board (The Aufsichtsrat) composed of non-executives including worker 

representatives. This two-tier system has been the common practice in Germany since 

legislation was enacted in the 1920's, apart 6om a brief intervention during the war years. 

The corporate governance system employed in particular countries is a result of many factors 

affecting the culture within that country and not just the supporting legal Gramework. In this 

regard the German culture is said to be at the 'co-operation' end of the behaviour spectrum 

whilst the UK culture is said to be at the 'confrontationa)' end. (Charkham 1994, p. 7) slates 

that:-

"Germaw Aave zzever Aeezz f/ze fAaf fAe ecoMomx wz// ^ 

coz?^fffzo/z affZA/zozty/y 

Germans have also been described by Chaddiam (1994) as having a belief that the interests 

of the community have a high priority. This together v/ith the cooperative anti-competition 

ethos have combined to enable boards of directors to take a longer view rather than the UK 
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short-termism, in which communis interests are as important as profit making for 

shareholders, not profit maximization as in the UK. As well as this cultural difference the 

German shareholding system is different than in the UK with individual shareholders, due to 

the Bearer Share system, having to deposit their shares at banks for safekeeping. The banks, 

acting as custodians, are then able to act as proxies for these shareholders, after due 

notification to them. This duty, together with their own shareholdings, gives the banks 

tremendous power to influence the Aufsichtsrat on corporate governance matters, in 

particular to take a longer-term and more cautious perspective on financial issues. Recent 

legislation has altered this situation however and banks can now only exercise their own 

rights or act as proxies and have had to surrender their chairmanship role (Williams, 1999). 

A large proportion of German companies are also family owned or at least controlled by a 

m^ority shareholder, fbr example Ezzamel and Warson (1997, p.239) cite the fbllowing:-

"7%e zar f A c z f f A e r e ^ /eoaf o/ze 

jfAareAo/fjer owMmg more f/za/z vofmg fAw&y, J 7% fAere ^ 

a mcybrz!)/ wAo oww more f/mn Frank and Mayer (1995)". 

The presence of family or m^ority shareholders also encourages German companies to take 

a longer-term view on financial performance whilst down playing the importance of the 

capital market. 

2.20 NON-EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS 

The Cadbury Committee Report (1992) places a great deal of emphasis on the importance of 

non-executive directors to provide an impartial and independent voice at board meetings and 

to monitor the performance of the executives of the company and also to serve on sub-

committees such as Audit, Remuneration and Nomination. In practice what has developed 

over the years in the UK is a cosy, comfortable network of cross directorships or only 

slightly independent non-executive directors, fbr example ex-executives or executives of 

other companies, who look after the interests, such as remuneration levels, of each other. 

Ezzamel and Warson (1997, p. 62) report on several studies into the independence of non-

executive directors, fbr example:-
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# if wft/e/y recogMwec/ fAaf //;g 6oor(& 

(̂ /reĉ oM q/̂  UK̂  co/?y?aMfeĵ  ore ggMeraZ/y (/ommafec/ gxgCMfh/e& For a 

Ay ̂ emmg/OM-.S'cô  ^799^ M)M-€Jcgc«fh;e D/rgcfor Aafwrrcĵ  - Co/poro^e 

^egWer ((Myy J - 9, q/̂ 7672 cowmgrcW oW ^ m / r W L%r /Mfe(7 co/f^awfef/owkf 

OR average 63% q/"Aoar̂ / /MeW'erj' were etgcz/f/ve.; q/ f/ze//rm aw/ fAaf fAe 

//Kyor/(); q/" //ze Mo/z-aieczff̂ gf were z« gzecz/^&y q/̂  o ^ r co/xpaR/ef ". 

A report prepared by Ernst & Young (1997) based on 300 computer assisted telephone 

interviews found that around 60% of boards had non-executive directors and that the non-

executive directors were, on average, also non-executive members of three other boards. 

7 B E TVEPKf [ /BjC/OPR/K4rE ^ECrOjg 

2.21 INTRODUCTION 

The new public/private sector corporations are Quasi Autonomous Non Governmental 

Organisations termed Quangos. Several thousand of these organisations have been formed 

covering a large variety of public services. Warner (1995, p.6) has commented on the 

difference between private and public enterprises in the following words:-

"Cff/zew gjtpecf fAezr ra/Aer fAe 

way fAaf /̂ rA'a/̂ g oM&y do, ĝcaztyg j7z/67fc are /or fAg 

j-̂ ewarok/ẑ  a/zt/ aye q/"^wWa«ffa//w6/fc aW rê owcgmy, aW/?arf(x 6ecawâ g 

(/ecMfOfW faA:eM 6y /w6Z/c 6o(7/ê  /zave ĵ /g/ẑ caM^ (//rec^ //?y)ac/ OM fAe 

/fva; q/̂  a /arger /mW'e/' q/̂ cffzzgM& ". 

A great deal of the literature on Quangos mentions the corporate governance issues arising 

&om this difference in required conduct. This part of the literature review discusses these 

concerns of (i) the unrepresentative composition of their boards, (ii) the apparent loss of 

democratic power over ±eir activities, and (iii) the growing trend of cross board-

membership amongst a local elite of business people. Also highlighted is the corporate 

governance issue arising from the considerable variation in the governance structures of 

quangos. As an example the corporate governance arrangements in the quangos created by 

the reorganisation of the National Health Service and Kg^er Education (excluding the 'old% 
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pre 1992 Universities) are examined. Both services consume huge amounts of public 

money, the demand for which is unhkely to be ever fiilly met The search for greater 

efBciency and effectiveness is likely therefore to continue. Both Services involve the 

detailed control of public expenditure at a local level - the individual hospital or institution. 

Governance arrangements are therefore practiced at that local level. Both Services consist of 

very visible 'open-access' organisations that are subject to intense public scrutiny. Both 

services are also seen as means by which the equalisation of society can be facilitated and 

exhibited. This positions them very high on the political list of sensitive policy areas. Also 

governors and senior managers in both services need to act in close co-operation and 

harmony with the ^in-house' professionals - if for no other reason than that these 

professionals employ very high levels of complex skiUs of which lay governors are unlikely 

ever to acquire more than a superGcial knowledge. It could perhaps be expected therefore 

that the corporate governance issues in these two major public services, and their 

corresponding governance practices would be similar. Yet both are seen to be examples of 

the previously mentioned plurality of corporate governance arrangements established for 

quangos. The new governance structures and the board responsibilities in both services are 

discussed. Particular attention being paid to the roles of the paid Chairperson and Non-

Executive Directors in the National Health Service and Shared Governance, Board 

Composition and Governor Training in Higher Education. Mention is also made to various 

national reports that have commented on the role of governors in the new higher education 

structure. These reports highlight problems that have become generally apparent during the 

early years of the new corporate governance arrangements. The National Audit OfRce 

reports that are discussed highlight, on the other hand, those problems that have arisen in the 

governance arrangements of particular institutions. 

It would appear that the changes in the corporate governance structures within the National 

Health Service have brought a more business-like approach to board activities. However this 

would seem to have happened at the expense of (i) 'democratic control' especially from 

local interests, (ii) the influence of the 'in-house' professionals and (iii) the quality of board 

debate. The dislike of dissension at board meetings would also seem to have severely 

limited the benefits arising from Non-Executive members bringing an independent view to 

board deliberations. In the case of the New Universities and Colleges of Higher Education it 

would appear that in general the new governance arrangements are working well. However 

in a number of institutions this has not been so. For instance the National Audit ofKce has 
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raised a number of concerns regarding the effectiveness of the governance arrangements at 

individual institutions. 

2.22 QUANGOS 

The UK Conservative Government in the 1980/90's embarked on a policy of 'privatising' 

huge sections of the public sector in the belief that opening up the public machinery to 

competition, and importing the private sector ethos and its concern with outputs rather than 

inputs into the management of public services, would produce m^or efRciency gains. The 

resultant Quasi Autonomous Non-Governmental Organisations (QUANGOS), although not 

being part of the ofBcial governmental machinery, are mechanisms which the government, 

and ministers in particular, have found to be very effective devices for delivering 

governmental policies. Quangos have also bestowed greater power at the centre over the 

function of pohcy making and the implementation of priorities. The perceived 'arms-

length' distance &om the government allowing ministers to establish objectives for these 

organisations and then using the allocation of resources as means of ensuring the 

achievement of those objectives. In the case of schools, for example, Ball (1994, p. 10) has 

commented that:-

me acfn'/fy oW f w g e f - r e / a f e c / a f a coMfro/, 

fo/zy/fOM fo fAe wAfc/z 

f/ze ffafe fo "yfeeragg " over f/ze goa/f 

Due to the complexity, and in some cases, vagueness, of this unofficial governmental 

machinery it is not possible to give the exact number of quangos in existence, in any case 

more are being created each year, but Weir and Hall (1994, p.4) have stated that:-

or EGO 'f (kxTfrn govem;?zeMf 

oW we f/ze 'grwa/igo' cowz/ fo /zear/y 

7,000 6o6/zga zn 7PP2-PJ. T/z f/za/year EGO jpapzf f 6 6z//zoM - a f/zW q/" 
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The same authors estimate that the number of board members on these organisations to be 

over 65,000. In a subsequent publication Weir and Beetham (1999, p.202) produce a table 

showing that the number of Executive Quangos had increased from 5573 in 1994 to 5681 in 

1997. 

Several commentators on public policy (Jones, 1995; Plummer, 1994; and Skelcher, 1998) 

argue that the transfer of power from publicly accountable services to minister-elected or 

self-appointing board members was a serious loss of democratic power. The government on 

the other hand claimed that democracy is achieved through the market place and through 

such devices as the Citizen's Charter (Weir and Hall, 1994). This argument is especially 

relevant when the personal characteristics of quango board members is considered. Skelcher 

and Davis (1995, p. 11) who researched into 'local appointed bodies', which form part of the 

Quango empire, comment that:-

"7%^ <%re wA/fe, /mz/e, we// m or TTZonaggrW 

aW ovgr j. Two fA/rek worA: m f A e f A r e e m eve/y 

ybw Zfve or tforA m f/ze area fervec/ Ay fAe OM wAfcA 

The relevance, to corporate governance issues, of this 'unrepresentativeness' of quango board 

members (although it could 1% said that the above personal characteristics are probably 

typical of all board members whatever the organisation) is that the personal characteristics 

and experiences of board members will automatically, and in unseen ways, influence the 

basic assumptions &at they bring to their decision making. This is especially important as 

these board members will be taking political decisions regarding for instance the priorities of 

resource allocation, that will seriously affect different groups of society in different, and 

sometimes, conflicting ways. Skelcher and Davis (1995) suggest that the argument against 

this view is that it would be impracticable to construct a board in which members represented 

all groups of society and that in any case it would be undesirable in that board members 

should bring to their deliberations a wide breadth of experience and knowledge which their 

acting as representatives would diminish. Skelcher and Davis (1995) found that board 

members did not see themselves as acting as representatives of any social group or political 

party, but did see themselves, through their board membership, as serving the community in a 

general sense. Their research revealed that members mostly were not overly concerned with 

their external accountability role and were more concerned with their internal role, for 

instance the authors comment that:-
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"Ow fAaf Aoorof Aavg mz/cA grea/gr /wo/vemg/z/ o/z 

orc/fv/f/gĵ  f^e Zfoare/ fAoM w//A ĵ e/T//cg or /Ag co/MWZ/M/Zy, a///;oz(gA 

/A r̂g « fo/»g fAe Wa/zcg " (Skelcher and Davis, 1995, p.43). 

'Vw^ec/ accoz/n/aA/rffy cgcyTearA' »of fo 6eyoreTMoaf m f/ze mmck ĉ memAerf 

ZocaZ 6ocf/e ,̂ /zowgver //T̂ orfOMf w m ^enw q/̂ fAe gove/Tzayzcg q/" 

fAe j^ecfor" (Skelcher and Davis, 1995, p.43). 

Quangos are accountable in an upwards process to the funding councils and regulatory 

bodies and finally to the Minister and the Public Accounts Committee. There is the 

imposition by the authorities of a minimum public accountability in the form of published 

Annual Accounts and Report. The appointment normally of the Chief Executive as the 

nominated Accounting Officer provides, in the extreme, financial accountabihty to 

parliament which by-passes the board members.. 

At a time when the subject of corporate governance is of considerable public concern and as 

a result the issues of accountability, transparency and standards of behaviour have been ±e 

subject of several m^or enquiries, such as the Cadbury Committee (1992) and the Nolan 

Committee (1996 and 1997), it is worrying that quango boards are so unrepresentative. 

Skelcher (1998, p.60, p.66 and Table 4.9, p.69) researched this issue and derived the 

following conclusions:-

"CWy 2 pgr cenf aiv Aavzng /(â zon orzgzw aW / per cgMf aa: 

6/ac^ v^zarz or v^o-Carz66ean. TTzM comparer wzfA pqpz/Wzo/z q/"E/zg/oW 

Wzere J per ce/zr ara^ oM efA/zzc /Mmorz(y Aaĉ growwdk " 

"82% Aave a (fggrgg or prq/^f zowzZ ^oc^yowzcf (ty agaz/z&f 2 q/̂  fAe popifZâ zofz 

The research found that within these overall figures there was considerable variabihty 6om 

one type of local appointed body to another, for example the gender balance on NHS Trusts 

was 60 male:40 female as against 87:13 on Training and Enterprise Councils. 

Many members of local appointed bodies are also members of other similar bodies, for 

example:-
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over a// /oca/ (gyofMfet/ Aoc^ memAe/'A' Ao/(f more fAa/z owe coMcwrenf 

/w6//c Skelcher (1998, p.73). 

Interestingly this phenomenon is not confined to Quangos or, for that matter, to the UK. For 

instance Herzlinger (2000, p.34) reports ±at:-

"... vzrA/<y//x a// C/SForfwie JOO CEOj: jrerve on /ZOM 6ow6k - 36/)er ceMf 

o/z 6oar(6 ". 

This culture of cross-membership of bodies leads to an anxiety that a local elite of mainly 

business members have taken a dominating role in local appointed bodies to the possible 

detriment of corporate governance aspects of openness, legitimacy of decisions, 

accessibility, transparency and the safeguarding of stakeholders, such as the community, 

( Skelcher, 1998; Warner, 1995). The importation of the business management ethos has 

also encouraged a reluctance to undergo public scrutiny and a defensive reaction to criticism 

of any sort. (Skelcher, 1998; Skelcher and Davis, 1995; Warner, 1995; Weir and Hall, 

1994). 

A further feature of Quango corporate governance is that there are considerable variations in 

the process and structures of governance. For instance, some membership appointments are 

made by ministers and some by the members themselves, some members are paid Wiilst 

others are not. Some boards have a high complement of non-executives (e.g. TECs), others 

have only just over 50% (e.g. NHS Trusts). Each type of body seems to have different 

codes of guidance, rules and regulations issued by various organisations. The high degree 

of variation was commented upon by Plummer (1994, p.4) v%o said:-

are governed/ a re/wzr^^/e /ac,t̂  c/w/fM Aow .yAow/(;f 6e 

goveme^/ wicf fo wAo;?z ore accowz/aA/e ". 

However, the goveniment seemed content with this high level of plurality, as shown by the 

H.M. Treasury's (1996, p.3 paragraph 8 and p.9 paragraph 9) response to the Nolan 

Committee's First Report, which stated that:-

"Z%e Goverwoenf Ae/revef f&zf CAe c^^re/zcef Aefweew wA/cA we 

argue agaz/wf mipoj'mg a ĵ mg/e ^^cfwe o« a// CAa»geĵ  wow/t/ 
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f/zere way evzdlg?zce /Aaf cz/rreMf arra/zgemgRfj; were 

Mof worÂ mg, aW fAere were cZear groẑ mityybr 6eJ/evmg f/wz/ a wz^rm jŷ yfew 

wo«/(f pm êĉ  :$faw5(ar(6 more e(^cffve(y ". 

"7%e govermmewf c^ef Tzof, Amvever, 6e/feve fAaf a amg/e q^roacA if nece&A'ary, or 

6kjryra6/e, ^ovz^aW fAaf f/ze OKfcome mee/g regwremewf̂  q/̂  f/ze êf oz^ m fAe 

ZreaLyz/;}'CoJ'e". 

2.23 THE NEW NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE 

As previously explained the New National Health Service is an example of a new 

public/private organisation that in many ways is comparable to Higher Education, for 

instance both are m^or areas of public expenditure in which control has been largely 

delegated down to the local level. Both areas are also subject to intense public scrutiny and 

therefore are areas of political sensitivity. Nevertheless their respective governance 

arrangements, as established by the government, are very different. In the case of the 

National Health Service, the major corporate governance issues are discussed below. 

2.24 

The National Health Service (NHS) is one of the largest employers in Europe. From its 

inception in 1948 to its 'privatisation' in 1990 its governance was subject to continual 

tension, at local board level, between those members Wio were local authority 

representatives and the professional members who worked within the service. The current 

structure of the NHS was largely set out in the Conservative Government's White Paper 

entitled 'Working for Patients' (Department of Health, 1989). The government's proposal 

was to establish self governing institutions (to be named trusts) operated as quasi 

independent organisations and governed by a board of directors. After due consultation 

these proposals became law with the passing of the NHS and Community Care Act 

(Department of Health, 1990). The NHS thus became one of the first public services to be 

operated on the lines of private businesses with each trust having a governing body of 

eleven members comprising of five executive members, five non-executive members who 

were paid for their services and a part-time, paid, non-executive Chairperson, the m^ority 

of board members were thus non-executives. Initially all members were appointed by the 
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Secretary of State for Health, but gradually, as vacancies arose, members came to be 

appointed by the board itself^ other than the Chairperson who has continued to be appointed 

by the Secretary of State for Health. It was expected that these new boards would bring a 

much more business and customer responsive approach &om which major efBciency 

savings would result, and in which the non-executive members would be more able to 

question and challenge the executive members especially on mzyor governance issues. As 

stated by Ferlie, Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1995, p.378):-

f ybroM 6e/zm;(ow aW fo more cAa//eMgz»g g;cecz/fh;e 

Several commentators have pointed out that the NHS reforms have also led to a trans&r of 

power away from the medical professionals to a new breed of NHS managers, for example:-

"7%g rgcenf w e fo power 

Mew/y creafgf/ /naMagerW groz^ af /Ae eayewe 6ofA /oca/ az/fAor/fy 

/7r(:^j6vo/Kf//'̂ /'g6g/z^af/ve& " Ashburner(1997, p. 287). 

The Code of Conduct and the Code of Accountability for NHS Boards (Department of 

Health, 1994) stresses the importance of public service values in the governance of NHS 

organisations. Whilst recognising that patients take prior place, the Code emphasised that 

high standards in both personal and corporate conduct was required in which accountability, 

probity and openness were paramount, and in which the organisation should be governed in 

a socially responsible maimer. Boards were also tasked to ensure that:-

aW ofAer rg^rf.y vAoWtf 6e /.Mz/ec/ m gootf f/Me fo o/Z aw/ 

m com/Mz/»f(y wAo Aave a /eg/ff/wzfe zMfereî f m Aea/fA /o aZ/ow^/// 

C0w/di2ra/70/z ̂  /Aojre wiyAmg fo affeW pwA/fc meefmgf o» /oca/ Aea/f/z zfjrwef " 

Department of Health (1994, p.4). 

In addition to the above, NHS boards were required to hold one meeting in public each year. 

The new NHS structure of governance, with a board of directors, who although independent 

in many ways, are subservient to the demands of the Minister of State for Health, this being 

especially true of the Chairperson, can be likened to a board of subsidiary companies in the 
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private sector, who are controlled, sometimes explicitly, but normally implicitly, by their 

parent company. This increase of 'central' control at the expense of local influence, as 

exercised throu^ elected local authority councillors acting as members, is seen by many as 

a serious democratic loss to the general pubhc as reflected by Jones (1995, p. 14):-

fAg cz/rreM/ fg/w w 

Aer fAam /o pafzeM/iy or fAe a; 

ferv/ce weM, fAe pz/A/fc ĵ /iozz/c/ /zave More z/z w/zaf î ervzcef we ak/h'grecâ  

Aow are Aow /wz/cA 

2.25 Of^D/RECrOAy 

The board members of the NHS Trusts, whether executive or non-executive, share the 

responsibility for corporate governance and for all board decisions. The Chief Executive is 

responsible to the board for implementing those decisions and for the operation of the trust's 

business, with the board's non-executive members, including the Chairperson, being 

responsible fbr monitoring the effectiveness of the executive management NHS boards 

have six key functions under the 'Code of Accountability' as follows:-

"7b (ArecfzoM orgmzwafzo/z wzY/zm fAe overa// po/zczgjr azzt/ 

ĵ rzorzfza; f/ze Govem/Mezzf aW f/ze TVHS', azzzzzaz/ o/ze/ Zozzger 

oZyec/zv&y aW agree /o arcAzeve /Ae/m 

"Zb oversee fAe (feZzve/y Ẑwzzzec/ reĵ zz/Zf 6}/ zzzozzzformg perŷ rz/zazzce aga 

o^ecfzvef aW eziM/rz/zg correcfzve czcYzo/z zf fa^e/z wAere /zecef^a/y ". 

"7b ezzazzre eĵ ĉ̂ zveyzzzazzczo/ fArozzgA va/zze^r zMOMay.yzwzMcza/ 

cozzfro/ aW/zzzazzczaZ /)/azz/zz/zg aW aZrafegy". 

"7b emzzre ZÂZ AzgA AZczWarcZs co/porczZe goverwz/zce oWj%;r&'owzZ 6gAm;zozzr ore 

mazzzfaz/zê / z/z fAe cozzf̂ cf /Ae 6zzyzzzej:jr q/" fAe v̂Ao/e oẑ gwzwafzozz". 

"7b appozzzf, approve aW rezzzzzzzeraẐ e ĵ ezzzor ExeczzZĥ ef ". 

"7b e/z.yzzre zAoZ fAere zâ  ê /̂ cfzve (̂ za/ogzze ^efwee/z Âe orga/zwâ zo/z azztf zAe /oca/ 

cozMzzzz/zzz(y ozz zfĵ  aWper/bry?zwzce aW zAaf fA&ye are reapowzve fo fAe 

cozMzzzzzMzZy 'f zzeedly 

Department of Health (1994, p 8/9). 
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AAer a hesitant start the new style boards do seem to have brought a more business-like 

atmosphere into NHS deliberation. Ferlie, Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1995, p.383) who 

investigated the new boards in the first few years of their life make the following comment:-

fo an acAfeve/Memf onenfofzoM aw/ o w a r y a 

However, it was noticed that the boards very soon developed their own organisation culture 

in which particular behaviour patterns, such as courtesy, agreement, harmony and 

compliance were promoted and individual board members who disagreed with particular 

issues had to carefully exhibit their dissent if they were not to be side-lined. Ferlie, 

Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1995, p387) commented on this behaviour as fbllows:-

fvg //W aw /zW fo ei/remeZy Arave a 

Peck (1995, p. 138) commented on the same behaviour patterns, evidenced during his studies 

into NHS Boards, in the following way:-

v/ew; a mrgA/ reaf/i/y o&y/". 

Ashbumer (1997, p.290) has also remarked that:-

OM prrvafe fgcfor TMOMagemenf gxpgrzence aW /Ae rgmova/ 

Organisational culture theory would suggest that such strong group culture towards a 

consensus would lead to the board creating its own reality in which it would unconsciously 

filter out messages from those outside the board, such as ±e medical professionals or even 

the patients, which did not conform to their group's views. In such cases it would take the 

regular infusion of new members who would bring their own perceptions to the board, or a 

serious disaster, before the board realigned its group culture. New board members would 

however have to be very strong-minded individuals to take the necessary assertive stance at 

a time when their knowledge and understanding of the National Health Service is likely to be 
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minima]. The experience in the Private Sector would indicate that dissenting non-executive 

board members are removed Aom o%ce. Williams (1999, p. 152) reports that:-

fAaf woTzfec/ fo 6g "cAaZ/gngmg", 27% Aaf/removet/ on jVEO 

qi^ce,ybr rgayoTW wA/cA q^en '^ryoTza/re/afzow/zyj^" aW 'Wf̂ reMcgf q/̂  

opm/oM 

2.26 CK42RfE%y(W 

Unlike the position in other privatised public services, such as Further and Higher 

Education, the Chairperson of NHS Trusts is appointed by the Secretary of State, is paid a 

salary of approximately fl5,000 - f20,000 and is expected to work for 3-5 days each month. 

The role of the Chairperson is set out in the 'Code of Accountability' referred to earlier and 

is to:-

"EfWMre fAaf aw/ are (ywcz/wg<̂  6y fAe m a 

/Mawzer". 

"ZTwz/re fAg 6oar(/ /zo; aok^z/afg jr&gyorf aW K provfc/giaf wzfA a// fAe 

MgcgAva/y akf/a on wAfcA fo Aave akcAMf)MLv 

"Aea(/ 6oar<y a yor/zza/Zy &(pywm ĝ(/rg/MZ//zeraffozz 

cozw?zz#eg f/zg /zzaz/z Aoartf ofz fAg q̂ ŷ ozzzfzzzg/z/, f^rawa/ aWrg/?zzzngra/zo/z fAg 

CAẑ E^gczzfh'g aW (wzfA f/zg /affgr^ ofAgr g%gcz/̂ g 6oar<y /»gz»6grj;". 

7zozz-g;(gcz/Avg Ẑ oart/ zzzg/zẑ grĵ  fo azz azA:/zf coTWzzz/fge q/̂ fAg zzzaz/z ^oarc/". 
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fAroz<g/z fAe reg/omz/ mgrn̂ e/" q/̂ f/ze fo/fcy ̂ oarc/ om 

/Ag pe^rmaMce q/̂  M077-€Lx;ecẑ /ve Aoar̂ y memZwM ". 

Department of Health (1994, p 9/10) 

2.27 

NHS Trust Boards contain Eve non-executive members. The Code of Accountability states 

that:-

"A/b»-eiec2f#pe Aoorf/ we 6y or on q/̂ /Ag Slgcre/aTy q/̂  

/<) Zirmg wz yzÂ e/wg/z/̂  /o o/; q/̂  aYmfegy. 

aW acco«Mfa6///(); fAroz<gA fAe Erecw /̂ve fo AA/zŵ erĵ  aW fo 

fAe /oca/ commzoz;^" Department of Health (1994, p. 10). 

Non-executive members also serve on those board committees responsible for remuneration 

and appraisal of executive board members and for overseeing the internal and external audit 

functions. They are expected to bring the advantages of a wide experience combined with 

independence to the board's deliberations. In addition they are expected also to oversee 

specific functions with the agreement of the board, such as the responsiveness to the local 

community and to take part in staff disciplinary appeals and professional conduct enquiries. 

Non-executive board members thus find themselves in a difficult position of being part of a 

board whilst needing to bring an independence of judgement to board discussions, and also 

being responsible for monitoring the effectiveness of the executive board members. Their 

effectiveness is curtailed by largely being dependent on the information presented to the 

board by the executive members who will invariably have a much more detailed knowledge 

of the issues to be discussed. Ashbumer, Ferlie and Fitzgerald (1993, p. 18) comment in 

their study of NHS boards that:-

"TTzg q/̂  fAe fo ezgczffh'e fo 

wA/cA / a / e r f o coM/e/zfwit;, acfwa/Zy fo fAe 

aw/ ^f&y were, OM fAe aW a/Mowzf q/̂ ff̂ rma/fOM 

The Audit Commission (1995, p.5) reported on Corporate Governance in the NHS, 

especially as regards the role of Non-Executive Directors, and commented that there were 

four issues that contributed to their effectiveness, namely:-
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^ A ) Ro/z-erecz^e (Arecfor ê ĉ /veMĝ yf w 

fwz{̂ czeM/ AMowZeĉ g q/̂ /Ae Aea//A ^grv/ce ". 

"7%e Ae/wzvyoz/r oakpfay Zy CAazrmgM, cAẑ 6%gcwffyg&, oracz/fh/e (ArecfoM oW ^ 

»oM-ejcec«f!ve (//reĉ orjr fAe/Twe/v&s jffroMg(y ;?̂ MgMcg fAe Jegree wAfcA Mo»-

axecz/̂ fwe cf/rec^orf ca/z OKzte <3 coM&̂ /T/c/fve coM/n6z//fo» ô fAe Aowc/'f 

"Boarak wor^»g pracfzcgf wg zy?;porfaMf m Aĝ zVzg fzo/z-g%gcz/fh'g dzrgcforĵ  fo 

coM/rz6zf/g /Ag /ga/M ". 

"A/bM-gA:ggzzf/vg (//rggforâ  m fAg A%y arg g/vgM a ^gc^c ro/g z/z g/zAwzcmg 6oar(6' 

rg^o/zfzvgfzgff /o /Agyw6/zg z/z /Ag Cfx/ay. 6owdk Aavg co7zcg»/m ĝ<y o/z 

zŷ nzzzMg fAg pzzA/zc 6z^ f/z^ /̂zozz/cf tAo^cz^g OM Aow fo occozz/zf fAg 

/7Z/6//C 'j; vfgw/â  (ZTZ/f o» ma^/zg ̂ Ag/wgA/gf zMorg wzfwgmA/g fo fAg /)zz6/zc ". 

The Audit Commission's report recommended that non-executive directors should undergo 

induction programmes to give them adequate knowledge of the NHS, but should also be 

encouraged to seek further knowledge by establishing personal contacts within the Trust, 

and within the NHS as a whole. 

Many NHS non-executive directors have been found to take their role very seriously and to 

see this as their commitment to making a public service contribution. For example Ferlie, 

Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1995, p.383) comment that:-

"A/bf o/z^ arg zzzw^ vY5S' Mo/z-gxrgczẑ gĵ  /?grfo/za/i^ Aa/gzz/gâ  arg aAfo q/̂ g/z 

(/gfAcafgtf (ybr gxa7zy?Zg Azg/z offgw&z/zcg rafg^. 4̂ pzz6/zc fgrvzcg gf/zo^ 

ĵ zzrv/vgy aw/ waa: r^wrfgci fo zi; z/z /̂ grj'o/za/ z/z/grvzgwf, gvg/z a/zzo/zg zzza/g/ q/ f/zg 

/)gqp/g 6^ozzz/g(/yrofM fAg prn/a/g â gcfor ". 

2.28 TEE NEW HIGHER EDUCATION CORPORATIONS 

The corporate governance arrangements, as established by the government, in the New 

Universities and Colleges of Higher Education are different from ±ose established for ±e 

National Health Service. The major corporate governance issues for these Higher Education 

institutions are discussed below. 
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2.29 

The present pattern of English Higher Education was fairly clearly predicted in the 

publication issued by the Department for Education and Science (1987) under the title 

"Higher Education - Meeting the Challenge". At that time there had been a significant 

increasing demand for new graduates, mainly due to economic factors such as growth 

and structure changes that were expected to continue. The publication stated that the 

extra demand would need to be matched by making higher education institutions 

respond more effectively to the economic needs of the country through improving 

access, quality and efficiency. This theme of 'more for less' together with a greater 

involvement with the social and economic needs of the country followed the trend set in 

America as exempliGed by Ingram (1993, p. 13) who said that:-

q / " w e /zof new we /or 

fAe WM/ even ew/fer (/ecacZgf.- rewwc&y cowp/ec/ w/fA 

r w m g y b r wore /zrWMCf/vzfy, more 

f/ywf OM ecoMO/Mfc (/eve/qp/neM ,̂ /More reZeva/zce fo awf /ze^ jpre^mg focW 

pro6/e77ty a™/ evem Domg more /or /e f̂ wf// 6e a centra/ fAeme /or 

jrome fzme 

Certainly within the UK the above trend has continued and shows no signs of coming to an 

end. 

