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Introduction 

A wind of change prevails in Hong Kong and Singapore, the two emerging financial and 
technological hubs in the Asia-Pacific region. The recent development and reforms in the 
two cities are believed to be dramatic and unprecedented that change the appearance of 
higher education in the two cities. Those reforms adhere to the core ideas of quality 
assurance, cost-effectiveness, public accountability and efficient management as 
widespread throughout the world. Globalization and knowledge-based economy become a 
common rationale for introducing the higher education reforms (See, for example, Blunkett, 
2000; HKSAR Education Commission, 2000; Shih, 2000; Tan, 2000). Higher education 
reforms are accounted for the problem of creating mass higher education systems and 
searching out viable methods to control the rising costs of universities and other higher 
education institutions facing the governments (Trow, 1998). 

In a wider socio-political context, the reforms can be perceived as a correspondence to the 
ongoing public sector reform concomitant with the ascendancy of managerialism, which is 
also frequently termed as New Public Management, because higher education is conceived 
as a public sector service in the post-modern society. Apart from signifying structural 
changes in such aspects as mechanisms system and curricular designs, the reforms are 
more appropriately revealed from a paradigm shift from the ethos of collegiality to the 
ideologies of economic rationalism, academic capitalism and corporate managerialism. More 
importantly, in a deeper sense, the latest development of higher education has significantly 
been impacted by four emerging concepts of "competition state", "evaluative state", "audit 
society" and "performative society". These ideologies and concepts have together altered 
the role of universities and the nature of academic work in the post-modern society. Despite 
universities remain as the centre of economic and cultural development in the knowledge-
based society, the future development of higher education is not flourishing, but, in fact, 
pessimistic as viewed from the perspective of academics because the powers of the 
professoriate are being eroded in tandem with the rise of the administrative or managerial 
class as well as the increase of accountability in academe (Altbach, 1998: xi-xii, xv). It is, 
therefore, argued that the future of higher education development is of pessimism in Hong 
Kong and Singapore as similar to other countries. 

This paper commences by examining the three ideologies, including economic rationalism, 
academic capitalism and corporate managerialism, dominated the recent reforms and 
development of higher education throughout the world. The paper then turns to the structure 
and development of the higher education systems in Hong Kong and Singapore to 
demonstrate and compare their similarities and differences. The penultimate section 
delineates the concepts of "competition state", "evaluative state", "audit society" and 
"performative society", which have been popularly discussed and debated by scholars in the 
academic community over the past ten years, and it also discusses and comments on the 
implications of these four concepts for the recent higher education reforms in the two cities 
compared. The last section concludes the discussion. 

Three Ideologies in Global Higher Education Reforms 

The end of the twentieth century is equated as the era of globalization, when the 
development of higher education in a global context cannot be isolated from the emergence 
of the knowledge-based economy, in which productivity relies on science, technology, 
knowledge, management and also human capital (Schugurensky, 1999: 285). Universities 
undeniably continue to perform their core functions and roles of creating, disseminating and 
applying knowledge. As revealed from several statistics, about 70% of most influential 
scientific and technological research have been undertaken by prominent universities in the 
world. Therefore, as Ambrose Y. C. King, a sociologist and Pro-vice-chancellor of the 



Chinese University of Hong Kong suggests, university education remains as the most 
significant subsector in the education system because it serves as a strategic site for 
knowledge industry in knowledge-based economy and society (King, 2000: 187). On the 
contrary, other scholars like Robert Cowen (1996) hold a view that higher education is 
undergoing a process of attenuation in terms of its financial, pedagogical, personnel and 
research relationships. Cowen's view has been echoed by Ronald Barnett who argues that 
the university is dead against the background of the fact that people have lost clear sense of 
the purpose of university in the modern age (Barnett, 1997: 1). Knowledge is no longer the 
only end of university education, in other words, the university do no long possess a 
monopoly of the legitimacy to produce new frameworks of understanding (Barnett, 2000: 
120). As a consequence, the world of academic work is predominantly shaped by the notion 
of performativity or performative competencies, the development of an internal market in the 
sector as well as the arrival of the new public management among universities. All these 
trends of development have undermined both the autonomy and the freedoms enjoyed by 
universities as well as academics (Barnett, 2000a: 14). On the one hand, the university is 
"attenuated" in a runaway world, where it seems out of our control, in an age of 
supercomplexity, when the concepts of unpredictability, unpredictability, challengeability, 
contestability and fragility prevail (Giddens, 1999: 2; Barnett, 2000a: 63). On the other hand, 
there are heightened perceptions of uncertainty among academics during the transition from 
elite to mass to universal higher education systems, partly due to changing expectation of 
the clients of education like students, employers, the professions and government (Welch, 
1998: 1; Kogan, Moses and El-Khawas, 1994: 14-16). 

The recent development of higher education is accurately reflected in a new discourse that 
the notions of value for money, accountability, strategic planning, cost-effectiveness, good 
management, performance indicators, quality assurance and relevance have been put 
forward at the expense of the traditional ethos of collegiality (Coaldrake and Stedman, 1999: 
3). It represents a fundamental paradigm shift among academics, which is not purely self-
generated but also partially induced by external forces. The influence of transnational 
organizations on the direction of the higher education reforms should not be neglected. In its 
report entitled Higher Education: The Lessons of Experience, the World Bank (1994) 
identified few directions for the higher education reform comprises the differentiation of 
institutions, including the development of private institutions, the diversification of sources of 
funding, the redefinition of the role of government in relation to higher education, and the 
introduction of policies enabling a high quality of education (World Bank, 1994: 4). What the 
World Bank focused on is to encourage higher education institutions, mainly universities, to 
depend less on public budget but become more responsive to market signals. Efficient 
resource allocation and utilization can be achieved through the means of linking up funding 
to institutional performance as similar to other public service institutions. Rather than 
imposing direct control and regulation over the higher education sector, the role of 
government is confined to set up policy frameworks enabling individual institutions to move 
towards increased managerial autonomy, improved quality and efficiency, and also 
enhanced accountability and responsiveness to the markets (World Bank, 1994: 6-12). 

Four years after the World Bank's report, in 1998, the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) released its report, Redefining Tertiary Education, 
regarding the prospect of higher education in its member-states. Apart from calling for more 
flexible forms of teaching and learning to cater for ever changing client and stakeholder 
expectations, OECD is concerned more about the transformation of the mode of university 
governance and management. In short, "greater autonomy entails greater responsibility and 
accountability." The strengthened accountability is equipped with the introduction of more 
rigorous procedures and mechanisms of quality assurance, benchmarking and standard 
control (OECD, 1998: 10). Accountability, efficiency and accountability come to the fore of 



higher education in a sense that the relationship between universities and society have been 
repositioned. 

While it is impossible to ignore the profound influence of these transnational organizations 
on promoting neo-liberal and the New Right's approaches to reform higher education 
systems, the paradigm shift is conceived to be a result of the pre-eminence of three 
ideologies prevailing in the sector. As mentioned at the beginning of this paper, the three 
ideologies include economic rationalism, academic capitalism and corporate managerialism. 

Economic Rationalism 

The rhetoric of "economic rationalism" is at first invented by Michael Pusey in his celebrated 
book entitled Economic Rationalism in Canberra in 1991. Having been treated as a main 
driving force of economic and public sector reforms in Australia since the 1970s and 1980s, 
the "ideology" of economic rationalism indicates the administration's intention to eliminate 
waste and inefficiency, save public money, streamline the public sector and, most important 
of all, make the public sector "lean and mean" as similar to private enterprises (Pusey, 1991: 
3). Public authorities are subjected to become more economically "rational". Education, as a 
prominent component of public service and social policy, is not immune from its remodelling 
or restructuring processes with the transplantation of market principles and competition 
mechanisms in order to adhere to the logic of economy and efficiency in response to more 
stringent allocation of public resources. Marketization and commodification of education 
accompanying detailed performance indicators and centralized guidelines to measure the 
quality of pedagogy, curriculum and institutional management in the name of accountability. 
"Doing more with less" becomes the maxim in the new discourse of efficiency and 
productivity as implied by the ideology of economic rationalism (Welch, 1996: 1-11). 

Economic rationalism is compatible to the "economization" of higher education in recent 
years. The relationship between higher education and society is translated to the efficiency 
and effectiveness dimensions of societal expectations and demands. While efficiency refers 
to whether the institutions are doing what they are doing in the best possible and most 
efficient way, effectiveness concerns about whether the institutions are doing what they are 
supposed to do (Gornitzka and Maassen, 2000: 227-228). Higher education institutions, not 
surprisingly, have to be responsive to economic needs and accountable for carrying out their 
economic role properly in accordance with "the economic ideology of education." It serves 
as the basic principle for the state sector or government to bring higher education under its 
control and also justifies its intervention which would challenge the traditional liberal ideal 
(Salter and Tapper, 1994: 12). 

