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Introduction

The universities in Australia, Japan, New Zealand, and Western Europe have entered a new phase over the last three decades. There has been a general shift in the role and function of central/local authorities, and consequently in the relationship between central/local authorities, the universities, and the market, as well as the size of the higher education systems. The mutating trend includes deregulation; various attempts to increase external funding and diversify revenue sources; an emphasis on efficiency, institutional effectiveness, and the maximization of outputs; the shifting of funding responsibility from government to consumers (particularly in the case of Western Europe); and the development of a consumer accountability mechanism emphasizing student outcomes and assessment. “Accountability” and “efficiency” are common discourses used by those countries.

Have the university systems become convergent cross-nationally? If so, how can we explain such common trends between the different systems? This book answers these questions, examining how and why higher education policy and coordination have changed in last three decades. The focus of the book is the rationale behind such changes. The book pays special attention to the application and interpretation of neoliberal doctrine (market philosophy against collectiveness), changing modalities of university autonomy, and managerialism as neoliberal policy practice for the explanation of such transformation.

Purpose

The main purpose of the book is twofold: (i) to identify similarities and differences in the transformation of university policies and coordination in Japan and England; and (ii) to provide a theoretical explanation for convergent trends and persistent differences between the two. The study examines the changes of the two systems between 1945 and 2004. It takes historical and comparative approaches. The starting point of 1945 is based on the discontinuity of the former university system in Japan that year, with fundamental changes in the Japanese education structure taking place as a result of the US Occupation of Japan between 1945 and 1952. In the English case, the funding-based state-university relationship was well established as a consequence of universities reaching a significant level of public funding dependency by the end of World War II.

The study focuses on the change in ideology, in particular neoliberalism, university autonomy, and to some degree new managerialism, hypothesizing that ideology is one of the significant factors contributing to policy and coordination change.

The initial premise of the study is that convergence between the Japanese and English university systems in their emphasis on such areas as efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and accountability is related to the application of policy based on neoliberalism. The continuity of differences between Japan and England in various respects can be explained as follows: different interpretation and practice of neoliberal ideas; different historical starting points between the two systems in terms of ownership, stakeholder legitimacy, and relationship; the different values and political stances of governments, universities, and external constituencies, which can in turn result in the application of different policy strategies for responding to external change; and different political, economic, and socio-cultural contexts.

The study differentiates policy change from coordination change. Clarification of the definitions of those concepts delineates the analytical scope of the change. “Policy change” in the study is change in the “authoritative allocation of values” (Kogan 1975), while “coordination change” is change in the act of organizing and operating on a routine basis. The former is related to change in stakeholders’ values, priorities, power and policy network. The latter refers to the breaking down of the routine operation mechanism, which may be associated with the shift in higher education resources, rules, and policy instruments. Both types of change take various form—such as incremental or radical, and system-wide or at the institution-level.

It is not the intention here to generalize explanation for higher education change beyond the confines of the comparative case studies of Japan and England. The study pays attention to the diversity of higher education, distinguishing the differences between national and private universities in Japan and pre- and post-1992 universities (the institutions which obtained university status before and after 1992) in England.1

Approach

Analysis on the transformation or continuity of the higher education systems involves theoretical, conceptual, and empirical consideration. Approaches range from the high level of abstraction (general theory on social change) to contextual study of particular cases of change (specific socio-cultural, economic, and political circumstances). Both elements are essential to understanding higher education change. That is to say, explanation for social change is, as Giddens (1984) points out, contextual. Higher education is a particular context within the social system and the part of the entire society. It is inevitable to link the analytical object, higher education, to a larger picture in order to achieve better understanding on the mutating university systems.

When drawing down from general theory on social change to contextual analysis of higher education, one of main analytical problems is how to relate the higher education systems to outside subsystems and society as a whole. The issue is not new. It is associated with the boundaries of higher education studies. Burton Clark (1983) and Tony Becher / Maurice Kogan (1992), for instance, offer an internalist perspective; “The focus is on how the workings of that system can best be understood and explained, in terms of that internal logic as much as of any extrinsic rationale” (Becher and Kogan 1992, 1). They link the higher education system to the outside the world with the view from the inside, so that higher education actors’ recognition of extrinsic rationale and their response to external demands are objects to be analyzed. This internalist view tends to be taken by higher education scholars both consciously and unconsciously.

This book takes an internalist perspective on the changing environment outside the university system, which is analyzed in relation to internal trends in the university system. An internalist primarily pays attention to change in the university system per se as a prime object to be conceptualized and analyzed, rather than the changing external environment as such. The internalist analyzes the universities in relation to broader contexts such as the economic and socio-cultural environment surrounding the universities. The higher education system, in such an internalist perspective, is open and loosely coupled (Becher and Kogan 1992). In this respect, it is significant to focus upon the main stakeholders’ perspectives and values—what they identify in societal environment, and how they relate the university system to external climates—rather than macro-analysis on changing external environment per se.

Key concepts dealt with in this book follow: (i) authorities and/or stakeholders; (ii) policy; (iii) ideology; and (iv) change in higher education policy and coordination.

Authorities

The identification of and analytical approach to authorities varies according to scholars’ academic stance. The traditional Marxist approach tends to focus on the bipolar power of government and higher education institutions. It condemns the state as an “instrument” or “executive committee” of a dominant class. Authority, for them, is the ruling class.

