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Abstract: Driven by globalization and
digitalization, the governance models of
higher education are undergoing profound
changes. This study explores the impact
mechanisms of globalization on higher
education governance, analyzes the
challenges of balancing public and market
logics, the blurring of responsibilities
among multiple stakeholders, and the lag of
institutional adaptation to technological
change. It proposes strategies for future
governance, including building adaptive
governance mechanisms, optimizing
multi-stakeholder collaborative
frameworks, and promoting institutional
innovations that balance technological
empowerment with value preservation.
These strategies aim to address the
challenges posed by globalization and drive
innovation in higher education governance
models.
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1. Introduction
The governance system of contemporary
higher education is experiencing a profound
paradigm shift. According to the latest OECD
research report [1], the rapid development of
digital technology and the deepening of
globalization are reshaping the organizational
forms and operational mechanisms of higher
education. This shift has been particularly
evident during the COVID-19 pandemic,
prompting global universities to re-examine
the effectiveness and adaptability of their
governance models.
From an international comparative perspective,
current higher education governance exhibits
three significant characteristics: First, digital
governance is emerging as a new trend. The
World Bank's education strategy report
indicates that the application of artificial

intelligence and big data technologies is
driving university decision-making from
experience-oriented to data-driven [2]. Second,
the concept of sustainable development has
been deeply integrated into university
governance practices. Global survey data from
the International Association of Universities
[3] shows that over 80% of member
universities have incorporated ESG principles
into their strategic planning. Third, the
intensification of global education market
competition has increased the complexity of
governance, demanding that universities
establish more flexible organizational
structures.
In the Chinese context, the reform of higher
education governance has distinct local
characteristics. With the deepening of the
"Double First-Class" initiative, the
modernization of Chinese university
governance has accelerated significantly.
Statistics from the Ministry of Education show
that by 2022, key universities nationwide have
essentially completed the revision of their
charters, laying a solid institutional foundation
for governance reform [4]. However, this
transformation process also faces unique
challenges in balancing academic autonomy
with public accountability and technological
efficiency with humanistic values [5].

2. Theoretical Foundations of Globalization
and Higher Education

2.1 Core Values of Higher Education
In the era of globalization, the core values of
higher education are undergoing profound
reconstruction. The traditional three core
functions—knowledge innovation, talent
cultivation, and social service—are expanding
towards a more inclusive dimension.
UNESCO has recently proposed that higher
education should take on new missions of
promoting sustainable development and
nurturing global citizens [6]. The current value
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system of higher education exhibits three
major characteristics: First, democratization of
knowledge, with digital technology driving
educational inclusivity; second, cultural
integration, with 85% of universities listing
cross-cultural understanding as a strategic
goal; and third, innovation-driven
development, with 60% of global R&D
investment flowing into universities. China's
"Double First-Class" initiative, characterized
by its commitment to "cultivating virtue and
talent," not only inherits traditional values but
also innovatively responds to global
governance demands, providing an important
paradigm for the modernization of higher
education in developing countries.

2.2 Impact Mechanisms of Globalization on
Higher Education Governance
The globalization process is reconstructing the
higher education governance system through
two mutually reinforcing dimensions: market
transformation and technological change. In
the market dimension, the logic of global
competition is profoundly reshaping the
resource allocation mechanisms of higher
education. Under the neoliberal policy
framework, the funding structure of higher
education has undergone a fundamental shift,
with OECD data showing a continuous
decline in the proportion of public funding for
higher education in its member countries [1].
This market pressure has given rise to three
significant effects: the commodification of
academic output, the standardization of
quality assessment, and the diversification of
educational providers.
In the technological dimension, digital
transformation is reconstructing the
underlying logic of governance. Disruptive
technologies such as 5G and artificial
intelligence are not only changing the way
education is delivered but also profoundly
affecting the governance structure itself. This
impact is mainly reflected in three aspects: the
data-driven shift in governance
decision-making, the flattening of
organizational hierarchies, and the
decentralization of power relations [7]. It is
important to note that these two dimensions
are not acting independently but are forming a
mutually reinforcing feedback loop: market
demand accelerates technological adoption,
while technological innovation further

expands market boundaries.

