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SUMMARY 

In the twenty-first century, higher education has come to be considered a powerful tool to 

develop human capital for national competitiveness in the era of globalization. Meanwhile, the 

higher education sector in Cambodia has gained considerable momentum for the country’s 

development as its economy is moving toward a knowledge-based future. Notably, research on 

higher education in Cambodia has increasingly attracted attention from both international and 

national scholars, yielding a number of research publications. Despite this, previous research 

tends to overlook the stakeholder involvement issues in the higher education sector and very 

few studies focus on the institutional governance issues in the sector. This constitutes a critical 

lack of knowledge in this area. The research featured in this dissertation aims to fill this 

knowledge gap by examining the development of the higher education sector in Cambodia with 

a specific focus on stakeholder involvement and institutional governance since the sector has 

been privatized, along with limited public funding and insufficient resources. Therefore, this 

dissertation raises the following research question: “How does stakeholder involvement in the 

Cambodian higher education sector affect the governance of HEIs, upon the transition toward 

privatization, in shaping educational quality for the labour market in Cambodia?” 

 This study employs a qualitative method based on an interpretivist approach to inquiry 

in order to answer the above research question. It draws on data mainly generated from semi-

structured interviews with 46 research participants from relevant institutions, namely the 

government institutions, development partners, higher education institutions (HEIs), and the 

private sector. Purposive and snowball sampling methods have been employed to select 

research participants for the study. In addition, the researcher constitutes a research tool 

negotiating with the participants as to how the data are constructed and interpreted. The data 

collection was primarily conducted from December 2012 to December 2013 with some 

subsequent interviews in 2014, in four regions in Cambodia: Phnom Penh, Kampong Cham, 

Svay Rieng, and Kratie. The study employs the concepts of entrepreneurial university, triple 

helix model, and institutional governing body as guiding tools to analyse the development of 

HEIs, stakeholder involvement, and institutional governance of HEIs in Cambodia respectively. 

 The study has found that HEIs in Cambodia have appeared to exclude the 

entrepreneurial university model to adopt the profit-based business model, putting Cambodian 

higher education in a challenging position to move forward for national competitiveness. In 
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addition, the study has revealed that higher education stakeholders in Cambodia constitute four 

major groups: the government, development partners, HEIs, and private sector. These 

stakeholder groups have been involved in the sector albeit at different levels. Their 

collaboration is proved to be so limited that it could not bring about any significant changes to 

advance the sector. The limited collaboration results from the challenges at both national and 

institutional levels and is considered an impediment to the development process of the sector. 

This problem has posed a threat to the higher education quality in Cambodia in producing 

qualified graduates for the competitive labour market for the ASEAN Economic Community. 

 The study has also shown that the reforms in the Cambodian higher education sector in 

terms of privatization have direct implications for how HEIs are governed. Although 

institutional autonomy is granted to HEIs, it has yet to bring about any satisfactory 

improvements for institutional development. Notably, decision-making power has appeared to 

be concentrated at the top at the institutional level, following a top-down approach. HEIs have 

encountered an impediment to development, influenced by commercialization and 

politicization, constituting the main challenges for the responsiveness and effectiveness of HEIs 

to address the actual needs and interests of the stakeholders and to help develop the country’s 

economy. Implicitly, market and political forces have increasingly blurred the distinction 

between public and private HEIs. 

 The dissertation contributes to theoretical debates on stakeholder involvement and 

institutional governance in Cambodia and beyond. This research challenges the applicability of 

the triple helix model of innovation within the context of developing countries. The study 

argues that the model requires a contextual adjustment as in the case of Cambodia in which the 

fourth helix “development partner” is to be added to the original model, constituting “a 

quadruple helix model” to study stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector in 

donor-dependent Cambodia. Moreover, the practice of increased institutional autonomy 

requires a closer examination as it may result in profit-orientation and concentrated power of 

the ruling political party although it is expected to help enhance educational quality and develop 

institutions. This issue calls for further empirical studies in Cambodia as well as other 

developing and transitioning countries to contribute to the body of knowledge in the field. 

 Finally, the research has important implications for the development of the higher 

education sector in Cambodia and other countries sharing similar social, political and economic 

environment. It is important that HEIs start to work collaboratively with other external 
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stakeholders as they cannot work in isolation in order to secure their future and to improve the 

quality of their services. In addition, HEIs need to take the lead in the stakeholder collaboration 

and carry out entrepreneurial activities with the values added to their core functions of teaching, 

research and public services. Importantly, institutional leadership and management need to 

perform independently of political interference to improve educational quality and to create a 

culture of discussion and commitment in order to develop a culture of good governance within 

HEIs. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND OF THE RESEARCH 
 

Today, more than ever before in human history, the wealth – or poverty – of nations depends 

on the quality of higher education. Those with a larger repertoire of skills and a greater 

capacity for learning can look forward to lifetimes of unprecedented economic fulfilment. 

But in the coming decades the poorly educated face little better than the dreary prospects of 

lives of quiet desperation. (Malcolm Gillis, President of Rice University, 12 February 1999) 

 

1.1 Introduction 

When in 1997 the first fee-paying private university (Norton) was opened by the Prime 

Minister Hun Sen, it marked the radical change in higher education financing policy in 

Cambodia. Private universities would not receive any public financial support. The Foreign 

Languages Centre (currently known as Institute of Foreign Languages) at the Royal 

University of Phnom Penh (RUPP) was permitted to charge fees, thereby enabling it to retain 

its qualified professors at an adequate salary level. Meanwhile, public university staff, who 

had been moonlighting on much better remuneration at Norton and other private universities, 

brought back to the public institutions the case for institutional improvement by introducing 

fee income. Given the incentive of fee income, the staff of universities, both private and 

public, soon established much more flexible programs to suit the needs of those who could 

afford to pay the fees. Only in 2000 did the charging of fees in a few public HEIs come to 

require the formal authorization by the Prime Minister. Such a policy shift in the sector is 

seen to pose more challenges than hope for quality education in Cambodia. 

 The proliferation of private providers and fee-paying programs in public HEIs has 

marked a clear transition toward the market model, reducing the reliance on government 

control and funding. In addition, one significant reform in the sector is known as the 

transformation of some public HEIs into autonomous institutions under the Public 

Administrative Status (PAI) status
1
 to lessen the government’s financial burden and improve 

                                                           
1
 With the status, HEIs are granted greater autonomy in financial and academic issues and are operated under the 

direction of their governing boards instead of the direct supervision of a parent ministry (Chet 2006). 
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the quality of education (Touch, Mok, & You, 2014). The transition has, on the one hand, 

resulted in a rapid expansion of the sector in terms of the number of HEIs and student 

enrolments but, on the other hand, it carries implications for efficiency and teaching quality 

within the sector (Ford, 2003, 2006). Chet (2009) has found some challenges including poor 

quality programs, inadequate quality assurance, weak governance and management, lack of 

strategic leadership and planning, and lack of transparency in the selection of management 

and academic staff in public HEIs. Notably, private HEIs depend almost entirely on tuition 

fees (Un, Chuon, & Ngin, 2013), a situation shared by public HEIs, which are now up to 80 

percent privately funded (Ahrens & McNamara, 2013). Research is almost non-existent in the 

HE sector in Cambodia (Chet, 2009). These challenges have caused a growing concern over 

the governance of HEIs in providing quality education services that aim to produce qualified 

human resources for the country’s economy. 

 In order to address the quality issues in the sector, the Cambodian government has 

recognized that HEIs cannot work in isolation to improve the quality of their educational 

services nor can the government ensure the quality education in the absence of stakeholder 

involvement. The Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport (MoEYS), therefore, created the 

Higher Education Technical Working Group (HETWG) in 2013 to involve different 

stakeholders including government officials, rectors from public HEIs, representatives from 

private HEIs, donor agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the private sector 

to address issues in higher education. Moreover, over the last few years, some workshops, 

policy-roundtable discussions, and seminars have been conducted to involve stakeholders 

from relevant institutions to share ideas and to discuss how to boost the sector. Despite this, 

the stakeholder collaboration in the sector has remained very limited. Nith (2013) has noted 

that there is a disconnection between HEIs and the private sector and only few HEIs have 

program linkages with the industries. 

 As regional integration deepens with the ASEAN Economic Community
2
 (AEC), 

Cambodia risks being left behind unless it improves its higher education sector, a crucial 

instrument of the country’s economic growth. Welch (2011) notes that the governments of 

the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) are no exception in stressing higher 

                                                           
2
 The AEC envisions the four key characteristics: (1) a single market and production base, (2) a highly 

competitive economic region, (3) a region of equitable economic development, and (4) a region fully integrated 

into the global economy (ASEAN, 2008, p. 6). 
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education for their socio-economic development in the knowledge-based economy
3
. 

Meanwhile, the higher education sector in the region is facing challenges due to the 

increasing demands for higher education, limited public funding, global competitiveness and 

ever-changing need of the knowledge-based economy. Notably, some developed economies 

in the region have appeared to fully embrace the concept of entrepreneurial university, a 

global trend toward industry engagement in the knowledge-based economy (C. Sam & van 

der Sijde, 2014), to promote the stakeholder collaboration and improve educational quality to 

develop qualified human resources for the labour market in the ASEAN common market. 

However, this concept has become an emerging or even a new phenomenon in less-developed 

economies like Cambodia. 

 Although a number of studies have been conducted on higher education issues in 

Cambodia (e.g. Chet, 2009; Duggan, 1997; Dy, 2013a, 2015; Kwok et al., 2010; Sen, 2013; 

Sen & Ros, 2013, etc.), they tend to overlook the issue of stakeholder collaboration, which is 

considered the key source of innovation and economic development. Moreover, although 

crucial to secure future of HEIs and improve the educational quality during the limited public 

funding for higher education, the concept of entrepreneurial university, a driver of the 

stakeholder collaboration, has yet to be examined for the Cambodian case. In other words, 

while the concept has been widely adopted and discussed in developed countries, there is 

only scant literature addressing this concept for developing countries, Cambodia in particular. 

In addition, there is very little empirical research on Cambodian HEI governance, which 

constitutes a critical issue to be examined as it has remained unclear as to how HEIs are 

governed to improve their educational quality while the higher education sector in Cambodia 

is in transition toward the market model. Therefore, this dissertation raises the following 

research question: “How does stakeholder involvement in the Cambodian higher education 

sector affect the governance of HEIs, upon the transition toward privatization, in shaping 

educational quality for the labour market in Cambodia?” 

 This dissertation aims to answer the above research question based on an empirical 

study. The dissertation comprises a compilation of four core articles. As this PhD takes up a 

publication approach, each of the four articles consists of its own characteristics shaped for 

publication in different peer-reviewed journals. Chapter Two is a review article providing the 

                                                           
3
 “ ... trends in advanced economies toward greater dependence on knowledge, information and high skill levels, 

and the increasing need for ready access to all of these by the business and public sectors” (Organisation for 

Economic Cooperation and Development - OECD, 2005, p. 28). 
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state-of-art concept of entrepreneurial university from the perspectives of higher education 

models in the developed world to build a theoretical foundation for the empirical study in 

Cambodia as a donor-dependent country. The empirical study has yielded three empirical 

articles as provided in the following chapters: Three, Four and Five. Each of these chapters is 

comprised of research background, literature review, research methodology, research 

findings, discussion and conclusion. The current introductory chapter aims to pull the 

different chapters together and establish the overall argument and relevance for the 

dissertation as a whole. Chapter One is structured in the following manners. The next section 

provides the significance and relevance of the study, followed by research questions and the 

background of study. It then discusses the theoretical and conceptual assumptions 

underpinning this research. It proceeds with the overall methodology employed under this 

research project. The chapter then presents research ethics, research setting within the 

Cambodia Research Program, and the scientific outputs of the research project. It concludes 

with an outline of the remaining chapters of the dissertation. 

1.2 Significance and relevance of the study 

1.2.1 Societal relevance 

This PhD research project is conducted at the right time in that the development of higher 

education in Cambodia is urgently needed as Cambodia’s economy is moving toward a 

knowledge-based future. In other words, the Cambodian government has placed a great 

emphasis on higher education to develop human capital in order to realize Cambodia 

development vision to become an upper-middle income country and a developed country by 

2030 and 2050 respectively (MoEYS, 2014b). The research project also responds to the 

priority four of the education action plan on reforming higher education under the new 

MoEYS leadership for quality education (Hang, 2015) and the Cambodia’s higher education 

vision 2030, aiming to build a quality higher education system to develop human resources 

for the global knowledge-based society (MoEYS, 2014c). Moreover, the upcoming AEC has 

made the study become even more crucial to contribute to the sector development, with an 

expectation to help prepare graduates well for their competitive participation in the ASEAN 

common market. 

 Therefore, it is expected that the findings of the study will inform the policymakers 

and institutional leaders of appropriate policy supports to enable HEIs to collaborate with 
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external stakeholders and to perform entrepreneurially in order to ensure quality education. In 

other words, the findings can be of an insightful input for HEIs to respond flexibly and 

quickly to the market demands by considering new roles in interacting with external 

stakeholders for quality education and for income diversification to secure their future in the 

marketplace. It is also anticipated that this project will be of a significant contribution to the 

recent national higher education reforms and the national policy to develop human resources 

with the right knowledge and relevant skills for economic development in the knowledge-

based society. 

1.2.2 Scientific relevance 

As earlier established, scant literature exists on higher education in Cambodia and even other 

developing countries, particularly concerning stakeholder involvement in the higher 

education sector, higher education development from the entrepreneurial university 

perspective, and university governance. The research project has thus been conducted to 

contribute to the scholarly work and theories on these issues. The study is expected to 

propose a conceptual model, which can be used to examine the stakeholder involvement in 

the higher education sector in Cambodia. The model can be used to extensively reflect the 

stakeholder involvement in higher education in other developing countries, which are largely 

dependent on international donors. This model can then be applied to add to the scholarly 

literature, contributing to the theory building on stakeholder involvement and interaction in 

the higher education domain in donor-dependent countries with Cambodia as a case study.  