The core of economic rationalism, as summarized by Simon Marginson (1993), is consisted 
of three major elements. In the first place, there is a preoccupation with economic policy and 
economic objectives in public policy-making. Education is perceived as a branch of 
economic policy instead of a mixture of social, economic and cultural policy. In the second 
place, public policy is seen in the light of neo-classical and market liberal ethos. Following 
the line of free market theory, governments formulate public policy in the direction of laissez-
faire minimalist state. In the final place, regarding education as a kind of public service, more 
emphasis has been put on managerial efficiency in order to create more effective machinery 
and restructure the role of the state with respect to public sector services as well. Two 
typical strategies of economic rationalism, which consists of the privatization and 
commercialization of public services as well as the simulation of markets within the public 
sector by means of competitive bidding for funding dedicated to teaching and research 
activities, productivity incentives and corporate management structures in higher education 
(Marginson, 1993: 56-57). 



The logic of economic rationalism is originated from the philosophy of the New Right, free 
market liberalism and public choice theory. Arguing against the growth of government which 
would lead to socialism and totalitarianism because of too much state intervention in the 
society, markets rather than electoral democracy nor public administration are praised for 
their ability to coordinate individual choices in a productive result. Advocates for free market 
liberalism insist that the social order is individualist in nature. Individuals are linked to each 
other by private economic relations through the system of market exchange and contractual 
agreement. Therefore, as a common polity or public sphere is not necessary in markets, 
state interference is deemed to be of the greatest threat to free market individuals. The free 
market liberals are committed to the de-politicization and elimination of the role of politics. 
Public choice theory assumes that political decision-making is similar to private economic 
decision-making that is undergone by individuals for private cost minimization. In reality, 
nevertheless, government services are produced at the expense of consumers and 
taxpayers' benefit in the condition of "distorted" economic rationality because it is easier for 
the collaboration between politicians and civil servants to support the expansion of the public 
sector instead of government streamlining. By all these, free market liberals advocate private 
and market production of public services in place of the provision by government. 
Competitive provision by private enterprises, user charge and the devolution of public 
services would alleviate pressure on government because any dissatisfaction in relation to 
end products or service outcomes is directed to providers in the market instead of political 
leaders and public administrators (Marginson, 1993: 57-63). 

Academic Capitalism 

The ideology of academic capitalism is derived from Slaughter and Leslie's (1997) 
book, Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entrepreneurial University, in which 
they argued that globalization is destabilizing patterns of university professorial work and 
creating new structures, incentives and rewards for academics. Furthermore, they admit the 
fact that professors have become more involved in the market. Moving towards the market 
with the receding flow of public money allocated to higher education as a global trend, 
universities and their faculty have to compete for external resources from market-related 
applied research funds, service contracts, industry-government-university nexus, spin-off 
companies or arms-length corporations, endowment funds and student tuition fees. 
Academic capitalism represents "institutional and professorial market or market-like efforts to 
secure external money." Academics, at least in publicly funded universities, are employed by 
the public sector but they are actually performing the role of capitalists who strike for extra 
resources for their working institutions. In this sense, therefore, academics are 
simultaneously state-subsidized entrepreneurs (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997: 8-9). 

The basis of academic capitalism as an ideology is originated from resource dependency 
theory, which was at first formulated by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), who maintained that 
those who provide resources to organizations like universities have the capability of 
exercising great power over those organizations. Instead of enjoying absoulte self-directed 
and autonomous power to pursue their own ends, the university as an organization is, in 
fact, other-directed, involved in a constant struggle for autonomy and discretion, and 
confronted with constraint and external control (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978: 257; Slaughter 
and Leslie, 1997: 68). 

What Slaughter and Leslie argued is that financial constraints facing higher education 
institutions are resulted from declining government funds which lead to keen competition for 
new research funds and the re-orientation from undergoing basic research to applied one. 
Levying and raising tuition fees, expanding sales of more differentiated education services, 
restraining the growth of the number of teaching staff and even laying off those who cannot 
meet the bottom line of performance indicators to control labour costs, and involving in profit-



generating business ventures and operating spin-off companies. These are the viable ways 
for universities to shed away resource dependence upon government as a predominant 
resource provider so that they can assure autonomy and independence through 
strengthening their organizational ability to attain resources (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997: 69). 

Universities have to become more flexible, responsive and open in order to cope with 
managed competition under government pressure. Entrepreneurial activities have been 
encouraged with the rise of internal market (Becher and Kogan, 1992: 184; McInnis, 1995: 
38-39). Some scholars have similar perceptions to see that universities have become more 
enterprising and even aggressively entrepreneurial since the 1980s and the early 1990s. 
One of them is Burton Clark who identified five elements constitute the transformation of 
modern universities towards entrepreneurialism. The first is the strengthened steering core, 
which embraces central managerial groups and academic departments, enables universities 
to cope with the threats of marginality and cater for their survivability in the midst of rapid 
expanding and changing societal demands. The second element is the expanded 
developmental periphery. This point is concerned with the growth of units other than 
traditional academic departments. External groups like outward-reaching research centres, 
which form a new periphery mediating between departments and the secular world, are 
instrumental for entrepreneurial universities to take risk of coping with economic and societal 
demands as well as promoting organizational creativity. The third is related to the diversified 
funding base under the situation that universities nowadays have to require greater financial 
resources through a widened financial base concomitant with a second and third major 
source of raising money, ranging from research council to campus services, student fees, 
alumni donations and industrial corporations. The fourth element is to stimulate academic 
heartland that is capable to promote changes and innovations so as to transform 
departments to basic entrepreneurial units which are keen at promoting alternative streams 
of raising income. The final key of a successful transformation towards enterprising or 
entrepreneurial universities is to develop a work culture that embraces change (Clark, 1998: 
xiv, 5-8). 

Similarly, Simon Marginson (1999) found that there is a prominent shift in organization 
culture towards models derived from business in Australia. It is the newer, less prestigious 
universities that have been more easily affected by hyper-entrepreneurialism and thus have 
changed most under the influence of globalization and marketization. Academic capitalism 
has been reiterated with the rise of entrepreneurialism in the transformation towards the so-
called enterprise university. The role of executive control becomes stronger to formulate 
strategic plans and corporate-style institutional missions. Moreover, decision-making and 
resource allocation are moving towards business-like forms of devolution. Management 
takes over academics as the principal source of dynamism to handle a more competitive and 
market-driven environment. 

Corporate Managerialism 

The last and most important ideology affecting the recent development of higher education is 
corporate managerialism (Taylor, et al., 1997: 81-85), which is sometimes known as 
managerialism or New Public Management (NPM) (Hughes, 1998: 52). There has not yet 
been consensus reached regarding the definition of corporate managerialism or NPM since 
the late 1970s when the term first appeared in the studies of public sector (Considine and 
Painter, 1997: 2). It is worthwhile to review various definitions of managerialism made over 
the past twenty years. 

One of the earliest definitions was produced by Anna Yeatman (1987), who relabelled public 
service and public administration with the term "public management", which emphasizes on 
results-oriented management. In other words, human and financial resources for public 



service should be made effective, efficient and economic. Managers have to perform a vital 
role to make government work efficiently by "doing more with less", "focusing on outcomes 
and results", and "managing change better." The general culture of public service 
management is to put emphasis on economy, efficiency and effectiveness, in short, the 3Es 
(pp. 339-346). Amanda Sinclair (1989) viewed managerialism as a rational, output-oriented, 
plan-based and management-led view of organization reform. Managerialism is a culture 
that it focuses on proper measurement of organizational performance, formulation of 
corporate mission statements, goals and planning process and accountability in public 
organizations which is defined as cost-answerability with economic efficiency audit (p. 383). 

Managerialism is seen as a part of administrative reform by Peter Aucoin (1990). It aims at 
enhancing the capacities of modern complex organizations to achieve their objectives by 
debureaucratize management structures and practices. Bureaucracies have to be trimmed 
of fat to become economical in the use of resources. Productivity can be improved by doing 
things more creatively and efficiently, and effectiveness can be achieved by paying closer 
attention to the organization's mission, its personnel and its customers or clients (pp. 117-
118). R.A.W. Rhodes (1991) saw managerialism as an effort to implement the 3Es of 
economy, efficiency and effectiveness and argued that NPM has several central doctrines 
(p. 1; see also Hughes, 1998: 2): 

"a focus on management, not policy, and on performance appraisal and 
efficiency; the disaggregation of public bureaucracies into agencies which 
deal with each other on a user-pay basis; the use of quasi-markets and 
contracting out to foster competition; cost-cutting; and a style of management 
which emphasizes, amongst other things, output targets, limited-term 
contracts, monetary incentives and freedom to manage." 

Christopher Hood (1991) interpreted NPM as a marriage of two different streams of ideas: 
the "new institutional economics" and business-type "managerialism". While the new 
institutional economics generates a set of administrative reform doctrines based on ideas of 
contestability, user choice, transparency and incentive structures, business-type of 
managerialism, following the traditional of scientific management movement, generates a set 
of administrative reform doctrines based on the ideas of "professional management" 
expertise as portable, paramount over technical expertise, requiring high discretionary power 
to achieve results and central and indispensable to better organizational performance, 
through the development of appropriate cultures and the active measurement and 
adjustment of organizational outputs (pp. 5-6). In his later work, Hood (1995) identified 
seven doctrines of NPM (pp. 95-97): 

1. disaggregation of the public organizations into corporatized units organized by 
products; 

2. more contract based competitive provision, with internal markets and term contracts; 
3. stress on private sector styles of management practice; 
4. more stress on discipline and frugality in resource use; 
5. more emphasis on visible hands-on top management; 
6. explicit formal measurable standards and measures of performance and success; 

and 
7. greater emphasis on output controls. 

