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The Empirical Research of Three Types of University Power Structure Difference

JIANG Hua', WU Qiao-yang® & LI Xiao-bin’®
(1. School o f Humanities and Law, Northeastern University, Shenyang 110819, China; 2. The First Middle
School of Laiyang County s Baoding 074300, China; 3. Faculty of Education, Brock University s Canada)

Abstract: University governance refers to “a structure and process of internal and external stake-
holders making decisions on important matters”, whose core is the decision-making power structure or
the allocation model of the decision-making power among different stakeholders. The organizational
characteristics of universities decide that they have academic power and administrative power. Exter-
nally, universities are under the influence of political power and stakeholders” power, but the students
" power derives from the power of the internal group. University decision-making can be categorized at
three levels: the strategic level, the administrative level and the operational level. The first includes
the decision-making of organizational governance; the second includes the financial and HR decision-
making; the third includes the decision-making concerning teaching personnel, curriculum and student
services. This research gives a questionnaire survey of research universities, teaching-research univer-
sities and teaching universities, and adopts the method of analytic hierarchy to assess the weights of
the five powers in six types of decision-making because these weights can reflect the organizational
power structures while the organizational power structures can reflect the governance structures. The
findings of this research indicate that the leading power in research universities is the academic power,
that in teaching-research universities is the administrative power, and that in teaching universities is
the political power. The paper finally analyzes the governance structures of the three types of univer-
sities with the social capital theory, the honor-administrative regulation theory and the self~organizing
system theory.

Key words: three types of University; power structure; diversity



