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This paper examines founding-
donor family involvement in non-
profit higher education institutions. 
Donors to non-profit higher education 
inst itut ions want to ensure that 
their money is used appropriately. 
The agency tensions in non-prof it 
organisations, and specifically in higher 
education institutions, can lead to 
family involvement when families 
are the donors in the initial stages 
of these organisations. The presence 
of the founding family can generate 
benef its but can also lead to rent-

Abstrac t

seeking, self-interested behaviour. 
It contributes to the corporate and 
university governance literature by 
highlighting the relevance of good 
governance provisions, mechanisms 
and practices in higher education 
institutions when the founding-donor 
family has some level of involvement.

Key Words: Family involvement, 
higher education institutions, agency 
conflicts, corporate governance
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Philanthropy implies actions that 
promote the well-being of the less 
fortunate and society in genera l. 
Accord ing to Fel iu and Botero, 
philanthropy is ‘the voluntary donation 
of resources (i.e., time, money, effort 
or knowledge) to support causes that 
are primarily intended to promote the 
betterment of society with no direct 
expectation of economic returns’ (2016, 
p. 125). Those who want to support 
humanitarian causes and do not have 
their own foundation to fund them, 
look at a range of recipients including 
religious organisations, health services 
providers, environmental and animal 
welfare organisations, promoters of the 
arts and culture and higher education 
institutions. 

Despite all the charitable activities 
that can be supported, higher education 

institutions are by far the most popular 
choice of wealthy donors. At least, this 
is one of the main conclusions of The 
Million Dollar Donors Reports (Osili & 
Ackerman; 2013, Osili, 2014, 2015) by 
the Coutts Institute and its partners 
around the world. Since 2013, the 
annual report has covered many regions. 
Osili and Ackerman (2013) show that 
million-dollar donors provided $7.05 
billion to higher education institutions in 
2012, 37 per cent of the total donations 
covered in that report. The authors also 
mention that philanthropy in the United 
Kingdom and United States has long 
been associated with universities. 

According to Osili (2014, 2015), the 
situation has not changed significantly 
since. In reports adding Singapore 
donors, higher education institutions 
are at the top of the list of most popular 

Introduc tion
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recipients and are among the more 
popular destinations for mega-grants 
(donations of more than $100 million). 
In The Million Pound Donors Report 
2017, Breeze and Flaxman (2017), 
analysing charitable donation made 
by donors or charities based in the 
United Kingdom between 2006-2016, 
show similar results and demonstrate 
that higher education and foundations 
have received more than two-thirds 
of the total value. Higher education 
institutions also received the highest 
number of donations of £1m or more 
(600 donations).

In this paper, we use the case of 
private higher education institutions in 
Colombia, which are non-membership 
non-prof it organizations by law, to 
discuss the plusses and minuses of 
philanthropy in these institutions. While 
public higher education institutions 
in Colombia are established with 
government funds, funding for private 
higher education is provided by private 
donors (individuals, families, non-profit 
or for-prof it organizations). There 
are 303 higher education institutions 
in Colombia, comprising 81 public 

and 222 private institutions (SNIES, 
2016; Bradford, Guzmán, Restrepo 
& Trujillo, 2018). From the total of 
almost two million enrolled students 
in 2017, over 61 per cent attend private 
institutions. In addition, nearly 23,000 
academic programs were offered in the 
Colombian higher education system in 
2017, with two-thirds of these being 
offered by private institutions. Law 30 
of 1992 is the legislation that regulates 
higher education in Colombia as a public 
service, but there have been no reforms 
to this legal framework during the last 
25 years. We concentrate on private 
higher education because they have 
almost total autonomy in establishing 
their governance systems, while public 
universities and other higher education 
institutions must adopt a governance 
system pre-established by law. 

In some cases, donors to higher 
education institutions want assurance that 
their money is being used appropriately. 
The financial economic literature argues 
that there are internal agents with 
incentives to expropriate donations, 
resulting in the need for decision systems 
in non-profits organisations to separate 
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management and control decisions to 
mitigate misbehaviour (Fama & Jensen, 
1983). This literature also points out the 
generality of agency problems in several 
types of organisations, in spite of deep 
differences in contractual relations. 
Jensen and Meckling assert that 

The problem of inducing an ‘agent’ 
to behave as if he were maximising 
the “principal’s” welfare is quite 
general, existing in all organisations 
and in all cooperative efforts, at 
every level of management in firms, 
in universities, in mutual companies, 
in cooperatives, in governmental 
authorities and bureaus, in unions, 
and in relationships normally 
classified as agency relationships 
such as are common in the 
performing arts and the market for 
real estate (1976, p. 309).