 As has been indicated, the concept of entrepreneurial university has come as an 

emerging or even a new phenomenon in Cambodia and some other developing countries 

despite the fact that it is widely adopted and discussed in the Western world. The study will 

bring the concept into an extensive discussion, using a comparative study approach between 

Cambodia and other countries in the region. An examination of the university development in 

Cambodia in comparison with other countries in the region from the perspective of the 

entrepreneurial university will open a fresh perspective of looking into the development of 

higher education in Cambodia, building up new knowledge to be added to the scholarly work 

about higher education in donor-dependent Cambodia. In other words, it appears to pioneer 

the higher education literature in Cambodia and some other developing countries which are 

struggling to improve their higher education sector with their limited resources. 
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The research project is expected to provide deep insights into the issue of university 

governance in order to contribute to the academic literature by bringing different forms of 

higher education providers together for a comparative discussion and examining the 

challenges involved in the governing process while the sector is in transition toward the 

market model. The findings will be of importance to the researchers in the field who wish to 

study university governance in developing countries in particular which are either 

experiencing financial constraints or struggling to seek their own income for survival in the 

marketplace. The study will also contribute to a broad research debate on the institutional 

governance in Cambodia and the region while HEIs are granted an increased autonomy and 

are moving towards profit-seeking activities. All in all, the research project will significantly 

contribute to the academic literature and theories in the higher education domain. 

1.3 Research questions 

Central question 

How does stakeholder involvement in the Cambodian higher education sector affect the 

governance of HEIs, upon the transition toward privatization, in shaping educational quality 

for the labour market in Cambodia? 

Sub-questions 

1. How has the higher education sector developed, whether toward entrepreneurialism or 

commercialization, to respond to the labour market in Cambodia? 

2. Who are the stakeholders in the Cambodian higher education sector?   

3. To what extent and with what result do the stakeholders succeed in collaborating? 

4. How do higher education providers in Cambodia converge and/or diverge in their 

governance? 

5. What challenges are involved in the governing process toward quality education 

during the transition from state to market in Cambodia? 

1.4 Background of the study 

In Southeast Asia, Cambodia, a former French protectorate (from 1863 to 1953), has 

undergone a sequence of educational reforms in its history due to political and socio-

economic changes of the country. Between 1970 and 1975, the education system was 
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unstable due to political controversy and civil war (Ayres, 2000). Unlike other countries in 

the region, during the Khmer Rouge regime from 1975 to 1979, Cambodia suffered a massive 

loss and damage in both human resources and infrastructure. Schools and universities were 

closed and left to decay or used for other purposes such as for prisons and stables or an 

ammunition factory, as was the case of the Royal University of Agriculture (Ayres, 2000). 

Prasertsri (1996) asserts that many well-educated people such as teachers, intellectuals, 

students and professionals were killed or fled the country during the regime. After the fall of 

the regime, civil war prevailed for a decade, causing more destruction to buildings and 

equipment. The regime and the subsequent political instability, along with the limited budget 

of the government for the higher education sector, imposed a tight constraint to the sector 

development (Duggan, 1997). Chet (2006) concludes that the prolonged civil war, conflicting 

political ideologies, social upheaval, and uncoordinated economic reforms after the regime 

has impeded the development of higher education in Cambodia. Such a serious situation 

brought difficulties and challenges for the Cambodian government to restore its national 

education system virtually from scratch after the regime due to the severe shortage of human 

and financial resources. 

 After the United Nations-led general election in 1993, attention turned to the 

reconstruction and restoration of all kinds of infrastructure including human resources 

development (Dy, 2013a). Dy (2015) asserts that although the external assistance to the 

education sector was quite substantive, the higher education sector remained underfunded, 

underdeveloped and in urgent need of reforms because of the government’s and donors’ great 

emphasis on basic education as a priority for the country’s development. Prior to the late 

1990s, the government was the sole provider of higher education in the country under a 

tuition-free system (Chet, 2006; Heng, 2014). In this sense, the higher education sector was 

rather small in scope and scale as the student enrolment was restricted to the number of 

government scholarships and the number of HEIs was limited. 

In order to meet the urgent need of competent human resources to develop the country 

and to respond to the increasing demand for higher education, the Cambodian government 

has reformed and expanded the higher education sector. The reforms at a tertiary level can be 

seen through the curriculum restructuring by the introduction of the foundation year program
4
 

                                                           
4
 It is a one-year introductory program offered by HEIs as of 2005 to equip students with knowledge in four 

areas of study such as the arts and humanities, mathematics and science, social science, and foreign languages 

before they are allowed to start their bachelor’s program. 
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and the implementation of the transferable credit system
5
 (Chet, 2006). In 1997, the 

government introduced the privatization policy to involve the private sector in economic 

development (Chet, 2006). R. Sam, Zain, and Jamil (2012b) have noted, due to this policy, 

two important changes have occurred in the Cambodian higher education sector. First, fee-

paying programs are allowed in public HEIs in addition to the scholarship programs and, 

second, the private sector is permitted to be involved in higher education provision. These 

changes have resulted in a rapid expansion of the sector in terms of the number of HEIs and 

student enrolments. Noticeably, the private HEIs have increased their roles in providing 

education services and become the predominant providers of higher education in Cambodia 

(Chet, 2009). Although the rapid increase of HEIs is mainly concentrated in Phnom Penh, the 

capital city of Cambodia, the increasing competition and large unmet demand for higher 

education have extended the growth of HEIs, particularly the private ones, to provincial 

centres (Ford, 2006). There are 110 HEIs
6
 (43 public and 67 private) located in 19 provinces

7
 

and Phnom Penh, and of the 110 HEIs (see Figure 1.1), 63 (9 public and 54 private) are under 

the supervision of the MoEYS (MoEYS, 2015a) (see Appendix 6). 

Figure 1.1: Map of Cambodia 

 

                                                           
5
 It aims to facilitate student mobility among academic institutions and help part-time students in accumulating 

credit units (Chet, 2006). 
6
 HEIs in Cambodia are supervised by 14 government institutions, 57 percent of which are under the supervision 

of the MoEYS (You, 2012). 
7
 The provinces include Banteay Meanchey, Battambong, Kampong Cham, Kampong Chhang, Kampong Speu, 

Kampong Thom, Kampot, Kandal, Koh Kong, Kratie, Prey Veng, Pursat, Ratanakiri, Siem Reap, Sihanouk 

Ville, Stung Treng, Svay Rieng, and Takeo. 
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 In order to strengthen the sector, the government has also introduced other reforms to 

the sector to ensure the quality. In 2003, the Accreditation Committee of Cambodia (ACC) 

was founded as an external quality assurance body to ensure and promote the quality of 

higher education in Cambodia. The government has also delegated some management power 

to some public universities by granting them the status of Public Administrative Institution 

(PAI) to provide greater autonomy in terms of academic and financial issues under a direction 

of a new governing board (Chet, 2006). The education law was passed in 2007 for the 

effective and efficient governance and development of the Cambodian education sector, 

including the higher education sector (You, 2012). A number of policy actions have been 

taken including the master plan for research development 2011–2015 (2011), a royal decree 

on professor ranking (2013), the policy on higher education vision 2030 (2014), and the 

National Qualifications Framework (2014). Recently, policy dialogue and joint decision-

making between the MoEYS and its development partners are promoted through the HETWG 

under a Joint Technical Working Group (JTWG) (Dy, 2015). The establishment of the 

HETWG is considered a crucial milestone to create a discussion forum on higher education 

issues among different stakeholders (MoEYS, 2015b). 

 Over the last few years, the Cambodian government has placed a greater emphasis on 

the sector for the country’s socio-economic development. The government has launched “the 

Rectangular Strategy” for Growth, Employment, Equity and Efficiency Phase III, in which 

the important role of higher education services is clearly indicated for capacity building and 

human resources development. Its commitment to the sector development is also reflected in 

the first comprehensive Higher Education Quality and Capacity Improvement Project 

(HEQCIP) 2010–2015 (co-funded by the government and the World Bank), the National 

Strategic Development Plan 2014–2018, and the Education Strategic Plan 2014–2018. Such 

an emphasis corresponds with the Cambodia’s Development Vision 2030 to become a lower-

middle income country by 2018 and an upper-middle income country by 2030 (Khieng & 

Chhem, 2015). Cambodia thus aims to build a quality higher education system to produce 

well-rounded individuals capable of living and working in the global knowledge-based 

society (MoEYS, 2014c). 

 Despite a progress in the growing number of HEIs and reforms in the sector, there 

have remained challenges concerning the quality and efficiency of the higher education sector 

in the country. The rapid expansion of the sector has posed a serious concern over the quality 
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of education on offer (Ford, 2013). Most public and private HEIs offer only a few programs, 

in which student enrolment is particularly concentrated, leaving other programs like science, 

health and agriculture underdeveloped (R. Sam, Zain, & Jamil, 2012a). This situation has 

resulted in a growing mismatch between graduate skills and actual market needs. MoEYS 

(2015b) has acknowledged that there is a mismatch between the skills needed by the labour 

market and those available on the market. Meanwhile, Ford (2006) has asserted that there is a 

lack of regulatory mechanisms to safeguard the quality of the sector while the sector keeps 

expanding with limited resources. This situation is imminent to put the country’s higher 

education in a vulnerable position. Moreover, the university governance under the PAI status 

has yet to result in any significant changes as it has remained weak and centralized (Touch et 

al., 2014). In addition, the HETWG stakeholder discussion forums on higher education issues 

have yet to yield noticeable stakeholder collaboration for the improvement of the sector. 

 As HEIs continue to expand with limited resources and lack of regulatory 

mechanisms, the stakeholders have become increasingly concerned about the quality of 

education on offer. Their concern about the quality has exerted a mounting pressure on HEIs 

as the labour market demand keeps changing rapidly in the global knowledge-based economy 

and especially when Cambodia is to be integrated into the AEC at the end of 2015. This 

situation has forced HEIs to consider new roles in the society and their relationships with 

external stakeholders for quality improvement as it is deemed impossible for the HEIs to 

work in isolation. Despite this, studies on higher education in Cambodia have yet to examine 

the stakeholder issues to categorize stakeholders and determine stakeholder salience for HEIs 

to consider for partnership and to examine stakeholder collaboration and institutional 

governance for quality improvement. Therefore, as Cambodia’s economy is moving toward 

the knowledge-based future, the research on these aspects is desperately needed to be 

undertaken in order to help develop the higher education sector and assist HEIs to enhance 

their performance and secure the place in the competitive knowledge-based economy within 

the globalized and regionalized contexts. Hence, the importance of this PhD research project 

on stakeholder involvement in the Cambodian higher education sector and university 

governance issue arises. 

1.5 Theoretical framework and conceptualization 

Theoretically, the study is informed by the triple helix model (e.g. Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; 

Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1999; Etzkowitz, Webster, Gebhardt, 



11 
 

Terra, & Cantisano, 2000, etc.). The model postulates a pathway for a university-industry-

government interaction for innovation in a knowledge-based society. It is widely discussed 

and adopted in the Western world as a global trend for innovation and development in the 

global knowledge-based economy (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014). This model provides a 

theoretical grounding for the empirical study in Cambodia as a case to reflect on how 

stakeholders are involved in the higher education sector within the context of donor-

dependent Cambodia. Furthermore, the study applies the concept of entrepreneurial 

university (e.g. Clark, 1998a; Etzkowitz, 2002, 2008; Fayolle & Redford, 2014; Lane, 2010; 

Mok, 2005; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014, etc.) as a theoretical foundation. The 

entrepreneurial university, a driver of the triple helix model, is widely discussed in developed 

countries as a global trend to improve education quality in the competitive knowledge-based 

economy during the public funding cutback. In this sense, the model serves in the empirical 

study to examine how the higher education sector in Cambodia has developed compared with 

such a global trend while its economy is moving toward a knowledge-based future. 

Moreover, related literature on institutional governance and scholarly work on university 

governance and relevant discourse (e.g. Amaral, Jones, & Karseth, 2002b; Bargh, Scott, & 

Smith, 1996; G. K. Davies, 2011; De Boer, 2002; Dixon & Coy, 2007; El-Khawas, 2002; 

Maassen, 2000; Mok, 2010; Shattock, 2002, 2012; Taylor, 2013; Trakman, 2008, etc.) is 

employed. The study applies the literature on institutional governance in developed countries 

and the region, particularly the institutional governing body, as a theoretical basis to examine 

how HEIs in Cambodia are governed and what challenges are involved in the governing 

process for institutional development to shape their education quality and services and to 

secure their position in the competitive knowledge-based economy. In the following the 

theoretical concepts are discussed underpinning the framework of the current study in this 

dissertation. 

1.5.1 Triple helix model 

The emerging triple helix model of innovation suggests patterns for an advanced university-

industry-government collaboration for the knowledge-based economy (Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 

2007). The model postulates that collaboration between university, industry and government 

as relatively equal partners is the key source of innovation and development in a knowledge-

based society (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007; Etzkowitz & 

Leydesdorff, 1999; Etzkowitz et al., 2000). Such collaboration paves the way for the three 

stakeholder groups to help improve each other’s performances with the university as the 
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leading institution (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2008). Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000) emphasize 

that the university plays a critical and challenging role in leading innovation initiatives in the 

knowledge-based society due to the increasing demands on academic institutions. Basically, 

the university operates as “a source of new knowledge and technology, the generative 

principle of knowledge-based economies”; the industry as “the locus of production”; and the 

government as “the source of contractual relations that guarantee stable interactions and 

exchange” (Etzkowitz, 2003a, p. 295). 

The triple helix model of innovation suggests a transformed collaboration between the 

three institutions, with each “taking the role of the other” in some way (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 

2008). Each institution plays integrated and sometimes overlapping roles while maintaining 

its own core mission and distinct identity. In this model, universities generate, preserve and 

transmit knowledge as their core missions, perform as entrepreneurs, provide governance, 

and support firm formation and technology transfer. The government is responsible for 

establishing rules and regulations and funding new enterprises in the form of venture capital. 

The industries produce goods and services, provide high-level training in their area of 

expertise, and undertake research and development activities. 