3. Impact of Globalization on Higher
Education Governance Models

3.1 Classification of Higher Education
Governance Models
Higher education governance has its unique
background factors and influences the
transformation of governance models. The
*Encyclopedia Britannica* categorizes higher
education governance models into five types:
centralized control, central and local
decentralization, university autonomy,
socialist centralized control, and local
decentralization. These five models can be
further summarized into three types:
centralized administrative direct management
model, market-oriented decentralized
management model, and combined centralized
and decentralized indirect macro-management
model [8].
3.1.1 Centralized Administrative Direct
Management Model
The management of higher education is
centralized at the national level, with the
central government holding the primary
decision-making and management authority
over higher education activities. The
government regulates higher education
activities through planning, legislation,
funding, and supervision, and local
governments and higher education institutions
are subject to the guidance and oversight of
national authorities. This model is exemplified
by France, where the highest decision-making
body is the Ministry of Education. The
governance structure follows a "Ministry of
Education → University District →
University" hierarchy, giving the government
nearly complete control over all aspects of
university management.
3.1.2 Market-Oriented Decentralized
Management Model
In this model, the decision-making power for
higher education activities mainly lies in the
hands of local governments and their groups,
which govern higher education operations
according to their own considerations and
methods. Education is managed autonomously
at the local level, with the central government
playing a supportive and advisory role, and
national intervention is only exercised when
necessary. The United States and Germany are
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examples of this model. The Anglo-Saxon
model, represented by the United States,
highlights the logic of market-oriented
governance. Its typical features include a
diversified composition of educational
providers, a competitive funding allocation
mechanism, and a tradition of high
institutional autonomy in universities [9]. The
U.S. Department of Education primarily offers
guidance and consulting services and does not
have direct decision-making or jurisdictional
authority over higher education.
3.1.3 Combined Centralized and
Decentralized Indirect Macro-Management
Model
In this model, both national intervention and
market forces coexist, and there is a buffering
or organizational force between the
government and higher education institutions.
This force coordinates the relationship
between the state and higher education. The
United Kingdom and Japan are representative
countries of this model. In the UK, the
intermediary body is the "University Grants
Committee," which has dual nature and
functions. On one hand, it is the guardian of
university autonomy, and on the other hand, it
reflects the functions of national higher
education. It coordinates the relationship
between national power and university
autonomy, presenting a combined centralized
and decentralized indirect macro-management
model through this buffering organization.

3.2 Evolution Trends of Higher Education
Governance Models under Globalization
Under the continuous impact of globalization,
higher education governance models are
undergoing profound transformation and
reconstruction. This evolutionary process
exhibits several significant characteristics,
reflecting the institutional adjustments of
higher education institutions in response to the
challenges of globalization. In terms of
governance philosophy, the traditional
national-centric governance paradigm is being
supplemented by a more open and flexible
global governance mindset. With the
intensification of cross-border education flows
and the expansion of global knowledge
networks, a single national perspective is no
longer sufficient to address the complex issues
of higher education. This shift prompts the
governance philosophy to move from closed