These agency tensions in non-profit 
organisations, and specifically in non-
profit higher education institutions, 
can lead to family involvement when 
families are the donors in the initial 

stages of the establishment of these 
organisations. The presence of the 
founding family can generate benefits 
like a long-term focus and the avoidance 
of managerial myopia, the preservation 
of the foundational goals and mission, 
and a mitigation of some agency 
problems depending on the stage of the 
organisation. However, family control 
can also lead to rent-seeking behaviour, 
shifting resources to favour some 
family members and related parties, 
and expropriating higher education 
institution stakeholders including 
students, parents and academics. 

In the case of for-profit organisations, 
the financial economic literature has 
provided evidence favouring family 
involvement to mitigate agency tensions 
(Adams, Almeida & Ferreira, 2009; 
Fahlenbrach, 2009; Pérez-González, 
2006; Vi l la longa & Amit, 2006; 
Villalonga, Amit, Trujillo & Guzmán, 
2015; Anderson, Mansi & Reeb, 2003). 
However, ‘ just like the benef its of 
ownership concentration are particularly 
pronounced when the controlling owner 
is a family, so are its costs’ (Villalonga et 
al. 2015, p. 639). This is because when 
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families are the controlling shareholders, 
their incentive for both monitoring and 
expropriation are enhanced, and families 
could take advantage of their control 
over the firm to get private benefits that 
affect the wealth of other stakeholders 
(Bertrand, Mehta & Mullainathan, 
2002; Johnson, La Porta, López de 
Silanes, & Shleifer, 2000; Morck, 
Stangeland & Yeung, 2000; Morck & 
Yeung; 2004).

Severa l  corporate  governance 
mechanisms can foster the benefits of 
family involvement (family ownership, 
management, and control that exceeds 
mere ownership) and mitigate its 
costs. These benef its wi l l accrue 
from independent boards, a strong 
control environment, good practices 
of disclosure, and well-functioning 
shareholders’ assemblies, for example. 
In addition, there are some specif ic 
governance devices designed for family 
f irms, such as family constitutions, 
councils and assemblies. In this paper 
we argue the need for good governance 
provisions, mechanisms and practices in 
higher education institutions that have 
some type of family involvement. 

Accord ing to  Brad ford et  a l . 
(2018), using the corporate governance 
theoretical framework to study higher 
education institutions’ governance does 
not imply either support or disagreement 
with the market-oriented model. It 
only implies the recognition of the 
existence of conf licts of interest and 
agency tensions within higher education 
institutions and the need to mitigate 
these to guarantee the effectiveness 
of these institutions and the proper 
use of their resources. Nor does use of 
the corporate governance theoretical 
framework imply neglecting social 
welfare as the primary responsibility 
of higher education institutions, that 
is, the construction of a better society 
through the provision of a public good 
(education). For Bradford et al. 

…there are natural connections 
and complementarities between 
higher education governance and the 
theoretical frameworks of corporate 
governance. The latter brings to 
the higher education literature, 
the recognition and discussion of 
conflicts of interest, and the need 
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for mechanisms to mitigate them 
(2018, p. 914). 

This paper builds on these arguments 
by discussing the need for governance 
provisions in private higher education 
inst itut ions founded by famil ies, 
particularly when they have some level 
of involvement.
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According to Feliu and Botero 
(2016), family f irms are important 
actors and their philanthropic efforts 
represent a significant percentage of the 
monetary contributions to improve the 
well-being of their communities. These 
authors cite several sources showing 
that in the United States, United 
Kingdom, Italy and Germany, families 
and their foundations make significant 
annual contributions to charitable and 
societal causes, concluding that these 
contributions are relevant for social 
services, education, and health globally.

The l iterature has considered 
the range of causes of philanthropic 
behaviour, especially the concept of 
decision making not driven by wealth-
maximising. For example, the concept 
of ‘socioemotional wealth’ has been 
considered by Gómez-Mejía, Haynes, 

Núñez-Nickel, Jacobson and Moyano-
Fuentes (2007) and Berrone, Cruz and 
Gómez-Mejía (2012). 