However, the model is not inherently innovative. It originates from two different 

institutional arrangements: a statist and a laissez-faire model (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; 

Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007). The former features dominant government control over 

university and industry, while the latter suggests that the three actors operate separately or 

interact to a limited extent across institutional boundaries. The laissez-faire model projects a 

separate and competitive operation of each institution with rather narrowly defined 

interactions among the three actors (Etzkowitz, 2003a). These interactions may take place 

only within strict boundaries and indirectly through an intermediary. Under a laissez-faire 

model, the government intervenes only in the case of market failure (Etzkowitz, 2008). 

Despite the common use of the triple helix model to examine stakeholder 

collaboration – involving government, university and industry – in the higher education 

sector within a knowledge-based society, the model does not adequately capture issues 

emerging from the increasing commercialization of scientific research findings (Tuunainen, 

2002). These issues come in various forms: “(1) ownership of intellectual property rights, (2) 

the industrial collaboration and difficulties of transferring the research results to the market, 

and (3) the failed attempt of creating a hybrid community between the research group and the 
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spin-off company” (Tuunainen, 2002, p. 36). In addition, Eun, Lee, and Wu (2006) have 

asserted that the model does not bear much relevance to the context of developing countries 

of which industries tend to depend on developed countries for standardized products and 

research, and of which universities are likely to apply knowledge imported from advanced 

countries. 

 Conversely, when it comes to the analysis of the stakeholder involvement in the 

higher education sector in Cambodia, the first pronounced factor is the presence of donors, a 

stakeholder group which is not included in the triple helix model. That is, Cambodia depends 

on international donors – so-called development partners – in many areas (e.g. Bräutigam, 

2000; Godfrey et al., 2002; Sato, Shiga, Kobayashi, & Kondoh, 2011), and education is no 

exception. Most recently, multilateral and bilateral donors have started to turn their attention 

to higher education for Cambodia’s economic development after years of neglect due to their 

great emphasis on basic education. Meanwhile, NGOs have emerged as development 

agencies to engage themselves in many sectors including the education sector, particularly 

basic education, albeit to a limited extent in the higher education sector. Noticeably, NGOs 

are also HEJWG members. Therefore, to study the stakeholder involvement in the 

Cambodian higher education sector, the study attempts to extend the triple helix model by 

accommodating four categories of stakeholders involving the government, industry, HEIs, 

and development partners (donor agencies and NGOs), constituting “a quadruple helix 

model”, which is questioned as to whether this extended model could be the case in the 

context of Cambodia as a donor-dependent country. 

1.5.2 Role of universities in knowledge-based economies 

In the knowledge-based economy, information technology and global competitiveness have 

expanded the roles of universities from their original task of preservation and knowledge 

transfer to production of new knowledge and more recently to knowledge exploitation for 

innovation (Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007; Etzkowitz & Zhou, 2007). Clark (2003) suggests that 

universities become more entrepreneurial, exploring new ways that can be useful to create 

values added to the traditional missions of teaching and research, in order to seek external 

funding through their knowledge exploitation. Clark’s case studies of five European 

universities in five different countries, namely the Netherlands, England, Sweden, Scotland, 

and Finland, from 1994 to 1996 have revealed that they become “entrepreneurial/innovative” 

in their national context. Etzkowitz (2003a) argues that the role of universities worldwide has 
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evolved, moving beyond their traditional functions of teaching and research to take up a role 

in promoting economic development and well-being. This academic revolution has taken two 

forms. 

The first form is the change from teaching institution into one in which research is 

integrated into teaching (Etzkowitz, 2003a). Research conducted at a university is not aimed 

at the formation of new enterprises since the university is essentially perceived as a provider 

of trained people for other institutions (Etzkowitz, 2008). 

The second form involves the interrelationship between teaching and research, the 

combination of which is assumed to contribute to socio-economic development (Etzkowitz, 

2003a, 2008). Unlike the first academic revolution, research findings and knowledge can be 

applied by government and industry to develop a country rather than only by university for 

academic purposes. Etzkowitz (2008) concludes that the first mission, teaching, inspired the 

second mission, research, from which emerged a third mission – socio-economic 

development (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1999). 

The third mission of universities is broadly defined as universities’ activities to 

connect directly to the external world (e.g. society, business and industry), especially to the 

economy. In narrow terms, this concept is described as “technology transfer” (Hackett & 

Dilts, 2004) or “university-business cooperation” (Adamsone-Fiskovica, Kristapsons, 

Tjunina, & Ulnicane-Ozolina, 2009). Whether defined in broad or narrow terms, the third 

mission is related to the involvement of universities in socio-economic development. This 

notion has been traditionally interpreted as “service to the community” and “outreach”, but 

now a new dimension – “innovative entrepreneurship” – has been added. However, 

implementing the third mission has brought universities to embrace a wide range of activities 

such as patenting and licensing (Henderson, Jaffe, & Trajtenberg, 1998; Mowery & Sampat, 

2001; Sampat, 2006; Shane, 2004); spin-out formations based on results of research 

(Etzkowitz, 2008); contract research (Clark, 1998b; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Welch, 2011); and 

continuous professional development (Fink et al., 1999; Zukas, 2012). In line with this 

thinking, Fayolle and Redford (2014, p. 2) have related the third mission to “the economic 

and social valorisation of knowledge produced by researchers, creating the need for 

strategies, structures and mechanisms within universities that facilitate and intensify 

knowledge transfer to the private sector…”. Mok (2005) has emphasized the expanded role of 

the university incorporating the third mission in relation to entrepreneurial activities in the 
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knowledge-based economy, promoting a dynamic interaction among government, university 

and industry. Framed in terms of the third mission, entrepreneurial activities are increasingly 

becoming normalized in many universities in the United States and worldwide (Etzkowitz, 

Asplund, & Nordman, 2001a). 

Despite many studies reporting no adverse effects of entrepreneurial activities on 

university teaching and research (e.g. Van Looy, Ranga, Callaert, Debackere, & 

Zimmermann, 2004), there is much contention about the implications of the third mission 

activities. Brooks (1994), for example, has cautioned that the commercialization of 

universities poses a threat to the research system in that it might shift the focus of research 

towards more marketable areas of science and technology and distort traditional academic 

missions. Notwithstanding the criticism and caution, the third mission has brought about a 

significant change in the relationships among university, government, and industry. In fact, 

the rise of the knowledge economy is a driving force behind the third mission of universities 

and their closer links with government and industry for socio-economic development 

(Etzkowitz et al., 2000). 

Although universities in developed countries have undergone the two academic 

revolutions, marking a global trend of the roles of universities for economic development in 

the knowledge-based economy, those in developing countries are struggling to ensure the 

quality provision of the traditional missions. Meanwhile, throughout the development of 

higher education in Cambodia, many HEIs perform primarily as teaching institutions. Chet 

(2009) asserts that research is almost non-existent in Cambodian higher education. The 

scoping study mapping the current state of research in 15 universities in Cambodia has found 

that most of the universities perform as “teaching and degree-granting institutions” in which 

lecturers are not expected to conduct research as a part of their academic responsibilities 

(Kwok et al., 2010, p. 33). The government funding on research at public HEIs is meagre or 

even non-existent, resulting in limited research activities while at private HEIs, almost no 

research activities can be found (Chet, 2009). Most recently, research has started to emerge in 

many HEIs due to the research grant offered by the HEQCIP. Despite this, it has remained 

uncertain if a research culture in HEIs will emerge and be sustained after the project 

concludes. Noticeably, instead of developing and integrating research into the academic 

teaching as the core mission, many if not all HEIs in Cambodia have appeared to be operated 

like businesses in providing teaching services after the private sector was permitted to 
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provide higher education and fee-paying programs at public HEIs were authorized in 1997. In 

this regard, the current study aims to further examine to what extent the higher education 

sector in Cambodia has developed while the third mission concerning entrepreneurial 

university as a global trend is underway in the developed and emerging economies to 

promote their economic growth in the knowledge-based economy. 

1.5.3 The concept of the entrepreneurial university 

Rae, Martin, Antcliff, and Hannon (2012) observe that the concept of an entrepreneurial 

university is widely accepted but not always understood. Doubt may arise as to whether an 

entrepreneurial university is a “university [that] actively seeks to innovate in how it goes 

about its business” (Clark, 1998a, p. 4) or a university that undertakes “entrepreneurial 

activities with the objective of improving regional or national economic performance as well 

as the university’s financial advantage and that of its faculty” (Etzkowitz et al., 2000, p. 313), 

or, as J. L. Davies (1987) formulates, a university which is adaptive and innovative to the 

needs of the outside world. Martin and Etzkowitz (2000) point out that the third mission has 

been viewed as a unique opportunity for universities to be key players in research, teaching 

and training to respond to the emergence of the knowledge-based society and as such they are 

underwriting Clark’s definition of an entrepreneurial university. 

In the modern era, the third mission has transformed the traditional university into an 

entrepreneurial university (Fayolle & Redford, 2014). Etzkowitz (2008) asserts that 

universities need to develop an entrepreneurial orientation and culture, transforming them 

into a crucial source of technology, human resources and knowledge to provide new ideas for 

existing enterprises and to create new firms based on their research and capabilities. The 

entrepreneurial culture also encourages faculty to make use of their research results for their 

commercial and intellectual potential, and to seek external funds to conduct research 

(Etzkowitz, 2008). 

A related development is the inclusion of entrepreneurship education in university 

programs. Universities aim to educate individuals and shape organizations through 

entrepreneurship education and incubation programs (Etzkowitz, 2008). In this model, 

entrepreneurship is taught to students in fields such as science, engineering, technology, 

business and the humanities (Levenburg, Lane, & Schwarz, 2006). Notably, the emergence of 

the entrepreneurial university has resulted in changes to curricula. One example is the 
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introduction of entrepreneurship education to equip students and graduates with 

entrepreneurial spirit. This new university model places greater importance on the 

interactions among university, government and industry (Fayolle & Redford, 2014). The 

collaboration respects the entrepreneurial university as having a strong degree of autonomy, 

rather than being under the control of either government or industry. This allows universities 

to formulate their own strategic directions and collaborate with government and industry on 

an equal basis (Etzkowitz, 2008). Moreover, this model puts more emphasis on universities as 

leading institutions in promoting innovation and economic growth (Etzkowitz, 2008; Mueller, 

2006). The connection between “ivory tower” and the “real world” is the core concept of the 

entrepreneurial university. Despite various definitions of “entrepreneurial university”, 

Etzkowitz (2003b, pp. 111-112) writes: “[J]ust as the university trains individual students and 

sends them out into the world, it is now doing the same for organizations … the university is 

a natural incubator, providing support structures for teachers and students to initiate new 

ventures: intellectual, commercial and conjoint.” 

 There are important differences between an entrepreneurial university and the 

entrepreneurial activities of a university. Most universities perform entrepreneurial activities 

(C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014). Yokoyama (2006) asserts that entrepreneurial activities have 

engaged universities in organizational changes to respond to changing internal and external 

demands and in commercial activities like corporation formation and partnership with the 

private sector. In order to create an entrepreneurial university, commercial activities need to 

create added value for the core functions of teaching and research and vice versa. 

Furthermore, entrepreneurial universities are expected to assume multiple roles in society and 

fill gaps in an innovation system (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014). That is, they are expected 

to interact closely with government and industry to produce new knowledge and technology 

to enhance their role in the knowledge society and to diversify their income sources. 

Moreover, the university supplies qualified graduates and knowledge and provides incubation 

space for new enterprises (Marques, Caraça, & Diz, 2006). Laine (2008) asserts that 

entrepreneurial universities provide conducive environments to encourage students to explore 

risk-taking and opportunities (both protected and real world) and identify business 

opportunities. The changing roles of universities in emerging knowledge economies appear to 

move beyond teaching and research as they incorporate the new economic role of the third 

mission to produce and apply knowledge for society and industry. C. Sam and van der Sijde 

(2014, p. 901) conclude: 
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An entrepreneurial university actively identifies and exploits opportunities to improve 

itself (with regard to education [teaching] and research) and its surroundings (third 

task: knowledge transfer) and is capable of managing (governing) the mutual 

dependency and impact of the three university tasks. 

While the entrepreneurial university model is widely adopted in the Western world, it 

could be problematic to be fully integrated in the emerging or developing economies as it 

requires rich resources and dynamic stakeholder collaboration. In this sense, Cambodia, 

which is largely dependent on foreign aid for development, is deemed unlikely to 

successfully adopt the model for the sector development. However, the advent of the 

entrepreneurial university provides an opportunity for a reflection on the development of 

HEIs in Cambodia in comparison with the global movement. It is proposed that HEIs in 

Cambodia mainly attach themselves to the traditional missions of teaching and research. 

They have yet to shift towards an entrepreneurial orientation to secure their place by creating 

and retaining competitive advantages and to provide quality education and occupational 

preparation for the knowledge-based economy. 

The fact that most if not all HEIs in Cambodia depend almost entirely on tuition fees 

means that the response to the changing needs of the labour market has remained limited. In 

this regard, in order to equip graduates with both generic competencies
8
 and functional skills 

for the current labour market and to enable HEIs to become entrepreneurial, HEIs cannot 

work in isolation. Therefore, the study uses Cambodia as the lens through which to view how 

HEIs might implement and secure quality teaching and learning and collaborate with external 

stakeholders. This insight will provide useful input for Cambodian HEIs to help move 

forward to promote their education quality and perform entrepreneurially for economic 

development as Cambodia’s economy is moving toward a knowledge-based future. 

1.5.4 Stakeholder concept 

The stakeholder concept originates from the management literature in the internal memo of 

the Stanford Research Institute in 1963 (Freeman, 1984). Freeman (1984, p. 46) broadly 

defines stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the 

achievement of the firm’s objectives.” This definition is applicable in the academic setting 

                                                           
8
 Generic competences include the twenty-first century or so-called 7C skills: critical thinking and problem 

solving; creativity and innovation; collaboration, teamwork and leadership; cross-cultural understanding; 

communication and media literacy; computing and ICT literacy; and career and learning self-reliance (Trilling 

& Fadel, 2009). 
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and broad enough to take into account the outside individuals or groups who may regard 

themselves as stakeholders affected by the accomplishment of the organization objectives 

although the organizations may not consider them stakeholders who notice the effects 

(Friedman & Miles, 2006). 