The government stated in the above publication (Department of Education and Science 

1987) that the National Advisory Board for Public Sector Education (NAB) in their 

'Good Management Practice Studies' had collected evidence to show that the influence 

of local authorities over the polytechnics and colleges, who at that time enrolled over 

one half of those students entering into higher education, were preventing those 

institutions from being efficient and from establishing good working relationships with 

local businesses. The government therefore decided to free these polytechnics and 

colleges from local authority control and established them as independent, autonomous 

Higher Education Corporations with their own governing bodies. These governing 

bodies were to be composed of a m^ority of members &om local industry, businesses 

and professions and on which local authority dominance would be impossible. These 

new corporations came into being under the terms of the Education Reform Act 1988 
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which set out model Articles of Governance which determined the conduct of these 

new bodies. 

The initial appointments to the various boards of governors were made by the Secretary 

of State, following which the corporation, that is the Board of Governors, were required 

to determine their membership by stating the number of members in each membership 

category, as outlined in the model articles, subject to the constraint that at least 50% of 

the total membership had to be made up of "̂ independent members' defined in the 

Education Reform Act (1988, Section 7.2(a)) as:-

ctyacf/y m fw/ziy/rW, co/M/nercW, or or /Ae 

The subsequent Further and Higher Education Act (1992) which, amongst other 

measures, removed the binary line, thus allowing polytechnics to become Universities 

as well as those Higher Education Colleges who met certain criteria, and created three 

Higher Education Funding Councils for England, Wales and Scotland, also required the 

existing Boards of Governors to redetermine their membership numbers and 

composition in accordance with new guidelines. At present Boards of Governors may 

be between twelve and twenty four members, plus the Principal, with the m^ority 

being independent members. Two members each can be nominated by the academic 

board and the students whilst at least one, and up to nine members could be co-opted by 

the board, but of which at least one has to be a person with experience in providing 

education. Under these new provisions:-

" The board was given the power to have, or not have, academic board and student 

noniinees whereas previously it was required to have one of each. 

" The requirement to have local authority nominees and a teacher and general staff 

nominee was no longer mandatory. Instead the Board of Governors were given the 

power to co-opt up to nine members. Co-opted members could be recommended by 

particular groups, such as academic and support staff or local authorities, but the 

board could refuse membership to any individual put forward by these groups. Co-
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opted members were precluded from acting under mandates given to them by the body 

they represented. 

Higher Education Corporations (HEC's) as established under the Education Reform Act 

(1988), as amended by the further and Higher Education Act (1992), operated under 

the terms of their Instrument of Government and Articles of Government, as approved 

by the Secretary of State. In the case of those who operate as companies limited by 

guarantee their memorandum and articles of association include similar terms. In 

relation to the use of public funds HEC's have to abide by the conditions set out in the 

Financial Memorandum issued annually by the Funding Council to each corporation. 

They have been designed to have three official power bases: the Governing Body who 

are ultimately responsible for all the af&irs of the institution, the Head of the Institution 

who, subject to the overall powers of the Governing Body, is the Chief Executive, and 

responsible for the management of the Institution, and the Academic Board, who 

subject to the overall powers of the Governing Body and the Head of the Institution, is 

responsible for the academic activities of the Institution. The Chief Executive is also 

normally the 'Accounting Officer' and as such is directly accountable to the Funding 

Council, and ultimately to Parliament, for the expenditure of public funds. The 

structure within the old universities is different, although the underlying principle is 

similar. TABLE 1 lists the respective responsibilities as set out in the Committee of 

University Chairmen's Guide (1998). 
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TABLE 1 

RESPONSIBILrriES WITHIN HEC s AS GIVEN IN THE 

COMMITTEE OF UNIVERSITIES CHAIRMEN S GUIDE (1998 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
(Paiagmph 3.24 p. 15) 

HEAD (3^ INSTITUTION 
(Paragraph 3.34 p.lT) 

ACArmiQC BOARD 
(Paragraph 3.24 p.l6) 

EDUCATICM 
CHARACTER 
ANDMISSIC«*f 

The (Wenninalioa of the 
educadcoal chamdo^ and 
missioa of (he inditution and (he 
ove r s i^ of its ac(i\'ilies. 

Making proposals to the board of 
governors about the educational 
tAaracta" and missicn of the 
institution, and lor inq^lemmting the 
deciskms of the Board of Oovemors 
The determioatiou, a@er consultation 
with the academic board, of the 
institutioa^s academic activities, and 
(or the determination of its other 
activities. 

Aoadenic af6irs, inchiding 
academic standards, 
research, s(Aiolarsh^, 
teaching and courses at the 
institutiotL 
Considering the 
development of the 
academic activities of the 
institutioa. 

RRSOTJRCRS The effective and efRcient nse of 
reMiurces, ihe solvea(y of the 
InsAulioii and safegnaiding its 
assets. 

The organisation direction and 
management of the institution and 
leadership of the staff. 

INCOME AND 
EXPENDITURE 

ApT^^oving anmml estimBles of 
income and e]q)eiiditure. 

Piq«jiug annual estimates of 
income and expenditure, 6 r 
consideration by the board of 
governors and for the management 
of budget and resources, within the 
estimates egiproved by the board of 
Rovemms. 

SENIOR STAFF The a^^intmoit grading, 
miqaension, dismissal and 
detenninatioa of the pay and 
conditions of service of holders 
of sonw posts. 

OTHER STAFF Seiting a Ihimewmt for Ae pay 
and conditioos of service of all 
other staff 

The appointment; assignmait; 
grading, appraisal, suspension, 
dismissal and determinadon - within 
the Aamework set 1^ the board of 
go vonom - of the pay and 
ctmditicms of service of staff other 
than the holdos of smior posts. 

EXTERNAL 
AUDITC&S 

The qyoinlment ofextonal 
anditces. 

STUTKNT 
D1SCTPLTNR 

The maintaiance of student 
discipline and within the rules and 
pocedures provided for within the 
articles, for the suspension or 
expulsion of students on disciplinary 
grounds and for implementing 
deosion to expel students Ibr 
academic reasons 

NOTES The Model Articles of 
Govoimieot for eadi institutiaa 
specify that the board are 
precluded Atan del%adng some 
of dieir speciGc respomsibihties 
such as Ihe approval of Uie 
annual budgets or the 
appointment/dismissal of the 
Pr inc^l They must o ta te 
connnittecs to deal with such 
mattas as 6nance, aiq)loyment 
pohcy and audit, but not take 
essential decisions whidi should 
rest with the whole board. 

It should be noted howe^^ 
that the Academic Board is 
sulgect to the super w 
powem of the Head of the 
Institution and (be 
Governing Body. Moreover 
at least half the acadcmic 
board must be drawn 6om 
senior managos of the 
(xxporation. These 
conditions pKvent the 
academic board exercising 
its reqxasibilities without 
&1I consideration of 
maiKgemeat issues such as 
GnanceandstafGnz. 
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2 GOMSgAWNCE 

Universities and other Hi^er Education Institutions have a legacy of seeing themselves 

as a separate element of society. Although being an essential part of the general pattern 

they have required nevertheless, due to the perceived need ibr academic freedom, to be 

sheltered from the economic and social currents of society. As a result universities 

generally have traditionally been slow to recognise the changing needs placed upon 

them by society, who in one way or another, provide the m^or part of universitieŝ  

financial income (Ingram 1993) Some commentators suggest that it is the board of 

governors Â dio should lead universities into a more willing, positive, constructive and 

perhaps proactive, partnership with society in meeting the needs of the future. For 

instance, Ingram (1993, p.4) comments that:-

/Ae /wpwgf aw/ gayygcAf/zo/zf j'o AigA://Aem ^ a 

Shattock (1997, p.33) expresses this necessity to change in very assertive language 

when he says:-

f/zaf are oz/fgo/Mg oW foczefy w;// //ze 

In addition to these increasing and more demanding requirements of society the board 

of governors need to understand the special role of the academic community within the 

institution. Academic members largely consider themselves to be independent 

professionals, rather than just employees, with deep loyalties to their discipline, 

sometimes in priority to their institution, and who demand not just consultation, but a 

meaningful partnership in the academic management and governance af%irs of the 

institution. 

The CUC Guide (1998, p.l) recognizes this particular characteristic of higher education 

governance when it states in its introduction that:-

^fgAer are a (/wfmcfn'e 

Dgjp/fe (/fverfg 6aĉ gro%/M<6 afw/ are m fAe co/Mmo/z 
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/w/pmg /Ag /garcAmg rAg A7Kw/g(;̂ g w%/ rgĵ gwcA. 

7%^ we aZfo comTM/f/gff fo /Ag /?nficyZe q / " a c a t f g w f c f A a f M fAe 

^geakm fo <yMgffwn rgceĥ ê / aW/wf ̂ rwwcf /zew oW/w ârzA/y 

coMfroverfW A /̂M êr; (^gover»mg »eei3̂ fo recogMwe 

aW 6e co/w»ff/e(/ f/ze (Aj-f/Mcfh/e aW efAof q/̂ A/gAgr ê /z/caf/OM m 

orakr /o coTzA-zAz/̂ g e^c/h;g^ fo fAg worA f/ze iay/zA/fzoTZ wz/A w/zzcA are 

aâ &oczafĝ /". 

To be fully meaningful the governance of higher education corporations needs to be not 

just a function carried out by the board of governors, but a function that is seen to be 

shared with ±e management and the academic community, although ±e fmal authorily 

for decision taking is retained by the board. This concept of shared governance was 

explored by Nason (1993, p.97) who explained that:-

"SAwg(/ goverMance coMveMfzo/To/ Mo/zow q/̂ orgaTzzarafzon /zzerwc/ .̂ Vf 

yZzzcfizafgĵ  wzfA fAe czz//«m/ fAg fz/Mg& varzgĵ  wzf/z f/zg (xpg q/"ĝ /wcafzo/za/ 

z/z.yfzf«z'zo/L // zf a y2zcf q/'aca< /̂7z/c a/z(/ Aavg a» z/7̂ o/Ya«/ m/g m 

maAzzzg zf worAr". 

232 B(MRD COMPO&TTTOJV 

Initially, the governors of the new higher education corporation were appointed by the 

Secretary of State but thereafter appointments to vacancies were to be made by the 

board itself The composition of the various boards has not changed much over the 

intervening years and reflects the position in Quangos as described earlier. A study of 

governing body membership in the then polytechnics found that just 17% of the total 

membership were women (Bastin, 1990). A subsequent study by Bargh, ScoM and 

Smith (1996, p.44-46) confirmed that this situation remained largely unchanged in ±at 

the new study 6)und:-

wzJgr-rgpreAgMfafzoM q/̂ womg/z (^8/^ OM zzTzzvgrfzfygovgzTzzMg 6o(/zgjr 

ZM oM aW wgw zmh;gMzfzgĵ ". 

'Wcrô j? f/zg Azg/zgr gt/zzcafzoM ^gcfor, fAg ZMcyorẑ  q̂ zzMh/grAzfy govg/Tzorf wgrg agg(/ 

6gAvgg/z ^6 aW ". 
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e/A/z/c /Wf/zonfy gro%,pj: wa$ /Mm/ma/ 6emg wWer 2% q/̂  fAe 

foW mgrnAgfj'/ẑ  m fAe w/zo/e factor". 

"7%g Zarg&yf/̂ ropoz-f/oM (^0^ were/rom aŷ rq/̂ j'ĵ fo/zaZ Aactgroz/W fAe feco»(f 

/oT̂ eA'f ( 3 ^ o m fwAfy^ ". 

"Ovem/Z, over f/ze /Mef?z6eM yyere m /̂/-̂ ẑ/we e/?y/qy/MeMf, 6zzf fAe 

fecoW /a/;geĵ ^ /?rqpo/Yzo7z, cowzf̂ z/zg q/̂ o/zê /̂ /z, were refzrecf". 

The writer's own research (Bennett - 1997) revealed a similar picture. For instance 

from a sample of over one hundred governors it was found that 74.6% were in the age 

range of46-65 yrs and that 76.7% were male. 

The above situation is also closely parallelled in America where Fuller (1993, p.34) has 

reported that:-

'̂ /f/zozzg/z zw%)e/z<3kMf co/Zege oW zzMfyerarzYy we grae/zzaZ/y comz/zg fo 

r^ecf /More c/oare/x f/ze (/h;erj;zfy coTzfezT r̂azy j4zMerzca/z ĵ oczefy, f/ze /rztyfeê  af 

zzzJî eWgzzf zm̂ ẑẑ zow are ffz/7ĵ recfb/MZMaM/Zy wA ê, zwz/e azẑ f over ̂ Ae age q/̂  

# y ' ' 

It is debatable whe&er Boards of Governors as presently comprised, together wi± the 

initial lack of knowledge of higher education of the m^ority of the members, due to the 

insistence that at least 50% should be independent members can̂  from such a narrowly 

constructed social strata, fully understand the extremely diverse and complex workings 

of modem higher education corporations. Training, not only into the internal affairs of 

their institution, but also into the changing role of hi^er education in modem society, 

would help governors to bridge the gap. 

2 J3 GOKERTVOJ; 

The CUC Guide (1998) proposes that new members of governing bodies should 

undergo induction training as to their terms of appointment and responsibihties. They 

should also be given appropriate documentation that would provide a background to 

their role, such as a copy of the Guide, Annual Accounts, Strategic Plan, and 

Organisation Chart of the Institution together with the procedures adopted by the 
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governing body. They should also receive appropriate briefing on other matters such as 

the purposes of other bodies involved in higher education. The guide also recommends 

that thereafter members should receive copies of the institution's newsletters and other 

suitable material to keep them abreast with developments in the institution and higher 

education generally. Higher Education Institutions are veiy complex and complicated 

organisations and it has been suggested that it could take several years before new 

governors fully understand their role and that of higher education in society, for 

instance Kerr and le Grade (1989, p.48) state that:-

'7f faAeA' fwo fo gam a ckep f wcA 

ay cam/my&y aW (/eve/qp am ofifacA/Menf fAem, 

// fat&y eve/7 /owger gef fo a f evgro/ or 

The National Audit OfGce (1995,1997A, 1997B, 1998A, 1998B) in their reports into 

several institutions within the higher education sector have also indicated that training 

of governors should be given further consideration In their twenty-sixth report which 

covered various events at the Southampton Institute the Department for Education and 

Employment (1999, p. 11 paragraph 37) commented that one of the Public Accounts 

Committee's conclusions was that:-

" ... wg wAefAer, m f A e frammg q/̂ govemorĵ  iy ngorozt; eMO&g/z 

or wzZ/z a aec/or /AaZ /Mowzg&y 6 

*/rgg f/K DgpwAwMf aW f/zg fwWzMg CowMCf/ fo a r e -

q/̂ /rammg orraMgeTTze/zAybr govemoM. fAoz/M mc/wck ̂ aAf/zg a 

ĵ /roMgg/' /eW m (f&yfg/zmg awf /rawmg. f/ze ac/egzKZcy q/̂ /rammg 

f a //z /Ae Fz/W//zg Cowzc// ̂  cyc/e q/̂  az/(/z(y of 

Nevertheless governor training, or development, has not appeared up to now, to be of 

great concern in higher education institutions, whereas in Further Education the 

effectiveness, assessment and development of governing bodies has been given a great 

deal of attention by the Further Education Funding Council. A research study carried 

out by the writer (Bennett, 1998) revealed that in eighteen higher education institutions 

which responded to a questionnaire on governor induction and training the situation 

was that:-
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Two institutions did not provide governor training. 

Eight issued a Governor's handbook. 

Eleven provided short induction programmes. 

Two provided presentations on matters of interest to governors before board 

meetings. 

Three provided an Annual Planning Strategy Seminar. 

Nine provided occasional training/development seminars. 

Two provided other training/development activities such as mentoring or a modular 

training programme. 

Of the responding institutions, four provided only one of the above options, six 

provided two options, five provided three options and one provided four options. 

2.34 

There have been several national reports that have been directed at the Higher 

Education Sector. Those reports having implications for the governance of Higher 

Education Corporations have been 

The Nolan Committee Second Report n996) dealt with Hi^er and Further Education 

Institutions and those other 'not-for-profit' organisations providing public services that were 

mainly, if not exclusively, publicly funded. The Report recommended that the Standards for 

Governance of Public Bodies set out in the committee's first report should apply to these 

organisations also. 

The Nolan Committee Fourth Report f1997) reviewed the progress made on the 

implementation of recommendations made in the second report, in respect of Higher 

Education Corporations the report said that they should not become too complacent - many 

had long established procedures and some had not yet come to terms with the new openness 

and accountability. Others were finding their new autonomy difBcult to handle. The report 

concluded that much still needed to be done. It was this report that set out 'The Seven 
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Pnnciples of Public Life' namely:- Selflessness, Integrity, Otyectivity, Accountability, 

Openness, Honesty and Leadership. 

The Dearine Committee Report 0997) following their review into many aspects of Higher 

Education the report was expected to be a crucial review that would map out the direction of 

higher education into the next century. It turned out to be not as revolutionary as expected 

but did make the following recommendation (in paraeraph 731 in respect to govemance:-

organwa/fOM on /Ae iVg 

ww/e/pm /MaMageyMen/ am/ goverwamce m /fwf/ow. e we 

az/fo/zowy 

y4ca(/2/?z/c w/f/zm fAe /my f 

Gove/TKmce f 6e opew rgapo/zf 

The Bearing Report also proposed a Code of Practice for governance covering the 

following topics:-

Unambiguous identity of the governing body. 

Clarity of decision making. 

Appropriate membership and size of the governing body. 

Arrangements for engaging formally with external constituencies. 

A rolling review of the effectiveness of the governing body. 

Annual reports on institutional performance. 

Arrangements to address grievances by students and staff 

Effective academic grievance procedures. 

Professor John Sizer (Chief Executive, Scottish Higher Education Funding Council) stated 

at a recent conference (Sizer -1997) that Tessa Blackstone (the Minister for Higher 

Education) had described governance as one of the most crucial and unrecognised aspects of 

Higher Education. Professor Sizer added that governing bodies of HE institutions have, on 

the whole, not been designed for strategic management but rather as representative bodies of 

a wide constituency of interests. He stated further that although the Jarratt Committee had 

championed a strategic process and the role of the Vice Chancellor as academic leader and 
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Chief Executive, it had failed to adequately address, define and make recommendations in 

respect of the role of the governing body and its chairperson and, in particular, their 

relationship with the Chief Executive and his senior management team. In the writer's view 

this is a fair criticism of the Jarrett Report but at that time, 1985, Corporate Governance was 

not seen as an important issue, instead the Jarrett Report addressed the problems of 

management in Universities. Its recommendations were aimed at improving business 

efficiency and strategic resource management in universities (Bargh, Scott and Smith, 

1996). Professor Sizer argued that Governors would usually only be given information that 

the executive considered it needed rather than the governing body deciding what 

information was required to undertake the role of governance, and that there were cases of 

inaction of governing bodies of some institutions that bad failed to recognise the nature and 

purpose of good governance. 

Bargh and Scott (1997), presented a paper at the seminar entitled "The Crisis of University 

Governance" based on the research undertaken to support their book (Bargh, Scott and 

Smith, 1996). The theme of this paper was that good governance is essential if the new 

demands that society is placing on universities are to be successfully met and that, therefore, 

good governance should be given more importance. However they argued that (i) present 

governance arrangements have not prevented unacceptable behaviour on the part of some 

dominant chief executives (ii) governing bodies do not appear to be sufficiently involved in 

strategic activities and (iii) the governance arrangement for the "̂ old, pre-1992, Universities 

are, for no good reasons, difkrent from that for the 'new', post-1992 Universities and 

Colleges of Hi^er Education. 

Since the formation of the new higher education corporations in 1988 there have been 

several signiGcant investigations by the National Audit OfGce with reports being 

presented to the Public Accounts Committee. There have also been several reports into 

Further Education Institutions. The National Audit Office Reports on individual Higher 

Education Corporations have been:-

f 1995) - HC202 Severance Payments to Senior StaŜ  in the PubHclv Funded Education 

Sector. 
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f 1997A) - HC222 Govemance and (be Management of Overseas Courses at the 

Swansea Institute ofHieher EducatipiL 

n997B)-HC4 UniversitvofPortsmouth. 

(̂ I998A) - HC680 Investigation of Misconduct at Glasgow Caledonian University. 

n998Bl - HC23 Overseas Operations. Governance and Management at Southampton 

Institute. 

The comments in the above reports on the governance of the new higher education 

corporations are that the present arrangements have given rise to the following concerns 

(i) The relationship of the governing body and a powerful chief executive. 

(ii) The creation of a small group of governors and executives who, in eSect, 

control the corporation. 

(iii) The need for governors to act as a corporate body. 

(iv) The need for committees of the board to adhere to the terms of reference and 

to keep the Governing Body fully informed. 

(v) The over-reliance on information provided by the executive. 

(vi) The need for the Governing Body to be more involved in strategic decisions, 

including receiving sufficient information on strategic matters. 

(vii) The need for greater clarification and separation of the roles and 

responsibilities of the Governing Body and the Executive, including a more 

explicit definition of the duties of the Chairperson. 

(viii) The need for greater transparency and accoimtability. (It is interesting to 

note that there is little mention of accountability other than upwards for 

example to Funding Councils and Ministers. There is for instance minimum 

mention of accountability to the local community, the staff̂  the students or to 

employers.) 

(ix) The need for improved governor training. 

(x) The need for transparent processes of governor nomination and for a 

limitation on their period of service. 
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236 SUMMARY 

This literature review of corporate governance has referred to the increasing importance 

being given to this topic in today's very competitive industrial and commercial 

environment, in both the private and public/private sectors. Various factors that bear on 

the practice of corporate governance have been explored and from the very extensive 

and prescriptive lists of board duties and responsibilities issued by various authorities 

has emerged a number of factors that would seem to be essential characteristics of 

effective boards. These 'effective governance factors' provide a model against which 

corporate governance as practised by individual boards can be reviewed. Such a model 

would be as fbllows:-

# Constitutional Process. The board has processes to ensure that it acts within its 

duties and responsibilities. 

* ClariAcation of Purpose The board has a clear understanding of its purpose. 

# Strat^c Thinking. The board has an influential role in the formulation of 

strategic policy. 

# Added Value. The board maintains its independence from the executive 

ensuring that it can, when necessary, take a different and external perspective on 

organisational issues. 

* Externality. The board ensures that its members continually refresh their 

knowledge of the external environment. 

* Internal Information. The board receives good quali^ information from the 

executive. 

* External Information. The board has sources of information external to the 

institution. 

# Effectiveness of Chief Executive. The board is well supported by a Chief 

Executive who effectively manages the institution. 

* Monitoring of Executive Management. The board ensures that the executive 

effectively implements the strategies approved by the board. 

# Accountability. The board has clearly deSned those constituencies to i^om it is 

accountable. 

* Self Assessment. The board periodically examines its own performance. 

# Meetings. Board Meetings are effective mechanisms fbr reaching board 

resolutions. 

62 



# Committees. The board keeps close control over its committees which work 

within agreed terms of reference. 

Additional 'effective governance factors' were to emerge during the second element of the 

research programme. 

The review has also explored various facets of corporate governance in the private sector 

and mapped the trans&r of private sector practices to the new pubhc/private organisations 

and has commented on the different corporate governance arrangements determined by 

government for these new bodies. Two particular examples, the National Health Service 

and Higher Education, have illustrated instances of this plurality. 

As has been mentioned the government's intention in populating the governing bodies 

of the new public/private organisations with personnel from the private sector was to 

improve efficiency, effectiveness and customer responsiveness, to reduce the power of 

the professionals' in those organisations and to provide a board that was more willing 

to challenge the executive and that would concentrate on the strategic view rather than 

operational issues. The literature review has shown that directors/governors of 

organisations in both sectors face common issues, such as (a) the composition of the 

board, in particular the optimum mix of executive and non-executive members, (b) the 

role of the non-executive director who is required to bring an independent view to the 

board deliberations and to assess the performance of the executive whilst also working 

with and supporting the executive members on the board, (c) the increasing necessity to 

be accountable to various influential external groupings, some of which are in a vertical 

relationship and can thus enforce sanctions whilst others are in a horizontal, and 

sometimes tenuous, relationship but can nevertheless exert considerable influence, (d) 

the heavy reliance on information supplied by the executive, which places board 

members in a '̂ dependency' situation and undermines the ability of non-executive 

members to be truly 'independent', (e) the need to adhere to various 'Codes of Practice' 

which are voluntary but to which adherence is expected, which in some cases are very 

specific and somewhat 'ideal' in nature, and (f) the training of Directors/Governors 

which is usually very minimal compared to that available for the executive and 

managers. However, there are many governance concerns that are not common to both 

sectors. For example the concerns in the private sector are (a) towards gaining the 

active participation of largely passive shareholders, especially institutional investors. 
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(b) the conflict between short-termism/profit maximisation and the need to take the 

long term view, (c) the debate over the advantages of unitary as opposed to two-tier 

boards, and (d) the efkct of global activities on national governance practices. Within 

the public/private sector there are particular concerns over (a) the loss of democratic 

power consequent upon the statutory imposed composition of boards that have also 

become self-perpetuating, (b) the resultant need for transparency and openness and 

public accountability, (c) the reduction in the quality and depth of debate on many 

qualitative, non-business issues, and (d) the growth of a local elite of business people 

who sit on several boards. A further feature of the application of private corporate 

governance practices to the public/private sector was the variability of the governance 

structures as exhibited by The National Health Service and Higher Education. These 

factors together with the different environment and cultures in which the two sectors 

operate make it difficult to see why it was ever considered that the simplistic approach 

of merely appointing private sector personnel to boards within the public/private sector 

would bring about the desired changes without causing other m^or problems. Corkery 

(1999, p. 16) considers that:-

f r e c o g T z w ^ g jDo/zfzca/ reo/zf/e;, /o g/zawe gover/zmg/zf 

werg /zof om/p' /ggz/z/Ma/g /̂ grcg/vĝ :/ /o ^ fo, A? accoz/Mf /Ag 

CM/fẑ ra/ OMf/ fOcW wg// fAg gcofzozMzc dgTMawak oW crzfcW^ f/zg fzggf/ fo 

a// fAg cff/zg/zf f̂ g /zofzo/z caZZgtfo/Zzgr /^rocgffgf, o/̂ gr jŷ fg/zzf 

As regards The National Health Service, Fitzgerald and Pettigrew (1991, p. 1) have 

commented that:-

"7%gArg cAwzggf m Aga/f/z carg fo f/zg AM j; Z/zg/ziyg/vĝ , f zg/za/ z/gf 

w/zzc/z zTzzjâf 6g aij<jrg.Mg(i yg/y /zf//g M A/zow/z aW /Agzr 

o/)grafzoM. Gzvg/z oz/r Zzmzfgc/ Azzow/gd̂ gg, (A) wg owf ziodgrataW w/zâ  w 6gmg 

frmz^Trgt/̂ o7?z f/zg j?rh'afg fgcfor aW Aow f/zw wz// z/z^rovg /zga/f/z corg 

In the case of Higher Education, Bargh Scott and Smith (1996, p. 171) have said that:-

"D&̂ ẑ g f/zg z<jleo/ogzca/(Y z/zapzrgc/ z/̂ z/g/zcg co/pora/g z?z(Wg/f, f/zgrg aggmgf/ /o 

6g /z /̂g gvza(gMcg fAaf fAg /̂ rryafg ^gcfor Aot/ ggzzgrafgt/ concrgfg ê amp/ĝ  goof/ 
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fo f/ze goverwMe/zf q/" AzgAer g(A/cafzoM 

What seems to be missing from the literature reviewed is sufGcient evidence of what boards 

actually do at their meetings which is the only time that board members legitimately act as a 

board and can take board decisions. Various authors have commented upon this lack of 

evidence, in what is a fundamental element of corporate governance endeavours. For 

example, Fitzgerald and Pettigrew (1991, p. 2) who considered the implications of the new 

NHS structure state that:-

Ashbourne, Ferlie and Fitzgerald (1993, p. 1) who carried out research into the new 

NHS governance structure, and in so doing attended board meetings, interviewed board 

members and analysed board agendas, said that:-

f A e T T z e z - e M, Aow/evgr, ve/y Z/ff/e c&zfa 

a w / q / ^ megfrng; .yz/cA Jbfa /zof 6eg/z fecoW AaW w/fA 

r&yea/'cA gammg accgfa; fo 6oar(/ /Mgg/mgf 

Ashbourne (1997, p.285) mentions the acute lack of evidence in this particular area of 

board activity and states that:-

"T̂ grg ff /zff/e j'gcfor OM fAeyo/ZM, coMfe/zf ow//zrocearf q/ 

Aoariy fTzeê /fzĝ  ̂ ooz w/z/c/z a/^ j?ze<ZM̂ ref q/̂  ê cf/ve/z&yĵ  or varza6/gf 7?z(gAf 6g 

Comfbrth and Edwards (1998, p. 1) who canied out research into corporate governance 

in the voluntary sector including structured observations of meetings, semi-structured 

interviews with key personnel and an analysis of documentation, stated that:-

"TTzere /zay 6eg» r e W / v g / y q / ^ i y / z a f z/z 

/)racẑ fce". 

65 



The fbHowing research programme addresses this deficiency. The first research element 

provides evidence of what boards in Higher Education do, as revealed by an analysis of 

board meeting minutes. The second research element provides evidence of how governors in 

Higher Education perceive the activities of Aeir board, as revealed by an analysis of replies 

to a questionnaire. In both research elements the aforementioned "̂ Model of Effective 

Governance Factors' is used as a basis for the research. 
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CSAPTER THREE 
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3.01 INTRODUCTION 

The 'Effective Governance Factors' highlighted in the literature review, althou^ being a 

somewhat idealistic list of board endeavours, do nevertheless provide an answer to the first 

research question (What should governors in Higher Education do?) The following 

research programme, on the other hand, is concerned with collecting data on what boards 

actually do. As has already been observed the practice of corporate governance in higher 

education has been referred to in several national reports (Bearing Committee, 1997; Nolan 

Committee, 1996 and 1997). In addition the National Audit Office as part of its 

investigations into individual institutions has critically commented on several corporate 

governance issues (National Audit OGice (1995); (1997A); (1997B); (1998A) and I998B). 

Indeed the last report (National Audit OfRce -1998B) investigated into corporate 

governance practices at the institution in which the writer was employed as Clerk to the 

Governors. It seemed opportune therefore to centre the research programme on board 

activity in higher education institutions. In particular the research is confined to the 35 (post 

1992) New Universities and the 48 Colleges of Higher Education. These institutions being 

those most affected by the Government's privatisation of higher education policy. The first 

element of the research project, an analysis of board minutes provides mainly a statistical 

indication of board activities structured around the aforementioned 'Effective Governance 

Factors'. Where appropriate the quantitative analysis is augmented with narrative extracted 

from the Minutes. The illumination of board activity thereby produced addresses the second 

research question (What do governors in Higher Education do?) The second element of 

the research project focuses on an analysis of board member's responses to a questionnaire 

structured around the same 'Effective Governance Factors'. This provides an analysis of 

board activity, as perceived by board members, statistically through using the Likert 

Questionnaire Technique and enhanced by board member's comments on particular issues. 