However, some authors have departed 
from these theoretical discussions. 
Cennamo, Berrone, Cruz and Gómez-
Mejía (2012) have discussed family 
businesses and proactive stakeholder 
engagement. Bingham, Dyer, Smith, and 
Adams (2011) posit that wealth creation 
is not the only aim of family firms. Cruz, 
Larraza-Kintana, Garcés-Galdeano and 
Berrone (2014) state that family firms 
are likely to be more responsible towards 
external stakeholders (the environment, 
the community and their customers) 
because they want to protect their 
image and reputation, and hence their 
socioemotional wealth. 

Families,  family  f irms and 
philanthropic  behaviour
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Higher education is one of the main 
activities supported by private donors, 
individuals or families. Philanthropy 
by families and family firms is closely 
related to higher education institutions, 
especially if they are non-membership, 
non-profit organisations. There are no 
shareholders in this type of organisational 
structure. Donors provide funds, and 
the board of directors may elect its own 
successors. In addition, surplus revenues 
must be reinvested in the operations 
and growth of the higher education 
institution. However, despite the non-
profit status, families usually have a high 
degree of interaction with the higher 
education institutions they have helped 
establish, and they participate in the 
governance structure and in making 
strategic decisions. We argue that this 
high family involvement could have two 
different causes that are not mutually 
exclusive but are reinforcing. 

First, as noted earlier, Fama and 
Jensen (1983) argue that there are 
internal agents with incentives to 
expropriate donations in non-profits, 
and Jensen and Meckling (1976) point 
out the generality of agency problems 

in a range of organisations, including 
universities. Hence, families behind the 
creation of a higher education institution 
could decide to retain control over their 
charitable contributions by participating 
in the governance and management of 
the institution. This involvement by 
founders could discourage misbehaviour 
by non-family members in senior 
management positions and mitigate 
agency problems generally. 
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Because of the predominance of 
family firms across economies, many 
studies across several disciplines have 
considered the family firm as a unit of 
analysis. From a financial economics 
perspective, diverse results have emerged 
in trying to evaluate the impact of 
family involvement not only in terms of 
performance and financial decisions, but 
also in shaping the agency tensions and 
the corporate governance mechanisms 
to alleviate them. The presence of the 
family at the firm level could either 
exacerbate or mitigate the agency 
tensions. Furthermore, family firms face 
four agency problems between family 
shareholders and others (Villalonga et 
al., 2015), and the conflict of interest 
between managers and owners. 

Agency Problem I occurs when 
the family firm is run by non-family 

managers who do not necessarily act on 
behalf of the owners and could adopt 
a pattern of negligent or opportunistic 
behaviour (Schulze, Lubatkin & Dino, 
2003). Empirical evidence supports 
these arguments (Pérez–González 
2006; Villalonga & Amit 2006). 

Ownership concentration in family 
firms (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes & 
Shleifer, 1999) and the representative 
amount of family wealth invested in 
the firm create incentives for the family 
to supervise managers, mitigating the 
agency tension between managers and 
owners. Other considerations associated 
with families’ long-term orientation 
and their desire to build a legacy for 
future generations through the family 
firm reinforce the families’ monitoring 
role. However, as discussed under the 
concept of socioemotional wealth, 

Pros and cons of  family 
involvement
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families may make decisions that are 
not wealth-maximising, and they could 
choose family managers through sheer 
nepotism as opposed to merit (Burkart, 
Panunzi & Shleifer, 2003). 

Agency Problem II relates to families 
using their power to gain private benefits 
at the expense of minority shareholders). 
This situation is worsened by the use 
of control-enhancing mechanisms that 
grant families control that exceeds 
their ownership stake in the firm such 
as pyramids, dual-class stocks as the 
most prevalent control-enhancing 
mechanisms, voting agreements between 
the controlling family and non-family 
shareholders and disproportionate board 
representation (Claessens, Djankov & 
Lang, 2000; Faccio & Lang, 2002; 
Villalonga & Amit, 2009).

The third agency problem discussed 
in the literature is between shareholders 
and creditors. However, this agency 
tension is less severe in family firms in 
comparison to other types of controlling 
shareholders. This is because families’ 
long-term perspective and their desire to 
maintain control over their firms creates 

incentives to establish good relationships 
with creditors. Jensen (1986) states that 
despite increases in different financing 
alternatives in the capital markets, 
family firms prefer to remain private and 
favour high levels of leverage to avoid 
loss of control, and González, Guzmán, 
Pombo and Trujillo (2013) find that 
family firms in their early stages prefer 
low levels of debt in response to a risk 
aversion of bankruptcy. 