The literature has shown many attempts (Damak-Ayadi & Pesqueux, 2005; Phillips, 

2003; Winn, 2001) to classify stakeholders: primary and subsequent, legitimate and 

derivative, direct and indirect, strategic and moral. Mitchell, Agle, and Wood (1997, p. 859) 

have categorized stakeholders into two different groups, namely claimants and influencers in 

which the former are “groups that have a legal, moral, or presumed claim on the firm,” 

whereas the latter are “groups that have an ability to influence the firm’s behaviour, direction, 

process, or outcomes.” Adapting the concept of stakeholders with reference to corporate 

governance, Burrows (1999, p. 5) views stakeholders as “those individuals or groups who 

believe that a college [HEI] is accountable to them and behave as if it were.” Redford and 

Fayolle (2014) classify stakeholders based on specific groups/roles and functions and 

distinguish between interests pertinent to stakeholder identification. 

From this perspective, HEI stakeholders do not refer only to students and government, 

which was widely known as the major funder of higher education. Other external institutions 

or the general public can also be the stakeholders influencing the higher education sector. In 

other words, stakeholder groups may range from government and civil society to employees 

and shareholders. In this sense, the quality, utility and relevance of knowledge provided by 

universities are defined by their stakeholders (Benneworth & Jongbloed, 2010). HEI 

stakeholders tend to have varying influence over what is done at HEIs. 

Although the mainstream literature of higher education applies the triple helix model 

to analyse the stakeholder interaction in higher education in developed countries, the model is 

deemed rather inapplicable for the higher education context of donor-dependent Cambodia. 

Therefore, a model which accommodates the fourth stakeholder is needed. It is proposed that 

the triple helix model be transformed into a quadruple helix model, embracing the 

government, HEI, development partners (donor agencies and NGOs) and industry, in order to 

examine its applicability and ascertain how stakeholders are involved in the higher education 

sector in Cambodia. 
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1.5.5 Institutional governance 

Mass education, limited (and decreasing) public funding, global competitiveness and the 

ever-changing demands of the knowledge-based economy have more or less driven HEIs to 

become more sensitive towards economic development and deploy (more) entrepreneurial 

activities. Benner and Sandström (2000) assert that these developments are significant 

opportunities for change and development in higher education. As a recent European study 

(Davey, Baaken, Muros, & Meerman, 2011) shows, a majority of academics consider 

themselves involved in some entrepreneurial activity. Most universities nowadays have an 

“expanded developmental periphery” (Clark, 1998a) such as a technology transfer office that 

initiates, coordinates and manages the entrepreneurial activities. The extended periphery has 

led to the adoption of the triple helix model to promote stakeholder collaboration, carrying 

implications for the institutional governance of HEIs, which has become a critical issue in the 

higher education sector in the twenty-first century. Based on the case studies in the five 

European universities to determine how they had gone about changing the way they are 

operated, Clark (2001, pp. 14-15) has related the university governance issue to “the 

strengthened steering core”, an important element of transformation to encompass “central 

managerial groups and academic departments” expanding from “highly personal leadership to 

highly collective or group-based leadership”. 

 Edwards (2001, p. 3) defines the concept of “governance” as “how an organization 

steers itself and the processes and structures used to achieve its goals”, while Gallagher 

(2001, p. 1) defines it as “the structure of relationships that brings about organizational 

coherence, authorized policies, plans, and decisions, and accounts for their probity, 

responsiveness and cost effectiveness”. Marginson and Considine (2000, p. 7) have related 

this concept to university governance as “the determination of values inside universities, their 

systems of decision making and resources allocation, their missions and purposes, the 

patterns of authority and hierarchy…”. Shattock (2002, p. 235) notes that university 

governance simply refers to “university governing bodies, how they function, the relationship 

between governance and management … and their responsibility for determining university 

strategies”. Thus, when it comes to the study of university governance, a large body of 

literature on university governance (e.g. Bargh et al., 1996; G. K. Davies, 2011; De Boer, 

2002; Dixon & Coy, 2007; El-Khawas, 2002; Maassen, 2000; Shattock, 2002, 2012; Taylor, 

2013; Trakman, 2008, etc.) places a great emphasis on examining university governing 

bodies, the supreme institutional authorities, since they are particularly involved in the 
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governing process of making overall decisions about policies and setting long-term directions 

and strategies to be taken by universities. 

 Shattock (2002) examines “the corporate-dominated and the academic-dominated 

forms of university governance”. The former, a “corporate model”, is usually one where the 

governing body represents the dominant decision-making power on “both a de facto and a de 

jure basis” over the university, and its membership is usually predominantly non-academic 

lay governors. By contrast, the latter, a “consensual model”, represents the dominance of 

academics in the governing process. Moodie and Eustace (2012, p. 233) assert that the 

governing bodies must rely on academics to govern universities as “no one else seems 

sufficiently qualified to regulate the public affairs of scholars”. Despite this, in the nineteenth 

century, the corporate model was considered desirable as lay governors were needed to 

generate funding for teaching and research due to the limited regular funding received from 

the government (Moodie & Eustace, 2012). Notably, as professional service organizations 

within the changing market-steering environment, universities have moved towards the 

concept of “shared governance” to secure their future (Shattock, 2002; Taylor, 2013). Taylor 

(2013) describes shared governance as a model in which university governance is shared 

between the academic community and the governing body associated with lay dominance, 

and is coordinated by the university executive. However, the shared governance model is 

rejected by the corporate model because the institutional decision-making process is 

considered rather slow under the shared model (Rhoades, 2005). 

Examining university governance through governing boards across the British 

Commonwealth and the United States, Trakman (2008, pp. 66-74) has identified five models 

of university governance: (1) faculty, (2) corporate, (3) trustee, (4) stakeholder, and (5) 

amalgam. First, faculty governance is the most traditional model whereby universities are 

governed by academic staff, as they are assumed to be highly equipped to achieve academic 

goals. Nonetheless, it is argued if academics have sufficient skills in financial management 

and accountability. Second, corporate governance, common in today’s universities, is based 

on a business model whereby a governing board directs institutional governance, and a chief 

executive officer, chief operating officer, and chief financial officer serve on the board as 

senior management. Third, trustee governance operates through a trust relationship between 

university governors who act for and on behalf of the university. Fourth, stakeholder 

governance is a model that encompasses a wide range of both internal and external 
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stakeholders who make decisions as part of the governing board. Finally, an amalgam model 

of governance is an inclusive model that consists of features of all the above models. 

Besides diverse models of university governance, there are variations in university 

governance arrangements in different countries. For instance, in the United States, most HEIs 

are under the supervision of governing boards or boards of trustees as supreme institutional 

governing bodies, composed of elected or appointed external members such as respected 

business people or other professionals in the community, with some selected at a national 

level (El-Khawas, 2002). Although the institutional presidents are not board members, they 

work closely with the boards and support them in setting final directions of actions for 

universities (El-Khawas, 2002). Amaral, Jones, and Karseth (2002a) conclude that such a 

governance structure involves “a strong, centralized approach to decision-making” exercised 

by the institutional president, along with his or her cabinet, under the direction of a governing 

board. Conversely, in France, universities are composed of three deliberative bodies: an 

academic council (elected representatives of university staff, graduate students, and external 

members); a board of studies (academics, students, administrative staff representatives, and 

external personalities); and a governing board (academics, external or lay members, students 

and administrative staff) (Musselin & Mignot-Gérard, 2002, pp. 65-66). The first two bodies 

present proposals for policy decisions to the governing board. This structure is dominated by 

state control and academic bodies. Amaral et al. (2002a) argue that such university 

governance arrangements are considered “weak”, with “indecisive and ineffectual” 

institutional participatory councils. 

Notably, the advent of the concepts of the entrepreneurial university (Bercovitz & 

Feldman, 2006; Clark, 1998a, 2001; Etzkowitz, 2002, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; 

Guerrero & Urbano, 2012; Redford & Fayolle, 2014; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), 

academic capitalism (Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997, 2004; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, 2001; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), and commercialization (Bok, 2003) carry important 

implications for university governance. Universities are encouraged to respond swiftly and 

appropriately to the ever-changing demands of the knowledge-based economy and to 

diversify their income sources in the face of limited public funding. Etzkowitz et al. (2000) 

have found that university governance structures have changed as universities have expanded 

their roles in innovation, from the generation and dissemination of knowledge to the 

commercialization of it. With the concept of the entrepreneurial university, faculty staff and 
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technical personnel in academic departments are expected to commercialize research findings 

and seek collaborations with external partners. Similarly, Torres and Schugurensky (2002) 

note an increasing presence of market values and forces in academia by which professors, 

departments, and faculties of both public and private universities are progressively involved 

in competitive behaviours for funding, grants, contracts, and student selection. Academics are 

encouraged to develop an entrepreneurial approach to research and teaching. Rhoades and 

Slaughter (1997) describe this situation as “academic capitalism”, whereby universities are 

not only service suppliers to the marketplace but also active players in the marketplace as 

profit-making organizations that are moving “beyond the ivory tower”. Meanwhile, in terms 

of commercialization, university officials and faculty members at private universities in the 

United States are forced to seek external funding sources and professors are urged to market 

their specialized knowledge and scientific discoveries (Bok, 2003). Moreover, Gumport 

(2000) assert that public HEIs in the United States have shifted from being a social institution 

to an industry. Similarly, universities in Hong Kong have adopted a business-like model of 

governance to promote university–industry linkages, commercialize their research outputs 

and expand their business activities (D. Chan & Lo, 2007). Mok (2007) illustrates the 

governance structure of a corporatized university with an example of the Universiti Sains 

Malaysia, which is operated like a business company whereby the board of directors and the 

vice-chancellor possess strong decision-making powers. 

At the turn of the twenty-first century, the private higher education has become 

prominent as one of the fastest segments in the higher education sector worldwide (Altbach, 

2005). The cutbacks in the public funding and ever-increasing demand for higher education 

have contributed to the rapid growth of the private higher education providers. Meanwhile, 

many of the private HEIs are seen to be operating like for-profit organizations (Ruch, 2003), 

a situation which is much prevalent and quality-threatening in developing countries in 

particular (World Bank, 2000). A close examination into some of the private HEIs has 

revealed that they are small in size and provides mainly market-friendly programs such as 

management studies, computer science, medical and engineering subjects (Varghese, 2004). 

In other words, private HEIs involved themselves in commercial activities, particularly out of 

teaching services, to sustain their business albeit with limited resources. Nizam (2006) points 

to Indonesia in which the private universities are managed by the founding organization 

whose primary concern is about profitability instead of quality. 
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Similarly, in Cambodia, HEIs, private HEIs in particular, are moving toward 

commercialization, posing an implied threat to the education quality. Most HEIs are 

competing with each other to offer limited study areas such as business, social sciences and 

law due to the less costly operation and concentrated student enrolments. Since 1997, the 

participation of the private sector in the higher education sector has opened up an 

increasingly commercialized environment coupled with competition from a fast-growing 

number of HEIs. Dy (2015) asserts that the private providers have neglected science and 

technology education, leaving a large gap between the curricula and skills needed in the 

market. Ford (2006) notes that competition among HEIs has resulted in a decrease in tuition 

fees and at least one bankruptcy. Noticeably, the competition among HEIs is aimed at tuition 

fees and profit, badly affecting the education quality (Dy, 2015). Ford (2006) asserts that 

after public HEIs are authorized to run fee-pay programs, they have enrolled increasing 

numbers of students for tuition fees to supplement teachers’ salaries and provide necessary 

funds for capital works (e.g. constructing buildings, installing facilities, etc.), which makes 

public and private HEIs become increasingly similar. A major institutional reform, known as 

the grant of Public Administrative Institution (PAI) status to some public HEIs to become 

autonomous institutions to lessen the government’s financial burden, has not yet shown to 

result in any significant changes in the university governance and management (Touch et al., 

2014). In addition, while the private sector keeps growing rapidly, the public HEIs are 

hampered by the government control and politicization (Ford, 2006). Considering different 

providers of higher education and the market forces, along with the politicization in the 

sector, the insight into the university governance in Cambodia is considered necessary to 

enable HEIs to shape the educational quality and services to produce qualified graduates for 

the competitive knowledge-based economy. 

All in all, most of the literature cited has been framed for the higher education sector 

in the Western world or developed societies. Derived from the theoretical concepts, the 

conceptual framework of the current study has been formed to explore how applicable it is in 

the context of the emerging economy like Cambodia, which is still largely dependent on 

foreign assistance. The study also aims to ascertain how these western concepts can actually 

contribute to the understanding of the issues and challenges in the Cambodian higher 

education sector and to further seek practical solutions to the current issues to strengthen the 

sector as Cambodia’s economy is moving toward a knowledge-based future. Figure 1.2 

illustrates “a quadruple helix model” as a conceptual framework, which proposes who 
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constitutes stakeholders in the higher education sector in Cambodia and how their 

involvement is hypothesized to impact upon the governance of HEIs in Cambodia. 

Figure 1.2: A conceptual framework of the research 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.6 Research methodology 

1.6.1 Methodological approach 

From an ontological position, the study views reality as constructed in the social world. The 

social construction of meanings is a continuous process since the meanings are created when 

people embed themselves in their world to make sense of their environment. The study views 

as multiple realities the stakeholder involvement in the Cambodian higher education sector 

and university governance, which bear some relations to the idealism, which, on the other 

hand claims, “[R]eality is fundamentally mind-dependent: it is only knowable through the 

human mind and through socially constructed meanings, and no reality exists independently 

of these” (Ormston, Spencer, Barnard, & Snape, 2014, p. 5). Therefore, in order to capture 

the realities about stakeholder involvement and institutional governance issues, the researcher 

has conducted interviews with research participants from relevant institutions to find out how 

they perceive the higher education sector in Cambodia based on their active engagement and 

extensive experience in the sector. The interviews also enable the researcher to observe their 
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behaviours, forming further realities for the study. Meanwhile, the research participants’ 

statuses in politics, academics, development and business enable the researcher to develop 

further insight into the issues of inquiry as they tend to view higher education from different 

perspectives. In addition, the researcher has participated in discussion forums pertinent to 

higher education in Cambodia in order to absorb more knowledge about the stakeholders’ 

behaviours and actual engagement in the sector. Multiple realities socially constructed 

through the research participants’ perceptions, behaviours, and actual involvement from 

different sources in the sector help complement one another to form a clear picture about 

stakeholder involvement, higher education development, and university governance in 

Cambodia. In this sense, the realities constitute crucial qualitative data as the empirical 

evidence to provide to the research findings in order to develop deep insight into the issues of 

inquiry. 