Public management is related to "economic rationalism" which is aimed at enhancing 
efficiency by techniques like Total Quality Management, business process re-engineering 
and benchmarking derived from private business practices (Hood, 1998: 5). The rise of NPM 
accompanies the rising tide of efficiency or even the cult of efficiency and economism in the 
public sector, including education which is now dominating the theme of reform movements 



in most Anglophone countries like the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia 
(Welch, 1998a: 157). 

The transformation of the public sector is also marked by the infiltration of enterpreneurial 
spirit, as suggested by Osborne and Gaebler (1992, 1998), in the process of reinventing 
government. Competition between service providers, empowerment of citizens, 
measurement of performance, formulation of goals and missions, redefinition of clients as 
customers, prevention of problems, profit-earning, decentralization of authority and market 
mechanisms are the core features of facilitating entrepreneurial governments (pp. 19-20). 
Public service institutions need to be operated in accordance with business principles and 
practices. 

As for Christopher Pollitt (1993), there are three core themes of managerialism. Firstly, 
managerialism is a set of ideas and beliefs that emphasize better management for making 
institutions perform, helping to identify and eliminate waste and enhancing transparency on 
how the public money is spent. Secondly, praising the achievements of the corporate sector 
in terms of better management, managerialists criticize the ineffectiveness of public 
administration and politics because much state action, particularly in the welfare sector, is 
insulated from competition that it turns out to chronic inefficiency. Finally, managers become 
the heroes who promote a set of beliefs which highlight the special contribution of 
management and thereby justify management's special rights and powers (pp. 6-10; Pollitt, 
1987: 87-88). In his latest book work, Pollitt and Bouckaert (2000) stated that public 
management reform is aimed at changing the structures and processes of public sector 
organizations with the objective of running better (p. 8). 

NPM, according to Patrick Dunleavy (1994), emphasizes the three core elements of 
competition, disaggregation and incentivization. Competition is to remove monopoly 
suppliers to demonstrate the "contestability" of blocks of work and to create foundations for 
future competition in order to maintain efficient technologies and working practices. 
Disaggregation emphasizes the unbundling of public service organizations in favour of 
creating far more deconcentrated or decentralized patterns of functionally-organized, 
integrated public service bureaucracies. The forms of organization are turned out to be 
smaller, more coherently directed and product-focused. Incentivization represents revenue-
maximization incentives in organizations to supplement or to replace a previous "public 
service" ethic focused on professional or organization/bureaucratic motivations (pp. 38-41). 

Not only encouraging performance-motivated administration (Lynn, 1998: 231; Bessant, 
1988: 11), NPM is also a means to encourage public managers to be entrepreneurial and to 
use incentives to enhance the performance of organizations and systems (Kaboolian, 1998: 
190). John Clark (1998) suggested that managerialism is the cement holding together the 
dispersed organizational form of the state and its customer orientation, and providing the 
discipline necessary for efficient organization in the managerial state. Efficiency, 
effectiveness, performance and quality become core managerial imperatives with the 
installation of mixed economies, markets and managers in the shift of paradigm of 
"delivering welfare" (p. 176-179; Clark and Newman, 1997). Jan-Erik Lane (2000) predicted 
the convergence in styles of public sector management around the world with the model of 
NPM which embraces objectives and decision-making and also takes into account how 
institutions constrain the employment of resources. Goals, means and rules are three 
entities integrated in the paradigm of public sector management to remodel the daily running 
of the public sector (p. 2). 

Managerialism and new public management are undeniably affecting the academic work 
because the sector has been treated more like public sector in order to achieve more 
efficient management of resources (Henkel and Little, 1999: 10-11; Meek and Wood, 1997). 



Efficient use of public money, high quality service, performance indicators, public 
accountability and strong management culture all prevail in the higher education sector. The 
ideology represents a shift towards business values and a market agenda for universities 
(Currie, 1998: 2). The balance of power and autonomy are shifting away from academics to 
managers and external agencies such as government departments, legislators and 
politicians because of increasing managerialism (Currie and Vidovich, 1998: 153). In the 
new paradigm of corporate managerialism and university re-engineering, managers, who 
grasp the information, take up the responsibility to make decisions for the restructuring of 
institutions. The expectation of departments and faculty have been shifted from being more 
like entrepreneur than scholars or academics when universities are linked to markets 
(Currie, 1998a: 24, 28). 

Professional, collegial relations, which are labelled as collegiality, have been under threat 
because of the increased competition between universities for students, resources and 
prestige and also the ascendancy of managerialism (Bessant, 1992: 230; Brett, 2000: 147). 
Academics have to overcome the situation of "hollowed collegiality" which indicates 
fragmented faculty interaction because of tight resources as well as evaluation and reward 
methods (Massy, et al., 1994). The collegial form of social organization can be found in 
universities, public research centres and professional associations. These organizations 
belong to inform structures that neither technical expertise nor formal procedures applied in 
the decision-making process. In such collegial bodies, the exercise of authority is on the sole 
basis of expertise. At the same time, members of those collegial bodies are not subordinated 
to other forms of authority on the basis of "company of equals." More importantly, all 
members of such organizations have to participate in the decision-making process that only 
decisions are made when the unanimous agreement and support reached in the entire 
collectivity "carry the weight of moral authority." (Waters, 1989: 954-955) Therefore, 
following Max Weber's statement, the collegial principle is defined as follows: 

"Collegial structures are those in which there is dominant orientation to a 
consensus achieved between the members of a body of experts who are 
theoretically equal in their levels of expertise but who are specialized by area 
of expertise." (Waters, 1989: 956) 

As seen from the perspective of higher education studies, the idea of collegiality is 
concerned about university governance and relationship between academic colleagues. The 
emphasis was placed on collective governance in the collegial world in which social 
harmony reigns and there is no competitions between individuals. However, with the spread 
of the managerial ethos due to the increasing demands for accountability in the form of 
strong executive leadership and managerial administrative working style. As universities are 
increasingly subject to the demands of state and society, the relationship between 
academics and institutions have been changed to be more pragmatic and professionally 
managed (Tapper, 1998). 

The managerial paradigm in academe is characterized by an ethos of strong executive 
control and the primacy of the market. Knowledge become a subject of commodification that 
can be marketable and saleable. With the adoption of performance indicators, the quality of 
educational outcomes are assessed, ranked and compared among different universities 
(Malcolm, 2000; Asiaweek, 30 June 2000). The main role of managers is to promote 
business values and practices to run universities as large corporate enterprises, in which 
vice-chancellors serve as both chief academic officer (CAO) and chief executive officer 
(CEO) to govern their institutions. (Winter et al., 2000: 281). Not surprisingly, some 
prominent scholars in the field of higher education studies claimed that there has recently 
been a phemonenon of the bureaucratization of universities and collegium in response to 



heightened accountability at the expense of the weakened sense of autonomy (Altbach, 
1995: 32; Kogan, 1999: 267). 

Philip Altbach (2000) admitted that managerialism and academic bureaucracy become 
dominant current forces of change facing academics, who are facing also an incipient threat 
of losing academic freedom with potential domination by the state of the academic world. 
One of the features identified by Altbach (1999) with respect to mass higher education is the 
managerialization of the administrative estate in universities. While academic administration 
is the fastest growing sector in higher education in terms of the number of administrators, 
the managerial power of senior administrators have been strengthened as they grasp the 
authority of controlling budget and academic planning mechanisms. In order to cope with the 
demands for accountability, administrators have to prepare and generate reports, financial 
statements, statistics and other documents for the scrutiny of external bodies in the process 
of quality assurance. The fault line underlying between professional administrators or 
managers and academic professors becomes more conspicuous when their job duties are 
separated (pp. 117-119). There is an emergence of a new breed of managerial academics 
who behave more like business managers rather than scholars in higher education 
institutions, in which it is the immediate and measurable "value-added" instead of long-term 
scholarship and intellectual creativity that accounts for the survivability of individual 
universities under the new managerialist onslaught (Cheung, 2000). Higher education 
policies and management have become more bureaucratized in tandem with the 
centralization of authority among universities (Henkel, 2000). 