According to Villalonga et al. (2015), 
the fourth agency problem, specific to 
family firms, is related to the conflict 
of interest that emerges when some 
relatives involved in the family firm 
take decisions that affect other family 
members. Hence, some family members 
are agents of their relatives. Decisions 
that maximise socioemotional wealth 
mitigate this agency problem, but the 
opposite happens when family agents 
betray family objectives (Gómez-
Mejía et al., 2007). These four agency 
problems could affect higher education 
institutions that have some level of 
family involvement. 
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To keep the benef its of family 
involvement while mitigating their 
costs, higher education institutions 
cou ld use  corporate  governance 
mechanisms like those that have proved 
appropriate in for-profit firms with a 
family presence. The board of directors 
is the most common and relevant 
corporate governance mechanism, 
and board composition needs a proper 
balance of power to facilitate correct 
board functioning. The presence of 
founding family members on the board 
is expected because of their particular 
commitment to the foundationa l 
objectives, mission purposes, and 

family legacy. Studies of family firms 
have demonstrated the positive effects, 
especially on f irm performance, of 
involvement on the board by founders 
and their descendants (Andres, 2008; 
Barontini & Caprio, 2006; González, 
Guzmán, Pombo & Trujillo, 2012). In 
addition, González, Guzmán, Pombo 
and Trujillo (2014) show that boards 
dominated by family members are 
less forgiving of poor performing 
managers, although the presence of 
independent, outsider directors on 
the board is also helpful. Anderson 
and Reeb (2004) and González et al. 
(2012) find that independent directors 

Corporate governance 
mechanisms for  

non-prof it  higher  education 
institutions
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have a positive impact on family firms’ 
performance. However, excessive control 
by family members on the board could 
exacerbate agency tensions between 
the family and other higher education 
institution stakeholders (Villalonga, 
Trujillo, Guzmán & Cáceres 2018). 
Clear and transparent policies regarding 
remuneration are another governance 
mechanism to control agency tensions 
with family involvement in higher 
education institutions. 

O t her  cor p or ate  gove r na nce 
mechanisms suggest reducing the free 
cash f low available to insiders who may 
undertake value-destroying actions 
or projects (Jensen, 1986). This could 
be done with higher levels of debt 
(Jensen & Meckling, 1976) or paying 
higher dividends (Easterbrook, 1984; 
Rozeff, 1982). However, the use of 
these types of mitigating mechanisms 
to overcome agency problems is more 
difficult in non-membership non-profit 
organisations, where dividends are 
not paid and where financial leverage 
decisions depend on other factors, such 
as the opportunity for the organisations 
to access funding from external sources. 

For this type of organisation, a strong 
internal control environment and a 
culture of disclosure and transparency 
is essential to guarantee the correct use 
of its resources. 

A s  a  c o r p o r a t e  g o v e r n a n c e 
m e c h a n i s m ,  a  s t r o n g  c o n t r o l 
environment implies the existence of 
high-quality external auditing, audit 
committees and internal auditing, risk 
management and a clear role for the 
chief legal off icer. The relevance of 
the auditing quality is highlighted by 
Kryzanowski and Zhang (2013) who 
in a sample of Canadian firms, found 
that f inancial restatements are more 
likely when firms have no financially-
skilled audit committee members and 
are not under the audit oversight of a 
prestigious auditing firm. 

In  add it ion  to  the  cor porate 
governance mechanisms a l ready 
m e n t i o n e d ,  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n 
institutions could implement traditional 
family governance mechanisms to 
mitigate the agency problems that 
a r i s e  w it h  fa mi ly  involvement . 
Following Villalonga et al. (2015),  
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these mechanisms could serve to clarify 
the demands and rewards that arise from 
the family-higher education institution 
relationship, manage family conf lict, 
and build trust and facilitate effective 
communication within the family and 
between the family and the higher 
education institutions. For example, 
the family council, a representative 
work group of family members, could 
work with the board of the higher 
education institution to align the 
objectives of the family with those of the 
university, advising directors regarding 
an appropriate decision-making process 
that safeguards the family’s values 
and wishes (Lansberg, 1988). The 
council also offers a legitimate place 
to resolve internal family conf licts 
that may affect a higher education 
institutions’ performance negatively 
(Blumentritt, Keyt, & Astrachan, 
2007). However, if the board is weak 
and fails to counterbalance the power 
and interests of the family at large, 
family governance can worsen many 
of these problems by formalising and 
legitimising policies that benefit family 
members at the expense of the higher 

education institutions (Villalonga et 
al., 2015).