to open and from singular to pluralistic,
forming a more inclusive global governance
vision.
In terms of power configuration, the
governance subjects are showing a clear trend
of diversification. The traditional governance
pattern dominated by the government is being
replaced by a composite governance structure
involving multiple stakeholders. International
organizations, multinational corporations, and
non-governmental organizations are emerging
as new governance subjects. They are
intervening in higher education governance
through standard-setting, quality certification,
funding support, and other means, forming a
new type of multi-centered and networked
governance structure.
Regarding institutional innovation, the hybrid
governance model is increasingly becoming
the mainstream choice. Higher education
systems in various countries are actively
absorbing the advantageous elements of other
governance models while maintaining their
local characteristics. For example, countries
that traditionally adopt a state-led model are
beginning to introduce market mechanisms,
while market-driven systems are strengthening
government macro-control. This fusion of
systems creates a more adaptive governance
arrangement.
It is important to note that the evolution of
governance under globalization is not a linear
process but is full of tensions and
contradictions. On the one hand, global
convergence forces are driving the
internationalization of governance standards;
on the other hand, local demands require the
maintenance of institutional particularity. This
tension gives contemporary higher education
governance the distinct characteristic of
"glocalization."

4. Challenges of Higher Education
Governance Models under Globalization

4.1 Impact of Market Mechanism under
Globalization
The marketization reform of higher education
is facing deep-seated institutional challenges.
The introduction of market mechanisms stems
from two interrelated aspects: First, consumer
choice freedom can enhance the quality of
educational services; second, competitive
pressure can drive improvements in
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educational institutions. However, this
market-oriented transformation has
encountered multiple difficulties in practice.
Essentially, there is a fundamental conflict
between the public nature of educational
services and market logic. Traditionally,
higher education as a public service has seen a
paradox in its marketization process: the
semi-autonomous school system established to
meet "consumer" demands may actually
weaken the public responsibility of education
[10]. This shift not only changes the way
educational resources are allocated but also
profoundly reconstructs the value base of
higher education—from a public service to a
private good.
The management changes brought about by
marketization reform also face practical
difficulties. Although the principles of
cost-effectiveness and student demand
orientation have indeed improved the
operational efficiency of some universities,
the simple transplantation of corporate
management models may overlook the
particularities of academic organizations. The
implementation of human-oriented
management concepts in administrative
practice is uneven, and the underlying
contradiction lies in how to coordinate
academic freedom with market discipline.
More complex is the homogenization pressure
caused by market forces under globalization.
The "world-class" standards shaped by
international ranking systems are eroding the
local characteristics and cultural diversity of
higher education [11]. This standardization
trend is in tension with local demands,
especially in developing countries. When
institutions compete to imitate so-called
international "best practices," they often
neglect the actual needs of local
socio-economic development, leading to a
disconnection between governance models
and local contexts.

4.2 Emphasis on Accountability under
Globalization
The diversification of higher education
governance systems is triggering profound
changes in the allocation of responsibilities.
As globalization progresses, the traditional
single governance model dominated by the
government is gradually being replaced by a
composite governance structure involving

multiple stakeholders. While this shift
expands resource channels, it also brings
significant governance challenges.
From the perspective of governance subjects,
multinational corporations are deeply involved
in curriculum design and talent cultivation
through industry-university cooperation;
international organizations influence
university development strategies through
quality certification and ranking systems; and
social groups participate in quality supervision
through third-party assessments. Although this
diversification of subjects enriches
governance resources, it blurs the once-clear
boundaries of responsibility. For example, in
core matters such as academic program design,
conflicts often arise between government
planning, market demands, and academic
standards, leading to decision-making
deadlocks.
From the perspective of institutional operation,
the multi-stakeholder governance structure has
created three governance challenges: First, the
extended decision-making chain leads to
efficiency losses. Studies have shown that for
every additional stakeholder involved in
decision-making, the average decision-making
cycle is extended by 23% [1]. Second, the
attribution of responsibility becomes
ambiguous. When educational quality issues
arise, it is easy for the government,
universities, and social institutions to shift
blame. Third, the fragmentation of value goals.
Governance plans proposed by different
stakeholders based on their own interests often
fail to form a strategic synergy.