This analysis addresses the third research question (How do governors in Higher 

Education perceive the activity of their board?) 

3.02 METHODOLOGY 

The constraints imposed by the 45000 word limit placed on this thesis under the Ed D 

regulations, plus the fact that it is a part-time study programme put m^or restrictions on the 

size of the supporting research programme. Nevertheless the overall aim was to produce 

68 



results that would be of broad practical help to governors in the New Universities and 

Colleges of Higher Education. It was considered therefore that the research programme 

would need to be based on more than one institution. This decision led to the elimination of 

research methods such as (i) the intense study of corporate governance in an individual 

institution (i.e. a case study) or (ii) the study into a particular problem within an institution 

in order to bring about a change or improvement (i.e. action research). The need to research 

into several institutions, together with the constraint of time available indicated that a 

research approach of a mainly ethnomethodological nature would also be impractical. 

Having decided thus far by a process of elimination it then became necessary to consider the 

data collection method. Peck (1995) mentioned the lack of evidence surrounding board 

activities when describing his own research into the performance of the board of directors of 

a so-called 'first-wave' NHS trust His research included observation of board meetings, 

questionnaires to board members and examination of board documents. His research paper 

questioned the validity of relying on only one source of information and recommended the 

use of all three sources in parallel so that the other two could compensate for the 

weaknesses of any one method. However, a research programme into the activities of 

boards of governors of higher education institutions that included all three approaches, 

would need to be an extremely lengthy process, as boards normally meet 4-6 times each 

year and at least one full annual cycle of meetings would probably need to be covered. 

Observation of meetings over such a lengthy period, combined with the necessarily long 

interval between observations on board meetings, would present great difRculties in 

maintaining a consistent observational approach by one researcher across all meetings, 

especially if meetings of more than one board were being covered. Also it would be very 

difRcult to arrange to attend board meetings as an observer, as most boards, judging &om 

the reaction obtained from several when making initial enquiries, are very relucWt to 

become involved in such research projects. Especially during the current climate of 

heightened awareness of governance issues in the higher education sector. It would also be 

very difficult for board members to act naturally and to discuss particular issues, particularly 

sensitive ones, in the presence of an outside observer, especially one connected at 

directorate level in another institution. For the purposes of this particular research project it 

was decided, therefore, due to the difficulties described, not to use the observational 

approach. 
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Peck (1995) does not mention the process of collecting data through interviews, either of the 

whole board, individual board members or appropriate senior ofRcers. Data collected using 

this technique however is very susceptible to the memory and interpretation of events by the 

interviewee. This was especially relevant as it was intended to review board minutes over a 

12-18 months period and governor's memory would have been a very critical factor. It was 

considered that this technique would only produce evidence of what boards were thought to 

do and not necessarily what they actually did. It was therefore decided, for the first research 

element to rely on the documentary evidence as available in board minutes. The interview 

technique could, however, have been used as a data collection mechanism for the second 

research element aimed at governors perception of their board's activity. It was considered 

however, that within the time constraints imposed by the Ed D regulations the carrying out 

of sufficient interviews at several institutions would not be a practical proposition. The need 

to travel to see governors at the various institutions would also present a very difficult 

problem to overcome. The use of telephone interviews was not deemed appropriate due to 

the lack of experience of this technique by the writer. It was decided therefore to collect data 

for the second research element throug)i the use of a questionnaire. The questionnaire did 

enquire, however, if governors were willing to be interviewed if it became necessary to seek 

clarification of particular comments or to fbllow-up a particular topic arising &om the 

research. 

It also became apparent at this stage that the emerging research programme would not, and 

did not need to, produce findings that would be generally applicable to all boards within 

hitler education. The lack of previous research into the topic, as already mentioned, did 

point to a more limited and cautious aim. It was considered sufficient to achieve results that 

(i) would encourage future researchers to carry out larger research projects that would 

hopefully substantiate the findings of this research (ii) would direct future researchers to 

investigate, in greater depth, particular findings of this research and (iii) would generate 

sufBcient interest in the subject amongst governors and senior managers wiAin higgler 

education that would, in turn, lead to further research. The reduction in the importance of 

generalisability as regards the research outcomes did influence the choice of sample 

characteristics for the two research elements. This is discussed further in the sections 

entitled ^Selecting Participants' when describing each research element. 

Certain of the research work has been checked, by appropriate academic colleagues and 

modified accordingly. Also initial drafts of the complete thesis has been critically read by an 
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academic colleague and his comments have been taken into account where appropriate. 

Also the research programme and its findings have been discussed with several interested 

individuals, such as ofGcers of HEFCE, NATFHE and NAO. Their comments have 

reassured the writer that the research findings are reasonable and the concluding 

recommendations practical. In addition, wherever possible, the research Sndings have been 

compared to research findings elsewhere, for instance in the National Health Service. 

Additionally in Chapter 6 the findings of the research programme are matched together and 

any m^or differences commented upon. These various processes give some assurances that 

the overall research project meet the tests of validity (does it describe what it is supposed to 

describe?), reliability (would the results be repeatable if the research was done elsewhere or 

by someone else?) and reflexivity (is the research overly influenced by the inherent bias of 

the researcher or the processes used?). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

(]»F]B(y/UBLD IUCSTUjn&IS ()]? TTTEEBJEJE: lEQlGlHIEJBl 
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 
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4.01 MINUTES AS DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 

The appropriateness of using the minutes of past board meetings as a database for 

research into board activities is based on the assertion by Armour (1995, p.234) that:-

/Kzve Aeew fAg meefrng 

Draft minutes are normally circulated to the members present at the meeting so that they 

have the opportunity to agree amendments before the official minutes are signed by the 

Chairman. Once signed ±e minutes are prima facie evidence of the proceedings, acceptable 

to the Courts, but can be set aside in particular circumstances. Although the minutes are 

evidence of governor deliberations at board meetings, minutes do not normally indicate the 

full length or depth of discussions on particular issues, or necessarily the identity of 

members making particular contributions to the debate. Minutes are also subject to the 

personal style of the board secretary, the requirements of the board at the time and can also 

be composed in very dif%rent formats. Minutes of meetings can, for instance, on occasions 

appear to represent the views of a unanimous board whereas in fact several alternative views 

may have been expressed, but not recorded, before a board decision was reached. Before 

being finalised draft minutes are usually passed through a number of editing reviews, and 

are therefore liable to be the outcome of̂  often subjective, amendments by different people. 

Nonetheless minutes of meetings do, at the minimum, record the issues discussed and can, 

sometimes indicate the importance of the issues by the length of the particular minute. 

Minutes of meetings, therefore, although being accepted as a 'true' record in the legal sense 

are not necessarily a 'fiiir record and should be employed with a certain amount of caution 

in any research project using them as a source database. Nevertheless the analysis of 

minutes, and interpretations therefrom, does provide a partial illumination of board 

proceedings, which can be compared to other research evidence of board activities. 

4.02 SELECTING PARTICIPANTS 

It was expected that several visits would need to be made to institutions during the research 

into board minutes. This, it was thought, would present considerable difBculties as regards 

travelling time. It was accordingly decided to limit the geographical spread of participating 

institutions to those within 30 miles of the writer's home. (This proved to be an unnecessary 
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restriction as it was found possible to make satisfactory contact through postal 

correspondence or telephone conversations). It was also considered that the minutes of three 

institutions would provide sufficient source data. (If this assumption proved to be incorrect 

then it would be necessary to widen the geographical area). Moreover it was expected that 

the work of analysing the data from three institutions would take up the time allotted to this 

particular task in the planned work schedule. These considerations, together with the 

previously declared decision not to make the research findings necessarily generaliseable to 

all other institutions, facilitated the choice of sample characteristics. It was, for instance, not 

necessary to consider a 'random^ selection (i.e. so that each institution had an equal chance 

to be selected) or a 'systemic' selection (e.g. every Nth institution in a listing of all 

institutions). Instead a 'convenient' sample, as described above, was considered adequate. 

The board of governors at the writers own institution had always expressed great interest in 

the overall research project and had indicated their willingness to co-operate wherever 

possible, including allowing access to board minutes. Despite the writer's attendance at 

those meetings, as an observer, and his involvement in authoring some of the papers 

presented it was considered, providing care was taken in the subsequent research work, that 

any influence of bias 6om the writer could be minimised so as not to endanger the validity 

and reliability of the research. It was, therefore, decided to accept the offer of access and 

use the board minutes as one of the data sources. 

Two other institutions, both ex-polytechnics, were also invited to participate in the 

research project. Accordingly, letters were sent to the Chairman of the respective 

boards, with copies to the Vice Chancellors, supported by letters 6om the Chairman 

and Chief Executive of the writer's own institution. One of these potential participants 

declined to take part due to existing time constraints and heavy commitments on board 

members. The other institution agreed to permit access to board minutes but declined 

to give any further co-operation. Another ex-polytechnic institution was therefore 

approached and agreed to allow access to board minutes but declined further assistance 

due to their board members' heavy involvement in investigating their own governance 

arrangements and being unwilling to give further of their time. It was, therefore, 

decided to commence the analysis of the board minutes of these three institutions and 

only to seek further participants if the ongoing analysis failed to reveal reasonably 

consistent patterns of board behaviour. 
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It was also decided to investigate minutes covering a whole academic annual cycle, bearing 

in mind that the related board meetings would run slightly behind the academic year cycle. 

It was also decided that the minutes of each institution should cover the same period, thus 

enabling the board reactions to the same external events, such as preparation for the year 

2000, to be reviewed and compared, in the event the three institutions were requested to 

release minutes of ail board meetings held in the period November 1998 to December 1999. 

The above strategy subsequently resulted in the minutes of eighteen meetings being 

reviewed producing 976 items raised at the various meetings, which upon analysis gave a 

fairly consistent pattern of board behaviour across the three institutions. It was, therefore, 

decided not to approach any further institutions for access to their minutes. 

4.03 DATA HANDLING 

In reviewing board minutes the aim was (i) to measure the frequency with which 

particular items were raised and (ii) to classify the board behaviour at each event 

Subsequently it was also decided to (iii) identify the target for any active reaction at 

board meetings. Various methods were contemplated for achieving these objectives. 

For example all minutes could be scanned for key words (such as Strategic, Approve, 

Note) and an analysis constructed accordingly. Alternatively key issues, such as 

Student Recruitment, could have been traced through all minutes and an analysis 

constructed around each issue. However small trial attempts to analyse in these ways 

proved to be cumbersome and time consuming. They also did not appear to give a 

holistic view of board activity. It was apparent, therefore, that it would be necessary to 

review each board meeting and analyse all events arising at each meeting so that a view 

of a whole meeting could be obtained. 

Eventually the method used to analyse the board minutes was based on that described 

by Peck (1995) in which he produced a table analysing the results of his observation of 

board activity. The table listed the mode of board activity (for example:- Board 

procedure, Trust objectives. Implementation issues.) against various categories of board 

activity (for example:- Approving, Setting, Challenging, Initiating.) Peck's method was 

however modiGed to suit the needs of the research requirements. Accordingly a 

template was devised to capture the data recorded in the minutes in a consistent manner 
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that would classify board activity under the 'Effective Governance' characteristics 

identified earlier in Chapter Two. The template was also devised to code the data to 

indicate whether the board reaction was 'passive', such as merely noting or approving, 

or 'active' as demonstrated by the particular minute intimating that a board discussion 

had taken place. In the case of an active board reaction the template was also devised 

to indicate whether that reaction gave rise to a question or challenge directed at the 

executive, governors or an external body. Examples of such questioning behaviour was 

also highlighted so as to provide a qualitative dimension to the subsequent statistical 

analysis. It was originally the intention to code questions so as to identify the 

questioner but this proved to be impossible due to lack of information recorded in the 

minutes. A trial run using the template to code board minutes confirmed that this %%s a 

practical method of collecting data but that it would be necessary to breakdown some 

minutes into individual 'items discussed' so as to provide meaningful coding. It also 

revealed that occasionally a subjective judgement would be necessary to decide if a 

board discussion had taken place, it not being possible to judge purely on a simple 

method such as number of inches taken up by the minute. It was initially considered 

that board discussions could be diSerentiated between long and short discussions but 

this proved to be an overly subjective assessment to be valid and at the analysis stage 

proved to be unnecessary in any case. The trial run also exposed the necessity to have 

an 'Other' main activity category, with suitable subheadings to collect various 

miscellaneous items. It also proved necessary to add a comment on the template 

analysis to explain particular items. Several trial runs, through the same minutes, were 

carried out involving numerous, but reducing, re-coding of data until a consistent 

coding outcome was reached. Following these trial runs a preliminary analysis of the 

data collected was carried out. This indicated that the coded data could be subsequently 

analysed to produce meaningful outcomes but that, in order to allow appropriate 

analysis it would be necessary to have sub-headings within each main activi^ category 

including, in some cases, an 'Other' sub-heading for miscellaneous one-off items. 

Eventually the re-iterative process of coding and analysis produced a consistent 

outcome sufficient to allow the data-capturing process to be used with confidence. 

As the coding operation of each institution's minutes was completed the whole process was 

reviewed and compared to the coding operation of the other institutions' minutes and any 

variations and differences were investigated and if necessary re-coded. This continuous 
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checking and, where appropriate, amendment to coding not only ensured consistency of 

treatment but also, by making the process a more mechanistic one, minimised the danger of 

the writer's perceptions biasing the coding result and thus influencing the subsequent 

analysis. To assist in this auditing process a separate listing of the type of item included 

under each sub-heading was continuously compiled and used to check against subsequent 

allocation of codes. A complete re-checking of all codes allocated against this 'master' list 

was carried out before the subsequent analysis process was started. 

This coding process was to be the foundation upon which all subsequent research activity 

would be based. It was therefore considered necessary to have the whole coding process 

checked by an appropriate senior academic colleague (an ex-Dean of a Social Science 

Faculty) to ensure that the individual codes allocated were reasonable and sufficiently 

unbiased. The main comments made by this colleague were that firstly the number of items 

coded as 'other' (Category N) seemed excessive and that secondly it was theoretically 

possible 6)r items to be allocated to more than one code. Consequently all the items coded 

to Category N were rechecked but seemed to be appropriately coded All coding allocations 

were also rechecked and a few were reclassified but it was considered that in general any 

possible overlapping of codes was reasonably small and would not aBect the eventual 

conclusions in any significant way. 

An example of a resultant code would be C2/B1 in which C identifies the item to be of a 

CAarac/er/f/fc, with 2 indicating that the item concerned fo/zQ/ 

The letter B further identifies that the item received an active reaction of a short 

duration (although this latter refinement proved to be too subjective and was ignored at the 

data analysis stag )̂ with the 1 indicating that the reaction led to a question directed at the 

executive. Examples of items falling under the three types of reaction are as follows: 

(1) Passive (Al/A) fAe acaJkm/c 

yeary /9P&/PP". 

(2) Active with no questioning (G3/B) 'Vf wg/co/Meaf m parfzcw/w fAg recogMf/zom 

(3) Active with questioning (F1 /B1) "Tf wai' f / A a f aM overa// /-evfgw 
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From the completed templates it was then possible to prepare data schedules analysing the 

information to the following pattern. 

Items Raised by Each 
Code by Each Meeting 

Board Acd^ity Summaiy 
by Meediig 

Passive Reaction by Each 
Code by Each Meeting 

Active Reactimi by Each 
Code by Eadi Meeting 

Questicming ofExtemal 
Bodies by Each Code by 
Each Meeting 

QueAiooing ofExecudve 
by Each Code by Each 
Meeting 

Questiiming of Governors 
t y Each Code by Eadi 
Meeting 

Active Reactioa but no 
Questioning by Each 
Code by Each Meeting 

Active Reaction with 
Questioning by Eadi 
Code by Each Meeting 

The entire data analysis task was undertaken manually, in the first instance, including the 

initial graphical presentation of results. This not only allowed a feel for the data to be 

generated but also enabled any apparent inconsistencies to be highlighted and immediately 

investigated. In one case this revealed that a few of the codes had not been correctly 

completed and needed to be amended. It was also found that some questions had arisen &om 

a passive board-reaction in that two had emanated from committee minutes presented to the 

board, one had come from a letter submitted to the board 6om an external source, whilst in 

another case two questions had emanated 6om the same active board reaction. Once 

confidence in the integrity of the data base had been established and definitive patterns of 

board behaviour had begun to appear the analysis process was transferred to an EXCEL 

spreadsheet. This enabled data manipulation and graphical presentations to be more rapidly 

achieved and emerging behaviour patterns more readily investigated. 

An example of the template used for the coding operation is shown overleaf. 
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TEMPLATE FOR CODING BOARD ACTIVITY 

BOARD ACTIVITY 

BOARD EFFECTIVENESS FACTOR 
8 

> M > r* § 
OQ 

ti 

Questioning 
Who 

E x e c Gov . Ext. 

A C 
Constitutional Understandings 
1. Pmcess 
2. Membership 
3. 
4. 
5. Other 

Clarification of Purpose 
C Strategic Thinking 

Strat̂ cPlan 
Policy Statonent 
Receiving In&rmation 
Other 
Other—Process 

D Added Value 
R Externality 

Internal Information 
1. Financial 
2. Marketing/Remiitnient 
3. Academic 
4. Other 

G External Information 
1. Financial 
2. Maiteting 
3 Other 

Appointment of Chief Executive 
Monitoring the Executive 
1. Revenue/Coital Budget Setting 
2. Other Targets 
3. 

Accountability 
1. Financial Statements (Annual) 
2. Others 

K Self Assessment 
L 
M Committees 

1. Rq)orts 
2. Membership 
3. Terms o f Reference 
4. Academic Board 
5. Otha^ 

N Other 
1. Student Union 
2. Subsidiaries/Outside Ventures 
3. Governor Training 
4. Year 2000 
5. H & S 
6. Other 
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4.04 DATA INTERPRETATION 

From a view of board activity across all eighteen meetings that concentrates on the details of 

Board Meetings (i.e. the number of items raised) and the modes of board reaction the data is 

subsequently interpreted in several ways. Firstly the subject matter of items raised is 

reviewed. Secondly the type of reaction generated under each item category is scrutinised. 

On those occasions where a questioning (or challenging) mode of behaviour takes place 

attention is directed at the direction of that question. Finally the nature of questions raised is 

examined. Commentary on these various facets of the data is given below. 

4.05 

The board activity, as depicted in TABLE 2, shows that a high number of items were 

raised at board meetings. The overall total across all three institutions being 976 items 

over 18 meetings giving an average of 54.2 items per meeting. Assuming a meeting 

length of two hours, this represents an average attention span of 2 .2 minutes per 

item.[Note- The writer's experience over 12 years as Clerk to the Governors at a Higher 

Education Institution, and as a Governor of a School and a Sixth Form College, would 

suggest that 2hrs is about the norm for board meetings] The comparable figures for 

each institution being 329,232 and 415 total items over six meetings each giving an 

average of 54.8,38.7 and 69.2 items per meeting or 2.2, 3.1 and 1.7 minutes per item 

respectively. This suggests a very rapid turnover of business at board meetings. 

Typically 82.7% of all items raised were received passively by the board, the 

comparable figure for each institution being 75.4%, 83.6% and 88.0% respectively, 

shown graphically in CHART 1. Of the total items raised at board meetings only 

10.2%, on average across all boards, gave rise to questioning. The comparable figures 

for each institution being 13.4%, 9.9% and 8.0% respectively. These statistics together 

with further analysis concerning whether the questions were asked of the executive, 

governors or an outside body are shown graphically in CHART 2. These findings 

indicate a strong tendency for boards merely to 'rubber-stamp' a high proportion of 

items submitted for their attention and to raise questions only occasionally. 

The above findings raise doubts regarding the purpose of submitting many of these items to 

the boards and certainly suggest that the m^ority of the items are not strategic issues and do 
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not concern important governance issues. The most scarce resource of boards is meeting 

time. Boards meet 6)r approximately two hours every &w months at vviiich diey should 

mainly determine matters of significant importance to institutions operating within a very 

complex and rapidly changing environment. Yet the data suggests that the opposite is true in 

that the vast m^oiity of items raised at board meetings would appear to be not worthy of a 

questioning debate by the board. Boards would seem to be efBcient at dealing with the 

items raised in terms of speed but due to the lack of active debate it is questionable whether 

th^ are influencing institutional strategy and policies in any proactive way. It would seem 

advisable for boards, therefore, to more closely control the items submi#ed to board 

meetings so that more time can be given to the strategic and important governance issues 

that are worthy of a high level of quality debate. This would enable boards to become more 

influential in the strategic direction of their institutions. 
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BOARD ACTIVITY 1 TABLE 2 
Institution A B c TOTAL 

Reaction Questions Reaction Questkms Reaction Questions Reaction Questions 

P 
A 
S 
s 
1 
V 
E 

A 
C 
T 
I 
V 
E 

E 
X 
E 
C 

G 
0 
V. 

: 1 
T. 

P 
A 
S 
s 
1 
V 
E 

A 
C 
T 
1 
V 
E 

E 
X 
E 
C 

G 
O 
V. 

E 
X 
T. 

P 
A 
S 
S 
1 
V 
E 

A 
C 
T 
i 
V 
E 

E 
X 
E 
C 

G 
O 
V. 

: 
T. 

1 

P 
A 
S 
s 
1 
V 
E 

A 
C 
T 
! 
V 
E 

E 
X 
E 
C 

G 
O 
V. 

E 
X 
T. 

14-Oct-98 1 61 11 9 1 

25-Nov-9g 42 12 3 3 
1 

11-Deo-98 

1 
30 7 2 1 2 

1 
16-Dec-98 

1 
61 5 2 1 1 

19feb-99 28 4 3 1 
I 

17-Mar-99 

I 
61 9 2 1 1 

31-?i4ar~99 63 18 11 
1 

3»^Apr-99 1 
25 10 3 1 

'264yl8y-99 6 20 7 

1 
25-Jun-99 1 

40 5 3 1 
30-Jun-99 

1 
67 8 2 

1 
2Wul-99 48 13 9 1 

07-Oct-99 43 11 7 2 

1 
13-Oct-99 

1 
60 4 3 1 

22-0ct-99 40 3 1 
1 

14-Dec-99 46 7 1 1 1 
15-Deo-99 1 55 13 5 4 1 

17-Deo-99 9 5 1 1 

SUBTOTAL 248 81 38 6 
1 ' 

194 38 17 2 4 365 50 21 10 2| 807| 169 76 18 6 

% 75.41 24.6 l i a j 1.8 0.0 83.6 16.4 7.3 0.9 1.7 88.0 i:LO 5.1 2.4 0.5 82.7|17.3 7.8 1.8 0.6 

GRAND TOTAL 329 44 II 232 23 415 33 1 976 100 

13.4% 
of 329 items | 

9.9% 
of 232 items 

8.0% 1 
of 415 items | 

102% 
of 976 items 

AVERAGE PER | 4.13 13.5 6.3 2.0| 32.31 6.3 2.8| 1.0| 1.3 60.8 8.3 4 2 1.7| 1.0 44.8 9.4 4.5 1.6 1.2 
m h t 1 iNla 1 5 4 g 8.3 38.7 5 2 6 9 2 6.9 5 4 2 7.3 

[*Special meeting to discuss Strategic Plan only] 
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REACTIONS TO ITEMS RAISED AS A % OF TOTAL ITEMS RAISED CHART 1 

OVERALL 

17.3% 

82.7% 

• Passive Reactions 

oActixe Reactions 

INSTITUTIONS 

100.0 

8 0 . 0 -

10.0 -

83.6 

3 
16.4 

B 

88.0 

12.0 

I • Passive Reactions oAct iw Reactions 
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QUESTIONS RAISED AS A % OF TOTAL ITEMS RAISED CHART2 

OVERALL 

Questions to 
Executive 

7.8% Questions to 

Governors 1.8% 

Questions to 
External Bodies 
0.6% 

Items not raising 
questions 89.8% 

INSTITUTIONS 

100.0% 

90.0% 

80.0% 

70.0% 

60.0% 

50.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% 

0.0% 

86.6% 

13.4% 

90.1% 

9.9% 

mm 

92.0% 

• Items not raising questions 
• Items raising quest ions 

8.0% 

8 4 



4.06 

Analysis of the items raised at board meetings show that no items were raised in any of 

the institutions that needed the board to engage in debate about itself or its processes. 

Classifications under which no items were raised being Clarification of Purpose, Added 

Value, Externality and Meetings. (No items were raised that could be coded under the 

Appointment of Chief Executive classification but this is more understandable as none 

of the institutions were seeking new chief executives.). 

There were four classifications under which 75.1% of items raised could be coded, namely 

# Other — 23.5% overall and 14.0%, 28.0% and 28.4% at the institutions respectively. 

» Internal Information — 17.7% overall and 9.1%, 23.7% and 21.2% at the institutions 

respectively. 

# Committees - 17.4% overall and 19.8%, 13.4% and 17.8% at the institutions 

respectively. 

# Constitutional Process - 16.5% overall and 23.1%, 15.9% and 11.6% at the 

institutions respectively. 

Strategic Thinking accounted 6)r only 16.2% of the items raised overall and 28.3%, 6.5% 

and 12.0% at the institutions respectively. The remaining 8.7% of the total items raised were 

under the remaining four classifications of External Information, Monitoring of Executive, 

Accountability and Self-Assessment. 

Relevant graphical presentations are given in CHART 3 with supporting statistics in 

APPENDIX 1 .Within the above five most Aequently used classifications those items 

that were raised most often are shown in Table 3 overleaf 

85 



MOST OfTEJN RAISED ITEMS AT BOARD MEETINGS TABLE 3 

Main 
CbssiAcation 

Sub 
Classification 

Examples %of 
Total 
Items 
Raised 

Other Other Appointment of External Auditors, 
Awards Ceremony, Thanks to Staf^ 
StaS'Deaths, StaA'Studait Successes, 
Nominations for Honorary D%rees 

15.0 

Committees Reports Minutes of Committees 8.2 
Constitutional 
Process 

Membership N e w member welcomed. Vacancy 
noted. Election to Manbership, 
Election of Chair and Vice Chair, 
Resignations and Intmded 
Resignations 

7.9 

Constitutional 
Process 

Process Apologies, Minutes of Previous 
Meeting, Date of Next Meeting 

7.8 

Strategic 
Thinking 

Receiving 
Information 

Proposals SarNew School, Future of a 
Faculty, Additional HEFCE Funding, 
HEFOE Bid, StafBng Levels. 

7.8 

Internal 
Information 

Academic Preparation for QAA Visit, 
Confement of Professorships, 
Widening Participation, Semester 
System 

7.4 

Committees Membership Appointments to Membership, 
Appointment of Chairman, Current 
Committee Membership 

6.6 

Internal 
In&rmation 

Financial Future Tuition Fee Rates, Student 
Debtors. HEFCE Holdback 

6.6 

TOTAL 6 7 ^ 

The table indicates that a very high proportion of the items raised at board meetings are 

more to do with board processes or institutional arrangements rather than any critical 

strategic issues concerning the future of the institutiorL A similar situation in American 

companies caused Monks and Mirmow (1995, p. 199) to comment that:-

" ... m foo mwcA /Aff /wz/Zec/ wzfA 

407 

A very high number (82.7%) of items raised at board meetings received a passive 

reaction. Comparison of passive reactions to the total number of items raised under 

each code category is shown graphically in CHART 4 with supporting statistics in 
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APPENDIX 2. Across all institutioiis the hi^est tendency fbr a passive reaction occurs 

in those items dealing with Constitutional Process (95.7%), Committees (94.7%) and 

Other (88.2%) and yet these three classifications make up over half (57.4%) of the total 

items raised at a typical meeting. The same three classifications also receive very high 

levels of passivity at each institution whilst making up 56.9%, 57.3% and 57.8% of the 

total items raised at the individual institutions respectively. This suggests that a very 

high proportion of items raised at board meetings do not require board debak, but only 

require the board to be kept informed or to merely authorise. It should be possible for 

these items to be included in a board 'newsletter' and only raised at board meetings at 

the specific request of a governor. This would certainly free-up board time for those 

items that do receive an active reaction when submitted to board meetings 

4.08 /4C77KE 

A very low number (17.3%) of items raised at board meetings received an active 

reaction from governors. Comparison of active reactions to total number of items 

raised under each code category is shown graphically in CHARTS 5 with supporting 

statistics in APPENDIX 3. Across all institutions the highest tendency for an active 

reaction occurs in those five items dealing with External Information (66.7%), Strategic 

Thinking (45.6%), Self-Assessment (31.3%), Accountability (30.3%) and Monitoring 

the Executive (21.4%). However, apart from Strategic Thinking these items constitute 

less than a tenth (8.7%) of the total items submitted. This suggests that those items that 

governors are most keen to react to, and those incidentally to which governors can 

bring a different perspective and add value to the decision making processes, are 

precisely and perversely, those which are given fairly minimal visibility to the board. 

4.09 

The number of questions asked at board meetings as a percentage of the number of 

items raised is shown graphically in CHART 6 with supporting statistics in APPENDIX 

4. Overall die number of items generating questions is very low at 10.2% of items 

raised (13.4%, 9.9% and 8.0% at each institution respectively). The highest tendency to 

ask questions emerges from items raised in the Strategic Thinking category at 31.6% 

(33.3%, 26.7% and 30% at each institution respectively). The 33.3% arising from the 
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INSTITUTIONS 
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PASSIVE REACTIONS AS A % OF TOTAL ITEMS RAISED IN EACH CATEGORY 

OVERALL 
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ACTIVE REACTIONS AS A % OF TOTAL ITEMS RAISED IN EACH CATEGORY 

OVERALL 

CHART 5 
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External Inibrmation category needs to be treated with great caution as only 6 items 

overall were raised in this category. The next highest tendencies occur with items 

raised in the Self-Assessment and Accountability categories at 15.6% and 15.2% 

respectively, althou^ in one institution no questions came from these categories. 

The necessaiy prerequisite of governors asking questions is the generation of an active 

reaction by the board to items raised at board meetings. (Althou^ it should be noted 

that a few questions came from passive reactions.) Overall over half (59.2%) of active 

reactions generate questions from the board, the figures for each institution being 

54.3%, 60.5% and 66.0% respectively as shown by the statistics in APPENDIX 5 and 

graphically in CHART 7. Overall across the various categories the percentage varies 

from 69.4% (Strategic Thinking) to 33.3% Monitoring the Executive. It is noticeable 

that those categories that received a very high proportion of passive reactions, for 

example. Constitutional Process, Committees and Others still generate a level of 

questions, comparable to other category items in those instances where they give rise to 

an active reaction from governors. The analysis suggests that irrespective of item 

category where an active reaction is generated amongst governors then approximately 

50% of those active reactions will give rise to questions. 