A not h e r  f a m i l y  g o v e r n a nc e 
mechanism that could be useful for 
higher education institutions with 
some level of family involvement, is 
the family constitution, which, in the 
context of family firms, ‘is a written 
and morally binding agreement among 
family members that… def ines the 
policies, rules, and agreements that 
regulate how the family will relate to 
the firm—as employees, owners, and 
family members’ (Villalonga et al. 2015, 
p. 650). Hence, a family constitution, 
family law or family protocol, could 
establish rules about how the family 
will relate to the higher education 
institution through the various roles 
to be assumed by family members; for 
example, as employees, suppliers, clients, 
or directors. This family constitution 
could be an even more effective corporate 
governance mechanism if established as 
the founding or donor family agreement, 
which should be legally binding.
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T h e  c o r p o r a t e  g o v e r n a n c e 
mechanisms discussed in this section, 
such as the board of directors, policies of 
executive and personnel remuneration, 
a strong control environment, good 
disclosure practices, and family councils, 
constitutions or agreements, are well 
documented in for-profit companies, 
but accomplish the same purposes in 
non-profit organisations in general, and 
non-profit higher education institutions 
in particular. 
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To reiterate, Colombian higher 
education comprises 81 public and 222 
private institutions, offering nearly 
23,000 programs to about two million 
enrolled students. About 67 per cent of 
the programs and over 61 per cent of 
the enrolled students relate to private 
higher education (SNIES, 2016). Law 
30 of 1992 regulates higher education 
in Colombia as a public service, a legal 

framework not reformed during the 
last 25 years. By law, all private higher 
education institutions in Colombia 
a re  non-membersh ip non-prof it 
organisations. 

In 1981, Fundación Universitaria 
San Martín (FUSM) was created as a 
Colombian higher education institution 
located in several regions of the country, 
having a presence in twenty cities and 

Consequences of  bad 
governance prac tices 
in  a  higher  education 

institution:  
The Fundación Univer sitaria 

San Mar tin case
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towns. Its founders were Mariano 
Alvear Sofán, Gloria Orozco de Alvear 
and Arturo Ocampo Álvarez, and it 
began with health sciences and a well-
known Faculty of Dentistry. Nowadays, 
it offers a range of programs such as 
veterinary medicine, medicine, law, 
business administration and accounting. 
In 1998, it expanded with the opening 
of distance education programs in 19 
cities (FUSM, 2017), but this higher 
education institution has lately featured 
in the national news for suspicious 
patterns of management and evidence 
of administrative corruption.

According to El Tiempo, the daily 
national newspaper (2015, July 13), 
Mariano Alvear Sofán and his wife 
Gloria Orozco were able to enrol 
more than 26,000 students on 21 
FUSM campuses, including campuses 
in Panama and Brazil, and opened 17 
schools. As FUSM grew, the couple 
made a fortune, represented by large 
properties, luxury apartments, cars, and 
an extensive list of extravagances like an 
18-centimetre golden statue of Christ, 
and 21 emeralds carried by Alvear until 
his death (El Tiempo, 2015, July 13). 

Legal investigations concluded that part 
of this fortune came from related party 
transactions and other rent extraction 
mechanisms between the Alvear firms 
and FUSM (by law, a non-profit higher 
education institution). 

After FUSM’s impressive expansion 
for over three decades, the Minister of 
Education ordered an administrative 
investigation of the institution and its 
senior managers on 11 February 2011, 
through Resolution 874. This was 
instigated following alleged violations 
of higher education standards regarding 
non-payment of social security benefits 
to employees and questions regarding 
the legality of the teaching service 
agreements. In subsequent years, FUSM 
was subjected to government oversight. 
Then in September 2013, a decision 
adopted by Resolution 7848 imposed 
sanctions on FUSM, consisting of the 
cancellation of academic programs in 
the health sciences. The Colombian 
Minister of Education (2013) issued 
a statement clarifying its decision to 
cancel eighteen FUSM programs. 
We summarise the main facts on this 
communication below.
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Through the years, FUSM had 
received multiple penalties from the 
Ministry of Education. For example, 
because of non-compliance regarding 
payment of salaries to professors and 
lecturers and failure to meet the quality 
conditions for academic programs, a hefty 
fine was imposed through Resolution 
15 on January 5, 2009. In addition, 
after determining that the publicity 
about its academic programs did not 
meet the legal requirements outlined 
in Decree 1295 of 2010, a a similarly 
hefty fine was imposed was imposed 
by Resolution 5783 on July 15, 2011. 
Moreover, following noncompliance 
of quality conditions, the Engineering 
program was cancelled by Resolution 
213 of January 10, 2012, and FUSM was 
banned from promoting new admissions 
into this program. Non-compliance with 
the rules on teaching service agreements 
resulted in Resolution 7848, June 17, 
2013, when the Ministry of Education 
cancelled several medical, engineering 
and finance and business programs at 
several locations across the country.