Meanwhile, the rise of managerialism, which can be reflected by a widened gap between 
administrators or managers and academics, is resulted from a lack of trust within universities 
(Currie and Vidovich, 1998: 169). Accountability, market and trust are identified by Martin 
Trow (1996) as the three fundamental links between higher education and society. Trust, 
which is based on a large measure of autonomy, is important for universities because they 
are able to gain support for both public and private funds without any requirement for 
institutions to be accountable for the use of their resources. In fact, trust has been 
superseded by accountability which emphasizes that universities have to conform their 
obligations towards external societal expectations. Worse still, accountability is commonly 
treated as a threat to the freedom of academic work and professoriate as a result of 
assessments of standards and quality among institutions. The withdrawal of trust from 
universities in recent years has tremendously affected government policy regarding higher 
education (pp. 311-312). The most noteworthy change occurred in higher education is, 
according to Trow (1994), the rise of hard managerialism as compared with soft 
managerialism (p. 11): 

"The soft concept sees managerial effectiveness as an important element in 
the provision of higher education of quality at its lowest cost; it is focused 
around the idea of improving the "efficiency" of the existing institutions. The 
hard conception elevates institutional and system management to a dominant 
position in higher education must be reshaped and reformed by the 
introduction of management systems which then become a continuing force 
ensuring the steady improvement in the provision of higher education." 

"Hard managerialism is most probably upheld by people in government and business who 
have no trust in the academic community and therefore initiate funding, management and 
accountability mechanisms that are applied to large commercial enterprises in the university 
sector. Government has withdrawn its trust in academics because of its inability and 
incapability to assess and improve teaching and research activities in response to societal 
needs of maximizing results given a certain amount of resource inputs. Individual 
universities have to create a "bottom line", which performs as a profit and loss sheet for 



corporate enterprises, to enable senior managers in government authorities and funding 
agencies for higher education to identify and evaluate both strengths and weaknesses of 
institutions. In turn, these institutions may receive either rewards or punishments in response 
to their overall performance, standards and quality attained. In contrast, for those senior 
administrators and academics who adhere to the concept of "soft managerialism", they see 
higher education as an autonomous activity, which is governed by its traditions and norms. 
What have to be done to improve over higher education performance is to create a more 
effective and rationalized management with its functions confined by the academic 
community (Trow, 1994: 11). 

On the one hand, from a positive perspective, managerialism can encourage universities to 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of higher education. Being transformed from 
cultural institutions to public service institutions (Braun and Merrien, 1999: 11-15), 
universities need to be more responsive, responsible and accountable to public investment 
dedicated to the sector. On the other hand, from a negative point of view, when 
managerialism acts as a substitute of the withdrawal of trust from government, it usually 
confronts the norms of academics who are used to work without external interference. To a 
certain extent, it exacerbates the alienation of academics from their working higher 
education institutions. 

Higher Education in Hong Kong and Singapore 

Recognizing the fact that the latest development of higher education throughout the world is 
dominated by the three ideologies of economic rationalism, academic capitalism and 
corporate managerialism, the systems in Hong Kong and Singapore are also sailing in the 
midst of these currents and forces of change, reform and transformation. However, the ways 
that the two cities compared are responding to the changes derived from paradigm shift of 
ideologies in academe diverge owing to their specific, local historical, political, social, cultural 
and economic contexts. In this section, both similarities and differences of higher education 
development and reform in the two cities will be reviewed and compared. 

Massification of Higher Education 

Both of the higher education sectors in Hong Kong and Singapore endure the process of 
massification over the past twenty years. In terms of the size of student population and the 
number of higher education institutions, there have been a massive expansion. In Hong 
Kong, the initial policy orientation of transforming higher education from an elite system to a 
mass system was originated in 1978 when the British colonial government released a white 
paper with regard to the development of local tertiary education. As defined by Martin Trow 
(1975), the evolution of higher education as a global trend is from elite to mass and then to 
universal systems in the context of the industrialized or development economies. The 
definition provided by Trow concerning about elite, mass and universal higher education 
systems depend on the proportion of the relevant group students participating in the sector. 
In an elite system, under 15% of the relevant group enrolled in higher education. As for 
mass and universal systems, the enrollment rates climbed up to between 20% and 30% and 
above 30% respectively (Altbach, 1998: 8; Altbach, 1999: 108). Following the line of Trow's 
identification of three types of higher education systems, the one in Hong Kong have 
become a mass system over the past two decades. 

At the time of the government at first motivated the expansion of higher education in Hong 
Kong in the late 1970s, the enrollment rate of two universities - The University of Hong Kong 
(HKU) and The Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK) - was merely two per cent at that 
time period (Cheng, 1996: 409). That white paper entitled The Development of Senior 
Secondary and Tertiary Education stipulated the growth of higher education's enrollment 



rate at three per cent annually (Hong Kong Government, 1978: 16). It is the "first wave" of 
higher education expansion in Hong Kong. The impact of limited expansion on the higher 
education sector was not conspicuous not until the late 1980s when there was only about 
seven per cent of the relevant age group participated in higher education. Partly in response 
to the rising tide of emigration due to the political instability and democratic movement in 
mainland China in 1989, the Hong Kong Government revised its plan of expanding first 
degree places in Hong Kong with a target of 18% of the relevant 17-20 age cohort to be 
admitted by local higher education institutions, including universities, polytechnics and post-
secondary colleges, by the academic year of 1994-1995 (UGC, 1996: ch. 8; Law, 1997: 45; 
Mok, 1999: 19). This symbolizes the "second wave" of expansion in the mid-1990s. With the 
percentage translated to absolute number, there are approximately 44,000 students on full 
time first degree courses in 1997-1998 (UGC, 1999: 1). The number of higher education 
institutions funded by the University Grants Committee, a buffer organization between the 
government and the local universities, which are funded by the University Grants Committee 
(UGC), has increased from five to eight during the period between the years of 1990 and 
1996 (Census and Statistics Department, HKSAR, 2000: 240). Apart from HKU and CUHK, 
the other six institutions are comprised of the Hong Kong University of Science and 
Technology (HKUST), the Hong Kong Polytechnic University (PolyU), the City University of 
Hong Kong (CityU), the Hong Kong Baptist University (HKBU), the Lingnan University (LU), 
and the Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIEd). While HKU, CUHK and HKUST were 
established as universities from the start, the others except HKIEd were upgraded and 
granted with the status of university between 1995 and 1999 (Hong Kong 1999: 264). The 
public expenditure on higher education rocketed from less than HK$4 billion to HK$14 billion 
within ten years between 1989/90 and 1998/99 (Census and Statistics Department, HKSAR, 
2000: 266-267). Until recently, the Chief Executive Tung Chee Hwa announced in his fourth 
policy address that the enrollment rate of higher education, including associate and bachelor 
degrees, will be achieved at 60% with the total number of 55,000 places in the sector (Tung, 
2000: 22). It is the "third wave" of expansion which marks a shift from massification to 
universalization of higher education following experiences of developed countries and cities 
in Asia, including Singapore. 

In Singapore, the enrollment rate of higher education is undeniably higher than Hong Kong's. 
During the time period between 1980 and 1999, the entry ratio of the university sector as a 
percentage of primary one cohort was increased from 5% to 21%. As for the polytechnic 
sector, the same percentage was increased from 5% to 38% during the same period of time. 
As the higher education sector in Singapore is comprised of both universities and 
polytechnics, the total enrollment rate was raised from 10% to 59% from 1980 to 1999 
(Singapore Department of Statistics, 2000: 62). The number of students enrolled in 
universities, including the National Institute of Education (NIE), increased from 28,000 to 
36,000 from 1994 to 1999. The same figure of in polytechnics increased from 37,000 to 
50,000 over the same period of time (Singapore Department of Statistics, 2000a: 229). As 
similar to Hong Kong, there has been an increase in the number of universities from one to 
three, namely the National University of Singapore (NUS), the Nanyang Technological 
University (NTU) and the Singapore Management University (SMU). What is different from 
Hong Kong's situation is that there are four polytechnics - Singapore Polytechnic, Tamesak 
Polytechnic, Ngee Ann Polytechnic and Nanyang Polytechnic - existed in Singapore's higher 
education to enable a binary system survived. It is noteworthy that SMU is a so-called 
"private university" in a sense that it is "privately run but publicly funded" since its opening in 
August 2000 (Singapore Ministry of Education Interview, 2 August 2000). The higher 
education sector, including three universities and four polytechnics, as a whole occupies 
more than 30% of public expenditure on education, which accounts for S$1.1 billion or 
S$600 million dedicated to university education (Singapore Department of Statistics, 2000a: 
239). Strictly speaking, the higher education system of Singapore is universal in nature. 



Quality Assurance Mechanisms 

In response to the fashionable notions of quality education, accountability and global market 
force, higher education reforms have been introduced in Hong Kong and Singapore in recent 
years. Similarly, the reforms of the two cities have put emphasis on revamping academic 
structure, refining university admission system and reviewing curriculum design (HKSAR 
Education Commission, 2000; Singapore Ministry of Education, 1999). More emphasis has 
been placed on the ways that quality can be assured and evaluated in individual higher 
education institutions. Similarly, three aspects of academic activities are easily included in 
the targets of regular assessment and evaluative exercises: teaching and learning, research 
and even institutional management. In fact, despite having similar purposes of improving the 
quality of education amidst the trend of the massification of higher education, the 
approaches, usage and ideological basis of quality assurance are different in the two cities 
(Mok, 2000). 