4.10 

The indication of a question being raised was either the question being recorded in the 

minutes or sometimes the nature of reply or resolution being recorded. One hundred 

questions/challenges were raised over the eighteen meetings studied, of these 76% were 

directed at the executive (86.4%, 73.9% and 63.6% at the institutions respectively). The 

incidence of questioning across the coding classification is shown in 
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NUMBER OF QUESTIONS AS A % OF TOTAL ITEMS RAISED I N EACH CATEGORY 

OVERALL CHART 6 
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NUMBER OF QUESTIONS AS A % OF ACTIVE REACTIONS 

OVERALL 

CHART 7 

wsTmmoNs 
100.0% 
90̂ ) 
80.0% 
70.0% 
00.0% 
50.0% 
40^ 
30.0% 
20.0% 
10̂)% 
0.01 

100.0% 

90.0% 

80.0% 

89.4% 70X)% 

5<UI% 00.0* 60.0% 

40.0% 
3&W 

30.0% 

20.0% 

10.0% -

• 80,0% 
76.0% 

- ' 62.0% 

76.0% 

40.0% 

• • 
• r 

\ W W 

100.0* 
90.0* 
80.0* 
70.0* 

eo.0* 
G0.0* 
40.0* 
90.0* 
ao.0* 
10.0* 
0.0* 

100j)% lOOj* 

68,7% 

Ir M.OM 

- 33 M l 

kr H ' 
P L M'. 

100.0* 
00.0* 
BOX)* 

70.0% 
oao* 
50.0% 
40.0% 
s a o * 
20.0% 
10,0* 
0.0* 

00.0% 
a6.4» 

93 



APPENDIX 6. Questions to the executive were of the following ̂ rpes. 

# Nineteen of the 76 (25%) questions directed at the executive were seeking further 

information or clarification that could be given at the meeting, examples being:-

"7/ waar f/iaZ fo dlo/e m overa/Z aZ 

"TTze vzce-cAa»ce//or coM/zrniei/ fAaf a// mferMar%o7za/ acfh/zYze/r were c/ojre^ /MOMfforeÂ  

azk/ ay.swe(/ govenzorf f/iaf wzf^r zzo ĉ CMowfa/zcef if f z/cA ac/h'/f/ef 6e 

ofAer j;o wcef 

# Twelve questions (16%) were requests for better quality information, for instance:-

'T/ze Boar<y aB r̂reâ  eyecwzo/z o/z fAe re/eâ ye a ẑ/rfAer fo re.yoz/rce areaa: 

q/̂ ofe/zf/aZ groW/z m /PPP/OO z/yzfz/ /more (/efaz/e /̂̂ r6y?ofa/f o/z //ze aQ9a%y/o/z areay 

aW f/ze ĵ avmgf /»aak fo e«a6/e /Ae jQ/zz fo 6e re/ea«̂ ee/ were avaz/aA/e ". 

# Eleven questions (14%) were positive directions for further action, such as:-

"ZTze Boare/ we/cowe /̂ f̂ e r^orf Z)z/if jz/ggeâ fê / fAaf fome e:%ferMa/ &Q9erZ/fe a)̂  fAe 

fẐ ra/egzc /eve/ mzg/zZ' 6e regz/zrê /". 

"7%e Dzrecforafe were as'A%̂  fo worA: wzY/z /̂ Ae Dea/wr q/"facz//(y fo ef faA/̂ A Aow 

f z/cA a coM/rẑ z/fzo/z coz/A/ 6eff 6e acco/wMoa&zfef/". 

# Ten questions (13%) were couched in the manner of fairly general advice, for 

example:-

"C/ear z /̂z/̂ cafroM q/̂ fAe ce/zZra/ â /raZegzc ô ecfzveâ  wozi/c/ agjr̂ f zzẑ /ezzzeTzfafzoTZ 

aW zMOMz/̂ ormg". 

"7%e zmywrfa/zce q/̂ /Ae m/er»a/ zf/zh'er.yzzy eMŴ o/zzzze/zf 6e g^ezz greafer 

ezẑ /kzyzf ". 

"7%e ẑ f̂ rZaMce z/z fAzf co/z/&%Z q/̂ z/zyrovzMg zweaw q/̂ z?zea;z/rz7zg va/zze adWê f Zo ZAe 

ejî erze/zce q/̂ j/zajlg/zff /ower fOczo-eco/zo/»zc cafegorze.; wag ffreĵ gê /". 
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Seven questions (9%) were indications of the board monitoring executive 

performance, for example:-

fAe reo&owyor fAo wwZgr&foot/". 

Seven questions (9%) were miscellaneous in character, for example:-

"ConcerM way f/zaf fAe accowMAMg rngf/zoak wgre wzzm/o/". 

Four questions (5%) were definite ne^tive direction for further action, such as:-

"7%g Bowf/ M Mof fo fz^orf /Ag /f D^ecfor fo 

# Four questions (5%) were requests that further consideration be given to proposals 

submitted to the board, for example:-

YAe approvê / fAe m c o M f / o 

zmAkr/aAen ". 

# Two questions (3%) were of a more vague nature that required debate rather than 

answers or action, for example:-

"A woiy gfw&yf/ometf wAefAer fAe overa// a//M fo Aave 

It would seem normal for a great number of board questions to the executive (25%) to be 

seeking more information that could be given at the meeting. It should be of concern 

however that the next most Sequent (16%) should be requesting better quality information, 

whilst a further 5% requested further consideration be given to matters submitted to the 

board, ft should be normal 6r boards to seek to influence further executive action in an 

indirect way by posing questions that include advice (13%) or that give more positive 

direction (14%), but it is of note that 5% of questions included very definite negative 

direction to the executive. It is also of concern that only 9% of the questions to the 

executive were indicative of the monitoring role of boards. 
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4.11 

The questions that Governors ask of themselves represented 18% of all questions/ 

challenges raised and were, on occasions, quite pointed, for example:-

" fAg Aw w/gw fAaf (//AcmAvo/w wgrg /Morg 

On other occasions the Board could be seen to be directing the activities ofl questioning the 

need for, or sometimes re-asserting the continued need for, a subcommittee. For example:-

" / A e /"ĝ ug.v/g</ /Aaf a r^o/Y /'rogrg.w Ae Ay /Ae 

Co/MMf/fge /o /Ae yzexf meef/Mg Govemorf 

" ... A W < 3 gugjrfmw over fAg coMA/zz/ee/fieĝ //or a feporg^e Arofegzc 

f/wmmg CoTMTMzffgg ". 

"... /Aw /wf^rvowgf/ ̂  wAzcA fAaf a proper^ 

cowfzfz/fgâ  wzt/ e/Tywwgref/ commz#gg 6e rgfamĝ "̂. 

On occasion Boards could be seen to be critical of ±eir own efforts, for example:-

". .. 7/ way agrees/ /Aafyz/̂ zzre amzwa/ 6y fAe q/̂  Govemorf fMc/Wie wz 

gva/zAZ/fOM o/j?rogrey;; acAfgve/Me/ẑ  /Ae f/an (zW fAe ow/z 

m g/Mfwrwg /Aa/ /Ae acA/evetf o^gc//v&y 

It would seem ±at Governors do, but in an ad hoc manner, question their own practices 

and effectiveness, sometimes in quite clear language. Such questioning occurred even 

though one of the institutions has a Governance Committee charged with the task of 

evaluating their board's practices and effectiveness. Another institution bad 

commenced a review of governance during ±e academic year and had an item coded as 

' Self Assessment' raised at each meeting during the year from which had arisen two 

questions to Governors. In this latter institution no other questions directed to the 

Board were raised under any other classification. The third institution had also 

established a woiking party on governance. In this institution twenty-three items coded 

as' Self Assessment' were raised during that year, but these only generated three 
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questions to the board with another seven questions directed to the board coming from 

items classified under other headings. 

The data indicates that all three boards were prepared to question their own practices during 

the course of their meetings in addition to having established a formal means of assessing 

their performance. This is an encouraging sign, following the various NAO/PAC criticisms 

of governance arrangements in the Higher Education sector. 

4.12 m fXTEAAWl BOD/Ey 

Of the 100 questions/challenges raised across all institutions six (6%) were directed at 

External Bodies. Four of these concerned external assessments of the institutions such 

as the League Tables published by national newspapers or Inspection Reports or 

HEFCE published statistics. An example is:-

The other two questions concerned the Gnancial accounts of the Students Union and a 

minority view on the Bett Report covering academic salaries and terms and conditions 

of employment. At one institution no questions were raised that were directed at 

external bodies whilst four such questions were raised at one institution and two 

questions at the other. 

Overall only six items were raised under the External Information classification but four of 

these items produced an active reaction from the board, and of these two gave rise to 

questions directed at external bodies. It would seem therefore, albeit 6om very few 

instances, that although Governors are given very few chances at their board meetings to 

review pertinent external information they do, on such occasions, induce an active reaction 

that moreover leads to a questioning stance. 

4.13 SUMMARY 

The only time that governors legitimately act with full governance power is at board 

meetings, which consume only around 10-12 hours each year. Meeting time is, 

therefore, a very scarce resource which needs to be used very carefully if boards are to 
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efRciendy and eHectively address the m^or governance issues faced by higher 

education institutions which are currently subject to very rapid, turbulent and 6r-

reaching changes affecting extremely important national issues. The analysis of the 

minutes of board meetings for three mzyor higher education institutions over one annual 

cycle shows that although board meetings could be said to be efficient, in that they deal, 

on average, with one item every two minutes, the activities undertaken do not greatly 

influence institutional activity. It could be reasonably assumed that indicators of 

effective board meetings would be a concentration on m^or strategic issues, the 

provision of high quality information informing governors of the internal workings of 

the institution and monitoring executive performance and keeping governors abreast of 

external indicators. This would allow the institution to be realistically 'benchmaiked' 

against its competitors whilst encouraging active and lively debate and questioning 

around the issues submitted to the board. Another indicator of effective board meetings 

would be a regular reassessment of the board's purpose and 'added-value' benefit to the 

institution. Yet the data collected shows that at the board meetings studied — 

" 82.7% of items raised received a passive reaction 

" Only 10.2% of items raised generated questions of which over three-quarters were 

directed at the executive with a high proportion seeking more and better quality 

information 

" Only 16.2% of items raised were strategic issues 

" Very few items raised delved into the issues concerning the boards purpose, 

effectiveness or accountability 

" Very few items raised concerned information regarding external events or gave the 

board an opportunity to benchmark the institution 

" Very few items raised appeared to be designed to assist the board to monitor the 

executive, althoug)i several questions raised by governors did attempt to do this. 

Indeed, the data collected invites the suspicion that board meetings are so arranged that, 

by overloading the board with items concerning the minor details of board business, the 

minimum of time is available for real strategic thinking or assessment of the 

executive's performance. The evidence suggests that when items in particular 

categories are raised, such as external information, strategic thinking, self assessment, 

accountabilily and monitoring the executive, then the board does react actively by 
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engaging in discussion. Once this reaction has been achieved then there is a high 

likelihood of questions being generated. TABLE 4 shows the apparent phenomenon of 

the nearly inverse relationship between the number of items raised and the likelihood of 

an 'active reaction' occurring. 

rrEMS RAISED/ LIKELmOOD OF AN ACTIVE REACTION 
OCCURRING AT BOARD MEETINGS 

TABLE 4 

% of 
Items 
Raised 

Active 
Reactions 

23.S Other 11.8% 

17.7 Internal Information 15.6% 

17.4 Committees 5.3% 

16.5 Constitutional Process 4J% 

1 6 j Strat^c Thinking 45.6% 

3.4 Accountability 30^% 

3.3 Self Assessment 31«3% 

1.4 Monitoring of the Executive 21.4% 

0.6 Eitemal Information 66.7% 

It is suggested that if board meetings are to be more elective, strategic and directed at 

governance issues such as executive performance, accountability, and external 

comparison together with being more self evaluative, then boards need to take more 

control over their meeting agendas and thereby force such issues to the &re. More time 

for discussion of Aese issues could be made if the many detailed paraphernalia 

presently taking up a high proportion of items raised at board meetings could be the 

subject of regular governor newsletters with the items only being exceptionally raised at 

board meetings. The necessary approval of these items could be given 'en-masse' and 

signified by no objections being raised - thus officially recognising the 'rubber-

stamping' of this element of board business which currently happens. In this way it 

would at least be done with minimum use of that scarce resource - board meeting time. 

Dunne (1999, p.38) mentions an alternative approach when he states that:-
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rggmrmg appmva/ 6%// Tzo 7%M i$ fAgnyb/Zowĝ / 6y a WiycKĝ y/o/z 

aggM(&7". 

Boards shoiHd also insist that matters submitted to them should be presented in such a 

way as to encourage discussion and debate - surely not an impossible demand of an 

executive who mainly have acquired skills of achieving this during their previous 

careers as university lecturers. 

The research findings certainly support the following perspective from Carver (1990, p.xii):-

fAezr fime exp/ormg, oW 

VTWYeac/ eiyia/zc/ fAezr e/ze/;gy OM a q/" /cfar eve/z 

Dunne (1999, p. 1) quotes an extreme example when he states that:-

'7've Amy a ezgAf Aoz/r fo a 6oar(/ fAe car 

/w/fcy or wAaf %?e q/̂  cq^e mocAme /zavg /Aezr Aztymgj:.; rzfM̂  oz/(̂  

q/" cayA 

The above comments are based on an analysis of minutes of board meetings, which, as 

explained in the introduction to this first research element, are only one way of investigating 

board activity and, due to their inherent weakness as a research data base, should be used 

with considerable caution. The next element of the research programme through the use of 

a questionnaire, informed by this analysis of board minutes, seeks to obtain information 

direct 6om governors that can be used to inform, extend or substantiate the findings so far 

elicited. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

jSLPj SiTSLALlL S iSIS C)]F ]HU&I»IvIIC!S TTO <;*1jniC2ST[l[(]HPsnPfj4 [i;jB:!S IISISIJITJC) 

TO FIVE HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 
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5.01 QUESTIONNAIRES AS A DATA SOURCE 

This second research element focuses on the responses from Members of Governing 

Bodies of Higher Education Institutions to a questionnaire structured around the 

common characteristics of board effectiveness emanating from the literature review and 

as informed by the analysis of board minutes undertaken in the Grst research project. It 

is realised that this technique, as with all research methodologies, suffers from inherent 

weaknesses that unless recognised could limit the validity of the research findings 

(Bell, 1993; MoserandKalton, 1989; Oppenheim, 1992; and Youngman, 1978;). In the 

use of a questionnaire to gather data the acknowledged weaknesses are that firstly, the 

responses received will reflect the respondents own views of their board's activities and 

will thus be very dependent on their particular degree of objectiveness, which could 

vary markedly across members of the same board. Secondly, the responses will be 

heavily reliant on the memories of the individual members of their board's activities. 

As the boards studied are dlGerent &om the boards participating in the first research 

project, these wiU not be capable of confirmation by reference to the minutes of the 

relevant board meetings. Thirdly, the responses will be influenced by the actual 

questions posed within the questionnaire, notwithstanding the care taken in constructing 

these questions. In order to minimise as far as possible, the personal influences of the 

writer in the selection and wording of the questions, a workplace colleague with 

experience of this particular research technique reviewed various drafts of the 

questionnaire and suggested several amendments. Also, as discussed later, the 

questionnaire was subject to a 'pilot run' before being issued to the participating 

institutions. This highlighted several areas of ambiguity and misunderstanding within 

the wording as well as raising suggestions for additional and extended questions that 

needed to be addressed before the Snal questionnaire was issued. 

5.02 SELECTING PARTICIPANTS 

The participants taking part in the first research element made it known at the outset that 

they would not take part in the second research element. It thus became necessary to locate 

further participants. At this time the writer attended a NATFHE Conference on 'Good 

Practice in Higher Education Governance' and, by chance, met the Executive Secretary of 

The Standing Conference of Principals (SCOP) - an association of thirty eight colleges 

operating within the university sector - who was considering making an application to 
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HEFCE for funding to assist SCOP in improving the corporate governance of their 

associated colleges. AAer several discussions it was agreed that SCOP would allow the 

writer to circulate the various colleges to request their participation in the writer's research 

project. The SCOP executive secretary would actively encourage the colleges to participate 

in the hope that the research findings would help SCOP to structure their own 'Governance 

Improvement' programme. Accordingly, a letter requesting assistance (see Appendix 7) 

was sent to all SCOP colleges &om which only five colleges agreed to participate in the 

research programme. It is not possible to say how representative these five colleges are of 

higher education institutions generally. The five colleges however have student numbers 

ranging &om 2000+ to over 5000. It was considered that five was a sufficient number of 

colleges to give approximately one hundred completed questionnaires and would provide a 

sufficient research base sample from v\^ch conclusions could be usefiiUy drawn. 

The response rate for the five colleges was 45.5%; 47.8%; 53.8%; 66.7% and 76.0% 

respectively, giving an overall response rate of 57%. It was not possible to determine if Ihe 

governors who did not reply had any distinguishing characteristics fi-om those that did reply. 

For example it was not possible to see if gender was such a characteristic as many governors 

were referred to by title such as Doctor, Professor or Councillor, which have no gender 

connotations. Also some questionnaires were returned unsigned. This lack of knowledge 

regarding the non-respondents and their similarity, or otherwise, to the respondents is 

undoubtedly an issue within the interpretation of the research results, and raises questions 

that subsequent research might explore. 

5.03 DESIGN OF OUESTIONNACRE 

It was considered that this second research element should be aimed at collecting governors' 

opinions on the appropriateness of the "̂ Effective Governance' factors that arose firom the 

literature review. These factors also provided the basis of the Grst research element. Specific 

views on, and examples of̂  the individual effectiveness factors were also sought. As 

mentioned in the methodology section it was planned to use a questionnaire to collect this 

data. Further, in order to be able to assess the strength of the individual governor views it 

was intended to use the 'Likert' technique of requesting replies that ranged across a five-

point scale from, 'very satisfied' to 'very dissatisfied'. The questionnaire design was based 

on principles refored to by: Bell, 1993; Moser and Kalton, 1989; Oppenheim, 1992; and 
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Youngman, 1978. At the design stage it was decided not to include 'Added Value' in the 

list of 'effective governance' factors at Question 5 as, based on the experience of the Grst 

research programme, it was considered too nebulous a concept to address in the 

questionnaire. It was also decided, on similar reasoning, not to include 'externality' in the 

list given in Question 5 but to explore this concept in more specific terms in Question 10. 

Likewise it was considered that the efkctiveness factor relating to the performance of the 

Chief Executive should not be posed by means of a specific question as the sensitiveness 

and confidential nature of any reply might result in a number of governors not completing or 

returning the questionnaire. Accordingly an initial draft questionnaire was constructed and 

used as a basis of discussion with various work place colleagues experienced in the use of 

questionnaire surveys, from these discussions a modified questionnaire emerged that 

appeared to meet the research needs. Simultaneously with these discussions a number of 

governors at the writer's own institution were requested to act as respondents to a 'pilot run' 

of the questionnaire survey and encouraged to not only complete the questionnaire so that 

the proposed analytical process could be tested but also to comment on, criticise and suggest 

improvements to the questionnaire. The outcome of these discussions was that seven 

governors agreed to co-operate in this way. Participation in the 'pilot run' was also sought 

and obtained from the Registrars of the five colleges taking part in this element of the 

research programme, the Registrars of the three institutions taking part in the first element 

of the research and the Executive Secretary of SCOP. The views of these various consultees 

were, where possible and where germane to the research objectives, used to construct the 

final questionnaire. The main changes arising &om the 'pilot run' were:-

# Additional 'effective governance' factors were added to Question 5 that referred to the 

need for a wide-ranging mix of experience and skills amongst governors, and to the 

need for an effective secretary/clerk to the board. 

# An additional specific question was added that requested examples of the difference in 

responsibilities of a non-executive director of a company and a governor of a higher 

education institution. 

# Various changes of wording such as 'chief executive' to chief executive/principal/vice-

chancellor. 

Once the necessary changes had been made a personalised letter to each governor together 

with the questionnaire (Appendixes 8 and 9) was issued to the College Registrars of the 
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participating institutions for distribution to Aeir individual governors. Although the 

questionnaire was designed to identify the participating college, governors were given the 

choice of signing the questionnaire or returning it unsigned if they so wished, thus 

preserving a measure of confidentiality as requested by some board chairmen. 

5.04 DATA HANDLING 

The data on the sixty-five returned questionnaires was manually entered into a database 

using a Microsoft Access 97 Software Programme. Application of a query programme to 

this data was used to extract the responses given to each question, other than those requiring 

a textual response, and by feeding these into a Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet a printout was 

prepared showing the answers given to each question by individual respondents. Using 

SPSS software it was then possible to prepare separate cross-tabulation printouts for each 

dependent variable such as individual colleges, length of service, type of governor (staff̂  

student, chair of board, chair of conmiittee). From these various cross tabulation printouts 

analysis sheets were manually prepared summarising the answers given to each question in 

percentage terms so that comparison across each dependent variable was possible. That part 

of the database recording the textual responses was separately analysed according to the 

nature of the responses given so that the respective popularity of particular responses could 

be readily apparent 

Unfortunately, one of the participating colleges had inadvertently used a photocopy of 

an early and superseded edition of the questionnaire. This has been issued to the 

Registrar during the pilot run and did not include some of the questions that appeared 

on the final questionnaire. This college had needed to be 'reminded' several times to 

return the questionnaire and it was therefore decided to proceed with the documents as 

returned. The resultant 'no replies' to the missing questions were eliminated, that is not 

treated as 'no-answers' in subsequent data analysis. 

5.05 DATA INTERPRETATION 

The questionnaire was designed to collect four types of information (i) personal details 

of participating governors - to be used as dependent variables (ii) governors views 

regarding the importance of the 'Effective Governance Factors' (iii) governors views 

regarding the application of those factors within their own board's activities, and 
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(iv) governor's views regarding their training opportunities. Commentary on the data 

emanating from the replies to questions in each of these sections is given below. 

5.06 ONE - f DEIW&y 

The first three questions were designed to establish personal details of the individual 

respondents that could also be used as dependent variables upon which various cross-

tabulation could be based. The first question concerned the length of time that the 

respondents had served as governors. Their replies indicate that the highest proportion 

of governors (47.7%) had served for a 1-5 year period with a few (12.3%) having 

served for 11 or more years despite the comments in the Dealing Report (1997) 

suggesting, in Recommendation 54, that two terms should be the maximum period of 

service. Further statistical data concerning responses to Question 1 is given in 

Appendix 10. 

Answers to the second question established that four student governors had completed 

the questionnaire whilst 15 staff governors had also responded. Responses to the third 

question indicated that three Board Chairs had participated whilst fifteen Committee 

Chairs had also taken part. 

Forty-nine (75 .4%) of the respondents, in replying to Question 4, agreed to take part in 

a brief interview if it became necessary to conduct further research into particular issues 

emerging from the survey. This high level of aKrmative replies together with the hi^i 

level of overall responses (57%) suggests that there is a significant level of interest 

amongst governors in the subject matter being researched and augurs well for future 

projects that may fbllow-on from this particular research programme. 

5.07 TWO - EfTECTTKE fMCrARy 

This section of the questionnaire was designed to discover governor's opinions as to the 

importance of the various 'effective governance factors' that were compiled as part of the 

foregoing literature review and subsequently matched, in the first research element against 

board activities as evidenced by board minutes. As mentioned previously a few of those 

factors were considered not to be suitable subjects for a questionnaire survey whilst an 

additional two factors. Skill Mix and Effectiveness of Secretary/Clerk had been suggested 

during the pilot run of the questionnaire. Most of the 'effective governance factors' listed in 
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Question 5 received overwhelming afBrmative support &om the respondents with normally 

in excess of 90% of governors 'strongly agreeing' or 'agreeing' on the importance of the 

fetors listed, as illustrated on TABLE 5 . 

IMPORTANCE OF EFFECTIVE GOVERNANCE FACTORS TABLE 5 
(% OF RESPONSES) 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
sure 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Answered 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESS - the 
board has processes to ensure that it acts 
within its duties and responsibilities 

80.0 20.0 

CLARIFICATION OF PURPOSE - the 
board has a clear understanding of its 
purpose 

70.8 29.2 

STRATEGIC THINKING - the board 
has an influential role in the formulation 
of strategic policy 

46.2 46.2 4.6 1.5 1.5 

INTERNAL INFORMATION - the 
board receives good quality in&rmation 
&om the executive 

58.5 40.0 1.5 

EXTERNAL INFORMATION - the 
board has sources of information external 
to the Institution 

26.2 56.9 13.8 3.1 

EFFECTIYENESS OF CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE/PRINCIPAL/ DIRECTOR 
- The board is well supported by a Chief 
Executive who eSectively manages the 
Institution 

80.0 16.9 1.5 1.6 

MOim-ORING OF EXECUTIVE/ 
MANAGEMENT —the board ensures 
that the executive effectively implements 
the strategies approved by the board 

44.6 52.3 3.1 

ACCOUNTABILITY - the board has 
clearly defined those constituencies to 
whom it is accountable 

50.8 44.6 4.6 

SELF ASSESSMENT - the board 
periodically examines its own 
performance 

26.2 43.1 26.1 4.6 

MEETINGS - board meetings are 
effective mechanisms for reaching board 
resolutions 

46.2 46.1 7.7 

COMMITTEES - the board keeps close 
control over its committees, Wiich work 
within agreed terms of reference 

40.0 53.8 3.1 3.1 

SKILL MIX - the governors have a wide 
ranging area of qualifications, 
experiences and inta%ts 

50.0 43.5 4.3 2.2 

EFFECTIVENESS OF SECRETARY 
/CLERK - the board is well supported by 
a secretary/clerk of sufRcient seniority 
and status to be able to give advice 
independent &om the executive, when 
necessary 

65.2 28.3 6.5 
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Noticeable diGerences &om this high level of support however exist in the case of the 

following: -

Strategic Thinking There was an even split, 46.2% each, between governors giving 

'strongly agree' and 'agree' responses, with a small minority (4.6% and 1.5%) giving a 

'not-sure' or 'disagree' response, the fbur governors responding in this way coming 

from three of the five colleges, two of the governors being staff governors. 

External Information. A large number of governors did not agree that this was an 

important factor with 13.8% being 'not-sure' whilst 3.1% 'disagreed'. These governors 

came from fbur of the five colleges, across the fbur ranges of length of service and from 

all types of governors other than Chairs of Boards. 

Monitoring of Executive. A small minority (3.1%) were 'not sure' as to the 

importance of this factor. 

Accountability A small minority (4.6%) were 'not sure' as to the importance of this 

factor. 

Self Assessment. A large number of governors (26.1%) were 'not sure' as to the 

importance of this factor whilst 4.6% responded that they 'disagreed'. The twenty 

governors responding in this way came 6om all five colleges, all length of service 

categories and all types of members. This is of some concern bearing in mind the 

comments within the Bearing Report (1997) in Recommendation 57 to the effect that 

governing bodies should review their effectiveness at least every five years. 

Meetings. Some governors (7.7%) were 'not sure' that meetings were effective 

mechanisms for reaching board resolutions. The five governors responding in this way 

came from fbur of the five colleges whilst two were students and one was a staff 

governor. 

Committees A small minority (3.1%) were 'not sm ê' of the importance of keeping 

close control of board committees whereas the National Audit Office have mentioned 

their concern over this issue in several of their reports, as mentioned in the literature 

review. 
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The two additional factors suggested during the pilot run of the questionnaire although 

receiving definite affirmative support did, nevertheless, give rise to a minority of 

governors being 'not sure' whilst in the case of Skill Mix a minority (2.2%) disagreed. 

Appendix 10 gives detailed statistical data concerning the responses given to 

Question 5. 

Question 6 requested governors to suggest any factors, other than those listed, which 

contributed to the effectiveness of boards of governors. Seventy-one suggestions were 

made of which the most popular were as fbllows:-

Thirteen suggestions (18.3%) stressed the need for commitment by governors in terms 

of time and involvement with the activities of their institution, for example:-

"Govemorf maef ffwdg/z/a: m a aW /zof 

w/fA CAem fee fAe 

Nine suggestions (12.7%) concerned ±e need to acquire knowledge of the institution, 

for example:-

Seven suggestions (9 .9%) covered the relationship of board members with each other, 

for example:-

"/f /ze^f ^f/zg reWzoTẐ Â ĵ  wzf/z eac/z of/zer a/ fAe 

/̂ eMo/zaZ /eve/. ,Sz/c/z a re/afzo/zfAy wz// maAe cow/nzcfzve crzfzcM/Mf eayzer fo 

gzve aW acc^r'. 

Seven suggestions (9.9%) were made about ±e make-up of the board, especially the 

specific expertise of governors, although this topic had been raised in question 5 under 

skill-mix. 

Five suggestions (7.0%) related to the selection and induction of new governors whilst a 

further five (7.0%) raised the issue of the quality of information submitted to the board. Five 
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suggestions (7%) were also made relating to the leadership, effectiveness and status of the 

board's chairman. Other suggestions were wide-ranging including, for example, Financial 

Probity, Gender Balance, Succession Planning, and Listening to Staff Views. 

5.08 

This section of the questionnaire concerned the views of governors as to the activities 

of their own board, especially in relation to the application of the effective governance 

factors. A statistical analysis of the responses is given in Appendix 10. Most questions 

also invited comments if governors were 'dissatisfied' or 'very dissatisfied', whilst two 

questions requested examples to be given where governors were 'very satisfied' or 

'satisfied', however governors gave comments or examples irrespective of their answer 

to the lead question. 

The first two questions of Section Three (Questions 7 and 8) concerned the general 

topics of statutory duties and board function. Most governors (90.8%) were 'very 

satisfied' or 'satisfied' that their board had sufficient understanding of it's statutory 

duties and responsibilities whilst a similar proportion (90.7%) were also 'very satisfied' 

or 'satisfied' that their board had a clear understanding of it's function, although in one 

institution three of the governors (30% of those responding) were 'not sure' or 

'dissatisfied'. 

The next nine questions of Section Three covered more specific aspects of board 

activities. Question 9 referred to the contribution that boards made to the strategic 

planning of their institution and there was a significant reduction in the number of 

governors stating that they were 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied', only 73.9% responding in 

this way. Eleven governors (16.9%) coming from five institutions and all types of 

governor including one Board Chair were 'not sure'. A further five governors (7.7%) 

responded that they were 'dissatisfied'. Two student and five staff governors (50% and 

33.4% of that type of governor respectively) claimed to be 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied'. 

Six governors, including one student and three staff governors offered comments on 

this question, such as:-

f / A e frmc/paZ aw/ aw/ fo fAg 

Govemmg /br approve/. A fo /Kzve wz 
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y/zpwf wAaf wozz/e/ //Ae fo ĵ gg m /Ae 6'rrafegfc 7̂ /ao 6^re zf 

/̂ reparecf" (Chair of Committee). 

"7%e Boaraf w ve/y o/z Âe jSMTybr - ff Mgedk Aave 

orvaz/aA/e f/roMger r^re«ce /?0Z7Z/â  <%y fo wAaf M Aoppg/zmg m /Ae fecfor, or 

gjpgc;a//y '6e/zcA TMar;̂ ' ;/̂ 77»aff07z OM ow/xzrf fAe ̂ ecfor " (StafF 

Governor). 