From an epistemological position, the researcher, together with his long experience as 

a faculty member in a Cambodian HEI, constitutes a research tool negotiating with the 

research participants as to how the data are constructed and interpreted. Social constructivism 

thus serves to seek insights into the issues under study in Cambodia. In this sense, reality 

tends to vary according to place and time. This study has employed an interpretivist approach 

to inquiry in order to map the higher education sector in Cambodia and to explore the actual 

phenomena concerning the stakeholder involvement and collaboration in the sector and HEIs’ 

governance by using both the researcher’s and research participants’ understandings based 

qualitative research methods. 

From an axiological perspective, as a qualitative research study, the data collected 

during the fieldwork involve biases, a value-laden nature of information, reactions and 

behaviours of different stakeholders through their engagement in the sector. These data have 

shaped the descriptions of the findings in the empirical sections of the dissertation to be used 

for the data interpretation. Creswell (2013) asserts that interpretation could either concur or 

contrast with the existing body of knowledge in academic literature. The findings are, 

therefore, followed by discussions, linking the researcher’s interpretations with the larger 

research literature developed by other scholars in the field. 
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1.6.2 Research setting and design 

HEIs in Cambodia are located in different provinces nationwide. The study has selected eight 

HEIs (1 PAI, 3 public and 4 private), ranging from the long-established to the newly-

established HEIs in different regions in order to obtain a clear picture of HEIs in Cambodia. 

Five of the selected HEIs are located in Phnom Penh, the capital city of Cambodia, where 

most HEIs and student enrolments are concentrated. In other words, Phnom Penh is the focal 

point of HEIs in Cambodia, thereby providing a good reflection about HEIs in Cambodia. 

The other three HEIs are located in three different provinces, namely Kampong Cham, Kratie 

and Svay Rieng. Of all the three provinces in Cambodia, Kampong Cham appears prominent 

in the growth of HEIs including the branch campuses extended from the main campuses of 

HEIs in Phnom Penh and it is also known as the second most populated province in 

Cambodia. Thus, the selection of this province in the study enables the researcher to develop 

more understanding about the situation of HEIs outside the capital city. Moreover, Kratie and 

Svay Rieng are known as relatively poor provinces with few HEIs in Cambodia. This 

characteristic of the provinces offers another perspective on the situation of HEIs from the 

rural areas in Cambodia as to how they perform to provide education for students. In this 

sense, the study has covered a variety of regions – ranging from high to low level of 

development – in which HEIs are located in order to capture an overall picture of HEIs and to 

develop a deep understanding about the development of the higher education sector in 

Cambodia. In other words, the selection of different types of higher education providers in 

different regions aims to seek a better understanding of how different HEIs are engaged with 

their stakeholders and how they are governed to shape their educational services and products 

for quality education. It should be noted that all the selected HEIs are under the supervision 

of the MoEYS, which supervises the majority of HEIs (both public and private) in the 

country and takes the lead in making educational policies for the sector. 
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Figure 1.3: Map of Cambodia and study regions 

 

The relevant institutions such as the government institutions, specifically the MoEYS 

and the ACC, donor agencies, HEIs, and private sector have been selected in order to obtain 

data from different stakeholder perspectives to seek insights into how stakeholders are 

involved in the sector and how HEIs are governed. The data sorts from different stakeholder 

perspectives form a crucial type of “triangulation of perspectives” (Flick, 2004, 2009), which 

is considered a viable strategy to improve the quality of qualitative inquiry on the 

phenomenon under study and that of data analysis. In addition, different stakeholder 

behaviours shown during the interviews have provided useful input for the data interpretation 

in the study. The fieldwork was mainly conducted from December 2012 to December 2013. 

The follow-up interviews were conducted in 2014 to deepen the researcher’s understanding 

about the qualitative issues of inquiry. In other words, the subsequent fieldwork aims to 

obtain further concrete details of the interviewees’ experiences pertaining to the issues of 

inquiry and to clarify some issues, which have emerged from the researcher’s query after and 

the examination of additional content stimulated by the first interviews. The follow-up 

interviews have allowed both the researcher and interviewees to explore additional ideas 

about and reactions toward the first interviews. In addition, the interviews have created a 

stronger relationship between the researcher and interviewees, which has created a better 

environment conducive for one-on-one interviews to help enrich the data for the study. 
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The data collection is divided into three phases. Phase I involves mainly a collection 

of secondary data such as government publications, education congress reports, research 

publications, and education archives from the MoEYS, the library at the Cambodian 

Development Research Institute (CDRI), and the Hun Sen library at the Royal University of 

Phnom Penh (RUPP). A thorough thematic literature review has also been conducted based 

on journal articles, research publications, etc. through online Google scholar search and Vrije 

Universiteit Amsterdam’s library electronic resources and by browsing through the 

bibliography of research publications. Phase II involves mainly qualitative data collection 

using interviews with research participants from concerned institutions such as the 

government, donors, HEIs, and private sector. Interviews with leadership and management at 

both public and private HEIs have also been conducted during the phase to ascertain what 

challenges HEIs are encountering in collaborating with external stakeholders and how they 

are governed. Phase III includes the subsequent qualitative data collection with the research 

participants as a follow-up process to update and gather more data for the study as needed 

(Table 1.1). 

As can be seen in Table 1.1, there is a time lapse between Phase II and Phase III of 

the fieldwork. The gap is due to the fact that I spent this time period on data organization and 

management to digest the data collected from the fieldwork and on my dissertation writing 

before resuming the fieldwork. It should be noted that during the period (January-April, 

2014), I was invited to come to Australia as an international research fellow at Griffith 

University in Brisbane, Queensland, to work on my dissertation. This has opened up a good 

opportunity for me to work thoroughly on my empirical data before resuming the fieldwork 

and to start working on my dissertation. 
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Table 1.1: The three-phase fieldwork 

Description Phase I (Dec 2012-Feb 2013) Phase II (Mar-Dec 2013) 

 

Phase III (May-Aug 2014) 

 

Method Desk review 

Secondary and primary data 

collection and analysis 

 

Qualitative data collection 

and analysis 

Qualitative data collection 

and analysis 

Secondary data collection 

 

Purpose To map the overall higher 

education sector in 

Cambodia. 

 

To identify the stakeholders in 

the higher education sector 

in Cambodia. 

 

To find out how Cambodian 

HEIs’ governance is 

arranged. 

To find out how 

stakeholders are involved 

in the higher education 

sector. 

 

To ascertain what challenges 

impede the stakeholder 

collaboration in 

Cambodia. 

 

To find out how HEIs are 

governed. 

 

To further examine how 

HEIs are governed. 

 

To find out how the current 

institutional governance 

influence the quality of the 

educational services and 

products in HEIs.  

Sampling 

technique 

Thematic literature review and 

analysis 

Purposive sampling 

Snowball sampling  

Purposive sampling 

Snowball sampling 

 

Data collection 

technique 

Literature review using local 

publications, archives, e-

library and Google Scholar 

Semi-structured interviews 

Observation 

 

 

Semi-structured interviews 

Follow-up interviews 

Data entry and 

analysis 

Document analysis 

Content analysis 

Theme-based analysis 

Interview transcription and 

translation 

Document analysis 

Content analysis 

Thematic coding approach 

for qualitative data 

analysis, using NVivo 10 

 

Content analysis 

Theme-based analysis for 

qualitative data analysis, 

using NVivo 10 

 

 

1.6.3 Research methods 

This study starts with “a systematic literature review” (Chapter Two) to build a theoretical 

foundation for the empirical study. This systematic approach for the chapter entails extensive 

searches of relevant higher education literature through Google Scholar and Vrije Universiteit 

Amsterdam’s library electronic resources and the bibliography of the recent research 

publications. The references of the retrieved studies are stored in EndNote link repository to 

be further analysed. The approach is intended to ensure that all literature in the field is 

identified while keeping the focus on literature of most pertinence to higher education models 

and the concept of entrepreneurial university in order to ascertain the best evidence for the 

review. Tranfield, Denyer, and Smart (2003) assert that a systematic review helps build a 

reliable knowledge base through knowledge advancement based on a wide range of studies. 
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 Both online and hand searches have been carried out and tracked during the search 

process. Relevant alterative terms have been used to combine with “higher education” or 

“universities” for search purposes, for example: historical development, academic revolution, 

entrepreneurialism paradigm, commercialization, academic capitalism, entrepreneurship, 

research, university-industry linkage, entrepreneurial orientation, knowledge-based 

economy/society, third mission, globalization, innovation, commercial technology, and 

technology transfer. Published scholarly journal articles are prioritized in the selection of 

literature for the review article. Several criteria have been applied to determine the priority of 

the research papers for the review. They include the relevance of the research to the review, 

quality of research in terms of its design, conduct and reporting, and the reviewer’s 

judgement of the reliability and validity of the research findings. 

 The searches have resulted in 160 papers (empirical and theoretical) being selected for 

further scrutiny. All the searches are documented using reference manager software 

“EndNote X5” with links to original sources. Each publication is scrutinized for its relevance 

to the remit of the review and is subjected to a careful review to extract key information 

about the purpose, design, findings, and implications of the study. Issues and conclusions 

drawn from both theoretical and empirical papers are used as supporting evidence for the 

review article. In addition, the summaries of each study are then analysed to build up an 

evidence base with reference to the review objective. For analysis and reporting, thematic and 

content analysis has been employed through an aggregative and interpretive approach to find 

out what has been known in the field in order to identify what contributions the review article 

can bring to the scholarly work. The thorough examination over the publications in the field 

has detected a missing gap in the academic literature on the discussion about the concept of 

entrepreneurial university in relation to the higher education models. 

The analysis has then started with the scrutiny over the content of the relevant papers 

for the key features of the European higher education models: Humboldtian, Napoleonic, and 

Anglo-Saxon. The analysis has gone further to explore the dominant higher education model 

worldwide – Anglo-American model – to ascertain its distinct features although derived from 

the European models. The content analysis under each model has been conducted to find out 

its important elements of most pertinence to the latest development of higher education in the 

knowledge-based economy – entrepreneurial university. The analysis has resulted in three 

emerging developments which can be discussed in relation to the four higher education 
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models. The developments include education for lifelong learning and entrepreneurship 

education, research from mode 1 to mode 2, and role of the university in the knowledge 

society. The three developments are used as the three central themes to shape the discussion 

of the paper. Moreover, the analysis has looked into some developed countries as crucial 

cases for an illustration and discussion about the latest development of higher education 

toward the entrepreneurial university from the perspective of higher education models. 

 The empirical study, which is informed by the theoretical framework in Chapter Two, 

is based on qualitative research, employing a phenomenological approach to inquiry in order 

to deepen an understanding about the stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector 

and the governance of HEIs in Cambodia. The phenomenological approach is used to 

examine different reactions and perceptions of the well-experienced individuals toward a 

particular phenomenon (e.g. the stakeholder involvement and university governance) usually 

through in-depth interviewing (Creswell, 2013; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). In this sense, the 

qualitative research applies a series of interviews as the main method of data collection. The 

interviews involving knowledgeable individuals are considered crucial sources of information 

for the researcher by providing the detailed information about both the past and contemporary 

issues about the phenomenon under study (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). Patton (2002) has 

claimed that this approach enables researchers to examine key issues in depth through 

detailed information provided by a number of people. Moreover, Schostak (2006, p. 10) 

asserts that interviews provide opportunities for individuals to interact with each other in 

order to seek insights into “the experiences, concerns, interests, beliefs, values, knowledge 

and ways of seeing, thinking and acting of the other”. 

 The study is based on 55 interviews with 46 interviewees from different relevant 

institutions such as the government institutions (specifically the MoEYS and the ACC), the 

donor agencies, both private and public HEIs, and the private sector. It should be noted that 3 

of the 46 research participants become the key persons for the researcher in this study as they 

have offered the researcher advice and comments on this study during the fieldwork in 

addition to being the research participants. Meanwhile, they have helped the researcher with 

document sharing and network building with key actors involved in the sector in order to 

gather much information relevant to this study. The research participants in the study include 

education policy makers, senior education officials, researchers, higher education 

professionals, donor representatives, university leadership, and senior managers from the 
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private sector. Purposive sampling method is employed to select the research participants so 

as to gain rich data about the area from different stakeholder perspectives. Patton (2002) 

indicates that this sampling method is powerful in qualitative study to obtain rich information 

about issues of inquiry. Most research participants in the study are therefore purposively 

selected based on their vast and long-standing experience in higher education and their 

academic and professional background in the field. Some other interviewees are selected 

based on the recommendations of the well-situated people much experienced in the field. 

Patton (2002) regards such a snowball sampling method as an approach for finding 

information-rich research participants, which helps gather rich data for the study. In this 

regard, all the research participants are knowledgeable on the topics of interest and inquiry. 

 Semi-structured interviews have been conducted face-to-face between the researcher 

and each of the interviewees in order to explore the phenomena under study. Cook (2008) 

asserts that semi-structured interviews enable a researcher to have a control over the direction 

and content to be discussed and probe for further information while research participants feel 

free to elucidate or take the interview in a new but related direction. Meanwhile, the 

interviews have enabled the researcher to observe the interviewees’ reactions toward the 

issues of inquiry in addition to their perceptions. Seidman (2013) asserts that interviewing 

also opens up access for a researcher to the context of the people’s behaviour and the 

meaning attached to it. In this sense, the interview protocols have been developed to include a 

list of questions to be addressed in the interviews with all the research participants in order to 

examine the issues of inquiry (see Appendix 2). Three sets of interview protocols have been 

prepared for interviews with the research participants from relevant institutions. With the 

interview protocols, the researcher can have flexibility in probing and determining when it is 

suitable to explore the issues in further detail or even to pose questions about new areas under 

inquiry, which are not originally expected. 