The quality assurance system in Hong Kong is centralized and governed by the UGC, which 
was established in 1965 on the same line of the British higher education tradition. The role of 
the UGC is defined as granting the institution based not only upon philosophies of "academic 
freedom" or "autonomy" but concerned with efficiency and effectiveness, areas of 
excellence, innovations, cost-effectiveness and public accountability within a context of 
minimal intervention in institutional affairs (UGC, 1996: ch. 4). As a gate-keeper for grant 
and fund allocation, the UGC is obliged to affect the governance of higher education 
institutions in order to maximize the value for money invested in the sector (Mok and Lee, in 
press). 

Such phrases as "fitness for purpose," "doing the right thing right the first time," "value-
added," and "performance indicators" are linked up to the notion of quality assurance 
(French, 1999: 1). Quality is not only about the quality of education but also how 
effectiveness of the cost being spent in the higher education system amidst the current tide 
of budgetary cutback in higher education. With an increase of average unit cost of every full-
time student by 24% in real terms until the year 1996, the UGC imposed an annual reduction 
in the student unit cost of higher education institutions at three per cent during the triennium 
of 1998-2001 (Massy and Thompson, 1999: 2). The steady decline of the quality of 
university graduates, especially in terms of their language proficiency, aroused a public 
concern over value for money, efficiency, cost-effectiveness and economy of higher 
education, as similar to the situation facing other public services like health care, housing 
and welfare. Accountability is called upon to achieve the dual goals of achieving greater 
value for money and ensuring cost-effectiveness among higher education institutions (UGC, 
1996). 

Quality assurance mechanisms have been institutionalized in Hong Kong since the early 
1990s. These mechanisms embrace three main categories of territory-wide review and 
assessment exercises regarding the quality of higher education, including Research 
Assessment Exercise (RAE), Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review (TLQPR), and 
Management Review (MR). 

RAE, governed by the Research Grants Committee under the patronage of the UGC, is 
modelled after the same kind of exercise carried out in the United Kingdom by 1992. It was 
first undertaken in 1993. In that exercise, departments were assessed and rated as cost 
centres in higher education institutions. The number of active researchers and the quality of 
research outputs in each cost centre are the main criteria of assessment which is connected 
to the allocation of research grants. Faculty members with research outputs that above the 
threshold or "bottom-line" determined by the UGC would be considered as "active 
researchers". There is a positive relationship between the number of active researchers in 



one cost centre or department to the amount that research funds are allocated. Not 
surprisingly, RAE has changed the role of research in the academic community. A "publish 
or perish" syndrome has emerged (Ho, 1998: 196). Cheng Kai-ming (1996a), pro-vice-
chancellor of HKU, has provided an authentic description of the current changes facing the 
community of higher education in Hong Kong as a result of RAE (p. 92): 

"...immediately after the RAE exercise... The few who have been productive 
in publications are prompted to produce more. Those who are working on 
doctorates are prompted, either by self-motivation or by their department 
heads, to obtain the degree earlier. Those who are less productive, who are 
not able to produce or who are not prepared to produce, now face high 
pressure. In some institutions, there have even been attempts to 'weed out' 
these last categories by, for example, offering early retirement... 'Publish or 
perish', a syndrome which was thought to be American, now prevails in Hong 
Kong's community of higher education." 

This brief description reveals accurately a paradigm shift among academics in Hong Kong 
regarding their attitudes towards undergoing research, which are not purely self-motivated 
but more instrumental to fulfil the requirements of RAE scrutinized by externalities. 

Too rigorous emphasis on "academic" research as seen from the quantity of articles 
published in international peer-reviewed journals brings about the fact that research 
publication has become the sole indicator of evaluating the performance of individual 
academics. Articles published in less well-known, or so-called second and third tier journals, 
including those regional and local journals are discounted and even ignored. RAE is also 
criticized as lacking transparency in assessing research outputs and demonstrating the 
relationship between assessment results and actual funding allocations (French et al., 1999: 
6-9). What universities focus is undeniably skewed towards research at the expense of 
teaching and learning. In response, the UGC demanded institutions to strike a balance 
between research and teaching. 

Three years after the initiation of RAE in 1993, TLQPR was launched between 1996 and 
1997 on the basis of the belief that the primary mission of higher education institutions lies in 
their obligation and accountability of assuring and enhancing the quality of teaching and 
learning processes. The UGC maintains that TLQPR is not an assessment exercise per 
se because it does not aim at assessing the quality of teaching and learning nor graduates 
and outputs. Moreover, unlike RAE, it is not pegged to the allocation of funding among 
institutions (Young, 1996: 3). Rather, TLQPR aims at improving teaching and learning 
quality and enabling institutions to be accountable for the quality (Massy and French, 1999: 
3; UGC, 2000: 20-21). 

Between 1996 and 1997, the first round of TLQPR was conducted at all UGC-funded 
institutions. The review covered the four main aspects of teaching and learning processes: 
curriculum design, implementation quality, outcomes assessment and resource provision. 
Obviously, the implementation of TLQPR has aroused higher education institutions to put 
more emphasis on their teaching and learning processes. Albeit the current condition that 
there is no direct link established between review and funding, Dr. Alice Lam, chairman of 
the UGC, has recently warned that poor teaching performance among institutions will be 
published by resource cutback. In contrast, those institutions with improved teaching 
performance will be awarded with additional grants (Sing Tao Daily, 9 April 2000). The UGC 
will proceed with the second of TLQPR in 2002 with two main considerations. The first is 
whether external assessments should be conducted on the effectiveness of learning and 
teaching, especially the standards of graduates. The second is the way that universities 



could strengthen their self-accrediting mechanisms (HKSAR Education Commission: 123-
124). 

The final category of review exercise is Management Review, which was at first conducted 
in 1998 and 1999. MR is a review exercise that aimed at evaluating the effectiveness of 
management and governance in Hong Kong. The aims and objectives of MR are threefold 
(UGC, 2000a: 5-6): 

1. to assist the institutions in enhancing the quality of their management processes; 
2. to discharge the UGC's accountability for ensuring that devolved funds and 

resources are managed appropriately; and 
3. focus attention on and enhance effectiveness of institutions' internal resource 

allocation, planning and financial processes. 

The coverage of MR is comprehensive. It covered all of the management processes and 
systems in the areas of academic administration, research administration, maintenance and 
development of the estate, procurement, student support services, human resources, 
information technology, and finance (UGC, 2000a: 7). 

All of the UGC-funded higher education institutions have gone through rigorous evaluations 
in six areas of management practices, including 1) development of the strategic plan; 2) 
resource allocation; 3) implementation of plans; 4) roles, responsibilities and training; 5) 
service delivery; and 6) management information and systems (UGC, 2000a: 10). The UGC 
attempted to establish certain principles of good management practice in relation to the 
notions of effectiveness and efficient use of resources for influencing and shaping the 
university governance. 

Adhering to the objective of increased value for money, top-slicing and resource funding 
formulae have commonly been used in most higher education institutions in Hong Kong. 
Henceforth, universities become more entrepreneurial with the development of new strategic 
initiatives, reward performance and performance-related objectives (UGC, 2000a: 13). In 
addition, clear accountabilities have been ensured with a clear management structure 
concomitant with "the managerial responsibilities, reporting lines and means of 
accountability well defined and accepted by all concerned." As a result, performance 
appraisal processes targeting on individual academic staff are conceived as a good practice 
to enhance responsibilities and accountability (UGC, 2000a: 15). Service-oriented and 
customer-oriented competition have also been encouraged as customers expect better 
service for their money spent (UGC, 2000a: 16). 

It is not surprising that academics become more suspicious about the role of the UGC in its 
interference of the managerial structure of individual institutions. They envisage the rising 
ethos of managerialist governance and administration at the expense of the sacred ideals of 
academic freedom and institutional autonomy. 

There is a completely different picture in Singapore regarding its quality assurance 
movement. Unlike Hong Kong, there is no UGC-type organization set up between 
government and universities, partly due to relatively tiny size of the higher education system 
in Singapore. With only three universities, it is the Ministry of Education taking considerable 
responsibility of overseeing the development of higher education in the city-state. The 
dominance of the state sector or government in Singapore's university education can be 
discovered from its historical background. Once Singapore gained its independence in 1965, 
the government began to grasp tight control of the university sector, which was consisted of 
two universities: the University of Singapore (SU), an English-medium university set up by 
the ex-British colonial administration in 1905, and the Nanyang University (Nantah), an 



Chinese-medium university set up by a group of Chinese tycoons in 1956. One case that 
shows the state's intervention in institutional affairs is the appointment of Dr. Toh Chin Chye, 
who was deputy prime minister and then Minister for Science and Technology at the time he 
became vice-chancellor of SU in 1968. Dr. Toh perceived that the linkage between the 
university and the nation state should be strengthened by involving itself in the process of 
national development and nation-building (Lee and Tan, 1995: 135-136). Another case, 
which is the most controversial in the historical development of university education in 
Singapore, is the forced merger between SU and Nantah into the National University of 
Singapore (NUS) in 1980. At that time, Lee Kuan Yew, as prime minister, decided to merge 
the two universities on the ground that Nantah had lost its competitiveness against SU in 
terms of the employability of graduates since the 1970s. Another cabinet minister, Dr. Tony 
Tan Keng Yam, former senior minister of state for education and now deputy prime minister, 
was appointed as the first vice-chancellor of NUS from 1980 to 1981 (Lee and Tan, 1995: 
186-188), when he was succeeded by Professor Lim Pin, who served as the second vice-
chancellor and had reigned for more than nineteenth years until May 2000. Tan has recently 
been appointed by the government as the minister in charge of the two universities to make 
the two state-run universities "world-class" (Han, 1998: 91). The state's dominance in higher 
education can also be observed from the establishment of NTU in 1991 and also SMU as a 
"private university" in 2000. 