By January 2015, the Ministry of 
Education had assumed the supervision, 

cont rol  and management of  the 
institution to re-establish f inancial, 
academic, administrative and legal 
viability of the university. The ministry 
opened a f ile of investigation with 
14 additional charges against FUSM 
for alleged illegal actions in financial 
management and in its advertisements, 
and admission of students into academic 
programs (RCN News, 2015, January 
19). Once the ministry took control, 
one of its firsts actions was to appoint 
new members to the board of directors 
or trustees.

On 4 March 2015, in keeping with the 
ongoing investigation, a judge issued a 
measure of assurance against the founder 
of the university, Mariano Alvear Sofán, 
and against former managers Juan 
Carlos Mahecha Cárdenas and Ricardo 
Caballero Calderón. The judge granted 
house arrest for Mariano Alvear in 
consideration of serious illness and 
human dignity. In the file, it appears 
that Mahecha, Caballero and Alvear 
colluded to defraud university students, 
illegally enriching themselves with 
the income from student tuition and 
admissions payments. Some students 
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were enrolled in programs previously 
cancelled by the ministry (Medina, 
2015, March 6).

The investigation revea led the 
existence of more than ten companies 
that belonged to the Alvear family that 
were not registered as a business group 
(El Tiempo, 2015, February 10). These 
companies were controlled by Mariano 
Alvear, Martín Eduardo Alvear and 
José Santiago Alvear, and they were 
identif ied as having complementary 
purposes, related party transactions 
and public recognition as a business 
group, all of which ref lects family 
control. This rent-seeking behaviour of 
the founder family behind a non-profit 
higher education institution highlights 
the relevance of appropriate governance 
and family standards in this kind of 
organisation.  

Bad governance practices and the 
lack of governance mechanisms in place 
facilitated Mariano Alvear and his 
family in taking advantage of a non-
prof it organisation. Academics’ and 
students’ interests were not considered, 
and related-party transactions helped 

the family to embrace a rent-seeking 
behaviour. Several studies have provided 
evidence regarding the expropriation 
exerted by the controlling agents on other 
organisations’ stakeholders. ‘Tunnelling’ 
is one of the mechanisms used by 
controlling families to extract private 
benefits from their firms (Vilalonga et 
al., 2015). (Johnson defines tunnelling 
as ‘the transfer of assets and profits out 
of firms for the benefit of those who 
control them’ ( Johnson et al., 2000, 
p. 22). Good governance practices try 
to avoid these problems and mitigate 
misbehaviour. According to Tirole, 
corporate governance implies ‘the design 
of institutions that induce or force 
management to internalise the welfare 
of stakeholders’ (2001, p. 4).
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The aim of this paper is to draw 
attention to the relevance of good 
governance practices in higher education 
institutions in general and in non-
prof it higher education institutions 
with some level of involvement by 
founding-donor families in particular. 
In this organisational form there are 
no shareholders; rather, controlling 
families participate in the governance 
and management structure of the 
institution, a situation that can generate 
both benefits and costs for the higher 
education institution, and can affect its 
effectiveness in performing its mission. 
Family involvement can bring positive 
spill overs such as a long-term perspective, 
strong managerial supervision and 
protection of the foundational goals. 
However, donor families can take 
advantage of their power over the 

governance and management structure 
of the higher education institutions and 
could adopt a rent-seeking behaviour, 
extracting monetary benefits against 
the common interest and the institution 
itself. This could be done through 
several channels such as excessive 
remuneration, nepotism or related-party 
transactions. Good governance practices 
foster positive spill overs and mitigates 
against bad ones. 

Final  comment
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