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the more difficult task of tackling problems, new policies are
proposed. Vlasceanu and Sadlak conclude that in Eastern Europe:
“the frequency of changes and changing policies has had two major
effects. Firstly, the changes have left traces in the structure of the
system that will have long-lasting effects. Secondly, many academics
have become sceptical of the constant flow of change and have
returned to the tradition of operating within the system. They thus
continue to do ‘business as usual’ while trying to avoid the external
demands for change as much as possible” (p. 2).

Finally, the report and its recommendations are problematic in the
sense that they attempt to apply a new, one-size-fits-all governance
approach to all institutions, when almost 50 per cent of the
institutions are, according to the study, already democratic. Another
problem is political in the sense that it would be difficult to justify,
within a fluid new democracy, the transition from a steering model to
an increasingly evident controlled approach (with strong
discretionary powers of intervention) without clearly specifying the
conditions, the circumstances and the methods that warrant the
violation of autonomy. 

The variety of methodological, conceptual and political problems
identified in this report leads to the conclusion that a case has not
been made as to why conditional autonomy will lead to more
effective governance than the co-operative governance model.
Within a democratic state there is really no choice between an
imperfect model (co-operative governance) – democracy is by its
very nature imperfect – and a model that fits as easily into an
authoritarian state as it does into a democratic state... all depending
on the vagaries of the minister of the day. 
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Conditional autonomy is not located within the Constitution, nor
within the theory of the state implicit in the Constitution. It does not
distinguish between an authoritarian governance approach and a
democratic participative approach. 

Fourth, if conditional autonomy fits as easily into in the framework of
the new democratic government as it did into the framework of the
apartheid authoritarian model, then there is not only a conceptual
problem but, much more seriously, a political danger that within the
national approach of participative co-operative governance there
could be practices uncomfortably reminiscent of the previous
regime.

| If Reform is Problematic, Change the Policy 

Apart from the conceptual and political problems associated with
conditional autonomy, it also raises problems with regard to policy
and transformation. The suggestion for a review of a governance
model is, to a considerable extent, like the merger proposals,
influenced by the failure (crisis) of the 25 per cent of “contested”
institutions. The failure of these institutions cannot be ascribed only
to a failure of internal governance, but could rather be attributed to
a whole set of structural, geographic, capacity and socio-historic
factors (Habib, 2001). Instead of putting forward a plan to assist
these institutions with their internal governance problems, and a
strategy to make the 33 per cent management-focused institutions
more democratic, the model of co-operative governance is seriously
questioned and a proposal made to change it.

There are two major flaws in this type of reasoning. Firstly, Castro
and Levy (2002) argue that it is important to understand that
“neither conceptually nor in terms of policy does one size fit all” 
(p. 27). A different approach could be to reward the 42 per cent of
higher education institutions that have democratic governance,
“steer” the 33 per cent management-focused ones to greater
democracy while maintaining the strengths of their existing
management structures, and develop a support (rescue)
interventionist plan for the 25 per cent in crisis. 

A second problem, well described by Vlasceanu and Sadlak (in
Cloete et al., 2002) in Eastern Europe, is that, instead of dealing with
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