Without considering financial stringency as the raison d'etre to develop quality assurance 
mechanism because the government has the financial resources to invest in the education 
sector, which occupies the second highest proportion of public expenditure only after 
national defence (Gopinathan, 1997: 78; Hu, 2000), the government constantly put its 
emphasis on the ways that university education can contribute to national development by 
nurturing a pool of high quality talents and manpower as the only resource available for 
Singapore's survival in the region. The management of the higher education system 
depends on the government's direct policy guidance and managerial instead of collegial or 
academic principles (Selevaratnam, 1992: 6). As the quality of manpower is closely related 
to the quality of education delivered by universities, the improvement of quality and 
standards is a central goal which are translated into quantifiable performance indicators for 
measurement and comparison at the institutional level (Selevaratnam, 1992: 57). The 
operationalization of quality enhancement is reinforced by four core strategies: 1) a stringent 
tenure policy; 2) rewards for good teaching and research performance with incentives, and 
recognition; 3) favourable staff-student ratio accompanied by a well-equipped teaching and 
research facilities; and 4) the provision of staff training to upgrade skills and performance 
(Selevaratnam, 1992: 5-6, 57; see also Mok, 2000: 167). 

Even though there is no unified or centralized mechanism of quality assurance governed by 
the government or its representative authorities, it is the responsibility of individual 
universities to build up and institutionalize their own quality assurance mechanisms. The 
case of NUS will be adopted to demonstrate the current situation of quality assurance 
system in Singapore. Based on a field visit undertaken in December 1999 and August 20002, 
an overall picture of the quality assurance mechanisms in NUS was given. There are four 
broad areas to be assessed and evaluated in the university, namely teaching, learning and 
student experience; research; staff management; and communications and dissemination of 
information. 

The quality of teaching, learning and student experience is assessed by external examiners. 
Senior academics from well-established universities throughout the world, mainly the United 
States, the United Kingdom and Australia, are invited and appointed as external examiners, 
who visit regularly their respective departments once every two years. Their duties are 
confined to comment on examination papers and subject projects and also advise on 
matters related to teaching and curriculum design. In addition, faculties which offer 



professional degrees are externally on a regular basis, usually by overseas professional 
institutions like Royal Institute of Chartered Surveys, Chartered Institute of Building, Royal 
Institute of British Architects and General Medical Council. The accreditation of the university 
degrees and programmes are also granted by these prestigious academic institutes. 

Apart from external examiners, student feedback is a popular means for the university to 
evaluate teaching performance of individual academics. Far from demoralizing academics, 
the feedback system is perceived as a propelling force for further improvement among 
university teaching staff. As a subject-based survey, the university has made it a compulsory 
practice for all students to fill up on-line evaluation forms at the end of each course right 
before their registrations for examinations. Students are expected to express their opinion 
and comment on courses and lecturers reviewed. The evaluation made by students is 
balanced by the practice of peer review. Departments have set up their own peer review 
committees which are composed of senior academic staff to observe teaching of junior staff 
and make constructive feedback in order to ensure the quality of teaching. 

Apart from setting up a comprehensive evaluation mechanism for teaching quality, the 
university provides also incentives to encourage a higher quality of teaching performance 
among academics. A teaching excellence award has been instituted for students to 
nominate one lecturer from each department for it. For award-bearers, they are entitled with 
cash S$1000 and certificates of award. For some faculties, the top 5% of the nominees, who 
are also runner-ups amongst the best academic staff, will be placed on the teaching honours 
list. It is understood that both NUS, NTU and NIE have the practice of teaching award as 
well. 

As for research, the research output of individual faculties inside NUS is reviewed by Internal 
Advisory Panels (IAPs), which are consisted of a team of renowned academics to review. 
These panels also advise on the future directions of research undertaken by different 
faculties. Some of the members are industrialists from the Sony Corporation of Japan, 
academics from the Imperial College and Warwick University in the United Kingdom and the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in the United States. Standing at a higher level 
above IAPs is the International Academic Advisory Panel (IAAP), which is commissioned by 
the Ministry of Education. There are 12 to 14 members, ranging from academics from 
prominent overseas academic institutions such as Harvard, MIT, Cambridge and Tokyo. The 
panel holds meeting regularly with the ministry and also Dr. Tony Tan to examine the overall 
performance on research at NUS and NTU. What the panel does is to provide an overall 
strategic review and suggest major directions in both aspects of teaching and research in 
these two universities. 

The mechanism of research grant funds, which is different from Hong Kong, is divided into 
three streams depending on the amount of research fund applied. The first is confined to 
those research projects required less than S$180,000. The application of this type of 
research funding needs approval through a hierarchy from vice-dean, through dean, to the 
University Grants Committee chaired by vice-chancellor of the university. The second is 
between S$180,000 and S$250,000, two external reviewers are required to evaluate the 
research projects applied. Potential research projects need to compete for research funding 
according to check records of those provincial investigators, comments of academics and 
industrialists dealing with the value of the project, and referring to the comments of the 
deans. The successful rate of attaining research fund is as high as 75%. The third is for the 
projects cost more than S$250,000, the applicants have to gain approval of the Ministry of 
Education through a competition between the two existing state-run universities. In case of 
more than one similar projects applied for the research funds, they are naturally combined 
into one joint-project to ensure efficient and rational financial allocation in the realm of 
research and development in Singapore. After the research funds are granted, regular 



project appraisals are undertaken and submitted by principal investigators. Key indicators of 
quality research output, including the number of patents filed, research papers, and impact 
of research findings on the society at large, are considered. Projects with poor performance 
can be cut back and terminated. 

As a common practice to evaluate the performance of research, the publication of high 
quality international and regional refereed journals is necessarily included. Moreover, impact 
factors of journals and citation index of papers published are taken into consideration. 
Higher impact factors are undeniably more favourable for evaluating the research quality. 
Nevertheless, it is difficult to compare across the faculties in terms of either impact factors 
and citation index. For instance, computer science and chemistry do not equally depend on 
journal articles for assessing the performance of research worked out by academics 
because these disciplines have put more emphasis on conference papers than other 
disciplines which are keen to assess on the number of journal publications. 

In the realm of staff management and appraisal, annual reviews are undertaken by the 
university establishment committee. Every staff is required to fill up forms highlighting his 
contributions in teaching, research and services. Interviews also conducted by individual 
staff's division and department heads. In addition, it is a common practice for most 
departments to set up peer review committees to examine and recommend staff for more 
senior promotions. Top five per cent of papers published by the applicants for promotion 
have to be reviewed. In numerical terms, there should be at least three papers related to the 
subjects cum two others, by which the applicant must be the first author, reviewed by the 
committee. External assessments are required for more senior promotions as well as tenure 
considerations. 

Starting from these details of running quality assurance system in NUS, the next step for the 
university to pursue is to develop a campus-wide quality culture, which is customer-driven, 
with the full participation of top and middle managerial groups as well as frontline academic 
staff. It is a way to enhance the public responsibility to be held by the university in response 
to the societal demands in the knowledge-based economy. NUS is now also heading for the 
Singapore Quality Class Scheme, in which quality assessment exercise is to measure the 
organization's performance against a world-class business excellence model and seek for 
better understanding of organization's strengths and areas of improvement. The university's 
performance relative to others in the industry determines also organization's eligibility for the 
national quality award. 

As seen from the quality assurance systems applied in the higher education systems of 
Hong Kong and Singapore, the two cases demonstrate a reality of "divergence out of 
convergence" when both of the cities are placing quality as the core concern of the current 
reforms, which are worked out in completely different ways and methods. 

Centralized Decentralization of Higher Education 

The latest development and reforms in Hong Kong and Singapore reveal the domination of 
the forces of managerialization, marketization, privatization and McDonaldization in higher 
education systems (Mok, 1999: 123). In the context of an ideology performativity, which 
drives for efficiency and productivity, as well as the adoption of new public management, the 
academic profession has to make their performance accountable and accessible to their 
stakeholders. Experiencing neither genuine re-centralization nor decentralization of the 
higher education systems in Hong Kong and Singapore, it is more appropriately to view the 
recent change in the context of "centralized decentralization", as suggested by Mary Henkel 
(1997). 