Question 10 asked if members were able to put forward views at board meetings that 

differed &om that of executive. The m^ority (84.6%) of governors were 'very satisfied' 

or 'satisfied' with this aspect of their board's activities. Of the nine governors (13.9%) 

that were 'not sure' or 'dissatisGed' two were students whilst four were staff governors 

(50% and 26.7% of that type of governor respectively). One student governor 

commented as fbllows:-

"/ Am/g e.g. 

worA/Wyor w/f/Z go v/ewf q/" fAe exgcz/f/ve, 

^/MaZ/gr Mfz/g^, f.g. ffWgMf o/%ĝ , Aovg a Ago/f/^ 

One of the staff governors commented :-

"Too /MMcA mfgrgffgt/ m oÂ  6cyy c/w6 

Question 11 asked governors if they were satisfied with the information submitted to 

board meetings by the executive. Most governors (90.7%) were 'very satisfied' or 

'satisfied'. Of the six governors registering as 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied' one was a 

Board Chair whilst three were staff governors (20% of Aat particular type of governor) 

Question 12 asked if governors were satisfied that the board received external 

information, unabridged by the executive, relating to issues of interest to the board. A 

fairly low number of governors (61.5%) were 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' on this 

issue. Twenty-four governors were 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied', these governors coming 

from all institutions, in one institution amounting to 63 .6% of those responding 

including the Board Chair. Three-quarters of the student governors were 'not sure' 

whilst two-thirds of the staff governors were 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied'. 

6 ^ 
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Question 13 was a multiple question that asked how satisfied governors were that their 

board suSiciently monitored the executive in various areas and asked governors to give 

examples of good practice. The responses were: -

Financial Performance. Most governors (93.9%) were 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' 

with the monitoring in this area although this was one of the few topics that elicited a 

'very dissatisfied' response, fî om a staff governor who had served for 1-5 years. This 

topic generated a high number (53) of examples of which eleven mentioned the Audit 

Committee, ten the use of budgets whilst six mentioned the Finance and General 

Purpose Committee. 

Academic Oualitv. 73.9% of governors were 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' with the 

monitoring of the executive in this area. Of the sixteen governors registering as 'not 

sure' or 'dissatisfied' four were staff governors (26.6% of that particular type of 

governor two of whom were 'dissatisfied') whilst ten were governors who were not 

students, staffs board chairs or chairs of committee (35.7% of that particular type of 

governor). In one institution all governors returning the questionnaire were 'very 

satisfied' or 'satisfied' whilst in another only 60% of the responding governors were of 

this opinion. This topic also generated a high number (46) of examples of Wiich sixteen 

mentioned external reports such as issued by the QAA or OFSTED whilst seven 

referred to reports from the Principal or other Senior Manager, and a further three 

mentioned reports &om the Academic Board. Four of the governors registering as 

'unsure' commented on the difGculty of monitoring in this area, for example one who 

had been a governor for 1-5 years commented:-

'7 Aavg MO idea wAaZ or fo ybr". 

Staff Development. Very few governors were 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' (2.2% and 

23.9% respectively) that the executive were sufficiently monitored in respect of staff 

development issues. In one institution none of the governors were 'very satisfied' or 

'satisfied'. Of the governors who returned the questionnaire 63% were 'not sure' whilst 

8.7% were 'dissatisfied', these governors coming &om all four institutions who were 

asked this particular question. The governors registering as 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied' 

including all the student governors and 70% of the staff governors, and all responding 

Board Chairs. One governor who was 'not sure' commented as follows: -
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'Y/zarvg OM f/ze ^rT/P accrec/z/â fOM," ofAer f/zan f/zaf; 

Z/ff/e 

Another governor who was 'dissatisAed% and had served for 1-5 years, commented:-

gvfWeMce OM Ae/zig q/̂  f/y /̂YoMce f/ze 6oar<̂ ". 

A staff governor who was also 'dissatisfied' commented:-

"/ jrẑ &pecf /ẑ /ve //ff/e z/WierffaWmg q/̂ Z/ze <̂ eve/qp/Mg7zf /zeedk ". 

Equal Opportunities. Only 4.4% of governors were 'very satisfied' whilst 63.0% were 

'satisfied' with the monitoring of the executive in this area. In one institution all 

governors returning the questionnaire responded in these ways, with the Chair of the 

Employment and StafBng Committee commenting:-

of Boartf /eve/, f o îfh/g qpproac/z w/zere reWfa ore comz/zg 

f/zroMg/z". 

However in the same institution a staff governor who had served for 1-5 years, but Wio 

did not register a satis6ction level of any sort, commented:-

' V / z a y a goverMor / /zarwe fW/LED fo gef fAe goverMorĵ  To f/zw wfz/e 

In another institution the Board Chair commented on the satisfaction expressed by Staff 

Governors whilst a staff governor, who registered as 'dissatisfied' commented:-

"Te/zak /o a Y o A e / z / M e / ? z 6 g r y ^ z 7 fo qppreczafe fAe c^/zce 

' Za/zgz/age gn;ejf". 

In the case of three institutions governors made reference to the existence of an Equal 

Opportunities Committee who made reports to the Board. 

Staff Morale. Only 4.6% of governors were 'very satisfied' whilst only 24.6% were 

'satisfied' wiA the monitoring of ±e executive in this area. Those governors (66.1%) 

registering as 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied' came 6om all give institutions and included all 

the student governors, 73 .3% of the staff governors, 66 .7% of board chairs, 60% of 

committee chairs and 60.7% of other governors and covered all categories of length of 
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service. This issue gave rise to one of only two 'very dissatisfied' responses over the 

entire questionnaire, this came 6om a staff governor who had served for 1-5 years and 

who commented as follows: -

"A/fMzma/ zf CTf̂ car/ o/"proceff o/" 

Four governors referred to the presence of stafT members on the board ^^en 

commenting on this issue whilst three made reference to meetings with stafT Another 

two governors referred to the difficulties they had with this issue commenting as 

follows: -

"D^(W(y M wAaf mora/e M - fAgre a (ZoTzger q/"/Mfgyzmg 

fo f/ze voc^roity aW geffmg a " (Staff Governor). 

Student Retention. Just over three-quarters of governors (76.1%) were 'very satisfied' 

or 'satisfied' that there was sufRcient monitoring of the executive as regards student 

retention, a view shared by all student governors and by all governors in one institution. 

Ten governors were 'not sure' including one board chair and 20% of stafF governors. 

Of the twenty seven governors providing comments on this question nineteen (70%) 

mentioned reports to the board in some cases indicating that this topic was discussed 

frequently at board meetings, one governor commented :-

"ffe Aavg m /Ae 'f (fr/ve /o fAe .y/We/z/f 

aî grze/zcg m a Mza?z6er 

Student Satisfaction. Only 52.3% of governors were 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' that 

the board sufficiently monitored the executive in this area. Those governors responding 

'not sure' or 'dissatisfied' came from all institutions (in three institutions representing 

50% or more of the governors), including 75% of student governors, 40% of staff 

governors and 66.7% of board chairs. Of the thirty-three governors who added a 

comment to this question seventeen (51.5%) mentioned the presence of the student 

union representative on the board. The student union representative from the same 

institution as the governor quoted under Student Retention commented:-
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' Mn/OM, / am /reafec/ ay a» ggw/ aW qpm/ow 

are ̂ ee/z a; OM ovem// /Aoz/gÂ  Ay f/ze jtz& /̂zf /;qpz//affo» fafz;^cfzo/z". 

In all institutions it would appear that statistics, sometimes termed 'Student Satisfaction 

Survey' are presented to ±e board. 

Question 14 asked governors who they considered their board should account to for the 

governance of their institution, other than HEFCE, DfEE and Parliament Fifty 

governors offered suggestions, the most popular being:-

The Community, mentioned 23 times 

The Church of England, Trustee or Accrediting University, mentioned 16 times 

The Students, also mentioned 16 times 

The Staffs mentioned 15 times 

The Employers, mentioned 9 times. 

Some governors however queried how a specific accountability could be achieved other 

than by board membership. 

Question 15 asked governors how satisfied they were that the board assessed it's own 

effectiveness. Only 3.1% of governors responded that they were 'very satisfied' whilst 

only another 27.7% responded that they were 'satisfied'. The forty-five governors 

(69.2%) registering as 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied' came from all five institutions (in one 

institution representing 72.7% of governors), including all student governors, two-thirds 

of staff governors and all board chairs. In three institutions governors mentioned that a 

self-assessment process had just started. 

Question 16 asked governors how satisfied they were with the effectiveness of their 

board meetings. Most governors (81.6%) responded that they were 'very satisfied' or 

'satisfied' although one Board Chair registered as 'not sure' whilst 26.7% of staff 

governors registered as 'not sure' or 'dissatisfied'. Two staff governors commented as 

follows: -

govg/Tzorf arg /yrg/fy foAg/z af fz/ngf. TTzey arg /zo/ r̂ rĝ yg/ẑ ĝ  OM f/zg ĵ z/6 
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Question 17 attempted to identi^ how the proceedings of the boards committees were 

communicated to the board. Unfortunately the categories provided in the question 

proved to be insufficiently precise but nevertheless it would appear that the normal 

practice is to both distribute committee meeting minutes to board members and to have 

a verbal report, in some form, made at the board meeting. 

Question 18 was suggested by a governor taking part in the initial pilot run of the 

questionnaire and asked governors, who were also non-executive board members of 

companies, to give examples of significant difference in the two roles. Only seven 

replies were received to this question none of which provided examples as requested. 

5.09 

This section contained two questions speciGcally fbcussed on governor training. A 

statistical analysis of the responses is given in Appendix 10. The first question 

(Question 19) asked governors if they had received any induction training upon their 

appointment to the Board of Governors. Only 23 (35.4%) of the governors had received 

induction training, this percentage being fairly consistent across all five colleges, and 

mainly restricted to those with less than 5 years service. Twenty-eight governors 

provided comments regarding induction training &om which it would appear that where 

it happens it normally includes — Meeting Senior Officers (13 mentions); Receiving an 

Information Pack (8 mentions) and Going on a Tour of the College (6 mentions). In 

some cases the induction is fairly brief, for example:-

a fowr /Ag coZ/ege 

But sometimes extending to the whole day, for example:-

wAo cozz/f/ arrwzgg fz/Aâ egz/g/zf /wefrngâ  wzfA re/eva/zf 

In three colleges it would appear that induction training is being reviewed, for 

example:-

"/7Z6&C//OM Tramz/zg Aay recg/z/^ Agg/z z/z/ro(A/cg(/ aw/ wz/Z zzẑ rovg z/z/w/wrg 

116 



Of those governors who had received induction training 65.2% were 'veiy satisGed' or 

'satisGed' with that training. 

Question 20 asked governors if they had received any on-going training. Only 

seventeen (26.2%) of the governors replied that they had, in one college no governors 

had received such training. From the twenty-two comments provided on this issue it 

would appear that on-going training normally consists of training seminars/days 

organised by the institution (7 mentions) and/or attending external courses (8 mentions) 

on particular issues such as the Bett Report, Audit, and Financial Management Of 

those governors who had received on-going training 52.9% stated that they were 'very 

satisfied' or 'satisfied' with that training. From the ten comments made with regard to 

any areas in which training would be welcome no particular popular subjects were 

identiSed, but the following two comments are worth noting:-

'7 am veyy Aee/z gh/e/z evgyy owM 

a governor are /o 

efc., wA/cA c/zaM/ie/Zecfw/fAoMf a/rk" zw/ocfr/wzf/OM or 

5.10 SUMMARY 

The 'elective governance factors' that were compiled from the literature review 

received a high level of support 6om governors as being important to the effectiveness 

of Boards of Governors of Higher Education Institutions, other than those dealing with 

External Information and Self Assessment. The most popular other factors mentioned 

by governors being commitment, involvement and the relationship of board members 

with each other. However the views of governors as to the activities of their own board 

in relation to these 'effective governance factors' highlight a few areas where theory 

and practice do not correlate, as shown in TABLE 6 . 
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APPUCATION OF EFFECTIVE GOVERNANCE FACTORS TABLE 6 

Percentage of Governors who 'Strongly Agree' 
or 'Agree' with the importance of the 'effective 

govenors factof. 

Percentage of Governors who are 'very 
sadsSed' or 'satisfied' with their board's 
application of the 'effective governance 

factors' 
Constitution Process 100.0% Understanding of Statutory Duties 90.8% 
ClariAcation of Purpose 100.0% Clear Understanding & Function 90.7% 
Strategic Thinking 92.4% Contribution to Strategic Planning 73.9% 

Able to put forward views 84.6% 
Internal Information 98.5% Information submitted to board 

by Executive 
90.7% 

External Information 83.1% Receive Unabridged External 
Information 

61.5% 

Effectiveness of Chief Executive 96.9% - -

Monitoring of Executive 96.9% Monitoring of Executive as r^ards:-
Financial Performance 
Academic Quality 
StafF Development 
Equal Opportunities 
Staff Morale 
Student Retention 
Student Satis&cdon 

93.9% 
73.9% 
26.1% 
67.4% 
29.2% 
76.1% 
52.3% 

Accountability 95.4% - -

Self Assessment 69.3% Assesses own eSectiveness 30.8% 
Meetings 92.3% EGectiveness of meetings 81.6% 
Committees 93.8% - _ 
Skill Mix 93.5% 
Effectiveness of Clerk 93.5% 

The areas showing the hi^est diSerence between the respective percentages are: -

Strat^c Thinking Although 92.4% of governors agreed with the importance of 

Strategic Thinking only 73.9% were satisfied with their boards contribution in the 

strategic planning process. 

External Information Even though 83.1% of governors agreed with the importance 

of this factor only 61.5% were satisfied that they received external information 

unabridged by the executive. 

Monitoring of Executive Although 96.9% of governors agreed with the importance 

of ensuring that the executive effectively implemented the strategies approved by the 

board it was only in the area of Financial Performance where more than 90% were 

satisfied that their board sufficiently monitored their executive. The analysis of board 

minutes revealed little evidence of boards undertaking this function - only 1.4% of 

items raised were classified as 'Monitoring'. Where it did take place it mainly 

concerned financial performance. In three areas, Academic Quality, Equal 
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Opportunities and Student Retention, the percentage of governors satisfied with their 

board's monitoring activities dropped to 73.9%, 67.4% and 76.1% respectively. In three 

other areas. Staff Development, Staff Morale and Student Satisfaction the percentages 

reduced even further to 26.1%, 29.2% and 52.3% respectively. It is of concern that 

governors do not pay more attention to the areas of StafT Development, Staff Morale 

and Student Satisfaction, althoug)i it could be that there are no board strategies in these 

areas in which case monitoring of their implementation is impossible. 

Self Assessment. This factor received the lowest support from governors, only 69.3% 

agreeing with its importance. However a much lower number of governors, only 30.8%, 

were satisGed with their boards activities in this area although three boards were 

reported to have started the process of self assessment. In this respect the HE sector 

would appear to be well behind the FE sector where board self assessment is part of the 

Institutional Quality Audit carried out by the Funding Council's Inspectors. 

A high number of governors (95.4%) agreed with the importance of clearly defining 

those constituencies to whom the board is accountable. When asked to suggest such 

constituencies other that the HEFCE, DfEE and Parliament, the most popular 

proposition, apart from hierarchical ones, were the Community, the Students, the Sta% 

and the Employers. It would be interesting, in a further research study, to discover in 

what form accountability can be provided to these groups. 

It was to be expected that the returns 6om the institutions would reveal a certain degree 

of patchiness across the colleges as, for example, in the case of meetings where the 

percentage of governors being 'very satisfied' or 'satisfied' with their own board 

meetings was 85.7%, 90.9%, 90.0%, 63.6% and 78.9% respectively. However what was 

unexpected was the different degrees of dissatisfaction expressed generally by the 

different types of governor in their own board activities. For instance the only two 

'very dissatisfied' replies were both given by staff governors whilst an analysis of the 

'dissatisfied' replies reveals that 8 were 6om students, 24 &om stafTand only 15 from 

other governors. TABLE 7, compares this data to the number of governors 

participating in the survey. 
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ANALYSIS OF DISSATISFIED GOVERNORS TABLE? 
Number of 

Type of 
'very 

dissatisfied' % Number of % 
Governor and 

'dissatisfied' 
rephes 

Governors 

Student 8 16.3 4 6.1 
Staff 26 53.1 15 23.1 
Other 15 30.6 46 70.8 
Total 49 100.0 65 100.0 

These statistics indicate a much higher level of dissatisfaction amongst student and staff 

governors than amongst other governors. This calls into question the influence that 

student and staff governors have in their board's deliberations and also the role that 

these governors should play in their board's activities. This finding does however 

match the indication referred to earlier that governors appear less interested in 

monitoring the executive in the areas of Staff Development, Staff Morale and Student 

Satisfaction and also raises the question again as to the process by which governors 

should be accountable to students and staff! In any case it would appear that a fruitful 

field of further research could be directed at improving the satisfaction index of these 

types of governor. On the other hand it may be that the 'other" governors are more 

easily pleased, or more 'docile' than the student and staff governors. In which case a 

further study could research into how governors could become more effective 'critical 

friends' of their institutions. 

The low ratings both in general and to their own board activities that governors gave to 

the topic of external information may indicate a tendency for governors to be too 

inward looking and concerned with the internal workings of their own institution rather 

than taking a broader view and attempting to bench-mark their institution against others 

and ensuring that their institution is reacting effectively and efficiently to the important 

changes in the ever-changing higher education scene. This finding is somewhat in 

conflict with the evidence that emerged &om the analysis of board minutes. In those 

very few instances where 'external information' items were raised at board meetings a 

h i ^ 'active' reaction incidence of 66.7% was generated. Only 6 such items were raised 

however and this statistic needs, therefore, to be treated with caution. This lack of 

120 



external information could perhaps indicate the need for a National Governor 

Newsletter dealing with general higher education governance issues, the contents of 

which could be the subject of a further research study. 

Another area of concern revealed by the survey is the lack of training participated in by 

governors. Considering the importance of higher education institutions to national 

policies and the criticism of their governance in several National Audit Office reports 

as mentioned in the literature review, it is surely time that all institutions offered well 

constructed training programmes for their governors. The survey revealed however that 

some colleges are reviewing their own governor training arrangements. It would seem 

reasonable that those elements of the training programme directed at general issues, 

rather than institution speciGc issues, could be offered nationally by, for example, the 

HEFCE. Again the required elements of such a training programme could be the subject 

of a further research study. It is interesting that the FEFC have recently appointed a 

consortium to construct an effective training programme for all governors of Further 

Education Institutions, whilst SCOP have recently received HEFCE funding to enable a 

Training Programme for their college governors to be provided over the Internet. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CI) 5)irpyi]t/i/iJiiTk OI7 iiiiJB: laiiGesjEL/iJiiiCiEi i f i o j r i c c n r vt/iriMEi 

iiLiC4::(:»ftiupvi]crsn[)v4Liii(:>]>fe> i^oiR i]\4[]p]gi(:> ifiixfic; iiijuc 
lEiiiFTE^cirirsiByrsnBiesS) c)]F iBKJi/UBUcis; (ZH? 4:;<:fTkici;ii\f()ii;s lov 

iiiEiiG ismsrwf i:rP4i[T/TB:]Hi5;iii]E;5» vtJsnc) (::(]»i.][jic([;ii:si ()ir 

i8[i(;HE:R i[][)iLi(:^ii:i()]v iiicjHCẑ icTnBHciR imnrHC 
2si[r(];(;ic!sniri4[)]\[5) if(:)i3L iriJit:iri[!C]& liLisfsiEL/iiitciEi. 

(B) i;Lici;iL,iC4[:Tr][(]rp4:s (CMsr j%j[irE:iiLP44LTrn/TB: iPoesfSjEBiLic 

s(:]B:rsL4L]RLi4[)s; (jti? I'oipvTCBL (]HiiotnpiPf4c;!s sirsnc* i s o tjRLC) 

itoiLics;. 
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6.01 INTRODUCTION 

The focus of this thesis is the lack of published evidence, as revealed by the literature 

review, concerning the activity of directors, or governors, when acting as boards. In 

particular this thesis researches into the practice of corporate governance within the 

New Universities and Colleges of Higher Education and attempts to provide such 

evidence by concentrating on the following three questions:-

# What should governors in Higher education do? 

# What do governors in Higher Education do? 

# How do governors in Higher Education perceive the activity of their board? 

The structure of this thesis has been to address the first question by reviewing various 

publications on corporate governance and distilling there6om a suggested list of factors that 

appear to be essential for effective corporate governance. These ^effective corporate 

governance factors' have thereafter been used as the basis for the research programme. The 

second question has been addressed, within the first research element; by analysing the 

activities of boards as revealed in the board minutes of three higher education institutions. 

Likewise the third question has been addressed by analysing the statements of governors 

regarding their own board's activities as revealed in responses to a questionnaire completed 

at five SCOP colleges. 

As already mentioned, due to several factors, the research Gndings are not generaliseable to 

all higher education institutions. They do however reveal interesting facets of board 

practices that should be followed up by further research. It is also the case that the 

observation of board meetings followed by interviews with board members would have 

considerably strengthened the research findings. The limitations of the EdD. requirements 

however did not encourage such techniques to be used in this particular thesis. 

The following overall summary highlights the m^or points arising &om the literature 

survey and the research programme. The subsequent conclusions consist of 

recommendations, based on the research evidence, aimed at helping governors improve 

their corporate governance practices. The research has also revealed several areas 
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where further research is needed and several suggestions are put forward at the end of 

this chapter. 

6.02 LITERATURE REVIEW 

There would seem to be a number of common features of corporate governance 

wherever practiced such as (a) the issues surrounding the composition of the board, (b) 

the role of the non-executive board members, (c) the confusion arising from vertical 

and horizontal accountability, (d) the dependence on information &om the executive, 

(e) the need to adhere to published, but not necessarily mandatory, codes of practice, 

and (f) the need for director/governor training programmes. Nevertheless there are also 

a number of issues that are peculiar to the particular situation in which corporate 

governance is being practiced. For example, the concerns within the private sector, but 

which are not relevant to the public/private sector, are with such issues as (a) the 

encouraging of participation by largely passive shareholders, (b) the role of institutional 

investors, (c) the conflict arising 6om the need for 'short termism' at the expense of the 

medium/long term, (d) the benefits of a Unitary Board as compared to a Two-Tiered 

Board, and (e) the effect on global companies of the governance arrangements in 

particular countries. Within the public/private sector the m^or concerns, that are not so 

relevant to the private sector, are with (a) the loss of democratic power, (b) the 

transparency, openness and legitimacy of governance arrangements, (c) the rise of a 

local elite of business members on governing bodies, and (d) the issue of general public 

accountability. In reviewing two segments of the public/private sector (The National 

Health Service and Higher Education) there was seen to be a high degree of plurality in 

their corporate governance arrangements, although both had a number of common 

concerns. Nevertheless the literature review did point to a suggested a list of factors 

that appear to be essential for effective corporate governance wherever it takes place. 

6.03 BOARD MINUTES 

Board minutes although being accepted as a 'true' record in the legal sense are not 

necessarily a 'full' record of board proceedings and their analysis therefore needs to be 

cautiously interpreted. The examination of minutes did however throw some light on the 

activities that take place at board meetings, the only time that governors legitimately act 

with full governance powers. The examination revealed that governors use their meeting 
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time, perhaps their most scarce resource, in a veiy efRcient way in that they deal with a 

large number of items very rapidly, on average taking only 2.2 minutes on each item. 

Governors did not seem, however, to be great influencers of institutional strategic activity, 

with the vast m^ority of items submitted for their attention being concerned with board 

process or institutional arrangements rather than critical strategic and governance issues. 

The analysis of the data collected shows that 82.7% of the items submitted to board 

meetings are received passively by being merely noted or approved without any discussion. 

Only 10.2% of the items submitted giving rise to any questioning or challenging of which 

over three quarters were directed at the executive. Although there were no items submitted 

that required the board to engage in debate about itself or its processes, all three institutions 

appeared to be just starting to review their governance arrangements. There were four 

classifications under which 75.1% of items raised at board meetings could be coded. These 

were (1) 23.5% as ^ Other' covering such items as Appointment of External Auditors and 

Staff Deaths, (2) a further 17.7% as 'Internal Information' including items, for example. 

Dealing with the Preparations for QAA visits and Conferment of Professorships, (3) another 

17.4% were coded as 'Committees' covering such items as the Presentation of Meeting 

Minutes and Appointments to Membership, and (4) a further 16.5% as 'Constitutional 

Process' including items Dealing with Apologies and Vacancies. Only 16.2% were coded 

as 'Strategic Thinking' on such items as Proposals for a New School and Staffing Levels. 

Items dealing with 'Accountability','Self-Assessment', 'Monitoring tbe Executive' and 

'External Information' made up only 3 .4%; 3.3%; 1.4% and 0.6% respectively of the total 

items raised. Ironically the highest tendency for a passive reaction occurs in three of the 

above most frequent items raised - 'Constitutional Process', 'Committees' and 'Other', 

whereas the four most infrequent items raised were amongst those with the highest tendency 

for an active reaction. Irrespective of the nature of the item raised it would appear that if an 

active reaction is engendered in board members then on average in 59.2% of these cases 

questions or challenges will follow even in those items that generally receive a passive 

reaction. When questions or challenges are made then these are most likely to be directed at 

the executive (76% of all questions). Nearly half (46%) of these questions were seeking 

more information, requesting better quality information or suggesting that further 

consideration should be given to the item raised. Over one quarter (27%) of the 

questions/challenges either gave advice or gave more positive direction with a further 5% 

giving definite negative direction. Only 9% of the questions or challenges however appeared 

to be indicative of the board's role in monitoring the executive. On occasion boards do raise 

125 



questions or challenges directed at their own practices or eAecdveness and 18% of all 

questions were of this type. On the few occasions where boards are given the opportunity to 

consider external information then not only is an active reaction usually generated but also 

questions or challenges are highly likely to arise. This analysis of board minutes suggests 

that boards are kept very busy in dealing with a mass of items that are concerned with the 

details of board business and which receive a mostly passive response. Consequently only 

the minimum of time is available for strategic or important governance issues which when 

raised do receive an active and questioning/challenging reaction from board members. This 

is generally the situation outlined by Carver (1990) when describing the activities of boards 

that he has been involved with as a consultant/adviser. 

6.04 QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY 

The analysis of responses from sixty five governors including 4 students, 15 staff and 3 

board chairpersons, to the quesdoimaire issued to governors at five SCOP colleges 

showed that there was generally a high level of support amongst governors for the 

'Effective' Governance Factors' arising from the literature review plus the two 

additional f^ors suggested during the pilot run of the questionnaire. However the two 

factors of External Information and Self Assessment received markedly less support 

than the other factors although even in these two cases 83.1% and 69.3% of governors 

'strongly agreed' or 'agreed' on the importance of the 6ctors. Other 6ctors suggested 

by governors as contributing to the effectiveness of boards were commitment, 

knowledge of the institution and good personal relationships amongst board members. 

Governors were mainly well satisfied with the application of these effectiveness factors 

within their own board activities other than their contribution to the Strategic Thinking, 

the availability of External Information unabridged by the executive, and the process of 

Self Assessment. Although 96.9% of governors agreed with the importance of ensuring 

that the executive effectively implemented the strategies approved by the board this 

appeared to be only satisfactorily practiced with the issue of Financial Performance. In 

three areas. Academic Quality, Equal Opportunities and Student Retention governors 

were less satisfied and even more so in the case of Staff Development, Staff Morale and 

Student Satisfaction. A high number (95.4%) of governors agreed with the importance 

of clearly defining those constituencies to whom the board was accountable and 

suggested this applied, apart from hierarchical relationships, to the Community, the 
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Students, the StafF and the Employers. It was not certain, however, how this could be 

achieved (there was little sign of such accountabilities being discussed at the board 

meetings of the three institutions whose board minutes were analysed). The analysis of 

responses to the questionnaire did reveal an unexpected side issue in that a much higher 

level of dissatisfaction existed amongst student and staff governors than amongst other 

governors. This raises questions as to the role of student and staff governors. One 

section of the questionnaire was directed at governor training and analysis of the 

responses revealed that little training takes place. Only 35.4% of governors having 

received any induction training and only 26.2% having received any on-going training. 

This is so despite the various comments on the need for governor training by the 

Dealing Committee (1997) and the National Audit Office (1995,1997A, I997B, I998A 

and 1998B) when reporting on several higher education institutions. 

6.05 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of this thesis reveal that Boards of Governors are very active and energetic 

bodies but, disturbingly, rather ineffective, at least insofar as having any m^or impact 

on the strategic plans and m^or governance matters of their institutions. This is so even 

though governors expressed a desire to be more effective, for instance, by being more 

involved, at an early stage, in the formulation of strategic policy and to be more 

accountable laterally to the communis, students, staff and employers. Bargh Scott and 

Smith (1996, p. 125) have said that:-

"... ZMOf/ fAg //me /Af nof pwY 

/Ae gove/Tzorf are a/omg w/fA fAe govemmg /ong ay 

/Ag govemory we a (/frgc/orofe, 

It is suggested that in order to become more effective, as defined by the 'Elective 

Governance Factors', governors need to be more assertive regarding the activities that take 

place at board meetings. Charan (1998, p.l) has said that:-

" cAamgg corner cAoof mg f/za/ /Ae /o wAo/ // 

o/z fAg rzgAf zf̂ z/gj:, ofA: fAg foagA /)ro6g /Ag aLyarzz7?zp/70Mjr, 

6roacfg/z fAg ̂ grapgc/n̂ g a/K/ /garm foggfAer". 
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The following recommendations, aimed at helping governors improve their corporate 

governance practices, are put forward for board action. 

Recommendation 1 

# Take more control of the agenda for their meetings and ensure that increased 

attention is given to the important strategic and governance issues of their 

institution. It is sugg^ted that in order to free up their scarce meeting time that 

most of the other items such as appointment to committees and appointment of 

auditors be included in a governor newsletter and approved 'en-masse* at the 

following board meeting. 

The role of the board is the corporate governance of the institution. One of the distinctive 

features of this function is involvement in the institution's strategy. The quotation quoted 

from Hind (1995) refers to direction at a strategic level whilst Ferlie, Ashbumer and 

Fitzgerald (1995) suggested that in the NHS the newly structured boards should exhibit 

increased strategic conduct. This view is endorsed by the Department of Health (1994) who 

expect boards to determine the strategic direction of their organisation. In higher education 

boards have been advised to become more involved in strategic policy, for instance Bargh 

and Scott (1997) noticed that boards were not sufficiently involved in this form of activity. 

The National Audit OfRce (1998A and 1998B) has also commented on boards not being 

sufficiently involved in strategy and have suggested that boards are likely to see an 

increased emphasis on this part of their duties. Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996) report that 

their research found that a m^ority of governors anticipated this trend. The extent of the 

board's role in strategic planning is not clear-cut however. Green (1995) ref^ to their role 

being merely one of endorsement and review of the executive's strategic intent. Whatever 

the degree of involvement it is necessary for the responsibilities of the board and the 

executive in strategic planning to be clearly laid out, as for instance advised by the National 

Audit OfGce (1997B). The research evidence from the analysis of board minutes is clear 

that boards do not spend enough of their scarce meeting time on important strategic and 

governance issues. For instance 75.1% of items raised relate to board processes and 

arrangements and only 16.2% to strategic issues. Comfbrth and Edwards (1998) have been 

referred to regarding the high level of dissatisfaction with board meetings amongst directors 

of voluntary organisations. The research evidence also clearly indicates that although board 

meetings are usually acquiescent events (82.7% of items raised are received passively) when 
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important governance issues are raised such as External Information, Strategy, Self 

Assessment, Accountabih^ and Monitoring then there is a high likelihood of boards 

responding actively and asking questions. The evidence from the analysis of questionnaire 

responses showed that 92.4% of governors agreed with the importance of boards having an 

influential role in the formulation of strategic policy. Only 73.9% of governors however 

were satisfied with their own boards involvement in this area, with a committee chairperson 

commenting in respect of the need for the board to be involved earlier in the strategic 

planning process. This comment is reinforced by Williams (1999, p. 152) who suggested that 

boards:-

.yfage, or even f/zg/wame/ery wf/Am wA/cA wê r/TzWâ ecf 

Recommendation 2 

# Become more outward-looking by encouraging the discussion of relevant external 

matters at their meeting. It is su^ested, in order to avoid any abridgement by the 

executive, that a governor, or the clerk if sufGciently independent, could take on 

the role of surveying the external environment. In the extreme it could be 

worthwhile to appoint consultants to undertake this task. 