Elite theorist approach focuses on power and domination. Elite theorists believe that social relations are suffused with the exercise of power. Social conflicts and exchanges are shaped differently in different contexts. Authority is, for elite theorists, the form of disguised power in which elite rule based on the presumed and manipulated consent of the ruled is justified and legitimized (Dunleavy and O’Leary 1987, 149). The main concern in elitism is the role of political leaderships, the predominance of bureaucracies in shaping policy making, and the strong policy connections between government activities and major economic interests (see Dunleavy and O’Leary 1987, 164-97).

Pluralists reject the idea of absolute unified state power, and tend not to refer to the “state” as such, but to “government.” Their analysis highlights interest groups, party competition, and election. Authority, for them, cannot be understood in terms of class-based political divisions or left-right ideological conflicts, but as governments’ power and multiple participations in decision making.

This book applies a pluralist perspective because pluralist viewpoints become particularly significant in higher education contexts, as Guy Neave (2002) suggests. As higher education has grown, so the number of stakeholders has increased, and they have brought multiple values to higher education sectors. The pluralistic approach is also useful in understanding current higher education trends, namely, the marketization of higher education, for which the power of multiple actors such as government agencies, university executives, and consumers needs to be examined.

Policy

Policy is, as pointed out before, the “authoritative allocation of values” (Kogan 1975, 55). This definition suggests that policy is related to values and power. Stephen Ball, accepting this definition, identifies the traits of policy as follows: “Logically, then, policies cannot be divorced from interests, from conflict, from domination or from justice . . . Discontinuities, compromises, omissions, and exceptions are also important. Sometimes they are of prime importance” (Ball 1990, 3). Those traits imply that not only values and power but also the actors’ interest, power relationship, and political negotiation are significant elements contained in the concept of policy. This study, accepting Ball’s and Kogan’s definition, focuses on those conceptual components.

Ideology

Ideology is also often linked to power. Brian Salter and Ted Tapper, focusing on the state power, conceptualize that ideological power is the state’s socio-political power, namely, “the authority to promote particular sets of values,” which legitimizes state intervention in the universities (1994, 5). Salter and Tapper argue that “if the state was to bring higher education under its control, it had first to develop an ideology which not only justified the intervention required but also successfully challenged the dominance of the traditional liberal ideal” (1994, 15). This argument gives an insight into the relationship between ideology, power, and control. In their claim, ideology is used to change the mode of control and gain power; ideology functions as not only justification but also serves to subordinate existing dominant ideology.

The initial proposition of the book is that ideology can bring about political dynamism to transform the higher education systems under certain political, socio-cultural, and economic conditions. Neoliberalism and university autonomy may work as ideology to shift or maintain the power of authorities or stakeholders and their positions in the university sector.

Change

It can be assumed that there is no universal law to govern the change of higher education policies and coordination and it is impossible to create a general theory of higher education change. Therefore, change is ultimately understood in context. This stance, however, does not impede theoretical effort to provide common explanation for some changes since it is not necessary to offer a law to explain common changes. It can be possible to identify common conditions and provide paradigm.

Change in the university policies and coordination is related to the shift in governments’ and other stakeholders’ values and ideology. For example, Ball, in the British context of policy change, argues that “policy changes in education can be traced to ideological shifts and changing patterns of influence within the Conservative Party, to the institutional ambitions of the DES [Department of Education and Science], and to the impact and commitment of Secretaries of State and their ministers” (1990, 15). Salter and Tapper emphasize the influence of the ideology over the shape of the higher education system in England, arguing the following:

What our theory also makes clear is that change in these functions [socio-political functions of higher education] cannot simply occur but has to be legitimised by a parallel, or preferably a preceding, change in the values of higher education. Thus, the exercise of ideological power by the state is essential if it is to wield any significant influence over the shape of higher education. (1994, 7)

Comparison

Comparison between different higher education settings is useful in terms of contributing to general theory on higher education change. The book offers some causal explanation for higher education change in policy and coordination, concerning values and ideology between two higher education settings.

The book focuses on the Japanese and English university systems because of their similarities in terms of the application of neoliberal policy and difference in modes of policy making and coordination. The two also differ in terms of the interpretations and effect of neoliberalism and the implication for change in the relationship between central authorities, the universities, and the market. The impact of neoliberalism on the university sector in Japan can be interpreted in various ways. One interpretation, which tends to be made by economists, focuses on the continuity of the market function in the university sector. The market has been functioning in the Japanese university system since 1945 or earlier in terms of a substantial number of private universities (74.9 percent in 2003, according to Statistical Abstract published by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology [MECSST]), and students’ and their parents’ payment of tuition fees in both national and private university sectors. The 2004 corporatization of national universities and the increase of financial selectivity in research-project funding in the last two decades suggest further moves in the direction of pure market. Another interpretation is made by sociologists, who see a paradoxical shift in the Japanese university system, giving attention to the continuity of the ministerial regulation of both national university corporations and private universities on the one hand, and partial ministerial de-regulation since the 1990s on the other. In addition to the different economic and sociological perspectives on the market and the marketization of the Japanese university system, a gap between governmental and ministerial neoliberal discourses suggests a complex picture of the neoliberal impact in Japan. Government articulates neoliberal discourse and policy agenda, while the Ministry tends to omit or de-emphasize radical neoliberal discourse and argument in its publications and press releases. Overall, the Japanese interpretation of neoliberalism is close to classic liberal ideas in which the role of the state in the university system is understood negatively.

In England, the effects
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