In order to achieve clarity in the interview questions and obtain the responses 

necessary for the study, the interview protocols have been piloted with one Cambodian 

scholar and one education official who have been academically and professionally involved 

in higher education in Cambodia. From the pilot interviews, the researcher has received 

constructive comments to rephrase the questions to avoid the issues of double-barrelled, 

leading, and ambiguous questions and to improve interviewing techniques. The questions 

have been rephrased based on their comments (see Appendix 3). The pilot interviews have 
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also helped the researcher to feel more confident in both asking questions and eliciting 

responses prior to the actual formal interviews with the research participants. It should be 

noted that most of the interviews are conducted in Khmer (the researcher’s native language) 

so that in-depth information about the key issues can be well obtained from the interviewees 

through both verbal and non-verbal language as most of them are Cambodians. The 

interviews have been audio-recorded with the permissions from the interviewees. 

 In addition, the researcher has attended three group discussion settings to advance his 

knowledge about the current development of higher education in Cambodia as the sector has 

gained a considerable momentum for economic development in Cambodia. From the three 

settings, the researcher has obtained information from representatives of relevant institutions 

and expert knowledge about the current issues of the higher education sector in Cambodia. 

Moreover, these events open up an opportunity for the researcher to get to know more key 

actors involved in higher education, some of whom are later approached to seek their 

permission to participate in the research as the participants in the interviews. It should be 

noted that the researcher has been permitted by the program organizers to participate in the 

following workshops in the capacity of a researcher who conducts a study on higher 

education in Cambodia. Therefore, the researcher can take part in the following discussion 

settings as an unobtrusive participant in order to absorb knowledge about the relevant issues 

on the higher education sector in Cambodia. 

The first one is a research workshop on “Understanding the ASEAN integration: How 

does it relate to Cambodian universities?” organized by RUPP and supported by International 

Development Research Centre (IDRC) in Phnom Penh, Cambodia on 12 July 2013. The 

workshop participants include representatives and students from both public and private HEIs 

and an expert on the topic to deliver a keynote address entitled “Research and innovation 

management in Cambodia: Challenges and way forward”. This workshop aims to discuss 

stakeholders’ awareness about and their reaction toward the ASEAN economic integration 

2015 based on the current higher education situation in Cambodia. The group discussion has 

been conducted in the workshop in which each divided group has expressed their awareness 

and reactions toward the challenges of the economic integration based on the current situation 

and draw implications for Cambodian universities. The researcher has taken notes while 

observing the discussion in order to gather as much information as possible. All the 

handwritten notes and observation records have been scrutinized after the workshop to 
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synthesize all the key issues raised by the participants. The key issues include research 

situation at HEIs, challenges and opportunities for Cambodian HEIs for the upcoming AEC, 

capability of Cambodian HEIs to produce a competitive workforce, and preparation of 

Cambodian HEIs to cope with the changing labour market. The inputs from this workshop 

enable the researcher to expand his knowledge about the current higher education issues in 

Cambodia while Cambodia is to enter the ASEAN common market at the end of 2015. 

The second workshop is the policy roundtable held at RUPP on 20 August 2013 on 

“Implications of the ASEAN integration on higher education in Cambodia”. The key 

participants include representatives from both private and public HEIs, MoEYS, the Ministry 

of Economy and Finance, the ACC, the Cambodian Higher Education Association (CHEA), 

and the Young Entrepreneurs Association of Cambodia (YEAC). It aims to identify the 

government policies concerning the AEC and higher education; to discuss prospective 

directions for HEIs; and to draw implications for higher education during the AEC. The 

workshop has shown the stakeholder representatives’ perceptions and behaviours based on 

their active engagement in the higher education sector. The forum is divided into two parts in 

which the first one mainly covers the presentations from each guest speaker who is a 

representative from different institutions, followed by a question-and-answer session, while 

the second one constitutes the whole discussion between the guest speakers and all the 

participants. The whole discussion has been audio-recorded in which the first and second part 

take 2 hours 07 minutes and 1 hour 18 minutes respectively, accounting for 3 hours and 25 

minutes in total. In addition, the researcher has taken notes about the important issues 

discussed in the workshop and conducted observation to learn about the stakeholders’ 

perceptions, engagements, and interactions in the sector in order to deepen an understanding 

about the issues under study. The audio records have been listened to several times, and the 

handwritten notes and observation records have been reviewed, for a reflection and synthesis 

of all the key issues discussed in the workshop. The issues include the government policy and 

intervention on higher education development in preparation for the AEC, implications of the 

AEC for the Cambodian economy, implications of the AEC for the entrepreneurs in 

Cambodia, entrepreneurship education in Cambodian HEIs, capability of Cambodian HEIs 

for the AEC, and the way forward for higher education development in Cambodia. In 

addition, the presentation slides have been gathered to be cited as references where needed in 

the study. This forum has offered a useful input to the researcher to establish an overall 

picture of how stakeholders are engaged and interact with each other in the sector. 
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The third one is a thematic workshop on “Preparedness and challenges of Cambodian 

higher education toward ASEAN community 2015 and beyond” organized by the Australian 

Alumni Association of Cambodia in Phnom Penh, Cambodia on 19 June 2014. The key 

actors comprise the education minister as a keynote speaker, education specialist from the 

World Bank, director-general from the National Bank of Cambodia (NBC), and senior 

officials from the Emerging Market Consultant, National Employment Agency of the 

Ministry of Labour and Vocational Training (MoLV), and the ACC. The workshop is divided 

into two parts in which the first part covers a keynote speech of the education minister, 

followed by presentations of the other key actors as representatives from relevant institutions 

and the second part is a penal discussion in which the penal consists of representatives from 

the MoEYS, ACC, NBC and HEI, followed by a question-and-answer session involving all 

the participants. Detailed notes have been taken and observation has been conducted to find 

out how the key actors from relevant institutions perceive the higher education issues in 

Cambodia and how they interact for the sector development. The discussions and interactions 

among stakeholder representatives constitute an overall picture of the higher education 

landscape in Cambodia, particularly the latest update on the sector development and 

challenges as Cambodia is to be integrated into the AEC. All the presentation slides have 

been gathered to be used as references when needed for the study. The handwritten notes, 

observation records and presentation slides have been reviewed after the workshop to reflect 

and synthesize the key issues relevant to the study. The issues include current skills and talent 

gap in the labour market, skills for regional workforce mobility, research and development in 

Cambodian higher education, challenges and the way forward for the sector development in 

Cambodia. 

All in all, the inputs from the three cases have enabled the researcher to achieve a 

deep analysis of the issues under study, particularly concerning stakeholder involvement and 

the development of the higher education sector in Cambodia during the preparation for the 

2015 AEC. All the syntheses from each workshop have been put together to ascertain the 

divergent and convergent patterns to be prepared for analysis with data from other sources. In 

addition, the gatherings of the key stakeholder representatives in the three discussion forums 

have enabled the researcher to gain deeper understanding into what has happened in the 

Cambodian higher education sector in relation to the country’s economic development, 

stakeholder interaction in the sector, and how HEIs are currently performing to prepare their 

graduates for the ever-changing demands of the current labour market within the context of 
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globalization and regionalization. Moreover, they are of use to the researcher to identify other 

key actors in the sector to be further approached to seek their permissions for interviews. 

1.6.4 Data analysis 

All the interviews have been transcribed and the ones conducted in Khmer have been 

translated into English to facilitate the coding and analysing process across transcripts in 

NVivo 10. It should be noted that the transcription and translation are done by one research 

assistant (a university graduate) and they are all then verified by another research assistant (a 

postgraduate) to ensure accuracy and to avoid missing information. This procedure is 

employed to ensure the accuracy of the data and to avoid researcher bias in the study. 

All the transcripts, together with audio interview files which are played as needed for 

clarification during the data analysis, are imported into NVivo. This qualitative data analysis 

software tool is employed to support the data analysis through data storage, coding, retrieval, 

comparing and linking in order to ensure that all the relevant data have been used 

exhaustively across all the transcripts. Beekhuyzen, Nielsen, and von Hellens (2010) assert 

that the use of NVivo helps make the data analysis process “transparent”. The study starts 

with content analysis of each transcript to generate nodes (a collection of references about a 

specific theme or topic of interest). Some existing themes obtained from the semi-structured 

interviews and document reviews are used to guide the coding process. It should be noted that 

the coding process begins with a group of interview transcripts within an individual 

stakeholder category (e.g. the government, donor agencies, NGOs, HEIs and industry). The 

process also involves highlighting important statements such as sentences and quotes to 

provide the researcher with an understanding of how the interviewees experience the 

phenomenon. Moustakas (1994) describes this process as “horizonalization”. The clusters of 

meaning generated from the important statements and nodes are grouped under the existing 

relevant themes while some others are developed into emerging themes. 

 All the themes developed within each stakeholder category are then thoroughly 

checked across other categories. The overlapping themes across different categories are 

merged together to provide a deeper understanding about the issues of inquiry across 

categories. The themes which are not matched across the categories are used as separate 

themes for further analysis of the findings. It then proceeds with a close examination of all 

the nodes and statements within each merged and separate theme to clearly understand the 
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issues under study. The process allows the researcher to ascertain convergent and divergent 

opinions and reactions among different stakeholder categories about the phenomenon of 

inquiry. That is, a large collection of nodes and statements from all the transcripts has added 

details to the existing and emerging themes about the roles of each stakeholder group and the 

university governance in Cambodia (see Appendices 4 and 5). In addition, the themes and the 

important statements from across transcripts have been used to describe what the 

interviewees experience and the context which influences how they experience the 

phenomenon under study. Creswell (2013, p. 82) describes the former process as “textual 

description” and the latter as “structural description”. Both processes have enabled the 

researcher write a composite description providing an “essence” of the phenomenon. 

Secondary data obtained from government reports, regulations, local publications, 

strategic plans and archives, are analysed to gain insights into the overall aspects of the 

Cambodian higher education sector. That is, the data are complemented by document 

analysis, serving as a means of tracking changes and development in the higher education 

sector in Cambodia. In addition, key relevant quotes from the interviews have been extracted 

and used where applicable throughout the finding sections in the empirical chapters of the 

dissertation. In other words, in order to provide evidence to the findings, a number of quotes 

have been extracted from the interviews to serve as exemplary quotes. Moreover, the 

empirical data from the focus group discussion and observation at the aforementioned 

workshops have served as an additional input for the researcher to obtain a clearer picture of 

the stakeholder involvement and the current issues of the higher education sector in 

Cambodia. The syntheses generated from the handwritten notes, observation records, audio 

records, and presentation slides have also been employed for analysis in relation to the 

empirical data from the interviews with research participants. It should be noted that all the 

datasets from different sources (interviews, documents, and workshops) have been imported 

into NVivo 10 for analysis in order to ensure that the findings of the study are trustworthy, 

derived from the in-depth data analysis process. 

It is important to note that the entrepreneurial university concept as a driver of the 

triple helix model of innovation has been applied as a guide to analyse the performance of 

HEIs in Cambodia in comparison with those in some Southeast Asian countries (Chapter 

Three). The triple helix model involving university, industry and government has been 

employed as a guiding tool to analyse the stakeholder involvement in the Cambodian higher 
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education sector (Chapter Four). The process of institutional governance, particularly in 

relation to the institutional governing body, has been used to examine the governance of HEIs 

in Cambodia and ascertain the challenges involved in the governing process for quality 

education in Cambodia (Chapter Five). 

1.7 Ethical considerations 

In any research project, a researcher needs to ensure that all the participants will not suffer 

any harm or discomfort which may occur due to the research procedure. Hence, all the data 

for the study have been collected with great attentiveness to confidentiality, privacy, and 

voluntariness. An informed consent form has been developed to provide the research 

participants with the following information: 

-  Research and purpose of the research; 

-  That participation in the research is voluntary and refusal to participate involves no 

penalty or loss of benefits; 

-  Confidentiality: personal information provided by the interview participants is 

protected for privacy and confidentiality (see Appendices 1 and 2). 

The consent form is presented to each of them to request their permission for the 

interviews. Moreover, the researcher requests the permissions from each interviewee to 

audio-record the interview for in-depth analysis in addition to the handwritten notes taken 

during the interviews. Moreover, all the interviewees are assured that their given information 

and recorded interviews would be carefully protected from the third party and used for this 

research purpose only. In order to protect the identity of the interview participants, the quotes 

are listed under a code. Information about gender, level of education, political affiliations and 

others, which might be sensitive to the interview participants or their institutions, is not 

disclosed. 

In addition, the researcher has ensured that the research findings will be shared with 

the interviewees either through individual research papers or through research dissemination 

conferences. Three of the four articles are produced in co-authorship with my academic 

supervisors. The other one is produced under the crucial guidance of my academic 

supervisor. All these measures are taken to warrant research integrity and transparency of 

how the data is used. 
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1.8 Research setting within the Cambodia research program 

This PhD research project is a part of a large Cambodia Research Program, "Competing 

Hegemonies - Foreign-dominated processes of development in Cambodia", a collaborative 

research project between Dutch and Cambodian academic institutions and funded by the 

Netherlands Organizations for Scientific Research (NWO). Unlike other research projects in 

this research program, this PhD research project is funded by the Vrije Universiteit 

Amsterdam. Other research projects include topics pertinent to NGOs balancing between 

social value creation and profit-making in Cambodia, a comparison of Cambodian returnees’ 

contribution to transformation of Cambodia, Sino-Khmer entrepreneurship, and Chinese and 

Korean investments in Cambodia. One of the main objectives of the research program is to 

“analyse the diverging ways in which the main stakeholders in Cambodian development 

(government, civil society, foreign investors, and the Cambodian returnee and business 

community) position themselves vis-à-vis one another and the development models that 

emerge in their wake” (Cambodia Research Group, 2010). In addition, the program aims to 

address institutional change, especially the “entrepreneurial turn” in the foreign-dominated, 

donor dependent development industry in Cambodia. 