The National Audit Office Reports (1998A; 1998B) refer to the risk to boards of becoming 

over-dependent on information coming 8om the Chief Executive Officer. In the same tenor 

the Audit Commission (1995) have advised that boards should establish a more informed 

view by, for instance, developing other sources of information. In the area of school 

governance Deem, Brehony and Heath (1995) have referred to boards being at the interface 

between schools and the external world. The recommendation that boards should become 

more outward looking by encouraging the discussion of external matters is directed at 

addressing this issue. The evidence from the analysis of board minutes is that only 0.6% of 

items raised concern external issues — a miniscule amount. When external data is submitted 

to board meetings however it generates an active reaction on 66.7% of such occasions, with 

a high tendency for questions to be generated (Note - this needs to be treated with some 

caution due to the low incidence of external data being submitted). The analysis of 

questionnaires indicated that 83 .1% of governors agreed that boards should have external 
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sources of information but only 61.5% were satisfied with the situation in respect of their 

own boards activities. Charan (1998, p. 107) has said that:-

" Boardk f/zaf worA: /Kzve fo a mngg fAg 

Recommendation 3 

# Expand the board*s role in monitoring the executive in areas other than financial 

performance but to do this as a 'critical Aiend* and not in any confrontational way. 

It would be necessary in the first place however for the board to establish clear 

policies in these areas with clearly set out boundaries within which the executive 

can act freely. 

The definition of corporate governance given by Keasey and White (1977) stresses that the 

monitoring of management is a board responsibility. Williams (1999) refers to this role as 

part of the essential 'checks and balances' of organisational behaviour. The Cadbury 

Committee (1992) considered that Non-Executive Directors should see this as an important 

part of their role. Ferlie, Ashbumer and Fitzgerald (1993) consider that National Health 

Service Boards should seek to be more challenging of the executive. The Department of 

Health (1994) also stress that boards should monitor performance. Green (1995) however 

has commented on the danger that over-monitoring could lead to a lessening in the 

entrepreneurial competitiveness essential to successful management of organisations. 

Charan (1998, p.33) states that:-

Williams (1999, p.93) has said that boards:-

"... are /Aere fo c/zaZ/eMge owf aW w/// 

(AffgM/, f/roMg ( A f g o fo a; fo rgmoM 

/zof occw, fAg M 

Williams (1999, p. 132) also suggests however that successful monitoring requires two 
preconditions, namely:-
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c/ear m OK/ya/ice ^ /Ae co/?;paMy q/̂ wAof ̂ orgeff ^ 

a//ML9 /<? acA/eve, aW Aow /Ay .mcce&y m (fomg w fAcwM 6e /Me<zmre6/ or 

aw/ feco7Z6^ fAe /)mvwfo» q/̂  co7?y7reAeM&fve A/gA grz&zZffy ". 

The analysis of board minutes revealed that only 1.4% of items raised at board 

meetings had been coded as 'monitoring'. The evidence however that 76% of all 

questions raised at board meetings were directed at the executive indicates that, given 

the opportunity, boards are prepared to 'challenge' the executive. The analysis of 

questionnaire responses revealed that 96.9% of governors agreed that boards should 

ensure that the executive effectively implements the strategies approved by the board. 

As regards the activities of their own boards governors were less satisfied with their 

monitoring activities in areas other than financial performance. A very low level of 

satisfaction being expressed, for example, in the areas of Staff Development, Staff 

Morale and Student Satisfaction. 

Recommendation 4 

# Extend their accountability responsibilities so as to include lateral 

relationships such as the local community, the students' and staff. This could 

be done by issuing annual board reports to these various groups or by ensuring 

that the board's composition reflects this wider accountability stance. Such 

actions would certainly go some way to addressing the 'loss of democratic 

power' criticism of quangos in general. 

Two of the definitions of corporate governance given at the beginning of this thesis 

refer to the accountability function (Kearsey and Wright, 1977; Sheikh and Chatteqee, 

1995). Within the private sector there is an ongoing debate about the extension of 

accountabilily responsibilities to groups beyond shareholders. Sternberg (1998 )argues 

that the prime, if not the only accountability is to shareholders. Leat (1986) suggests 

there are three grades of accountability - explanatory, responsive and full. 

Organisations within the public/private sector are largely financed through public funds 

and there is therefore a need for a transparent process of accountability to several 

groups. Extending this process laterally, beyond the minimum vertical accountability to 

the government or its agents, would counter the assertions regarding loss of democratic 

power as expounded, for instance, by Jones, (1995); Plummer,(1994) and 

Skelcher,(1998). Within the National Health Service the Department of Health (1994) 
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expects boards to issue annual and other reports to community groups and each year to 

have one meeting in public as well as to establish a dialogue with local groups. The 

Audit Commission (1995) also expects Non-Executive board members to heighten their 

organisations responsiveness to the public. In Higher Education the Bearing Committee 

(1997) has commented that boards should improve their processes of involvement with 

external bodies. The analysis of board minutes, however, did not reveal a high number 

of items (only 3.4% of items raised) that could be coded under the heading of 

'Accountability' and these were mainly of a financial nature. This was despite the fact 

that the questionnaire survey showed that 95.4% of governors agreed that 

'accountability' was an important facet of effective corporate governance. Governors 

suggested that the existing accountability to such bodies as the Funding Councils 

should be extended to groups such as the community, students, stafT and employers. 

The method of accounting to these groups, other than by representative board 

membership, was however not clear. 

Recommendation 5 

# Request more and better quality information from the executive so that the 

board is given a greater opportunity to become more knowledgeable about the 

matters of concern to the board. This would be assisted, for instance, by 

requesting that board papers provide alternative proposals rather than just 

requiring that predetermined solutions be approved. Such papers would also 

encourage boards to adopt an 'active' reaction that would lead to questions, 

challenges and better quality debate. 

Robertson (1995) has commented on the need for Non-Executive board members to 

obtain explanations &om management. Hind (1995) has suggested that boards should 

monitor the executive through a system of key information indicators. However 

Ashbumer, Ferlie and Fitzgerald (1993) have commented that effective monitoring of 

the executive is highly dependent on the quality of information received by the board. 

Within higher education the National Audit OfRce (1998B) noted that on some 

important matters boards were given insufficient information. Bargh, Scott and Smith 

(1996, p. 127) have also commented on the nature of reports to boards in the following 

words:-
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/Y waa; acAw/ffef/ f/zaf (Arecforafe r̂ orAy fo gover»or$ were 

ĵ rz/cfz/rgfy w/fA /?/?» rgco/M/»e/K&3f/o/iy, aw cyywfe(̂  /Ag /̂ r&ygMfaf/o/z a 

cAo/ce AgfwggM .yevem/ tyf/o/M awcf ̂ Ae/r ̂ ŵÂ eg'we/zf f/yyZfcaffo/w ". 

The questionnaire survey indicated that 98.5% of governors agreed that the receipt of 

good quality information from the executive was important for effective governance. 

Moreover 90.7% of governors were satisfied with this aspect of their own board's 

af&irs. This evidence is somewhat in conflict however with the situation revealed by 

the analysis of board minutes. This analysis revealed that 25% of questions raised by 

governors, and directed at ±e executive sought further information, a further 16% 

sought better quality information and a further 5% referred the matter for further 

consideration. 

Recommendation 6 

# Become more actively engaged in the process of regular board self-

assessments. This would assist boards to learn from their past experiences and 

thereby to improve their future performance. 

The Dearing Report (1997) recommended that boards of governors of higher education 

institutions should carry out a review of their own performance on a regular 5 year 

cycle. In most of the institutions involved in the research programme a review process 

was in progress. Outside this formal review arrangement very little evidence was found 

in the analysis of board minutes of boards questioning their own effectiveness, seeking 

to clarify their purpose or evaluating their added-value contribution to their institution. 

Only 10.2% of items raised generated a questioning behaviour by the board and only 

18% of these questions were directed at the board. The questionnaire survey found that 

only 69.3% of governors agreed that it was important that boards should periodically 

examine their own performance. A much smaller number of governors (30.8%) were 

satisfied with their board's activities in this area. The review of past performance is an 

essential element of the learning process and, in respect of board learning Coulson-

Thomas (1993, p. 138) has said that boards should 
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Recommendation 7 

* Review the role of their student and staff governors so that these individuals 

become more involved in their board s activities and more able to feel that they 

can actively influence their board^s decisions. It may be possible to use these 

particular board members as a part of the governors' perception that they 

should become more accountable to groups such as staff and students. It would 

probably be necessary for staff and student governors to undertake a coaching 

or training programme so that they are more able to enhance their 

contributions to board debate and to undertake their additional roles. 

An unexpected outcome of the questionnaire survey was the high proportion of 'very 

dissatisfied' or 'dissatisfied' replies that came &om student and staff governors (16.3% 

and 53.1% respectively). This was despite the fact that students and stafT made up a 

fairly low proportion of governors (6.1% and 23.1% respectively). This raises questions 

as to (i) the influence of these governors on their board's decisions and (ii) their 

optimum role in their board's affairs. The position of staff governors has been 

commented upon by NATFHE (1999, p.2 and p. 6) as follows:-

"TTzere / a dlawge/" /Aof /Agy or f 

A similar situation was found during research into two 'new' and two 'old' universities 

conducted by Barĝ i, Scott and Smith (1996, p. 110) who stated that:-

mo/zageme/z/ aW /Ae cAazr Aoarc/ etf arwargMaw 

gove/Tzorf â jrâ cAoTZ a/z<â  f/Kzf zmprovaMgyz/f were rgorMzref/". 

Recommendation 8 

# Governor training be given a far greater emphasis both at institutional and 

national level. Governors need to know more about their institutions, its place 

in the Higher Education Sector and those issues of relevance to the Higher 

Education Sector. This would assist governors to view their institution as a 

whole but within a dynamic scenario, and thus enable them to take a more 
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influential role in their prime duty of establishing and regularly reviewing 

their institution's strategic plan. Such training would also assist governors to 

balance the internal and external pressures and to take a knowledgeable but 

unbiased view independent from that of the executives. 

Comfbith and Edwards (1998) and Garratt (1997) have both commented on the paucity 

of governor training. Coulson-Thomas (1993, p.6) has said that:-

a f/wz/Z q/" rece/ve y o r m a / f A e / r 

A Aow (Arecfo/v are ybr 

Aoardiroo/M ro/ey oW Aow aw/ 6g 

The difference between the m^or investment that is made in management training and 

the minimalistic approach to director training has been commented upon by Carver 

(1990). Coulson-Thomas (1993, p.54) has also commented that:-

f/zg MeetZ/br greater 

m aW a growmg 

.mcA w' Mow/ Aemg madig. moff Aoardk mo/ 

f/ze f/ze/r ow/z (fewe/qpmeM/". 

In the National Health Service the Audit Commission (1995) has recommended that 

Non- Executive board members should undergo induction training. In Higher 

Education the Committee of University Chairmen's Guide (1998) proposes that aU 

new members should receive training. The need for training is apparent when it is 

considered that the learning curve for new governors in higher education institutions in 

America has been estimated at 2 years (Kerr and le Grade, 1989). The need for 

governor training has been referred to by the National Audit OfKce (1997B). The 

current situation, as shown by the questionnaire survey, is however that the 

minimalistic approach to governor training remains. Only 35.4% of governors had 

received induction training and only 26.2% had attended any on-going training. The 

writer's view is that governor training should be offered at a national level, to cover 

general hi^er education topics, and at an institutional level to cover institutional and 

local topics. 
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6.06 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Despite the restncted size of the research programme supporting this tbesis it has 

revealed certain interesting aspects of board activity. However a much larger research 

programme would be needed to substantiate the findings and to make them more 

generaliseable to all higher education institutions. The thesis has also identified certain 

areas where further research will be needed to support improvements in the corporate 

governance of the New Universities and Colleges of Higher Education. These areas 

are:-

# The content, format and legitimacy of a regular governor newsletter, published by each 

institution. Such a newsletter would contain all the relatively unimportant information 

that currently takes up a great deal of board business. It is suggested that all these items 

could be approved 'en-masse' without discussion at board meetings unless specifically 

requested by governors. 

» The processes of accountability through which governors could account laterally to the 

community, staf̂ ^ students and employers. 

# The content of a suitable governor training programme that could be operated at a 

national and institutional level. 

e 

# 

The ways in which staff and student governors could become more influential and useful 

members of governing bodies. 

The format of a regular National Governance Newsletter that would bring critical 

events, and their implication, to the aMention of governors. 

The comparison of corporate governance in the New Universities and Colleges of 

Higher Education with that pertaining in the Old Universities (Note - a PhD student at 

London University is currently undertaking research into corporate governance in the 

Old Universities). 

The 'added-value' that the board of governors should provide to higher education 

institutions. 
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# The comparison of board activity in higher education and in the private sector. From the 

information available it would appear that most boards suffer &om the same problems. 

A further research programme would be needed to provide evidence, or otherwise, of 

this assertion. 

A further area for research would be to use the 'effective governance factors' as a model 

against which to assess the governance practices of several 'new' universities. If these 

universities were a selection of some high performing institutions and some low performing 

ones, as judged by, say, the HEFCE, the research could help to establish if there is any link 

between governance and performance. So far, in the private sector, research has 6iled to 

establish any linkage (Williams - 1999), although one's instinct would suggest that there 

should be a fairly direct relationship. 

6.07 INTRODUCTION 

The foregoing conclusions have been based on two assumptions. Firstly that 

Boards of Governors are the focus of power within institutions. Secondly that 

Boards should attempt to effectively carry out the numerous responsibilities 

allotted to them by various bodies. However these two assumptions could be 61se 

and possible alternative scenarios are explored below. 

6.08 ALTERNATTVE POWER GROUPINGS 

It could be that the apparent lack of debate, or discussion, on m^or strategic and 

governance issues at board meetings, as evidenced by the foregoing analysis of 

board minutes, is due to these issues being determined elsewhere within the 

institution concerned. For instance, it may be that m^or issues are debated and 

discussed at board committee meetings and the finalised and agreed version 

submitted fbr whole board approval. If̂  in such instances, the particular 

committees were composed of the more senior and powerful governors, such as 

the chair and vice chair, together with the most senior executive, namely the vice-

chancellor, then it is highly likely that any recommendations coming 6om the 

committee would be approved, without much debate or discussion, by the whole 

board. Indeed the first research exercise which analysed the minutes of Board of 
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Governor Meetings revealed little evidence of any m^or debate arising &om the 

reports submitted of committee meetings. Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996, p. 112) 

suggest that their research undertaken at two 'new' universities and two 'old' 

universities did indicate that such a situation could exist, for instance they state 

that:-

"... m a// fAe cofg fAe co/wnzffee gave fo 

rgWfve/x .5?%%// grozfpf q/'govemoM f/ze goverwrnce 

^h/ofa/ ro/e m co/TUMfffeej;". 

Ih such situations 6 e whole board, as a single entity, is likely to be effectively 

disenfranchised and kept distant &om the reasons or options behind the 

recommendations submitted for their approval. This is despite the fact that such 

issues would be within the responsibility of each individual governor, when 

acting as a board in approving the recommendation, and about which the 

individual governors should have adequate knowledge, especially if they are to 

develop into fully effective governors and boards. Such committee structure 

arrangements could also be used to keep certain information away 6om particular 

governors, such as staff and student governors, by not electing them to serve on 

those committees dealing with such issues. This could be one of the reasons 

behind the general disenchantment of staff and student governors as revealed in 

the analysis of questionnaires returned by governors as part of the second 

research element supporting this thesis. Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996, p. 105) 

found that their research had revealed such a situation and commented as 

follows 

/ocw (/gcM/oM TMÔmg fAe mam 

Mow f f A e 

govgrnoMce 
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It could also be the case that a group of senior executives, acting outside the 

board's governance armngements, become a Altering mechanism that decides 

what, and at which stage of development, issues are submitted Gar board 

committee, or, full board approval. Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996, p. 104; p. 122; 

p. 135) hint at the operation of such a Altering mechanism when they state that:-

K /Ae jro- caZ/eaf afA'MOTy grozgp. if ty a/z e/zf/re/y z/MCOMLŜ /f̂ z/̂ o/zaZ 

groz/p, wAfcA eac/: a ow/ co/tywAr fAe vzcg-

cAwzcg/Zor, f A e v / c e - cAa/zce//ory, /)/awzz/%^ f/zg 6zzryar, f/ze 

/"ggM/rar aW f/zg /z/zo/zcg q/̂ cgr. zĵ  Agrg //zaf /̂zg /?o/fcy 

rgco/MTzzew&zfzoTZf are z7zzfzafg(/ aW ̂ ^g(/ A^rg goz/zg fo co/zzzwzffgg ". 

"T/z a// f/zg cayg f ^ f z A ^ f z o / z j : , f/zg coTZ/ro/ /zg/af ̂  f/zg g^gczz^g ovgr 

aggwikf aW ffrafggy ZMẑ zafzo/z rg/zzazw z/zfoc/. ZTzg 

govgr/za/zcg g/tyArz/zg(/ z/z ̂ /zg coz?wzzf/gg ^ffg/M, w^grg, /zo/Mz/zoZ/y, 

ĉ cwzo/ẑ  arg /zaâ  6ggM fz/6j:fwzAa/̂  ĵ /rgyzgf/zg/zgc/ rgcgyzf 

ẑzf f/zg cayg â fWzgâ  rgvga/ f&zf ro/gj; z/z jrgwg /-g/Tzâ  /zzorg 

jyoẑ oZzc rgaZ". 

Where such 'supreme' groups exist then the danger is that not only may such 

groups usurp the board's governance responsibihties but that they also 

undermine, either by intent or default, ±e legitimate power of the board of 

governors. Thus leaving the board to become mere 'approvers', whilst 

nevertheless remaining legally and constitutionally fully responsible. 

The research by Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996, p. 176) not only indicates that such 

'inner circles' of power exist but also suggest that most governors acquiesce to 

such arrangements, for instance they state that:-

Zqy govgmory acA»oWg(%g f/zg ̂ /̂ azZ/y f/zg^ /̂ mfgr aW //zg 

rgo/zfy q/̂ cazzczẑ  /ww/gr, z/7{p/zcz/(y gWorfz/zg f/zg co/?z/?zgMf q/̂ o/zg cAazr q/̂  

govg/Tzorâ  f/zaf â zzcA groẑ ĵ  arg ' /Ag Tfczy vzcg-c/zafzcg/ZoM /zavg cAoâ g/z 

orgwzzjrg fAg^ <$̂ zry 
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The existence of such caucus power groups, whether official or unofRcial, within 

the governance process will detract 6om the ef&ctiveness of the whole board, 

whilst tending to make the governance process considerably less transparent. 

Such arrangements have been commented upon in the National Audit OfRce 

reports into the activity of several universities. For instance, their report into the 

activities of the Southampton Institute stated that:-

" gover/ior.; co/zcem Aog/ Mof Aee/z f 

fAe " National Audit Office (1998B, p. 3 ). 

and also contained the following recommendation 

" gwz/re fAaf f/ze ^ govg/TZf/zg 

are fg/ oz//, a W fAaf fAg mgrn^grf f com/»zf/ggf w 

orgo»ffg(^ fo g/MZ/rg /̂ owgr w /zô  co/zcg»frofg(/ m a â /zza/Z groẑ p q/" 

zWzvẑ W/y" National Audit Office (1998B, p. 7). 

The existence of such 'caucus power' in the governance arrangements of 

Universities could also be behind Recommendation 54 in the Dearing Committee 

Summary Report (1995, p.49) to the effect that:-

")fg rgcozMZMgW /Aaf f/gg Govgrmmg/z/; fogg/'Agr lyz/A rgprgargyz/af̂ g 6<%/z&y, 

wzfAz/z f/zrgg j/gar^. gj^fa^/zfA wAgfAgr /Ag zc^Mfz(>/ fAg govgromg 

z/z gacA zw ẑ̂ z/̂ zo/z zar c/gar aw/ zz/z(/zjy?zzfgd ^ g r g z/ zf /zo/, fAg Govgm/zzg/z/ 

fAozz/6//a*g acfzo/z fo fAg /%)fzfzo/z, gfz&wrz/zg f/zaf ̂ Ag CozzMCzZ zf f/zg 

z//fzzM<2fg d̂ cmoM-zzzaAmg aW fAaf fAg Cozzr/̂  a wzĉ r r̂ rgâ g/zfafrvg 

ro/g, fo zz^rzM (/eczfzoTZ zzzafÂ zzg 6zzf /zo/̂  fo faA:g c/gcMZOTZĵ " 

6.09 ALTERNATIVE BOARD ROLES 

Each institution coming within the collective title of 'New Universities and Colleges of 

Higher Education' must have Articles of Government Wiich, among other things, prescribe 

various responsibilities &r their respective Boards of Governors. These Articles of 

Government must be approved by the Secretary of State, as required by Section 125 of the 

Education Reform Act (1988). In addition the Committee of University Chairmen's Guide 
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(1998) also lists diverse responsibilities for Boards of Governors, whilst the various Funding 

Councils specify extra responsibilities when awarding their annual funding contracts with 

the individual institution. Reports by assorted other bodies such as the Nolan Committee 

(1996,1997) and the Dealing Committee (1997) also alluded to the responsibilities placed 

on Boards of Governors. The National Audit OfKce Reports (1995,1997A,1997B,1998A, 

1998B) have also commented on several of these specific responsibilities, where pertinent to 

their investigations at particular institutions. In addition, the literature review proposed a list 

of factors that contributed to the effective governance of organisations. Governors, at five 

SCOP colleges, confirmed the importance of these &ctors, together with a few others as 

suggested by some governors, in their responses to a questionnaire forming the basis to the 

second research element The recommendations put forward earlier for increasing the 

effectiveness of Boards of Governors were based on the premise that boards should attempt 

to meet these various responsibilities. 

The two research elements supporting this thesis however suggest that Boards of Governors 

do not fully discharge many of these responsibilities, at least to any great degree. For 

instance both research elements revealed little evidence of any systematic and effective 

monitoring of the executive, other than perhaps as regards financial performance. This view 

is also implied by Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996), who suggest that some of the more 

important governance functions are carried out by groups other than the Board of 

Governors. 

Bargh, Scott and Smith (1996) in reviewing the history of governance of Hi^er Education 

Institutions state that in most cases the institutions were originally governed by the founding 

lay' members and only gradually did a m^or part of the governance function transfer over 

to the in-house professionals. The privatisation of higher education, as part of the public 

sector, attempted to reverse this trend and to place the governance function back into the 

hands of 'lay' members of whom the m^ority had to be from the private sector. It would 

appear, however, that this re-transfer of the governance function has mainly happened in 

name only and that the new governors have been seduced by the prevailing academic 

culture and have been content to leave the greater part of governance function in the hands 

of the Vice-Chancellors, Senior Academics and other members of the Senior Management 

Team. But despite this apparent 'bending' of government policy, regarding the role of 

governors, most Universities have successfiilly survived the increasing competitive and 

demanding environment in which they have to operate. 
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The above situation therefore begs the question as to Wiat would, in the long- term interests 

of Higher Education Institutions, be the optimum role of the Board of Governors. It is 

suggested that there are the Allowing possible scenarios:-

1. Boards could be much more ̂  proactive' in the governance of their institutions. 

In this case the recommendations made previously, as set out in Chapter 6, are 

relevant 

2. Boards could exercise a largely 'reactive' role in the governance process, thus 

being used as a' critical sounding board' for the proposals emanating from the 

'in-house' professionals. This role would make good use of the wide and diverse 

experiences of the individual members of the board and enable them to play a 

more definite role in the participative and coUegial decision-making process 

generally preferred by Universities. 

3. Boards could exercise a mainly 'auditing' and 'monitoring' role and ensure that 

management and governance processes within the institution are performed 

diligently, ethically, in the public interest and with greater transparency. 

4. Boards could exercise a mainly 'representative' role and ensure that the 

institutions are operated in accordance with the requirements of the various 

stakeholders. In this way the 'democratic deGciency' commented upon by 

several authorities, as mentioned earlier in this thesis, would be remedied. This 

arrangement could also make the role of the staff and student governors less 

ambiguous and thereby more satisfying to the individuals concerned. 

5. Boards could become mere 'agents' of the government and ensure that their 

institution is operated in accordance with the requirements of various 

government agencies. 

The effectiveness of boards can only be truly judged in relation to Wiich of the above roles 

they are expected to play. Williams (1999, p. 130; p. 194) has commented tbat:-

"FwYAgrfMorg, /AowgA fAere a co/porofg govema/fcg 

are m eveM fwo ybcztvmg on a/oMg 

/Ag - fAg / f f f A a f fAgrg w a co/iyg/ww OM wAaf 
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/?ro6/g/» iy /Ag <i$y«7Mpf707z fAa/ fAw 

ff fAe oTz/y o^ec//vg, 6z/̂  / iyozffff a/̂ gz/g f/KO' /Ae co/z//»we</ Aeo/fA oW f̂ Ae m'o/&i7fce 

q/ywfwg aW (//foateM are ê ZAzZ/y 

"7%erg M a cn/cfa/ Hge(/ fo c/ar^ /Ae rear/ ̂ w/pofg q/̂ m^rovmg co/porafe 

govgTTKZMce /̂ roceffgĵ  6^re /Ae fakAzz/ec/ worA: Jb^g /Aaf proceedk.- M zf (?) fo 

//yŷ rovg j^e^rwaMce q/̂ co/?̂ a»f&y fo /wm/w/ze /Ag rwAĵ  q / " o r (3̂  

fo jorov/î g aw gj^c/fwg ̂ amgworA: acA/evmg a Wa/zce 6gfweg/z /?owgr aW 

accozozZa6//f(yybr a// fAoâ e f/zvo/vê /". 

Whichever role the Boards of Governors come to perform in ±e future will have m^or 

implications on the board's composition and the skills, abilities and experiences required of 

it's members, the board's accountability requirements and the rules and regulations under 

which the boards operate. This thesis has indicated that, as in other areas of organisational 

behaviour, policy laid down by a superior body, wi±out Ae agreement of those viio will 

implement that policy, will be differently interpreted and implemented by those parties to 

satis^ their own interests and convenience - the final activi^ being sometimes very 

different 6om that originally intended. It is suggested therefore that a full consultation 

exercise should be undertaken to establish an agreed position on the future role of governors 

in higher education. 
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CoWwĉ .' Cof/e (̂ ĉcowM/aA/Z/fy. London, HMSO. 
Dunlop, A. (1998) CoverwaMce aW Co/zfroA London, The Chartered 

Institute of Management Accountants. 
Dunne,?. (1999)7(wMMmgBow(/M0g//»g& London. KoganPage Ltd. 
E(72/cafzoM7̂ /̂?My4cf, 1988. London, HMSO. 
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Warwick, Centre for Corporate Strategy and Change. 
Frank, J., and Mayer, C. (1995) 'The Ownership and Control of German 

Companies' paper at an y4cco«MmMcy f zwzMcW 
University of Leeds. 

Fuller, J .W. (1993) 'The Demography of Independent Higher Education' 
In Ingram, R,T. and Associates (Eds). GovgrMMg7w%)gMdgMf 
Co//ggg& AMcf UMrwgr&zfzgg - 77aW6ooA:ybr Tntsffgea, C/z;^ 
Exgcwfzvgf aW fAg Ca/Mpŵ  IgaafgM. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass. 

FwfAgr /fzgAgr Ec/z/cafzon (1992) London, HMSO. 
Garratt, B. (1997) TTzg FwA 7%g T/god London, Harper Collins 

Business. 
Green, O. (1995) 'Corporate Governance - Great Expectations' 

In Sheikh, S., and Rees, W. (Eds). Coyyorafg Govg/̂ iancg 
Co/porafg CoM^o/'. London, Cavendish Publishing Ltd. 

'̂Greenbury Committee (1995) Dirgcforĵ  7(g/Mz//zgmfzoM.' fAg 
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Governancê  Z/z/me f f wA/zc f o/fcy 7 (3̂  -
Co/porafe Gove/?M»cg, DaregM/affOM. Edinburgh, Edinburgh 
University Press. 

Short, H., and Keasey, K. (1997) 'Institutional Shareholders and 
Corporate Governance' in Keasey, K., and Wright, M. (Eds). 

Chichester, John Wiley and Sons. 
Sizer, J. (1997) Governance and Accountability' paper at Gover/KfMce 

S'emmar. Sterling Management Centre, Scottish 
Higher Education Funding Council. 

Sheikh, S., and Chatteijee, S.K. (1995) 'Perspectives on Corporate 
Governance' in Sheikh, S., and Rees, W. (Eds). Co/porafe 
GoverwaMcg Co/yomfg London, Cavendish 
Publishing Ltd. 

Skelcher, C. (1998) 7%e 
DgMocmcy. Buckingham, Open University 

Press. 
Skelcher, C., and Davis, H. (1995) Opening fAg Door - 7?:e 

q/̂ Z,oca/ London, LCG 
Communications/Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 

Spencer, Jnr, S R. (1993) 'Communicating with Campus and External 
Constituencies' in Ingram, R.T., and Associates (Eds). Govgmmg 
/Makpew/gMf Co//gggaf awe/ /faw/6oo&/or 2)wfge&, 
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APPENDIX? 
9**" February 2000 

Chairs of SCOP Colleges 

Dear Sirs 

I am currently undertaking an Education Doctorate at Southampton University with my 
research subject being the practice of corporate governance in the new universities and 
colleges of higher education. I have completed the first part of my thesis which consisted 
of a literature search into the subject of corporate governance covering the private and 
the new private/public sectors. This search has provided an answer to the question 
*What should governors do?\ 

Currently I am engaged in the second part of my thesis which involves the analysing of 
the board minutes of three institutions so as to provide an answer to the question ' what 
do governors do?* 

The third part of my thesis will be a research project based on questionnaires to 
governors, with perhaps a few interviews, aimed at discovering governor*s opinions as to 
their duties and responsibilities. It is anticipated that an analysis of the responses should 
provide an answer to the question ' What do governors think they should do?' 

This letter is a request to your board to help me in this last part of my thesis, by 
agreeing to take part in my research by responding to my questionnaire, which should 
be issued in late March/early ApriL It is hoped that my research Andings will also 
contribute to the forthcoming SCOP work in this area, when their bid for HEFCE funds 
is successful, although I would, of course, be willing to discuss my research findings with 
yourself and your board at any time. 

As a brief curriculum vitae of myself I would state that I am retiring in July this year 
having been Director of Resources at the Southampton Institute for the past twelve 
years during which time I also served as Clerk to the Board of Governors. During that 
time I have also been a governor of a local sixth-form col l ie and a primary school My 
growing interest in the subject of governance has therefore been the result of first hand 
experience to which I am now seeking to add valid academic research findings. 

I hope that your board feels willing to help me and I await your reply with eager 
anticipation. 