4.3 Information Technology Construction
under Globalization
The digital technology revolution is
profoundly reshaping the higher education
ecosystem. While accelerating knowledge
dissemination and promoting globalization, it
also poses new challenges to traditional
university governance models. As the core
venue for knowledge production and
dissemination, the excellence of modern
universities is now not only determined by the
quality of academic research but also closely
related to their digital infrastructure [12]. This
technological dependency has been
particularly evident in the post-pandemic era,
where remote teaching and research
collaboration have become the norm,
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transforming information technology from a
supplementary tool to a key infrastructure.
However, there is a significant asynchrony
between technological penetration and
institutional adaptation. The iteration speed of
digital technology far exceeds the institutional
updating capacity of higher education
organizations. This asynchrony leads to
structural contradictions in two dimensions: In
terms of governance, the traditional
management mode designed based on the
industrial-era bureaucracy is difficult to adapt
to the flexibility and openness required by the
digital age. In terms of values, the
efficiency-oriented technological rationality is
in continuous tension with the value pursuit of
academic tradition. Specifically, this is
manifested in the imbalance between
quantitative indicators and qualitative
assessment in the scientific research
evaluation system, the conflict between mass
education needs and elite quality standards,
and the trade-off between short-term
performance pressure and long-term academic
mission [13].
More alarmingly, the Matthew effect of
technological application is exacerbating
inequality in higher education. Differences in
resource endowment are widening the digital
divide between institutions, and universities in
developing countries face systemic
disadvantages in the technological race. This
technological differentiation not only affects
educational quality but may also solidify the
peripheral status in the global knowledge
production system.

5. Path Construction of Future Higher
Education Governance Models under
Globalization

5.1 Balancing the Public Nature of
Educational Services and Market Logic
One of the core challenges of higher education
governance under globalization is how to
maintain the public nature of education in the
face of market trends. This balance needs to
be advanced from three aspects: institutional
design, operational mechanisms, and cultural
construction. In terms of institutional design, a
classified guidance governance framework
should be established. Through differentiated
policy guidance and funding support
mechanisms, it is necessary to ensure that

universities of different types can fulfill their
public education missions while pursuing
educational benefits [14].
In terms of operational mechanisms, it is
necessary to build a market-oriented rule
system that can both stimulate vitality and
ensure quality. This includes establishing
scientific market entry standards, improving
quality monitoring mechanisms, and
designing rational resource allocation methods.
It is particularly important to avoid the simple
transplantation of corporate management
models to the field of higher education and to
fully consider the particularities of academic
organizations. By introducing market
competition while protecting academic
freedom, the Netherlands' practice of
establishing a "social impact assessment"
system, which incorporates
non-market-oriented indicators such as
community service and cultural heritage into
the evaluation, can effectively balance the
pursuit of efficiency with value adherence.
In terms of cultural construction, it is
necessary to pay attention to the organic
integration of local characteristics and
internationalization. Faced with the
homogenization pressure brought by
international ranking systems, universities
should focus on regional development needs
and cultivate characteristic disciplines and
advantageous fields. Universities in
developing countries, in particular, need to
avoid blindly imitating the so-called
"world-class" models and should find suitable
development paths in the global education
ecosystem through differentiated positioning.
The successful experience of the University of
Cape Town in South Africa, which has
enhanced its international influence by
focusing on the development of African
studies and other characteristic fields while
maintaining local characteristics, is worth
learning from.
The establishment of this balance mechanism
not only helps to resolve the tension between
marketization and public service but also
promotes the diversified development of
higher education systems. The key is to build
a new type of governance model that can
adapt to the market environment and adhere to
the essence of education through institutional
innovation, enabling universities to maintain
their characteristics and vitality in global
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competition.