The higher education system of Hong Kong is still considered as decentralized because 
individual institutions are held responsible for their decision-making without serious 
intervention from the local government authorities or the state sector. However, there is a 
trend that more corporate strategies and structures for universities emerge under the 
growing strain of external pressures derived from a number of quality assessment exercises 
governed by the UGC. Institutions are now supposed to set corporate standards on the one 
hand, individual departments at the basic level have to handle and manage devolved 
budgets allocated from the central authority of universities. While departments have to take 
responsible for the performance in terms of teaching, research and management, top-down 
management becomes more a more obvious phenomenon for enhancing institutional 
performance that rigid divisions of labour and functional differentiation are embodied. The 
most fundamental functional differentiation is revealed from the division between 
administrators and academics, who are more likely to be subordinated under centralized 
managerial dominance. There is still a long distance from having a "re-centralized" higher 
education system in Hong Kong. 

As for higher education in Singapore, the recent focus of reform has been placed on the 
review of governance, funding and staff salaries. The direction of reform seems to grant the 
two state-run universities more autonomous power to manage their institutional affairs. The 
Ministry of Education will move away from scrutinizing individual decisions and proposals 
concerning about the management of universities. What the government will focus on is the 
results of those decisions made by the institutions. The universities have to carry on their 
periodic reviews and it will be validated by an external review commissioned by the Ministry 
of Education every three years. At the same time, the universities will be given a lump-sum 
grant every three years instead of once a year. They are allowed to decide the ways that 
money is spent and retain surpluses but have to take responsibility for any shortfall of their 
funds. This measure is aimed at enhancing the financial accountability of the universities. 
Research funds will open for competitive bidding across universities. In order to attract both 
local and foreign talents to join the academic profession in Singapore, the basis pay of 
assistant professors will increase by 20%. Moreover, automatic, time-based increments will 
be abolished and staff will be paid and given increments based only on performance. 
Superficially, the two state-run universities, which are running like statutory boards, are 
allowed with substantial freedom with the decentralization of decision-making power from 
the government to the central authority of the institutions. However, the price of freedom is 
accountability for the public money invested in the universities (The Straits Times, 5 July 
2000). It therefore adheres to the notion of "autonomy in exchange for accountability." The 
decentralization in Singapore is better understood as "centralized decentralization" because 
"top management makes the overall policy decisions while also carefully evaluating and 
measuring the performance of the operating units." It is similar to the management strategy 
invented by Alfred P. Sloan, who was president of the General Motors Corporation in 1920, 
that a model of organizational relationships emphasized centralized control of decentralized 
operations (Watkins, 1993: 10). 

Adopting the state-control model and state-supervising model concerning about the 
relationships between governments and universities, the system of Hong Kong is argued to 
be moving from state-supervising model to state-control model, whilst that of Singapore is 
the opposite. In the state-supervising model, senior professors possess with strong powers, 
while the institutional administrators have modest powers and the state sector is reluctant to 
intervene in institutional affairs. In the state-control model, the state sector controls almost all 
aspects of the higher education system, including access conditions, curriculum, degree 
requirements, examinations, and even appointment and remuneration of academic staff 
(Bray, 1999: 219-220). It is appropriate to consider that Hong Kong belongs to state-
supervising model whilst Singapore is state-control model. With the ongoing development 
and reforms of higher education, there is a trend that Hong Kong's system is moving towards 



state-control model, in which the UGC, which is now being a more genuine representative of 
the government than academics, exerts its power more intrusively to scrutinize the 
performance and management of the universities. As for Singapore, the breakthrough 
attempt made by the Singapore Government to release its control over the state-run 
universities can be seen as a first step of moving towards state-supervising model from that 
of state-control. It is still unknown whether the two systems imitate each other and there is a 
trend of "convergence out of divergence." 

Discussion 

Higher education reforms should not be seen as a natural or necessary result of the public 
sector reform and the rise of NPM. It is argued that a paradigm shift in the public sector, 
including higher education, is resulted from changing concepts related to the state and the 
society. In this section, four concepts of "competition state", "evaluative state", "audit 
society", and "performative society" that reshape the development of higher education will be 
briefly discussed and commented. 

Competition State 

With the belief that the capacity of the state in the provision of public goods and welfare 
services is being undermined as a result of globalization, which is linked with the notions of 
NPM and reinventing government, there is a fragmentation of the power shared among 
states in providing stability, security and collective goods (Cerny, 1999: 201, 192). The 
functions of the state is changing in the global era from delivering social programs with the 
use of Keynesian macroeconomic policy, maintaining full employment, and assuring 
sufficient supply of public goods through regulation, subsidy and public control to promoting 
economic competition at home and abroad (Cerny, 1990: 220-221). It sees the 
transformation from the welfare state to the competition state. Far beyond the ideas of 
strategic state and developmental state, the competition state has always been a promoter 
of market forces and transformed into market-oriented and market-based organizations, 
altering the means of providing public goods and private goods. Marketization becomes a 
medium in the search for effectiveness in an economically globalized world. The state is 
being transmuted from a civil association into a more limited form of enterprise association in 
a wider market and institutional environment and it may become more vulnerable to crisis of 
legitimacy (Cerny, 1999: 199). 

Put it in a more concrete way, the competition state embraces its effective capacity to 
promote a relatively favourable investment climate for transnational capital, such as human 
capital, infrastructure, support of research and development, basis public services for a good 
quality of life and also a public policy environment in favour of investment (Cerny, 1995: 
611). At the meantime, as the authoritative power of the state has become weaker and more 
circumscribed, the state is no longer directly responsible for market outcomes which 
guarantee the welfare of citizens. The main focus of the competition state is to promote 
economic activities that will bring about the state competitiveness in international markets. 
The state becomes an agent for the commodification of the collective goods in a wider 
market-oriented context (Cerny, 1995: 620). Instead of decommodifying economic activities, 
the competition state has pursued increased marketization so as to make economic 
activities within and outside the nation territory contributing to national wealth, enhanced 
competitiveness in both international and transnational terms. Reduction of government 
spending in order to avoid the crowing out effect of private investment by state consumption 
becomes a norm in the global era when the deregulation of economic activities also gives 
rise to the promotion of enerprise, innovation and profitability in both private and public 
sectors (Cerny, 1997: 259-260). It is not surprising that marketization and commodification 
governs the recent development of higher education in the name of the competition state. 



Evaluative State 

The concept of the evaluative state extends to areas of social policy, social security, health 
care and higher education. Guy Neave (1988) suggested that the evaluative state is an 
alternative to regulation by bureaucracy. Detailed and close control over higher education 
institutions is replaced by evaluation of higher education outputs with a shift of the emphasis 
to quality control at the output stage and the creation of a greater degree of institutional 
freedom. The evaluation state is interpreted as the rationalization and wholesale 
redistribution of functions between centre and periphery that the centre maintains overall 
strategic control through fewer and precise policy levers, the setting of mission statements 
and goals, and the operationalization of criteria related to output quality. Instead of 
witnessing the retreat of the state but it is restructured from withdrawing from detailed and 
overwhelming control to "steering higher education by remote control." Therefore, a greater 
degree of initiative and ability of individual universities to respond to changes in response to 
changes at both the local, regional and global levels (pp. 11-14). The concept of the 
evaluative state is revolutionary in a sense that it nurtures individual initiative and enterprise 
and also instills a competitive ethic among both individuals and institutions in the midst of 
strong market forces and marketization (pp. 20-21). 

The origin of the evaluative state is a response to government demands for quality, 
efficiency and enterprise with the introduction of the market as the supreme principle of 
regulating higher education institutions. The evaluative state represents a fundamental shift 
from the traditional form of state control to a more remote, hand-off nexus between 
university and central authority. The rhetoric of efficiency, adaptability and flexibility is now 
with primordial importance moulded the trio-relationship between higher education, 
government and society during the massification of higher education. Increased institutional 
autonomy and self-regulation is also resulted from the strengthened system of accountability 
to public authority or central government. With the identification of higher education as a 
public service but not cultural, academic service, the principle of "the best service for the 
best price" applied for this sector. Both public and private universities or institutions are 
considered equally as a "service provider." In short, the evaluative state steers higher 
education towards the market demands (Neave, 1998: 268, 273-275, 277). 

Apart from Guy Neave, other scholars have also commented on the development of the 
evaluative state in higher education over the past twenty years. Mary Henkel (1991) viewed 
that the concept of the evaluative state is derived from such instrumental values as 
economy, efficiency, effectiveness, performance and value for money under the mission to 
control public expenditure, a new managerial culture in the public sector in the current tide of 
public sector reform. Evaluation is seen as an effective accountability and also accountable 
management which requires the measurement of performance with the use of performance 
indicators, which cover also the reforms of education (pp. 121-122). The logic of evaluation 
embraces four steps: first, developing justifiable criteria of merit; second, selecting justifiable 
standards of performance; third, measuring performance on each criterion to specify 
specified standards; and finally, integrating the measured results into a single judgement 
against other weighing issues (Henkel, 1998: 288). Bring influenced by the core values of 
public management and market forces, there has emerged a public theory of evaluation as 
an instrument of public accountability and rational management, which is aimed at making 
authoritative evaluations by the means of converting those evaluations into quantitative 
measures and then making as the basis of accountability for effective allocation of resources 
in order to enable better higher education. The impact of the evaluative state on higher 
education is revealed from the dominance of academics challenged by stakeholders in 
higher education evaluation. There has long been the rise of economic rationality that 
governs numerous evaluation systems and activities as a political process (Henkel, 1998: 
291, 294-295). 