Yours faithfully 

Brian J. Bennett 
Director - Special Projects 
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APPENDIX 8 

As postmark 
BJB/kfb/101 

Dear 

Effective Corporate Governance 

Your Chairman has kindly agreed that I may approach board members to request 
their assistance in completing my Education Doctorate researching into the 
practice of corporate governance in higher education. My findings will hopefully 
contribute to the forthcoming SCOP work in this area, but I would also be 
willing to discuss my research findings with your board if this is considered to be 
helpful at some time in the future. 

As a brief curriculum vitae of myself I would state that I am retiring in July this year having 
been Director of Resources at the Southampton Institute for twelve years during which time I 
also served as Clerk to the Board of Governors. Over that time I have also been a governor of 
a sixth-form college and a primary school. My growing interest in the subject of governance 
has, therefore, been the result of first hand experience to which I am now seeking to add valid 
academic research findings. 

My current research is concerned with seeking governors' opinions as to board activities and I 
would be very grateful if you would complete the attached questionnaire. Your replies will, of 
course, be treated with strict confidence. Return of the completed questionnaire by the end of 
May would be greatly appreciated and would enable me to keep to my scheduled date for 
submission of my thesis. 

Thank you for your help. I enclose a stamped addressed envelope for your reply. 

Yours sincerely, 

Brian J. Bennett 
Director - Special Projects. 
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NAME OF INSTITUTE: 

SECTION ONE 
This section concerns details about yourself 

QUESTION 1 

Please indicate how long you have been a member of the Board of Governors. 
(Please tick the appropriate box) 

Less 
than 1 
year 

1 - 5 
Years 

6 - 1 0 
Years 

11 Or 
More 
Years 

1 
QUESTION 2 

Please indicate if you are a student or member of staff of your institution, as well 
as being a governor. (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Student Staff 

QUESTION 3 

A Please indicate if you are the Chairperson of the Board or Chairperson of a 
Committee. (Please tick the appropriate box or both boxes if this is more 
appropriate) 

Chairperson 
of Board 

Cliairperson 
of a 

Committee 

B If you are a Chairperson of a committee please give title of committee 

QUESTION 4 

Please indicate if you would be willing to take part in a brief interview if it becomes 
necessary to undertake further research into particular issues that emerge fi-om this survey. 
(Please tick the appropriate box) 

Yes No 

(Note - If you have answered YES please sign the last page of the questionnaire) 
lOla/kfb 
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SECTION TWO 

This section concerns your opinion on various factors that may contribute to Board 
effectiveness in Higher Education 

QUESTION 5 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness 
of Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 
(Please tick the appropriate box) 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESS - the board has 
processes to ensure that it acts within its duties and 
responsibihties 

CLARIFICATION OF PURPOSE - the board has 
a clear understanding of its purpose 

STRATEGIC THINKING - the board has an 
influential role in the formulation of strategic policy 

INTERNAL INFORMATION - the board receives 
good quality information from the executive 

EXTERNAL INFORMATION - the board has 
sources of information external to the Institution 

EFFECTIVENESS OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE/ 
PRINCIPAL/DIRECTOR -
die board is well supported by a Chief Executive 
who effectively manages the Institution 

Strongly 
Agree 

Not 
Sure 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

IWLWWMWWeW ( 

TTOSTOTOWWWW I WAUJUAJWMWJjs 

MONITORING OF EXECUTIVE/MANAGEMENT 
the board ensures that the executive effectively 
implements the strategies approved by the board 

ACCOUNTABILITY - the board has clearly 
defined those constituencies to whom it is 
accountable 

SELF ASSESSMENT - the board periodically 
examines its own performance 

MEETINGS- board meetings are effective 
mechanisms for reaching board resolutions 

COMMITTEES - tlie board keeps close control over 
its committees, which work within agreed terms of 
reference yywMM.WAff\ 

SKILL MIX - the governors have a wide 
ranging area of qualifications, experiences and 
interests 

EFFECTIVENESS OF SECRETARY/CLERK -
the board is well supported by a secretary/clerk 
of sufficient seniority and status to be able to give 
advice independent from the executive, when 
necessary 

2 -
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QUESTION 6 

In your opinion what other factors (if any), other than those hsted in question (5), 
contribute to the effectiveness of boards of governors of higher education institutions? 

lOla/kfb 
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SECTION THREE 

This section concerns your views on your board's activities 

QUESTION 7 

A How satisfied are you that your board has sufficient understanding of its statutory 
duties and responsibilities? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Very Satisfied Not Dissatisfied Very 
Satisfied Sure Dissatisfied 

1 

B If you have answered DISSATISFIED OR VERY DISSATISFIED please indicate 
an area where you consider your board has insufficient understanding. 

QUESTION 8 

A How satisfied are you that your board has a clear understanding of its function? 
(Please tick the appropriate box) 

Very 
Satisfied 

Satisfied Not 

Sure 
Dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied 

B If you have answered DISSATISFIED OR VERY DISSATISFIED please indicate 
where you consider your board's purpose is not clear. 
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QUESTION 9 

How satisfied are you with the contribution that your board is able to make to the 
strategic planning of your institution? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Very Satisfied Not 
Satisfied Sure 

Dissatisned 
Dissatisfied 

B If you have answered DISSATISFIED or VERY DISSATISFIED please give an 
example to illustrate your concern. 

QUESTION 10 

How satisfied are you that your board is able to put forward views at board 
meetings that differ from that of the executive? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Satisfied 
Satisfied Dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied 

B If you have answered DISSATISFIED or VERY DISSATISFIED please give an 
example to illustrate your concern. 

lOl/kfb 

- 5 -
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QUESTION 11 

A How satisfied are you with the information submitted to board meetings by the 
executive? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Very 
Satisfied 

Satisfied Not 
Sure 

Dissatisfied Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 

B If you have answered DISSATISFIED or VERY DISSATISFIED please give an 
example that illustrates how the information could be improved. 

QUESTION 12 

A How satisfied are you that the board receives external information, unabridged by 
the executive, relating to issues of interest to the board? (Please tick the 
appropriate box) 

Very Satisfied Not Dissatisfied Very 
Satisfied Sure Dissatisfied 

i 1 1 

B If you have answered DISSATISFIED OR VERY DISSATISFIED please indicate 
how this could be remedied. 

lOl/kfb 
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QUESTION 13 

How satisfied are you that your board sufficiently monitors the executive in the following 
areas? (Please tick the appropriate box) Where you have answered VERY SATISFIED 
or SATISFIED please give an example. 

I 
t/3 

I 
A 
A 

I 
o 

I o. 

EXAMPLE 

Staff Devett̂ meftt 

Equal Opportonrtics 

Staff Man^ 

Studenr Retention 

Student Satisfaction 

lOla/kfb 
7-



QUESTION 14 

Other than HEFCE, DfEE and Parliament to whom do you consider your board should 
account to for their governance of your institute? 

lOla/kfb 
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QUESTION 15 

A How satisfied are you that your board assesses its own effectiveness? (Please tick 
the appropriate box) 

Very 
Satisfied 

Satisfied Not 
Sure 

Dissatisfied Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 

B If you have answered VERY SATISFIED or SATISFIED please give an example 
of how your board has assessed itself 

QUESTION 16 

A 

B 

How satisfied are you with the effectiveness of your board meetings? (Please tick 
the appropriate box) 

Very 
Satisfied 

Satisfied Not 
Sure 

Dissatisfied Very 
Dissatisfied 

If you have answered DISSATISFIED or VERY DISSATISFIED. Please give an 
example that illustrates your concern. 

lOI/kfb 
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OIJESTTON 17 

How are the proceedings of the board's committees communicated to the board? 
(Please tick the appropriate box or boxes) 

Minutes Minutes Verbal Minutes Minutes OTHER 

Distributed Submitted Report to Distributed Submitted to Please 

to Board to Board Board to Board Board Specify 

Members in Meeting Meeting Members Meeting M o w 

Advance of and a Verbal together with 

Board Report given Verbal 

Meeting at Board Report at Meeting 
Meeting Board 

Meeting 

Other means used of communicating committee proceedings to the boards 

QUESTION 18 

If you are a non-executive board member of a company not associated with your 
institution please give below examples of the significant differences, experienced 
by yourself, between that role and your role as a governor. 

lOlaAlb 
- 1 0 -



SECTION FOUR 

This section concerns any training for governorship that you may have received 

QUESTION 19 

A Did you receive any induction training upon your appointment to the Board of 
Governors? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Yes No 

B If you have answered YES to A above please give examples of the induction 
training received. 

If you have answered YES to A above how satisfied were you with that induction 
training? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Very 
Satisfied 

SatisJSed Not 
Sure 

Dissatisfied Very 
Dissatisfied 

i 

i 
imooooomrmgcaoTaaoyTOm 

lOla/kfb 

- 1 1 -
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QUESTION 20 

A Have you received any ongoing training to enhance your role as a governor? 
(Please tick the appropriate box) 

Yes No 

1 

B If you have answered YES to A above please give details of the ongoing training. 

If you have answered YES to A above, how satisfied are you with that ongoing 
training? (Please tick the appropriate box) 

Very 
Satisfied 

Satisfied Not 
Sure 

Dissatisfied Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 1 

D If you have answered YES to A above please identify any particular areas where 
you have not received training but would welcome some. 

lOla/kfb 

- 1 2 -
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Once again thank you for your help, which is very much appreciated. It would be helpful 
if you would sign this questionnaire in case there is a need to contact you to discuss any 
particular issues that may arise. If, on the other hand, you prefer your replies to remain 
absolutely confidential then there is no need to sign. In either case it will not be possible 
to identify you or your institution in the survey results when published in the thesis, or 
elsewhone. 

Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed stamped addressed envelope to:-

Attn: Brian J Bennett 
Director — Special Projects 

Southampton Institute 
East Park Terrace 

Southampton 
Hants S014 0YN 

Tel: 023 8031 9247 
Fai: 023 8023 5620 

e-mail: Brian.Bennett@solent.ac.uk 

lOl/kfb 

- 13 -
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QUESTION 1 

Please indicate how long you have been a member of the Board of Governors. 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTrnjTION 1 LESS 
1 1Y] 

THAN 
EAR 1-5 Y EARS 6-10 YEARS 

i 11 OR 1 
MORE YEARS | 

1 INSTrnjTION 

1 No. % No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

V 2 14.3 9 64.3 2 14.3 1 7.1 1 

w 4 36.4 1 4 36.4 1 3 27.2 1 -
- 1 

X 2 20.0 1 3 30.0 2 20.0 3 30.0 

Y 1 9.0 6 54.5 2 18.2 2 18.3 1 

z 1 5.3 j 9 47.4 7 36.8 2 10.5 

1 OVERALL 
1 

10 15.4 31 47.7 16 24.6 8 12.3 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 1 25.0 1 -
- 1 

STAFF - - 12 80.0 j 3 20.0 - 1 
CHAIRS OF 
BOARD 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 1 33.3 1 
CHAIRS OF 1 
COMMS. 1 1 6.7 4 26.7 7 46.6 1 3 20.0 1 
OTHER 7 25.0 13 46.4 4 14.3 4 14.3 
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QUESTION 5rA) 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Constitutional Process - the board has processes to ensure that it acts within its duties and 
responsibilities 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION 1 STRONGLY 
1 AGREE 1 AGREE 

1 NOT 
1 SURE 

DISAGREE 1 STRONGLY 
1 DISAGREE 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

1 No % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % 

V 1 11 78.6 3 21.4 1 - - -
1 -

- - -

W 1 8 72.7 3 27.3 1 - - -

1 ' 
- - -

X 1 ^ 90.0 1 10.0 - - - - - 1 - -

Y 1 ^ 72.7 3 27.3 - - - - - 1 ' -

Z 16 84.2 3 15.8 - - - - - 1 -
OVERALL ' 52 80.0 13 20.0 - 1 - - - 1 - -

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 8 80.0 2 20.0 - • 1 - — 

- 1 -

. 

1-5 YEARS : 2 5 80.6 1 6 19.4 . 1 ' - - 1 - 1 

6-10 YEARS 
1 

75.0 4 25.0 - 1 - - - - 1 

11 OR MORE 

YEARS 7 87.5 1 
1 

12.5 - . . - — - - . 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 4 100.0 1 - - 1 
1 STAFF 12 80.0 1 3 20.0 - - - - * - - -

CHAIR OF 

1 BOARD 3 100.0 - - - « - . - . 

1 CHAIR. OF 

1 COMMS 12 800 3 20.0 - - - - - , | . -

! OTHER 21 75.0 7 25.0 - 1 1 - 1 - ' 
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QUESTION 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Clarification of Purpose - the board has a clear understanding of its purpose. 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 1 STRONGLY 
1 AGREE AGREE 

NOT 1 DISAGREE | STRONGLY 
SURE 1 1 DISAGREE 

NOT i 
ANSWERED | 

1 No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

! V 10 71.4 4 28.6 -

1 
- - -

W 1 7 63.6 4 36.4 -

1 1 ' 
- - -

i X 1 8 80.0 2 20.0 -

1 
- - -

Y 1 9 81.8 1 2 18.2 -

1 
- - -

Z 12 63.2 7 36.8 1 - 1 - -

OVERALL 1 46 70.8 1 19 29.2 - 1 - 1 ' -
-

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 1 YEAR 7 70.0 3 30.0 -
• | -

- -

1-5 YEARS 22 71.0 9 29.0 - 1 ' - - 1' -

1 6-10 YEARS 11 68.8 5 31.2 - 1 ' - - I - -

; 11 ORMORE 

YEARS 6 75.0 2 25.0 1 - - I - - -
- 1 - - 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 100.0 

STAFF 60.0 40.0 

CHAIR. OF 

BOARD 100.0 

CHAIR OF 

COMMS 13 86.7 13.3 

OTHER 17 60.7 11 39.2 
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QUESTION 5fO 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Strategic Thinkine - the board has an influential role in the Garmulation of strategic 

policy 

BY INSTITUTION 

STRONGLY NOT DISAGREE STRONGLY NOT 

1 1 % 1 No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % 

V 9 64.3 3 21.4 1 7.1 - 1 1 ^ 
7.2 

W 4 36.4 6 54.5 1 9.1 - - - -

|| X 1 6 60.0 1 4 40.0 - - - - -

1 ' -

1 ^ ^ 
27 3 8 72.7 1 - 1 - - 1 -

1 ^ 1 ^ 42.1 1 9 47.4 1 5.2 1 5.3 - 1 ' -

1 OVERALL 1 30 46.2 30 46J2 3 4.6 1 1.5 - 1 ^ , 5 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 1 YEAR 4 40.0 6 600 - — 1 * - . . 1 
1-5 YEARS 14 45.2 13 41.9 3 9.7 -

- 1 3.2 

6-10 YEARS 8 50.0 8 50.0 1 - 1 - - - 1 
llORMORE 

YEARS 4 50.0 3 37 5 - 1 12 5 . - : - . 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT I 25.0 3 75.0 - 1 - - - - -

1 STAFF 5 33.3 8 53.3 2 13.4 - - - " - -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 1 3 100.0 - " - - -
" 

-

CHAIR OF 1 

COMMS 9 60.0 5 33.3 - - - — 1 " - 1 6.7 

OTHER 12 42.9 1 14 50.0 1 3.6 1 3.5 - - -
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QUESTION Sm") 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the eGectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Internal Information - the board receives good quality information 6om the executive. 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION STRONGLY | 
AGREE 1 AGREE 

1 NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE 1 STRONGLY 
1 DISAGREE 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

1 INSTITUTION 

No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % 

V 8 57.1 I 5 35.7 - - 1 7.2 
1 ' 1 

W 1 8 72.7 1 3 27.3 - - - - - 1 - -

X 6 60.0 4 40.0 - - - -

1 - 1 
Y 1 7 63.6 4 36.4 - - ' 1 - -

Z 9 47.4 10 52.6 - 1 
OVERALL 38 58.5 26 40.0 1 - 1 1.5 1 " -

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 4 40.0 6 60.0 - . | . 
- 1 - - -

-

1-5 YEARS 17 54.9 13 41.9 - I 1 3.2 - 1 -

6-10 YEARS 10 62.5 6 37.5 - -

- 1 
llORMORE 1 

YEARS 7 87.5 1 12.5 -

- -

- -

• -

. 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 2 50.0 1 2 50.0 1 - 1 1 " - 1 
1 STAFF 8 53.3 7 46.7 - 1 1 " 1 ' -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 2 66.7 1 33.3 - 1 . . - I - . 

1 CHAIR OF 

1 COMMS 13 86.7 1 6.7 - - 1 6 6 1 - - - . 

OTHER 13 46.4 1 15 53.6 1 - - - 1 ' - - - 1 
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QUESTION 5rE) 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institution? 

External Information - the board has sources of information external to the institution 

BY INSTTTUTION 

1 INSTITUTION STRONGLY | 1 NOT | DISAGREE | STRONGLY 
AGREE 1 AGREE | SURE | | DISAGREE 

NOT i 

ANSWERED 1 
No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % j 

V 3 21.4 8 57\1 2 14.3 1 IT 2 - -

- 1 
W 1 4 36.4 7 63.6 - - -

1 
- -

-

X 3 30.0 5 50.0 2 20.0 -

1 
- -

1 
Y 1 3 27.3 4 36.4 4 36.3 -

1 " 
- - - 1 

Z 1 4 21.0 13 68.4 1 5.3 ] 5.3 1 - 1 - - 1 
OVERALL 17 2 6 2 37 56 9 9 13.8 3.1 

- 1 I 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 2 20.0 5 50 0 1 3 30.0 - - I - - - -

1-5 YEARS 8 25.8 20 64 5 2 6.5 1 3 2 1 - 1 -

6-10 YEARS 5 3 1 2 8 50.0 1 3 18.8 - - - -

1 l lORMORE 1 

YEARS 2 25.0 1 4 50.0 1 12.5 1 12.5 - - -

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 1 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 - - - 1 - 1 
STAFF 5 33.3 7 46.7 3 20.0 - - -

1 ' -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 2 66.7 J 33.3 - j " - - - 1 - -

CHAIR OF 

COMMS 5 33.3 9 60.0 1 6 7 — - -

;OTHER | 4 14.3 18 64.3 4 14.3 1 2 7 . i y ^ - -

- 1 
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QUESTION 5(F1 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors ofhigher education institutions? 

Effectiveness of Chief Executive/Ehrincipal/Director - the board is well supported by a Chief 

Executive who effectively manages the Institution. 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 
STRONGLY | 

AGREE 1 AGREE 
NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE STRONGLY 1 NOT 
DISAGREE 1 ANSWERED 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % 

V 9 64.3 5 35.7 - - - - - 1 1 
w 10 90.9 1 9.1 - - - 1 - - - - 1 
X 7 70.0 1 10.0 - - 1 10.0 - - 1 ^ 100 

Y 10 90.9 1 9.1 - - - 1 ' 1 - 1 
Z 16 84.2 3 15.8 - - - 1 ' 1 ' -

OVERALL 1 52 80.0 11 169 1 - 1 ^ 15 1 - - 1 ' 1.6 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN | 

lYEAR 6 60.0 4 40.0 - — — 

• | - - | - - 1 
1 1-5 YEARS 25 80.7 5 16.1 - - - 1 " 1 3.2 

1 6-10 YEARS 1 14 87.5 1 2 12.5 - - - 1 - - - -

1 11 ORMORE 1 

1 YEARS 7 87.5 1 . - 1 12 5 - - - - 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 3 75.0 1 25.0 1 - 1 1 -

STAFF 12 80.0 3 20.0 - 1 - - -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 3 100.0 - 1 1 - -

CHAIR OF 
1 

COMMS 13 86.7 1 6.7 1 6.6 1 - - - -

OTHER 21 75.0 6 21.4 - 1 1 ' 1 ^ 3.6 1 
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QUESTION 5fG) 

To what extent do you agree that the fbUowing factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Monitorine of Executive/Management - the board ensures that the executive e^ectively 

implements the strategies approved by the board. 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION I^TRONGLY 
1 AGREE 1 AGREE 

NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE 1 STRONGLY 
1 DISAGREE 

' NOT 
ANSWERED 

: No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

V 7 50.0 i ^ 42.9 I 7.1 1 - 1 ' 1 -

1 ^ 
7 63.6 1 4 36.4 1 - - - - -

-

X 4 40.0 6 60.0 -

1 ' 
- - - -

1 Y 1 5 45.4 5 45.5 1 9.1 - 1 - - -

Z 6 31.6 13 68.4 - - -

1 ' 
- -

-

OVERALL 29 44.6 34 52.3 2 3.1 -
1 -

- -

- 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

} LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 4 40 0 1 6 60.0 - - - - - - - -

1-5 YEARS 13 41.9 17 54.9 1 3.2 - - - - -

6-10 YEARS 1 9 56.3 6 37.5 1 6.2 - 1 " - -

llORMORE 

1 YEARS 3 37.5 5 62.5 ~ 1 - 1-
. - -

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 1 25.0 1 3 75.0 1 -
1 1 

- -

STAFF 7 46.7 8 53 3 - - - 1 1 " 
-

CHAIR OF 1 

BOARD 1 333 2 66 7 - — - - — 

CHAIR OF 

1 COMMS 9 60.0 5 33.3 1 6.7 - -

1 

1 OTHER 11 393 16 57.1 1 3.6 - - -
1 ' - 1 
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QUESTION 5fm 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness 

of Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Accountability - the board has clearly defined those constituencies to whom it is 

accountable. 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

NOT 1 DISAGREE | STRONGLY | NOT | 
SURE 1 1 DISAGREE | ANSWERED i 

1 INSTITUTION 

No_ % 1 No. % No. % No % 1 No. % 1 No. 
% 1 

1 V 9 64.3 1 4 28.6 1 7 1 -

1 
- - - j 

w 5 45.4 5 45.5 1 1 9.1 -

1 
- -

1 

1 ^ 
4 40.0 6 60.0 - - - 1 

I 
-

Y 8 72.7 3 2 7 3 - 1 - -

1 - 1 
Z 7 36.8 11 57.9 1 5.3 - -

-

I OVERALL 33 50.8 29 44.6 3 4 6 1 - - -

- 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN | 

1 YEAR 1 4 40.0 6 60.0 -
- 1 - - I- -

1 1-5 YEARS 16 51.6 13 41.9 2 6.5 1 -
1 " 

-

6-lOYEARS 1 10 62.5 6 37.5 -

1 -
-

1 11 OR MORE 

YEARS 3 37.5 50.0 1 12.5 -
- • 

- . 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 3 75.0 1 1 25.0 - - - _ 

- 1 
STAFF 8 53.3 6 40.0 1 6 7 - - - - - 1 
CHAIR OF 

BOARD 1 33.3 2 66.7 - - I- - - . 
1 CHAIR OF 

COMMS 10 66.7 4 26.7 1 6 6 1 - - - -

OTHER 11 39.3 16 57.1 1 1 3 6 1 - - - - -

182 



QUESTION 5m 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Self Assessment - the board periodically examines its own performance 

BY INSTITUTION 

j INSTITUTION I^TRONGLY 
1 AGREE 1 AGREE 1 

NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE 1 STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

NOT 
ANSWERED | 

' No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

V 1 3 21.4 i 5 35.7 4 28.6 2 14J _ 

1 ' - 1 

W 3 27.3 ! 6 54.5 2 18.2 - -

1 - 1 
X 2 20.0 1 6 60.0 J 10.0 1 10.0 - 1 ' -

Y 4 36.4 6 54.5 1 9.1 - 1 - 1 - -

Z 5 26.3 5 26.3 9 47.4 1 - - 1 
OVERALL 17 26.2 28 43.1 1 26.1 3 4.6 1 " 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR. 1 1 10.0 6 60.0 1 3 30.0 1 - — - - -

1-5 YEARS 10 32.3 14 45J2 6 19.3 1 3.2 -
" 

-

6-10 YEARS : 5 31.2 4 25.0 1 6 37.5 1 6.3 - - - -

11 OR MORE 

1 YEARS 1 12.5 4 50.0 : 2 25.0 1 12.5 1 - - - . I 
BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 - - - - - ' 1 
1 STAFF 6 40.0 7 46.7 2 13.3 - - - - -

-

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33 4 - - - - - . 1 
CHAIR OF 

COMMS 4 26.7 3 20.0 5 33.3 1 3 20.0 - - . 
OTHER 1 4 14.3 16 57.1 1 8 28.6 1 - - - 1 - -
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QUESTION 5m 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Meeting- board meetings are effective mechanisms for reaching board resolutions. 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION STRONGLY 
AGREE 1 AGREE 

NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

1 No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

V 7 50.0 6 42.9 7.1 1 - - - - - -

w 6 54.5 3 27.3 2 182 -
1 -

- -
-

X 7 70.0 3 30.0 -

1 ' 
- - -

Y 4 36.4 6 54.5 1 9.1 - 1 ' - - -

Z 6 31.6 12 63.2 1 5.2 - 1 - -
-

1 OVERALL 30 46.2 30 461 5 7.7 . 1 ' 1 ' 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

I LESS THAN 

lYEAR 50.0 3 30.0 2 20.0 - - - - 1 -
' 

1-5 YEARS 14 452 
1 

48.4 2 6.4 - - - -

6-10 YEARS 7 438 9 56.2 1 - - " - - 1 -

11 OR MORE 

YEARS 50.0 3 37.5 1 1.25 • 1- - 1- . 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 2 50.0 - 2 50.0 1 -
1 

- - -

: STAFF 5 33.3 9 60.0 1 6 7 - - - -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 2 66.7 I 33.3 
^ 1 -

_ — 

CHAIR OF 

COMMS 9 60.0 6 40.0 - - I- . 1 . - -

OTHER 12 42.9 1 14 50.0 2 7.1 1 . 1' - - -
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QUESTION 5rK) 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the ef%ctiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Committees - the board keeps close control over its committees, which work within agreed 

terms of reference. 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 1 STRONGLY 
1 AGREE AGREE 

NOT 
SURE 

1 DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

1 NOT 
1 ANSWERED 

1 No. % No. % No % 1 No. % No. % 1 No. % 

V I 6 42.9 8 57.6 -

1 " 
- - f -

W 6 54.5 5 45.5 1 -
1 -

- - 1 -

X 2 20.0 6 60.0 -
1 ' 1 - - 2 20.0 

Y 4 36.4 6 54.5 1 9.1 -

I -
- -

- 1 
Z I 8 42.1 10 56.6 1 5 3 1 - 1 ' 

- -
-

OVERALL 26 4 0 0 35 53.8 2 3 1 
1 -

- 2 3.1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 5 50.0 5 50.0 -
- I- • | -

- - . 

1-5 YEARS 10 32.3 20 64.5 1 3 2 1 ' - - 1 
6-10 YEARS 9 56.3 5 31.3 1 6.2 1 ' 1 ^ 6.2 

' 11 ORMORE 

YEARS 2 25.0 5 62.5 - 1- . 1 -
] 12 5 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 1 25.0 1 3 75.0 - 1 -

1 
-

1 STAFF 7 46 7 8 53.3 - -

1 ' 
-

1 CHAIR OF 1 

BOARD 1 333 2 66.7 ~ - -

" -

1 " -

1 CHAIR OF 

COMMS 9 60.0 1 4 26.7 1 6.7 - . • - 1 6.6 

OTHER 8 28.6 18 64.3 1 1 3.6 - 1 - 1 3.5 
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QUESTION 5fL) 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Skill Mix - the governors have a wide ranging area of qualifications, experience and interests. 

(Note - Question not on questionnaire completed by College Z) 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION STRONGLY | 
AGREE 1 AGREE 

NOT 1 DISAGREE 1 STRONGLY | NOT | 
SURE 1 1 DISAGREE | ANSWERED | 

INSTITUTION 

No. % 1 No. % i No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % 

1 ^ 
6 42.9 7 50.0 1 7.1 - -

1 w 7 63.6 4 36.4 - - - 1 
X 6 60.0 1 3 30.0 1 lO.O -

1 
- - -

1 Y 4 36.4 6 54.5 - - 1 9.1 1 - - - -

Z " 

1 " 
- - 1 - 1 - - - -

1 OVERALL 23 50.0 1 20 43.5 2 43 I 2.2 - -

- 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN | 

1 YEAR 5 556 1 4 444 - - - -

1 1-5 YEARS 11 50.0 9 40.9 1 4.5 1 4.6 - - -

1 6-10 YEARS i 3 33.3 1 5 556 1 i n 
- 1 * 

- - -

11 ORMORE 

YEARS 4 66.7 2 33.3 - - -

- -

- - ' 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 1 33.3 1 33.3 - - 1 33 4 1 . - 1 
1 STAFF 5 50.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 - j - - - 1 
1 CHAIR OF 

1 BOARD 1 50.0 1 50.0 - - — - - - , 1 
1 CHAIR OF 1 

1 COMMS 1 8 72.7 3 27.3 ~ - - 1 . 

'OTHER 1 8 40.0 11 55.0 1 1 5.0 - - ~ 1 - 1 
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QUESTION 5rm 

To what extent do you agree that the following factors are important to the effectiveness of 

Boards of Governors of higher education institutions? 

Efkctiveness of Secretary/Clerk- the board is well supported by a secretary/clerk of 

sufficient seniority and status to be able to give advice independent firom the executive, when 

necessary. 