5.2 Building a Clear Multi-Stakeholder
Collaborative Governance Framework
In the face of the trend of diversified
governance subjects in higher education under
globalization, it is necessary to establish a
collaborative governance system with clear
responsibilities and efficient operation. The
construction of this system should focus on
three key dimensions: In terms of
responsibility division, the functional
boundaries between the government,
universities, and social forces should be
clearly defined through institutionalization
[15]. The practice of the UK's Office for
Students (OFS) provides a useful reference.
Its "strategic guidance - operational
autonomy" model ensures the implementation
of national education policies while fully
respecting the autonomy of universities,
achieving a benign interaction between
government macro-control and institutional
independent development.
In terms of optimizing the decision-making
mechanism, it is necessary to establish a
scientific and rational tiered decision-making
system. By setting up specialized advisory
committees or expert think tanks, the interest
demands of multiple parties such as
government departments, industry, and social
organizations can be integrated to ensure that
major decisions are both strategic and feasible.
This mechanism design can effectively
improve the quality of decision-making, avoid
efficiency losses caused by too many
stakeholders, and enhance the transparency
and credibility of the decision-making
process.
The improvement of international
coordination mechanisms is also indispensable.
In the global education governance landscape,
it is necessary to fully leverage the platform
role of international organizations such as
UNESCO to promote the formation of widely
recognized governance criteria and quality
standards. This international dialogue not only
helps to exchange and learn from each other's
governance experiences but also reduces
governance friction caused by cultural
differences and institutional barriers,
promoting the overall improvement of global
higher education governance levels. It is
important to note that international

coordination should respect the particularity
of each country's educational sovereignty and
avoid the simple convergence of governance
models.

5.3 Technological Empowerment and Value
Preservation through Institutional
Innovation
Facing the governance challenges brought by
digital transformation, higher education needs
to establish a new type of institutional system
that balances technological innovation with
value inheritance. The key is to build an agile
response mechanism. By setting up
specialized digital transformation institutions
to continuously track technological trends and
promote institutional adaptation, the time gap
between technological application and rule
updating can be shortened. The technology
impact assessment mechanism of Dutch
universities shows that data-driven predictive
governance can effectively enhance
institutions' technological adaptability and
make decision-making more forward-looking.
In terms of technology ethics, it is necessary
to establish a multi-level review mechanism to
ensure that the application of new
technologies such as artificial intelligence
does not harm academic freedom and
educational equity. The working model of
Cambridge University's AI Ethics Committee
shows that interdisciplinary ethical review can
ensure technological innovation while
maintaining core academic values. At the
same time, the innovation of the evaluation
system is also important. It is necessary to
break through the limitations of single
quantitative indicators and build a
multi-dimensional evaluation framework that
balances quantity and quality. The
"responsible indicators" reform of Norwegian
universities, which introduces comprehensive
dimensions such as social impact and
educational quality, provides a practical
example of balancing technological rationality
with humanistic values.
The construction of long-term value
protection mechanisms cannot be ignored.
Through institutional designs such as
endowment funds and tenure systems, a
relatively stable environment can be created
for academic research to avoid the erosion of
education essence by excessive marketization
and technological worship. The practice of top
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universities such as Harvard University has
proved that this institutional buffer can
effectively balance short-term performance
pressure with long-term academic missions
and enable universities to maintain their focus
in the face of technological changes. These
institutional innovations together constitute a
governance system that can both embrace
technological progress and preserve the
essence of education, providing institutional
guarantees for the development of higher
education in the globalization era.

6. Conclusion
The globalization process has profoundly
changed the internal and external environment
of higher education governance, bringing
multiple challenges such as the introduction of
market mechanisms, the reconstruction of
responsibility and rights, and the impact of
information technology. These challenges
highlight the conflict between the public
nature of education and market logic, increase
the complexity of diversified governance
subjects, and trigger contradictions between
technological application and institutional
adaptation. However, challenges also bring
opportunities. By building adaptive
governance mechanisms, clarifying the
boundaries of responsibilities, improving the
efficiency of governance, and strengthening
institutional innovations that balance
technological adaptation with value
preservation, higher education governance
models can better serve social needs and
promote knowledge innovation and talent
cultivation. Future higher education
governance models should seek balance
between globalization and localization,
marketization and publicness, and technology
and humanity, exploring a sustainable
development path that combines flexibility
and stability.
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