NPM is related to the ideological foundation of the evaluative state (Bleiklie, 1998: 299). 
These two ideological changes have been translated to a change of perceptions of the 
university as an organization. Universities are perceived as three types of organizations: a 
public agencies, autonomous cultural institutions and corporate enterprises. As a public 
agency, the university is set within a hierarchical bureaucratic order, in which the state is an 
active actor to manage universities through legislation and budgetary policy. As a cultural 
institution, the primary task of the university is to engage in academic activity based on 
academic research and teaching. There is the dominance of academics through "the 
invisible vertical collegium" together with informal ties between professors, colleagues and 
students. As a corporate enterprise, the university is affected by such labels as NPM, 
managerialism and management by objectives, which serve as ideological justification to 
public sector reform. The differentiation of functions among academic, technical and 
administrative or managerial staff groups become more obvious. Widespread expectation of 
such corporate enterprises in the higher education sector is concerned about efficiency 
which is related to universities' capability of the production of services and research 
beneficial to stakeholders. The rise of the evaluative state and the notion of corporate 
enterprises imply policy measures in both the directions of centralization and 
decentralization. There are three major impacts related to the evaluative state on higher 
education. First, authority and power over university affairs are separated from disciplinary 
competence. Second, the competence and authority of leaderships and administration of 
individual universities are strengthened. Finally, academic performance is being redefined 
from inherent quality to measurable quantitative aspects which are translated to various 
performance indicators in terms of the number of research outputs and journal publications. 
Even though individual institutions enjoy more autonomous power in the name of 
decentralization, it is paralleled by a trend of centralization at the same time that the 
dominance of academics in universities is being overtaken by the growing influence of 
university administrators. As a consequence, it is resulted in the "bureaucratization" of the 
university with a more assertive and active administration at the university level (Bleiklie, 
1998: 304-309). 

Another prominent scholars in higher education studies, David D. Dill (1998), saw the 
concepts of managerialism, NPM and the evaluative are interchangeable (p. 361). The 
application of NPM has focused on the evaluation on teaching and research in higher 
education. The evaluative state implies the fact that the government or the state sector 
becomes not a sole producer but the biggest purchaser developing explicit performance 
contracts with academic institutions for teaching and research. Nevertheless, Dill questioned 
about the effectiveness of the evaluative state on increasing the efficiency of higher 
education. In fact, performance indicators may contribute to inefficiency because not all 
academic outputs are measurable in terms of their quality. In addition, performance 
measurement in higher education is costly (Dill, 1998: 363-364). The emphasis on output 
measurement, quality assessment and administrative flexibility represents the logic of the 
evaluative state as a tool for improving public services, including higher education (p. 372). 

Audit Society 

The audit society is a concept invented by Michael Power (1997) who relates it to the two 
paradigms of NPM and value for money (VFM). The current reinvention of governance in the 
public sector emphasizes 

"cost control, financial transparency, the automization of organizational sub-
units, the decentralization of management authority, the creation of market 
and quasi-market mechanisms separating purchasing and providing functions 
and their linkage via contracts, and the enhancement of accountability to 



customers for the quality of service via the creation of performance 
indicators." (p. 43) 

The rise of NPM is revealed from a managerial transformation of organizational governance, 
which includes the consideration of a shift in regulatory style as well as the rise of quality 
management initiatives and the development of new markets and professional opportunities 
in assurance services (p. 42). The 3Es of economy, efficiency and effectiveness concerns 
about the notions of service quality, which is commonly referred to VFM. Service quality 
enhancement and effectiveness as well as the "hollowing out of the state" by NPM generate 
a demand for audit, evaluation and inspection. There are four possible auditing orientations 
regarding the concept of accountability (pp. 49-50): 

1. Fiscal regularity in the sense of accountability for the properly legal stewardship of 
inputs. 

2. Economy as accountability for obtaining the best possible terms under which 
resources are acquired. 

3. Efficiency as accountability for ensuring that maximum output is obtained from the 
resources employed or that minimum resources are used to achieve a given level of 
output/service. 

4. Effectiveness as accountability for ensuring that outcomes conform to intentions, as 
defined in programmes. 

The role of the state in the audit society is to assume a monitoring role which emphasizes 
procedural values and encourages private interests to police each other. The adoption of 
policy levers of evaluation, audit and inspection is reflected by the withdrawing of the state 
from the "murky plain of overwhelming detail" as shown in the concept of the evaluative 
state (Neave, 1988: 12; Power, 1997: 53). Quality is now perceived as a form of re-
engineering management in public service which relates to the concepts of effectiveness 
and performance auditing. Meanwhile, quality assurance has evolved as a form of audit 
practice in tandem with the belief that quality must be measurable. The transparency of 
quality performance as the customer is serviced as a regulator, which was performed solely 
by the state sector in the past (Power, 1997: 60). 

Performative Society 

The final concept to be discussed is the performative society developed by Stephen J. Ball 
(2000; see also Ball, 1998). Following Lyotard's (1984) thesis of performativity, which argues 
that the commodification of knowledge is the core characteristics of the postmodern 
condition (p. 36). In the performative society, the relationships between the learner, learning 
and knowledge as well as the state, civil society and the economy have been changed with 
the dissemination of the market or enterprise form of organizations. The role of the state has 
transformed from provider to facilitator and regulator, who is responsible to provide enabling 
framework for the operation of markets and enterprises. The dominance of service culture 
gives rise to the subordination of the value of professional judgement under the 
requirements of performativity and marketing in the processes of individual and institutional 
fabrication. Traditional professional gives way to increasing profitability and international 
competitiveness and it is replaced by a new commercialized professionalism. These are 
resulted from the changing culture and modes of control or governance among public sector 
organizations, including universities and other higher education institutions. 

In the performative society, the principle of calculability, one of the core components of 
McDonaldization (Ritzer, 1996), applies to educators, including academics and teachers, 
who are encouraged to think about themselves as individuals who have to calculate "added-
value" and thus improve their productivity. More importantly, it is the way that we perceive 



ourselves that alters our lives in this performative society. We have become more like 
enterprising subjects at the expense of losing our consciousness and capacity of recognizing 
ourselves in our lives (Ball, 2000: 18). In this logic, the future of education and higher 
education is therefore not optimistic but rather pessimistic. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this article suggests that accountability is a core issue concerned by the 
universities in Asia because most economies face the realities of a rapid changing world of 
interdependence but also more intense competition in international trade. More 
commentaries focus on the university's responsibility to serve the societal needs in response 
to financial and public pressure imposed upon higher education institutions. The notions of 
responsiveness and effectiveness represent the fact that universities are no more ivory 
tower but public service institutions. Wang Gungwu (1992), a former vice-chancellor of the 
University of Hong Kong and now Director of the East Asian Institute at the National 
University of Singapore, admitted that there has been a widespread decline in the 
confidence of Asian universities.  

They tend to focus on inadequacies of university structures and on how to 
reform that so they might use the funds and facilities available more efficiently 
and thus made the distinctive contributions which would justify their 
existence. There has been a shift from the position when universities claimed 
to know what to do and well-organized to do their job." 

Reform has been introduced because universities want to transform themselves before they 
can serve their communities. Asian universities have not yet reached the status and prestige 
of excellence. However, universities still have to meet with various frustrations like the 
shortage of resources and the lack of appreciation by their communities on their ways 
towards international excellence. 

Donald Kennedy (1997) of Harvard University, the author of Academic Duty, held a similar 
view that higher education today is perceived as the locomotive for regional economic 
improvement and international competitiveness. However, the public mistrust as a problem 
facing higher education is also conspicuous in the United States. The traditional image of the 
university as a tower made by ivory has long been removed from the ascendancy of 
marketplace, in which the capacity of the state to pump in unlimited resources in higher 
education is now highly circumscribed. Pursuing excellence, competing for more resources 
and money and improving programs and courses in response to market needs become the 
core concerns of the community of higher education today. Universities are controversial 
places, where debates about the very role of higher education in the society. It is true that 
the society needs higher education but higher education also needs public trust (p. 27), 
without sacrificing the spirit of academic freedom concomitant with minimal external 
interference. 

No matter the development of higher education in the global socio-political context is marked 
by the diversification of higher education systems, the differentiation of functions performed 
by more different type of universities, which may be multiversity, as suggested by Clark Kerr 
(1964), or virtual/on-line university founded on the basis of technological development, and 
even the stratification of the quality of university education (King, 2000: 197). It is sure that 
the prospects of higher education development is pessimistic in the sense that the sector 
has become an industry, in which the relationship between academics and university 
management was altered (Currie, 1992: 20). As we are living in a world risk society (Beck, 
1999) in an age of supercomplexity, it is necessary to rethink about both of the idea and very 
role of the university. 
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