(Note - Question not on questionnaire completed by College Z) 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

NOT 
SURE 

DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

1 1 No % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

1 V 8 57.1 1 5 35.7 1 7.2 -

1 
- _ 

-

1 w 1 7 63.6 
1 

36.4 - - - 1 - - - -

X 7 70.0 3 30.0 - - -

1 " 

-

Y 8 72.7 1 1 9.1 2 18.2 1 - - - - -

z 1 - 1 1 1 - - -

OVERALL j 30 65.2 13 28.3 3 6.5 1 ' 1 ' -

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

L E S S m A N 

1 YEAR 8 1 11.1 - 1 -
- - — ~ — 1 

1-5 YEARS 1 45.5 9 40.9 1 3 13 6 - - - - - -

6-10 YEARS 6 66.7 3 33 3 1 - - - - - 1 
11 OR MORE 

YEARS 6 100.0 - 1 - I- - - - - 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 2 66 7 1 - - 1 33.3 -

1 
- - -

STAFF 4 40.0 5 50.0 1 10.0 - I - - - -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 1 50.0 1 500 - - - T | ~ _ 1 

i CHAIR OF 

COMMS 8 72.7 3 27.3 - - . |. — — — j 

1 OTHER 1 15 75.0 4 20.0 1 5.0 
1 ' 

- - -
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QUESTION 7A 

How satisfied are you that your board has sufRcient understanding of its statutory duties 

and responsibilities? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION VERY 
SATISFIED 

1 1 NOT 1 DIS- 1 VERYDIS-
1 SATISFIED 1 SURE | SATISFIED | SATISFIED 

1 NOT 
ANSWERED 

No. % No. % ' No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % 

V 4 28.6 9 64.3 1 7.1 - - -

W 2 18.2 1 9 81.8 - - -

1 " 1 - 1 
X 3 300 1 5 50.0 I 10.0 1 10 0 -

1 1 
Y 2 182 7 63.6 2 18.2 - 1 1 - 1 
Z 4 21.1 1 14 73.7 1 5.2 - 1 ' 1 ' -

OVERALL 15 23 1 44 67.7 5 7.7 1 15 - 1 - - 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN | 

I YEAR I 10.0 9 90.0 - — 1 — " 1 - — I — 1 
1-5 YEARS 7 22.6 19 61.3 4 12.9 1 3.2 1 1 
6.10YEARS 3 18.8 12 75.0 1 6.2 - 1 1 -

llORMORE 

1 YEARS 4 50.0 4 50.0 1 - i 1 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 1 25.0 1 3 75.0 1 - 1 - - - - j 
STAFF 5 33.3 9 60.0 1 6.7 1 1 - -

1 CHAIROF 1 

BOARD - 66.7 1 33 3 - - • 1-
1 CHAIR OF 

! COMMS 1 6 40.0 9 60.0 - . | . - - - I -

OTHER 3 10.7 21 75.0 3 10.7 1 1 3 6 1 - 1 " " 
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QUESTION 8A 

How satisfied are you that your board has a clear understanding of its function? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTltUTrON VERY 1 
SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

NOT 1 DIS-
SURE 1 SATISFIED 

1 VERY DIS-
SATISFIED 

NOT 1 
ANSWERED 

No. % 1 No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

V 5 35.7 8 57.1 1 - 1 7 2 - - -

- 1 
w 4 36.4 7 63 6 1 - - - - -

X 1 2 20.0 5 50.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 - - - -

Y 1 10 90 9 1 9.1 1 - - - 1 -

1 ^ ^ 
15,8 15 78.9 1 5.3 - - -

1 
-

OVERALL 14 21J 45 69.2 4 6J 2 3.1 -

1 ' 
-

B Y L E N G T H O F S E R V I C E 

1 LESS THAN | 

1 YEAR 3 3CL0 6 60.0 1 10.0 - ^ L 
, 1 

1-5 YEARS 6 19/1 22 71.0 1 3.2 2 6.4 - - - - j 
1 6-10 YEARS 2 12L5 13 81.3 1 1 6.2 - - - - -

1 
11 ORMORE 

YEARS 3 37.5 j 4 50.0 1 12 5 - - - -

. 1 

B Y T Y P E O F M E M B E R 

j STUDENT - 3 75.0 1 1 25.0 . 
1 

- - -

1 STAFF 4 26.7 10 66.7 - - 1 6.6 1 - - - -

1 CHAIR OF 

1 BOARD 3 100.0 - — -

- • 

- - — 

j CHAIR OF 

! COMMS 6 40.0 9 60.0 - - - - — - - -

OTHER 1 4 14.3 1 20 71.4 3 10.7 1 1 3.6 -

— 

- -
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QUESTION 9A 

How satisfied are you with the contribution that your board is able to make to the strategic 

planning of your institution? 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 1 VERY 
1 SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

1 NOT 
1 SURE 

DIS-
SATISFIED 

1 VERYDIS-
1 SATISFIED 

1 NOT 1 
1 ANSWERED ' 

1 No. % 1 No % 1 No. % No. % 1 No % 1 No. 
% 1 

V 3 21.4 7 50.0 
' 

7.1 2 14 3 1 -
1 ^ 7.2 1 

W - 1 7 63.6 3 27.3 1 <)1 1 -
1 

-

X 3 30.0 1 ^ 50.0 1 1 10.0 1 10.0 - -

1 -
-

Y - 1 8 72.7 2 18 2 1 9.1 1 - - -

- 1 
Z 2 10.5 1 68/1 1 4 21.1 1 ' - - - 1 

OVERALL 12.3 40 61.6 I 11 16.9 1 5 7.7 1 ' 1.5 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 1 1 

lYEAR 1 10.0 1 ^ 700 2 20.0 - - - - - 1 
1-5 YEARS 1 3.2 17 54.9 7 22.6 5 16.1 - 1 ^ 3.2 1 

6-10 YEARS 3 18.8 11 68.7 2 12L5 - - -
1 

-

1 llORMORE 

YEARS 3 37.5 5 62.5 - - - - - - - 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT - - 2 50.0 1 1 25.0 1 25.0 1 - 1 - 1 
STAFF 2 13.3 8 53.3 1 3 20.0 2 13.4 - - - ' 1 
CHAIR OF 1 1 1 
BOARD 1 33.3 I 33.3 1 1 33.4 - - - - - -

CHAIROF 1 

COMMS 3 20.0 10 66.7 1 6.7 1 6.6 - 1 - -

OTHER j 2 7.1 19 67.9 I 5 174 1 3.6 1 - 1 ^ 3.5 
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OUESTTON lOA 

How satisfied are you that your board is able to put forward views at board meetings that 

differ &om that of the executive? 

BY INSTITUTION 

IH^TrruTiON 1 VEF 
1 SATI 
1 No. 

LY 
SPIED 

% 1 SATI 
1 No. 

SPIED 
% 

NOT 
SURE 

No. % 

1 DIS-
SATIS 
No. 

FIED 
% 

1 VER^ 
SATIS 
No. 

"̂ DIS-
FIED 

% 

1 NOT 
ANSWI 
No. 

iRED 
% 

V 1 50.0 1 ^ 35.7 - 1 ^ 7 1 1 - - 1 1 7.2 

w j 5 45.4 4 36.4 2 18 2 - - - - - -

1 ^ 
1 4 40.0 5 50.0 1 lO.O - - -

1 " 
-

Y 1 - 1 7 63.6 3 27.3 1 1 9.1 -

1 " 
-

z 7 36.8 11 57 9 1 5 3 1 - 1 ' 
-

1 OVERALL 23 35.4 32 49.2 7 10.8 1 2 3.1 1 1.5 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 
1 LESS THAN 

1 lYEAR 6 60.0 3 30.0 1 lOX) - - - - - . 1 
1-5 YEARS 6 19.4 17 54.8 5 16.1 2 6.5 - - 1 3 2 

1 6-10 YEARS 8 50.0 8 50.0 - - - - - - -

11 OR MORE 

YEARS ; 3 37.5 4 50.0 1 12.5 -

-

- - 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 
1 STUDENT 2 50.0 - 1 2 50.0 1 -

1 I -
-

STAFF 3 20.0 8 53.3 2 13.3 2 13/1 -

1 -
-

CHAIR OF 

BOARD 1 33.3 2 66.7 — 1 - - - I -
CHAIR OF 

1 COMMS 9 60.0 6 40.0 — - - - - i - -

1 OTHER 
8 28.6 16 57.1 3 10.7 

" 
1 I 1 3.6 
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QUESTION llA 

How satisfied are you with the information submitted to board meetings by the executive? 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 1 VERY 
1 SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

NOT 
SURE 

DIS-
SATISFIED 

1 VmiYDIS-
1 SATISFIED 

NOT 1 

ANSWERED 
: No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

V 4 28.6 7 50 0 1 7.1 2 14.3 1 - - - -

W 6 54.5 4 36.4 1 9.1 1 - - - - - -

1 ^ 
5 50.0 5 50.0 1 - - - - - - - -

1 ^ 
3 27.3 7 63.6 1 9.1 -

I 
- - -

1 z 12 63.2 6 31.6 1 5 J 1 - 1 1 - -

,OVERALL 30 46.1 29 44.6 4 6.2 1 2 3.1 - 1 - -

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 

1-5 YEARS 

6-10 YEARS 

11 OR MORE 

YEARS 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 1 25.0 3 75.0 - 1 - 1 ' - -
• 1 

STAFF 6 40.0 40.0 2 13.3 I 6/7 - - -

- i 
CHAIR OF 

BOARD — - 2 66.7 1 33.3 -
- 1 -

- . -

CHAIR OF 

COMMS 6 40.0 & 53.3 - 1 6.7 — — -

1 OTHER 17 60.7 10 35/7 I 3.6 1 ' 1 ' -
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QUESTION 12A 

How satisfied are you that the board receives external information, unabridged by the 

executive, relating to issues of interest to the board? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION VERY 1 
SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

1 NOT 
SURE 

DIS-
SATISFIED 

VERYDIS- 1 NOT 
SATISFIED ANSWERED 

1 INSTITUTION 

No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % 

1 ^ 1 7.1 7 50.0 4 28.6 1 7.1 - 1 7.2 

1 ^ 3 27.3 4 36.4 4 36.3 - ' 1 - - - -

1 ^ 2 20.0 I 4 40.0 4 40.0 - - - - - -

1 ^ 2 I&2 1 2 18.2 6 54.5 1 1 9.1 - - - -

1 ^ 1 ^ 31.6 9 47.4 1 4 21 0 1 - - - - -

' 

OVERALL 14 21.5 26 40.0 1 22 33.9 1 2 3.1 1 - - 1 1.5 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN | 

1 YEAR. 2 20.0 2 20.0 6 60.0 _ 
- -

- . 1 
1-5 YEARS 6 19.4 13 41.9 9 29.0 1 2 6.5 - 1 3.2 1 

6-10 YEARS 3 18.8 7 43.7 1 6 37.5 - - - - - -

11 OR MORE 

1 YEARS 3 375 4 50.0 1 12.5 -

• - • -

-

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 25.0 - - 3 75.0 1 - 1 ' 1 -

STAFF 3 20.0 2 13.3 8 533 2 13 4 - 1 1 
1 CHAR OF 

BOARD 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.4 -
• -

- ~ . 
1 CHAIR OF 

1 COMMS 5 33.3 8 53.3 2 13.4 - - — - — 

1 OTHER i 4 14.3 15 53.6 8 28.6 1 -
-

- 1 3.5 
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QUESTION 13A 

How satisfied are you that your board sufRciently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? — Financial Performance. 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION VERY 
SATISFIED 

1 NOT 
SATISFIED 1 SURE 

DIS- 1 VERYDIS-
SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

1 No. % No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % 

1 ^ 1 ^ 
35.7 8 57.1 - - - 1 7.2 -

W 8 72 7 18.2 -

1 
- - - 1 9.1 

1 ^ ^ 
30.0 1 7 70.0 

- - - -

Y 2 18/2 8 72.7 1 9.1 - - - - -

1 ^ ^ 
47.4 9 47 4 1 5.2 1 - - - - - -

OVEBIALL 27 41.6 34 52.3 2 3 1 1 - - 1 1.5 1 1.5 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 1 YEAR 2 
1 

20.0 6 60.0 2 20.0 -
- | -

- | . . 1 
1-5 YEARS 10 32.3 20 64.5 

I ' 
1 3.2 1 - 1 

6-10 YEARS 9 56.3 6 37.5 - - - i ^ 6.2 

11 OR MORE 

YEARS 6 75.0 2 25.0 - -

- - - -
-

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 25.0 3 75.0 _ . 1 1 -

STAFF 6 400 8 53.3 - - - 1 ^ <x7 " 

1 CHAIR OF 

1 BOARD 1 33.3 2 66.7 - - 1 - - " 

CHAIR OF I 

COMMS 8 53.3 5 33.3 I 6.7 - - I - - I 6 . 7 

;OTHER ] ] 39.3 16 57.1 1 3.6 1 - 1 ' - ' 1 
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(3UESTKIN13B 

How satisfied are you that your board sufficiently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? - Academic Quality. 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 1 VERY 
1 SATISFIED SATISFIED 

NOT 1 DIS-
SURE 1 SATISFIED 

1 VERY DIS-
SATISFIED 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

INSTITUTION 

1 No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

1 ^ 1 ^ 21.4 7 50.0 3 21.4 1 7.2 - - - 1 

1 ^ 
1 4 36.4 6 54 5 1 - - - - - 1 ^ 9.1 

1 ^ 
2 20.0 4 40.0 4 40.0 - - - - 1 - -

Y - - 8 72.7 1 3 27.3 - - - - - 1 

5 26.3 9 47.4 4 21.1 1 5.2 - 1 ' j 
OVERALL 1 14 2US 34 52 3 14 21.5 1 2 3.1 - 1 1 15 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 2 20.0 6 60.0 2 20.0 - " 1 - - - 7 ] 

1-5 YEARS 4 12.9 19 61.3 6 19.4 2 6 4 - - - -

6-10 YEARS 4 25.0 8 50.0 3 18.8 - - - - 1 6^ 

1 llORMORE 

1 YEARS 4 50.0 1 12J) 1 3 37,5 - - - - -

BY TYPE Of MEMBER 

STUDENT -
1 ^ 75.0 1 1 25.0 1 -

1 ' 1 
STAFF 4 26.7 7 46.7 2 13 3 2 13 3 1 -

1 ' 
CHAIR OF 

BOARD 1 33.3 2 66 7 1 - " T ~ " 1 -
— - -

CHAIR OF 

1 COMMS 4 26.7 9 60j0 1 6.7 - •— — — 1 6.6 

,OTHER 5 17.9 1 13 46.4 10 35.7 1 - - -
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QUESTION 13C 

How satisfied are you that the board sufRciently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? - Staff Development. 

(Note - Question not on questionnaire completed by College Z) 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION VERY 1 1 NOT 1 " DIS-
SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 1 SURE | SATISFIED 

VERY DIS-
SATISFIED 

NOT 
ANSWERED | 

1 INSTITUTION 

No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

V 1 7.1 4 28.6 F g 57.1 1 7.2 - - - 1 

1 w -

1 ' 
9 81.8 1 9.1 - - 1 9.1 1 

1 ^ 1 1 4 40.0 5 50.0 1 10.0 - - - 1 
3 27.3 7 63.6 1 9.1 - - -

-

z 1 - 1 - -

:OVERALL 1 2.2 11 23.9 29 63.0 4 8.7 _ 1 1 2.2 

BY LENGTH Of SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR - - 3 33.3 6 66.7 — — j — . | . 

1-5 YEARS 1 4.5 4 18.2 13 59.1 4 18.2 1 - -

1 6-10 YEARS - 11.1 7 77.8 - - - 1 I l l 

1 llORMORE 

1 YEARS — 1 3 50.0 3 50.0 — 

- • i-

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT - - - 1 3 100.0 - - - - 1 
STAFF 1 10.0 2 20.0 4 40.0 3 30.0 - -

1 CHAIR OF 

BOARD - - - - 2 100.0 - - -

" • 

-

CHAIR OF 

COMMS - - 2 18.2 8 72.7 1 - — - 1 9.1 

OTHER - 1 7 35.0 12 60.0 1 I 5.0 - - r -
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QUESTION 13D 

How satisfied are you that your board sufficiently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? - Equal Opportunities. 

(Note - Question not on questionnaire completed by College Z) 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION VERY 1 
SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

NOT 1 DIS-
SURE 1 SATISFIED 

1 VERY DIS-
SATISFIED 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % 

V I 7.1 12 85.7 1 - - -

1 ^ 
7.2 

w 1 9.1 5 45.4 3 27.3 1 9.1 - 1 ^ 
9.1 

- 6 60.0 3 30.0 1 10.0 -

1 
-

Y 1 - - 6 54.5 4 36.4 1 9.1 - - - -

Z 1 - - - 1 
1 

- - 1 - -

OVERALL 2 4.4 29 63.0 10 2IJ 3 6 5 1 - 4.4 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 

1-5 YEARS 

6-10 YEARS 

11 OR MORE 

YEARS 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT - 1 ^ 
66.7 -

1 * 
33 3 1 - ~ - -

STAFF 7 70.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 -
1 ^ 

10.0 

CHAIR OF 

BOARD - 2 100.0 -

- -

- | . 

- 1-
. 

CHAIR OF 

COMMS - - 7 63.6 2 18.2 1 9.1 1 9.1 

OTHER 2 10 0 1 11 
1 

55.0 7 35.0 -
1 ' 

- - - j 
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QUESTION 13E 

How satisfied are you that your board sufficiently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? - Staff Morale 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION ' VERY 1 1 NOT 1 DIS-
! SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED | SURE | SATISFIED 

VERYDIS- 1 NOT 
SATISFIED 1 ANSWERED 

No. % No. % No. % 1 No. 
1 

% No. % { No. % 1 

1 ^ 1 - 1 ^ 42.9 6 42.9 1 1 7.1 - - 1 "Al 

1 ^ - 2 18 2 6 54.5 2 18.2 - - 1 9JI 1 

1 ^ 1 ' 
- 3 30.0 6 60.0 1 10.0 - - -

- 1 

1 ^ - - 2 18J2 8 72.7 1 9.1 - - -

- 1 
Z 3 15.8 3 15.8 11 57.9 1 5.2 1 5.3 -

1 
1 OVERALL 3 4.6 16 24.6 37 56.9 6 9.2 1 1 1.6 2 3.1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

FLESSTHAN | 

1 YEAR 1 ^ 30.0 7 70 0 — 1 — — 1 — -

1-5 YEARS 1 3.2 1 7 22.6 16 51.6 6 19.4 1 3.2 ^ - -

6-10 YEARS 4 25.0 11 68.8 - - : - - 1 6.2 

llORMORE 1 

YEARS 2 25.0 2 25.0 3 37.5 - - - - 1 12.5 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 - 1 1 3 75.0 1 1 25.0 1 - - -
' 1 

STAFF 1 6.7 2 13.3 8 53.3 3 20.0 1 6.7 - -

1 CHAIR OF 1 

BOARD — 1 33 3 2 66.7 1 -
• -

- 1 
1 CHAIROF 

1 COMMS 1 6.7 4 26.7 9 60.0 . - - I 6 6 1 
OTHER 1 3.6 9 32.1 15 53.6 2 7,1 1 ^ 3.6 
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QUESTION 13F 

How satisAed are you that your board sufGciently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? - Student Retention. 

Note - Question not on questionnaire completed by College Z 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION 1 VERY 1 1 NOT 
1 SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED | SURE 

DIS- VERYDIS- 1 NOT 
SATISFIED SATISFIED | ANSWERED 

1 No. % No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % 

V 1 5 35.7 1 5 35.7 1 4 28 6 -
1 - 1 ' -

1 ^ M 
9.1 6 54.5 3 27.3 -

1 ' 1 ^ 
9.1 

X 2 20.0 8 80.0 - - -

1 1 
-

Y 
1 ^ 

72.7 3 27.3 1 - 1 " -

Z - 1 ' - - 1 ' 1 ' 1 - -

OVERALL 8 17.4 27 58.7 1 10 217 - 1 ' 1 2.2 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 

1 YEAR 2 22.2 4 44.5 3 33 3 - . |. . 1 
1-5 YEARS 4 18.2 14 63.6 4 18.2 - - - ' 1 

1 6-10 YEARS 1 ILl 1 5 55.6 2 22 2 - I 1 11.1 

1 11 ORMORE 

1 YEARS 1 167 4 66.7 1 16.6 - - 1- ' r 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 2 66.7 1 33.3 - - ' - 1 - - -

1 STAFF 2 20.0 6 60.0 2 20.0 - - - - -

CHAIR OF 1 

BOARD 1 50.0 1 50.0 _ - - — _ 

CHAIR OF 

COMMS 2 182 5 45.4 3 27.3 - - — - 1 9.1 

OTHER 1 2 10.0 14 70.0 4 20.0 
1 

- - -
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QUESTION 13G 

How satisfied are you that your board sufficiently monitors the executive in the following 

areas? - Student Satisfaction. 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION VERY 
SATISFIED 

1 NOT 
SATISFIED 1 SURE 

DIS-
SATISFIED 

VERYDIS- 1 NOT 
SATISFIED 1 ANSWERED : 

1 INSTITUTION 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % 

V 1 4 28.6 6 42.9 3 21.4 - - - 1 1 7.1 

I W -

' 

5 45.4 1 4 36.4 1 9.1 1 - 1 9.1 { 

1 X 2 20.0 3 3CL0 1 5 50.0 1 - 1 - 1 - -

1 ^ 
- - 5 455 5 45 4 1 9.1 - 1 -

1 ^ r IfLS 6 31.6 8 42.1 2 10.5 1 - 1 ' - 1 
1 OVERALL 9 13 8 25 38.5 1 25 38.5 4 6.1 - 2 3.1 j 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

ILESSTHAN | 1 | | | 

1 YEAR. 2 20.0 4 40.0 3 30.0 1 10.0 - - j 

1-5 YEARS 3 9.7 13 41.9 12 38.7 3 9.7 - -

1 6-lOYEARS 1 2 12.5 1 6 37.5 | 7 43.7 . ' 1 " ' 1 ^ 6.3 

1 IIORMORE 1 1 1 1 
YEARS 2 25.0 2 25 0 3 37 5 - 1 12.5 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 1 
1 1 

25.0 1 - 1 1 25.0 1 2 50.0 - - - -

1 STAFF 4 26.7 5 33.3 5 33.3 1 6.7 - -

CHAIR OF 

BOARD - - 1 33.3 2 66.7 - - - - - -

CHAIR OF 

1 COMMS 3 20.0 7 46.7 4 26.7 - . |. 1 6.6 

OTHER 3.6 12 42.9 13 46.4 1 3.6 I 3.5 

200 



QUESTION 15A 

How satisfied aie you that your board assesses its own effectiveness? 

BY INSTITUTION 

r rNSTi rUTtON , VERY 
' SATISFIED SATISFIED 

NOT 
SURE 

I DIS-
1 SATISFIED 

1 VERYDIS-
1 SATISFIED 

NOT 
ANSWERED j 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 1 
V - - 4 28.6 7 50.0 3 21/1 - - - -

w - - 3 27.3 8 72.7 1 - - -

1 - 1 

1 ^ 1 1(L0 2 20.0 6 60.0 1 1(L0 - 1 ^ 1 

1 I 9.1 4 36 4 4 36.3 2 18.2 - 1 " 1 

1 ^ - 1 ^ 26.3 , 10 52.6 4 21.1 - 1 - -

OVERALL 2 3.1 . 18 27.7 ; 35 53.8 10 15.4 - 1 ' ' 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 

1 YEAR - - 3 30.0 5 50.0 2 20.0 — - -

1-5 YEARS 1 3:! 1 8 25.8 1 15 48.4 7 22.6 
-

- -

' 

6-10 YEARS - 5 31.2 1 11 68.8 - - - - -

11 OR MORE 

YEARS 1 12.5 2 25.0 1 4 50.0 1 1]L5 - 7 % 
. 

BY TYPE Of MEMBER 

STUDEffT 1 -
1 

50.0 1 2 50.0 1 - - - - 1 
STAFF 33.3 6 40.0 4 26.7 - - - - 1 
CHAIROF 1 

BOARD - 1 - - 3 100.0 - - - - . 1 
CHAIROF 

COMMS I 6 7 6 40.0 7 46.7 1 6.6 - - - . 1 
OTHER 1 3.6 7 25.0 17 60.7 3 10.7 1 - 1 
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QUESTION 16A 

How satisfied are you with the effectiveness of your board meetings? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION 1 VERY 
i SATISFIED SATISFIED 

NOT 1 DIS-
SURE 1 SATISFIED 

VERY DIS- 1 NOT 
SATISFIED 1 ANSWERED 

1 INSTITUTION 

1 No. % No. % No. % 1 No. % 1 No. % No. % 

V 1 4 
1 ! 

28.6 1 8 57.1 1 71 1 1 7.2 - - - -

W 4 36/4 6 54.5 - 1 9.1 - - -

1 ^ 2 20.0 7 70.0 j - 1 ICLO - 1 -

Y - - 7 63.6 4 36.4 1 - -
_ 1 -

Z 2 10.5 13 68.4 3 15 8 1 5.3 - 1 -

1 OVERALL 1 12 

BY LENGTH OF S 

1B.5 

ERVI( 

41 

ZE 

63.1 8 12 3 4 6 1 1 -

1 LESS THAN | 

1 YEAR 2 20.0 6 60.0 2 20.0 -
- L 

— -

. 1 1-5 YEARS 3 9.7 20 64.5 4 12.9 4 12.9 - - - -

1 6-10 YEARS 4 25.0 10 62.5 2 12.5 - - - - - -

1 llORMORE 1 

i YEARS 3 375 5 62 5 . - - - 7 ] ^ 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDBiT 1 - T " 3 75.0 1 - 1 * 25.0 1 - - - 1 

1 STAFF 2 13 3 9 60.0 2 13.3 2 13.4 -
1 ' 1 

1 CHAIROF 1 

1 BOARD 66.7 1 33 3 -
- ! • • I - . 

1 CHAIROF 

COMMS 7 46.7 7 46.7 1 6 6 
- -

OTHER 3 10.7 1 20 71.4 4 14.3 1 3 6 - -

- 1 

202 



QUESTION 17A 

How are the proceedings of the board's committees communicated to the board? 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTI-

TUTION 

1 

1 Minutes 
distnWedto 

Board 
membas in 
advance of 

Board Meeting 

1 Minutes 
j submitled 

to Board 
Meeting 

j V o W 
I Repmtto 

Board 
1 Meeting 

Minutes 
distributed 
to Board 
Membos 

and a verbal 
rqxxtgivai 

at Board 
Meeting 

Minutes 
submitted to 

Board 
Meting 

together with 
Verbal Report 

at Board 
Mcedng 

1 Other 1 Not 

Answoed 

No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

1 V 9 64.3 2 14.3 1 -
1 ^ 

14.3 1 - 1 - - 1 17.1 1 

1 ^ 
7 63.6 - -

1 
36.4 -

1 ' 
- -

1 ^ 
8 80.0 - - - 20.0 1 . - - - - -

Y 8 72.7 2 18.2 - 1 9L1 1 - - - - - -

1 z 7 36.8 1 5.3 - 5 26.3 1 3 15.8 3* 15.8 - -

i OVER-
1 ALL 

39 60.0 5 7.7 1 - 14 21.5 1 3 4.6 3 4.6 1 1.6 

încludes to 'air 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS I 6 
THAN! 
YEAR 1 

60.0 1 . 

' r 
-

4 40.0 1 -

" 1 " 

_ 

LJ 20 
1 YEARS 

64 5 1 2 6 5 - - 5 16.1 2 65 1 3.2 1 3.2 

6^10 8 
YEARS 

50.0 2 12:5 - - 4 25.0 1 6.3 1 6.2 - -

11 ()R 5 
MORE 

1 YEARS 1 

62.5 1 
12 5 1 -

1 12.5 1 12.5 

" 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 1 25.0 1 - - - 1 3 75.0 1 -
1 1 -

1 STAFF 9 60.0 1 6.7 - 2 13.3 1 6.7 1 6.7 1 6.6 

1 CHAIR 
OF 

1 BOARD 

3 100.0 

j 

CHAIRS 
OF 

1 COMMS 

10 66.7 1 (k7 1 - 1 ^ 20.0 1 6.6 

OTHER 16 57.1 1 3 10^ - 1 ^ 21.4 1 2 7.2 1 1 3 . 6 1 
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QUESTION 19A 

Did you receive any induction training upon your appointment to the Board of Governors? 

BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION YES 1 NO NOT ANSWERED INSTITUTION 

No. % No. % No. % 

V 5 35.7 1 9 64.3 - -

W 4 36.4 7 63.6 - -

X 3 30.0 7 70.0 1 - -

Y 4 36.4 7 63.6 - -

Z 7 36.8 12 63.2 - -

OVERALL 23 35.4 42 64.6 - -

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

1 LESS THAN 
1 I YEAR 

6 60.0 4 40.0 -

-

]-5 YEARS 16 51.6 15 48.4 " 
-

6-10 YEARS -
-

16 100.00 -
• 

l l O R M O R E 
1 YEARS 

1 12.5 7 87.5 -

-

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 2 50.0 2 50.0 1 
1 

STAFF , 6 40.0 9 60.0 1 

CHAIRS OF 1 
BOARD I 

- - 3 100.0 1 

CHAIRS OF 
COMMS 

1 6.7 14 93 3 

1 
OTHER 14 50.0 14 50.0 ^ 1 
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QUESTION 19C 

If you have answered YES to A above (re Receiving Induction Training) how satisfied were 

you with that induction training? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTITUTION 1 VERY 1 
1 1 SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

NOT 1 DIS-
SURE 1 SATISFIED 

VERY DIS-
SATISFIED 

NOT 
ANSWERED 

1 1 % 1 No. % No. % 1 No. % No. % 1 No. % 

V 2 40 . ( r i 2 40.0 1 20.0 - - - -

W 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 - - - - - 1 25.0 

X - 2 66.7 1 33 3 - - - 1 -

! Y , 1 25.0 I 25.0 I 25.0 1 1 25.0 - - - -

Z - 4 57.1 1 2 28.6 I 14.3 - - -
-

OVERALL 1 5 21.7 10 43.5 5 21.7 2 8.7 - - 1 4.4 1 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 
1 YEAR 

3 50.0 1 1 16.7 1 1 16 7 1 . 
1 

- 1 16.6 , 

1-5 YEARS 2 12L5 8 50 0 4 25.0 2 12 j 1 - - j 

6-10 YEARS - 1 
llORMORE 

1 YEARS 
- - I 100.0 -

- | - ' r 
- - 1 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

1 STUDENT 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 - - -

1 1 - -

STAFF I 16/7 3 50 0 1 16.7 I 16.6 1 - 1 " -

1 CHAIR OF 
'BOARD - | -

CHAIR OF 
COMMS 

- 1 100.0 - - - - - -

OTHER 3 21.4 5 35.7 4 28.6 1 7 1 - 1 7.2 
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QUESTION 20A 

Have you received any ongoing training to enhance your role as a governor? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTTTUnON 1 YES NO NOT ANSWERED | 1 INSTTTUnON 

1 No. % No. % No. 
% 1 

1 V 1 5 35.7 7 50.0 i 2 14.3 j 

w | - 10 90.9 : 1 (U 

X I 5 50.0 5 50.0 1 -
-

Y ! 2 18.2 9 81.8 -
-

1 ^ 5 26.3 14 73.7 
-

OVERALL 17 26.2 45 69.2 3 4.6 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 
1 YEAR 

2 20.0 7 70.0 1 I lo.o 1 

1-5 YEARS 5 l(xl 25 80.7 1 I 3.2 

6-10 YEARS 6 37%5 10 62.5 
-

11 OR MORE 
YEARS 

4 50.0 3 37.5 1 12.5 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER. 

STUDENT 1 ^ 50.0 1 ^ 50.0 
1 -

-

STAFF i 2 13.3 13 86.7 - -

CHAIRS OF 
BOARD 

1 33.3 2 66.7 - -

CHAIRS OF 
COMMS 

1 7 46.7 : 7 46.7 1 ^ 6.6 

OTHER 5 17L9 21 75.0 2 7.1 
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QUESTION 20C 

If you have answered YES to A above (re Receiving Ongoing Training) how satisfied are you 

with that ongoing training? 

BY INSTITUTION 

1 INSTrrUTION VERY 
' SATISFIED 1 SATISFIED 

NOT 
SURE 

DIS-
SATISFIED 

VERY DIS-
SATISFIED 

NOT 1 
ANSWERED 1 

No. % 1 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

V 1 20.0 2 40.0 I 20.0 1 20.0 - - - -

w 

1 X 1 20.0 2 40.0 I 20.0 - - - - i 20.0 I 

1 - 1 ^ 
500 1 50.0 - - - 1 -

z 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 - - - 2 40.0 1 

OVERALL 3 17.6 6 35.3 4 23.5 1 5.9 - - 3 17 7 

BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

LESS THAN 
1 YEAR 
1-5 YEARS 

6-10 YEARS 

U OR MORE 
YEARS 

BY TYPE OF MEMBER 

STUDENT 1 - 50.0 - - -
• -

1 ] 50.0 1 

STAFF 1 50.0 - - - - - - - 1 50.0 1 

CHAIROF 
BOARD 1 

1 100.0 1 -
1 

- -

- | - - j 

CHAIR OF 1 1 
COMMS 1 

14.3 3 42.8 1 2 28.6 - - - 1 14.3 

1 OTHER 1 25.0 - 1 ^ 50.0 1 1 25.0 - -
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