My PhD research project contributes to the program by analysing the involvement of 

different stakeholders in the higher education sector in Cambodia in order to categorize 

stakeholders and determine their salience for HEIs to consider for partnership. As a French 

protectorate from 1863 to 1953, Cambodia has been left with a legacy of the traditional 

French model in its education system (Dy, 2004). Moreover, the influx of the international 

donors, particularly after the United Nations-led general election in 1993, has marked their 

great influence on many sectors including education in Cambodia. Donor support is 

considered essential for the country development after the civil war and the genocidal regime 

from 1975 to 1979, leaving Cambodia a severe loss of human resources and infrastructure. 

Despite this, the study has revealed that the foreign domination on the higher education sector 

in Cambodia has decreased as the Cambodian government has obtained increased power in 

the decision-making process and sense of ownership for the sector development. For instance, 

although the Education Strategic Plans (ESPs) from 2003–2006 to 2006–2010 are the policy 

documents written primarily by foreigners, the ESPs from 2009–2013 to 2014–2018 are 

shifted to national leaders in the MoEYS to determine the content and set planning priorities 

albeit often assisted by foreign consultants working with ministry officials. Notably, over the 

last few years, the Cambodian government has started to take higher education policy 
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initiatives, namely on governance and financing policy despite donor technical support during 

the process. In addition, more national technical advisors have been promoted to work on the 

HEQCIP than foreigners. The current study argues that the foreign domination has now 

become less relevant to the development of the higher education sector in Cambodia since the 

Cambodian government has started to take the lead in the sector development albeit with the 

financial and technical supports from the foreign donors. 

The project also contributes to the program by examining the university governance in 

Cambodia in order to enhance the institutional leadership and shape their directions toward 

entrepreneurialism in their performance for quality higher education. The limited public 

funding and increasing demand for higher education in Cambodia have urged HEIs to 

generate their own income as the government cannot fully fund higher education. Thus, it is 

questioned as to whether they are operating entrepreneurially for quality education. The 

findings of this research project helps enable HEIs to consider taking up new roles and 

collaborating with external stakeholders in order to secure their future and ensure the quality 

provision of educational services and products for the country’s socio-economic development 

and competitiveness in the contemporary society. 

1.9 Scientific outputs 

The research endeavour throughout the whole PhD trajectory has resulted in a number of 

research articles for publication in different academic journals. Under the supervision of and 

in collaboration with my two supervisors, I have produced four interrelated research articles 

for the dissertation (see Table 1.2). One of the articles (Chapter Two) was published in 2014, 

in Higher Education, the International Journal of Higher Education Research. Another article 

(Chapter Three) has been submitted to Research Policy. An article in Chapter Four was 

published in 2015 in Studies in Higher Education. An article in Chapter Five has been revised 

and resubmitted to Journal of Enterprising Community: People and Places in the Global 

Economy in the special issue on The Entrepreneurial University: Education and Community. 

In addition, the research papers have been presented in different conferences (see Table 1.3). 
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Table 1.2: The research project outputs 

Cha

pter 

Article title Journal and status 

2 Understanding the concept of the entrepreneurial 

university from the perspective of higher education 

models  

(Sam, C., & Van der Sijde, P.) 

Higher Education  

(Published, March 2014) 

3 Higher education development in Cambodia: 

Implications for the ASEAN Economic 

Community 

(Sam, C., & Dahles, H.) 

Research Policy 

(Submitted, February 2016) 

4 Stakeholder involvement in the higher education 

sector in Cambodia 

(Sam, C., & Dahles, H.) 

Studies in Higher Education 

(Published, December 2015) 

5 Cambodian higher education in transition: A 

perspective of institutional governance  

(Sam, C.) 

Journal of Enterprising Community: 

People and Places in the global 

economy 

(Submitted, November 2015) – Revised 

and resubmitted 
 

Table 1.3: Conference Papers/Poster/Presentation 

No Article Conferences/events 

1 Cambodian higher education in transition: 

A perspective on institutional governance 

(Presenter) 

The 16
th
 International Conference on Education 

Research on Future education design: Theory, 

practice and Policy, Seoul National University, 

Seoul, Korea 

(14–16 October 2015) 

2 The missing pieces of ubuntu of higher 

education in the post conflict in 

Cambodia: Redefining higher education 

for regional integration 

(Panel member – virtual presentation 

from Griffith University, Australia) 

59
th
 Annual Conference of the Comparative and 

International Education Society, Cornell Higher 

Education Research Institute, Washington, D.C. 

The United States 

(8–13 March 2015) 

3 Stakeholder involvement in the higher 

education sector in Cambodia 

(Presenter) 

Conference on Competing Hegemonies – 

Foreign-dominated processes of Development in 

Cambodia, Phnom Penh, Cambodia 

(06–07 October 2014) 

Annual Symposium on Cambodia Tomorrow: 

Developing research priorities for a middle-

income country, Phnom Penh, Cambodia 

(17–18 September 2013) 

Graduate School Conference: Fresh 

perspectives, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, the 

Netherlands 

(27 September 2012) 

Annual event 2012, the Network Institute, Vrije 

Universiteit Amsterdam, the Netherlands  

(26 June 2012) – Poster presentation 
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1.10 Organization of the dissertation 

The dissertation is comprised of six chapters. Chapter One “Introduction and background of 

the research” presents the overall research background, research objective, research 

questions, theoretical framework, research methodology, significance, and organization of the 

dissertation. Chapter Two “Understanding the concept of entrepreneurial university from the 

perspective of higher education models” serves as a theoretical framework to guide the entire 

PhD research project. The three following chapters constitute a sequence of empirical articles 

pertinent to higher education in Cambodia. That is, Chapter Three “Higher Education 

Development in Cambodia: Implications for the ASEAN Economic Community” provides a 

comparative study between Cambodia and some ASEAN member countries about the 

development of the higher education sector based on the concept of the entrepreneurial 

university adopted in the developed societies. Chapter Four “Stakeholder involvement in the 

higher education sector in Cambodia” examines how stakeholders are involved in the sector 

and ascertain to what extent stakeholders have collaborated in the sector. Chapter Five 

“Cambodian higher education in transition: An institutional governance perspective” 

discusses how higher education providers in Cambodia are governed and what challenges are 

involved in their governing process toward quality education while the sector is in a 

significant transition from state to market. The dissertation concludes with Chapter Six, 

which summarizes the key findings from the preceding chapters, gives an in-depth discussion 

of the significant findings, and draws main contributions and implications. The chapter serves 

as a conclusion chapter to the dissertation and therefore gives an overall picture of what has 

been achieved in answering the central research question. It also pinpoints the limitations of 

the study and gives directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

2 UNDERSTANDING THE CONCEPT OF THE ENTREPRENEURIAL 

UNIVERSITY FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF HIGHER 

EDUCATION MODELS
9
 

Abstract 

Over the last few decades, globalization and ever-increasing demands of the knowledge-

based economy have caused higher education in most countries around the world to undergo 

significant transformation. Notwithstanding the dramatic changes in higher education, it is 

clearly noticed that the influence of the European higher education models is still present 

despite the fact that the American model has then become dominant on higher education in 

Europe or even worldwide. The changes have been seen in the evolutionary roles of 

universities, which share the common trend from traditional missions of teaching and 

research to the third mission for economic development. Despite various viewpoints about 

the third mission, the common one concerns the entrepreneurial role of university for socio-

economic development, underlying the concept of entrepreneurial university in which the 

collaboration between university and external stakeholders is emphasized. This paper is 

aimed to present a review of the taxonomy of the three European higher education models, 

namely the Humboldtian, Napoleonic, and Anglo-Saxon model, which is followed by a 

discussion on the emergence of the Anglo-American model of higher education. The paper 

then presents the third mission in relation to the roles of a university in developed countries, 

which is followed by the elaboration on the transformation from mode 1 to mode 2 in 

knowledge production, and a pathway toward entrepreneurial universities. 

 

Keywords: university, research, third mission, entrepreneurial university, globalization, 

knowledge-based economy/society, mode 1, mode 2 

 

                                                           
9
 This chapter is a journal article co-authored with Prof. Dr. Peter van der Sijde, and it is published as 

Sam, C., & van der Sijde, P. (2014). Understanding the concept of the entrepreneurial university from 

the perspective of higher education models. Higher Education, 68(6), 891-908. doi: 10.1007/s10734-

014-9750-0 
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2.1 Introduction 

The rise of the knowledge-based society and the competitive labour market in both local and 

global context has made higher education become even more important for individuals and 

society to survive. “Higher education is no longer a luxury; it is essential for survival. Higher 

education is essential to national social and economic development,” (World Bank, 2000, p. 

14). Gillis (1999) emphasizes that, in today’s world, higher education plays an even more 

crucial role than ever before in the history of mankind as the quality of higher education 

determines the wealth as well as poverty of nations (cited in Akpomi, 2009; World Bank, 

2000). Higher education significantly contributes to the skilled labour force and responds to 

the changing labour market demands in knowledge-based economies (Enders, 2010). Bloom, 

Canning, and Chan (2006) emphasize the importance of higher education to enable countries 

to catch up with technologically advanced societies in the knowledge-based economy, as 

Welch (2011, p. 4) writes “… higher education is universally acknowledged as a key pillar in 

constructing the new knowledge economies of the twenty-first century.” 

Therefore, governments and international organizations such as the Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the World Bank and the Asian 

Development Bank regard higher education as a vital tool to produce highly-skilled people to 

be well-prepared for the new knowledge-driven economies (Welch, 2011). More importantly, 

the role of higher education has been widely acknowledged in research and government 

policy in the global knowledge-based economy (Marginson, 2010). Such necessity and ever-

increasing demand in the contemporary society are now challenging the status quo of higher 

education in many countries around the world, leading to the expansion of higher education 

and causing traditional universities to undergo reforms and restructuring to be responsive to 

the needs of the knowledge-based economy. P. Scott (1998) indicates, “All universities are 

subject to the same processes of globalization – partly as objects, victims even, of these 

processes, but partly as subjects or key agents of globalization” (p. 122). 

Due to the rapidly changing needs of the knowledge-based society and the local and 

global competitiveness, people’s knowledge, skills and resourcefulness have become 

increasingly important. The competitiveness and rise of the knowledge-intensive economy 

have posed great challenges to governments in both developed and developing nations to 

overcome and encourage them to also make higher education (more) responsive to the 

competitive labour market in the globalized society. Hence, governments are challenged to 
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enhance the higher education system in order to produce more highly-educated people for 

social and economic development (Maassen & Cloete, 2006). At the same time, it has 

affected the role of and funding by the government in (higher) education (Carnoy, 1999). The 

unit cost of mass higher education has made governments unlikely to fully fund higher 

education in the same amount as the elite education (Clark, 1997). Steier (2003) points out 

that the growing cost of the expansion of higher education system has posed a challenge to 

the developed countries for a change as their higher education institutions are originally 

largely dependent on the government’s financial support. Clark (1998a) suggests that all 

universities should adapt and become more entrepreneurial, responding in “entrepreneurial” 

way to the growing demand for higher education, meaning that universities should be able to 

be more financially independent (of the government) as they are expected to seek funds from 

the external sources through their knowledge exploitation. Thus, universities are encouraged 

to act entrepreneurially by finding new sources of income through their activities to secure 

their place in the knowledge-based economy. In brief, universities have been undergoing 

fundamental changes over the last few decades from the traditional missions of teaching and 

research to encompass the entrepreneurial role as the third mission to fully realize their 

potentials to contribute to the socio-economic development. 

Despite a large body of literature on higher education, the four higher education 

models, namely the Humboldtian, the Napoleonic, the Anglo-Saxon, and the Anglo-

American model, have yet to be discussed in conjunction with most recent development: the 

entrepreneurial university. The paper will bring the four models of higher education together 

into an extensive discussion in relation to the entrepreneurial university. The paper first 

provides a review of the four models, followed by the new challenges to higher education. In 

the last section, it discusses how these challenges have their roles in the models of higher 

education. The paper aims to describe how the idea or concept of an entrepreneurial 

university relates to the “classic” models of higher education and how developments in the 

twentieth and twenty-first century are dealt with. 

2.2 Higher education models 

Higher education is generally categorized into three models. These three models are of 

European origin: the Humboldtian, the Napoleonic, and the Anglo-Saxon model. These 

models were spread around the world during the colonial period – the nineteenth and 

twentieth century period (Arthur & Little, 2010) and have remained influential on the current 
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higher education, although they, to some extent, have been modified or contextualized to fit 

an individual country’s higher education system. Gellert (1993b) refers the Humboldtian, 

Napoleonic, and Anglo-Saxon model to as research, training and personality respectively. 

The Humboldtian model, the German higher education model, emerged by the end of 

the nineteenth century and is named after the famous scientist called Wilhelm von Humboldt 

(Gellert, 1993b), whose ideas created the University of Berlin in 1810 based on the two basic 

features of research-like learning and academic freedom of research and teaching (Elton, 

2008). This model is often seen as the origin of the present-day “research university” (Elton, 

2008). Higher education under this model attaches great importance to academic freedom for 

teaching and research together with the freedom to learn without the interference from 

governments. It also involves institutional classification and boundaries between vocational 

education and training, and university education (Arthur & Little, 2010). Teaching is directly 

based on the research of the professors, who are required to conduct their research for 

teaching purposes (Gellert, 1993a). There is a unity of teaching and research regarding 

learning as a collaborative enterprise in which “the professors are not there for the students, 

but rather both are there for science (Humboldt, 1809/1990, p. 274 as cited in Ash, 2006). In 

other words, both professors and students are supposed to work together to produce new 

knowledge. Ash (2006) also notes that there is basically no difference between the natural 

sciences and the humanities as the concept of science can be applied to both; pure science is 

considered much more important than specialized professional training. Gellert (1993b) 

asserts that in the Humboldtian model, knowledge creation and transmission are put at the 

centre of the university’s mission; it is thus a “research model”. Universities are mainly 

funded by the government (Gellert, 1993a), which makes higher education system under this 

model rather centralized. By 1900, the research mission of university originated from the 

model had influenced higher education worldwide (J. C. Scott, 2006). Though the integration 

of research and learning at universities has become one of the features in the contemporary 

higher education in developed nations, the complete features of the model are not fully 

adopted due to the massification of higher education and limited funding from the state.  

In the Napoleonic model, the French model, according to Schwartzman and Klein 

(1994), higher education institutions are regarded as public entities, authorizing the students 

to apply their professions and enjoy the rights and benefits from their degrees, and the 

degrees are provided by colleges under the assumptions that the graduates are equally 
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qualified. Neave (2003) notes that degrees or diplomas are accredited and validated by the 

state. As it is a highly centralized system, the professional practice is controlled by 

professional councils organized and directed by the government (Schwartzman, 2001), which 

makes it impossible for higher education institutions to become institutionally autonomous 

for curriculum design, staff recruitment, objectives, and organizational structure. 

Schwartzman (2001) also points out that the model is relatively formal and relies on rote 

learning rather than research and independent thinking – research tends to take place outside 

universities. Vocational education (in mathematics and engineering sciences) is deemed more 

important than humanities and basic sciences (Schwartzman, 2001). The high-level education 

particularly refers to the training taking place at the (France’s) grandes écoles, in which 

professional education is emphasized as a vital tool for professional formation and positions 

(Arthur, Brennan, & Weert, 2007). In this sense, Gellert (1993b) claims that this model 

emphasizes high-level vocational skills, and professional education, and it is thus basically 

known as a “training model”.  

The Anglo-Saxon model, the British model which emerged in the nineteenth century 

with Oxford and Cambridge University, has the basic feature of personality development 

through “liberal education” in which there is a close relationship between teachers and 

students (Gellert, 1993b). Unlike the above two models, the Anglo-Saxon model of higher 

education is a less well-developed system of vocational training and higher education 

because it provides instead a broad educational base with less emphasis on subject-specific 

and skill-related content (Little, 2001), and is not intended to prepare students for a specific 

profession after graduation. Arthur et al. (2007) argue that this type of educational base can 

be used subsequently for further professional education and training often provided by 

industry. This model tends to put more emphasis on professionalism, rather than technical 

(and vocational) knowledge and skills as the students’ focus is to deal flexibly and 

intelligently with the changes and challenging situations (Arthur et al., 2007). Gellert (1993b) 

asserts that the model focuses on development of a person’s personality or character since 

“character formation” played a more crucial role in the British system than in any other 

university system besides research and professional training; the model is therefore generally 

known as “personality model”. Universities under this regime are institutionally autonomous 

with regard to courses, recruitment procedures, objectives and organizational structure (Felt 

& Glanz, 2002). Such an autonomy promotes competitions among universities to attract the 

students, which results in more professional management and effectiveness in institutional 
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financing and staff employment (Clark, 1995). The universities operate within the general 

framework defined by the government and with quality control and supervision conducted by 

independent institutions (Herbst, Olechnicka, & Płoszaj, 2011). In other words, it is a model 

of self-governing institutions and autonomous academic disciplines, unlike the Humboltian 

and Napoleonic models of universities, where governance by the state is the case. The Anglo-

Saxon model follows the two-cycle degree program of undergraduate (Bachelor’s) and 

postgraduate study (Master’s and PhD), which is more structured, compared with the system 

used in the Continental Europe before the Bologna process (Cardoso, Portela, Sá, & 

Alexandre, 2008). 

 Carlsson, Acs, Audretsch, and Braunerhjelm (2009) state that the research university 

in the United States was modelled after the German model (von Humboldt’s University of 

Berlin) when this model was imported to the United States in the nineteenth century. In this 

sense, the German university is frequently claimed to serve as a model for American research 

university, which then started to influence the university system around the world (Ash, 

2006). Moreover, unlike its European predecessor, the United States quickly turned its 

university into a “decentralized, pluralistic, and intensely competitive academic market place 

fuelled by federal research dollars” (Graham & Diamond, 1997, p. 2). Turner (2001) asserts 

that: 

The American universities which emerged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries were far too diverse to be described as imports from any single country. 

Rather, they were unique creations which combined elements from the British, 

German and other European university systems with local inventions (cited in Ash, 

2006, p. 249). 

As of the early twentieth century, the United States started to introduce mass higher 

education and “Americanize” higher education to form its own model, known as the Anglo-

American model, which has unique features and has strongly influenced on higher education 

systems around the world. Gellert (1993b) points out that the Anglo-American model places 

an emphasis on the liberal arts as well as on multi-disciplinary education at the undergraduate 

level, following the Anglo-Saxon model, and research in the graduate level, patterned after 

the Humboldtian model. The American influence can be found in the British higher 

education, such as the development of a British version of the Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology (MIT) and the transition from an elite to a mass system (Bocock, Baston, Scott, 
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& Smith, 2003). Salmi (2001) claims that many higher education institutions worldwide have 

adopted the US credit-based system in order to increase flexibility in the design and 

organization of their academic programs. The Anglo-American system has more structured 

teaching and learning approach, which helps students to better plan their study, and to have a 

shorter period to complete their studies compared to the European-style system of higher 

education (Buchori & Malik, 2004). The Anglo-American model of higher education is 

derived from the European models, and is then imported back to the European countries and 

influences higher education around the world. In this sense, the Anglo-American model can 

be referred to as a “hybrid model”, in which the necessary elements of all the three European 

models are integrated to constitute its own unique features. 

To sum up, the three European models are known to shape the universities throughout 

the world although modifications have been made to fit the specific needs and/or situations of 

a particular country. However, there appears to be no specific model to which the government 

of a particular country adheres for its higher education as there is a continuous evolution of 

the functions of university to respond to the rapidly-changing needs of the society and 

globalization. Simply put, the European models of higher education are important as they 

have remained influential on the current higher education worldwide. Though the higher 

education system in Europe and worldwide is dominated by the Anglo-American model, the 

roots go back to its European predecessors. The Anglo-American system has gained its 

popularity among higher education institutions around the world since it makes the 

massification of higher education possible, introduces a de-centralized system to ensure 

flexibility to keep pace with the rapidly growing knowledge-based economy. In this regard, 

none of the models really took the new development into its model, but moulded the new 

tasks as well as they could into the Anglo-American model (Table 2.1). 
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Table 2.1: Higher education models, their basic features and impacts on transformation 

 

Higher Education Model 

 

Basic features Impacts 

 

Humboldtian Model 

 

Research-based learning 

Academic freedom of 

research and learning 

Centralized system of 

governance 

 

Research becoming a central 

area of study in modern 

higher education 

 

Napoleonic Model 

 

High-level vocational 

training 

Professional education 

Centralized system of 

governance 

 

Vocational and technical 

training becoming crucial 

to prepare students for the 

rapidly-changing labour 

markets 

 

Anglo-Saxon Model 

 

Personality development 

through liberal education 

Professionalism 

Institutional autonomy or 

self-governing institutions 

 

Soft skills being emphasized 

in modern higher education 

to enable students to act 

flexibly and intelligently in 

a changing and challenging 

environment 

 

Anglo-American Model 

 

All the basic features of the 

European models 

integrated 

Decentralized system of 

governance 

Massification of higher 

education 

 

Research, technical training 

and professionalism being 

incorporated in 

contemporary higher 

education worldwide 

Entrepreneurialism model of 

higher education 

institutions becoming 

critical for the competitive 

academic market place 

 

2.3 Twentieth and twenty-first century developments 

Each of the models described above has to incorporate requirements (“developments”) 

imposed by the ever changing environment of higher education. In the next sections three of 

those developments, connected with the three basic missions of a university, are: 

 Education: lifelong learning and entrepreneurship education; 

 Research: from mode 1 to mode 2; 

 Role of the university in the knowledge society 
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2.3.1 Education: Lifelong learning and entrepreneurship education 

With regard to education, many changes took place as impacts of the knowledge society. For 

instance, lifelong learning was introduced: “ … the university degree is regarded as no longer 

a voucher for lifelong employability but merely an entry ticket into the world of work” (Gibb 

& Hannon, 2005, p. 5). Universities are, therefore, under great pressures to work harder to 

prepare students for lifelong learning so that they will not be left behind by the rapidly-

changing demand of the labour market (European Commission, 1996). Maassen and Cloete 

(2006) claim that it is important for higher education institutions to be “entrepreneurial” to 

successfully cope with this challenge. The adoption of the Anglo-American university model 

provides a structure to deal with this issue, although life-long learning is not (yet?) common 

practice – at least in Europe.  

A related development is the introduction of entrepreneurship education in higher 

education. Entrepreneurship is a complex topic to which increasing attention is recently been 

paid (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Wright, 2012). As entrepreneurship is an extensive field 

of study and consists of a wide range of purposes and objectives, various definitions can be in 

found in contemporary literature on entrepreneurship. Mars and Rios-Aguilar (2010) have 

found that not many studies gave similar definition of entrepreneurship when it concerns 

“academic entrepreneurship”. Many authors (see  Rothaermel, Agung, & Jiang, 2007) 

operationalize it as based on the following activities: “faculty consultation, university-

industry collaboration, intellectual property protection, and technology transfer”. Analysing 

the entrepreneurial activities using the 44 studies in their sample at the national/regional, 

institutional, professional/disciplinary, and individual levels, Mars and Rios-Aguilar (2010) 

have found that most studies place a great emphasis on national, institutional, and 

professional rather than individual levels, which are observed through research on American, 

Australian, and Canadian higher education. In this regard, Mars and Rios-Aguilar (2010) 

have observed the common use of entrepreneurial terminology in a certain number of 

academic behaviours and activities that include technology transfer, intellectual property 

protection, and university-industry collaboration. 

The advent of entrepreneurship education has intrigued scholars in conducting 

research on the development and status of entrepreneurship education (Kuratko, 2005; 

Pittaway & Cope, 2007; Vesper & Gartner, 1997). It has begun to gain traction as a distinct 

field of study (Drucker, 1985; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Although it can hardly be 
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maintained that entrepreneurship education was introduced resulting from the emerging 

knowledge society, Katz (2003) established that the first course in this domain (in the USA) 

was taught in 1947. However, the knowledge society is for a large part responsible for the 

breakthrough in the 1990s. Entrepreneurship is being taught to students in science, 

engineering and technology, as well as in business schools and as part of the humanities 

curriculum (see Levenburg et al., 2006) with the result that thousands of students worldwide 

are continuously introduced to entrepreneurship via longer or shorter courses. Although the 

academic legitimacy of this subject is still under debate (see Lewis, 2011), students are 

educated to be entrepreneurial as a professional or become an entrepreneur (at some point in 

life). The legitimacy debate can be understood as many universities changed from the 

Napoleonic or the Humboldtian model towards the Anglo-American model and view on 

education.  

Due to the rapidly-changing demands of the labour market in the global market 

economy, it is clearly noticed that universities cannot be merely the institution providing 

higher learning with work skills as it will make the students unprepared for the future careers 

in the global knowledge economy. The advent of the entrepreneurial university has more or 

less led to the changes of university curricula, one of which is the incorporation of 

entrepreneurship education in order to equip students with entrepreneurial competence to 

apply upon their graduation. In this sense, universities are encouraged to incorporate ability 

to use new technology, access new markets, develop new products, practice management of 

enterprises and develop skill levels in job market (Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2000), which are 

all the important elements in entrepreneurship education with which the students need to be 

well-equipped to be entrepreneurial. Mars (Mars, Slaughter, and Rhoades (2008); Mars and 

Rhoades (2012)) raised the case of academic capitalism which promotes entrepreneurial 

spirits among students, particularly in science and technology closely linked to the 

knowledge economy, contributing to the values added to the society or/and economy. 

Mwasalwiba (2010) points out that the academics, on the supply side, view entrepreneurship 

education as a tool to establish entrepreneurial societies and to have more innovation 

programs for the students. On the demand side, the policymakers believe that enterprise 

culture will lead to more new jobs and business ventures and the students will need 

entrepreneurship education for their self-employment or for competition in the challenging 

labour market. Entrepreneurship education can be an important element in any business 

venture support system (Hansemark, 1998), which comes along with incubators, innovation 
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centres, technology transfer offices, science parks, and venture capital operations, as part of 

job creation (McMullan & Long, 1987). Matlay and Westhead (2005) assert that 

entrepreneurship education is also an effective way to enable the growing graduate 

population to move from higher education to self-employment or salaried work. Equipped 

with entrepreneurship knowledge, university graduates are expected to be able to act 

entrepreneurially in their careers, which is what is needed in the rapidly-changing needs of 

the labour markets within the context of globalization. 

2.3.2 Research: from mode 1 to mode 2 

Whether it has changed the way academic research is executed, Gibbons et al. (1994) have 

changed the way we think and theorize about research. Gibbons (1998) described research as 

“knowledge production” in higher education as taking place in two “modes” and that there is 

a transformation from “mode 1” to “mode 2”. Gibbons et al. (1994) assert that mode 1 is a 

disciplinary-based knowledge production which is carried out within a disciplinary boundary 

with regard to the cognitive and social norms that govern basic research and academic 

sciences, implying the absence of practicality in nature. Mode 1 is a form of knowledge 

production that is used to control the spread of the structure of specialization to other 

disciplines and ensure the compliance with what is regarded as scientifically sound in 

research practice, which is carried out without a context of application (Gibbons, 1998). In 

this sense, Mode 1 research (or knowledge production) fits the ideas about research in the 

Humboldtian model and the second tier in the Anglo-American model (postgraduate tier in 

the research university). However, Mode 2 is a trans-disciplinary form of knowledge 

production which is carried out within a context of application, requiring a wider range of 

considerations of the interests of various stakeholders (Gibbons et al., 1994). In this regard, 

this new mode is a more complex system of knowledge production which involves specialists 

from various disciplines to work cooperatively on problems guided by cognitive and social 

practices; this type of knowledge production might fit into the Napoleonic model of higher 

education, although it follows multidisciplinary-based instructions. Moreover, scientific and 

technological knowledge is not produced only within university but even beyond the 

university boundary, moving closer to the real world problem (Gibbons et al., 1994). This 

opens up the opportunities for university-business collaboration. 

 Gibbons (1998) points out that Mode 2 emerges as a new form of scientific 

knowledge production which supports the arguments that research (and teaching) cannot be 
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undertaken in institutional isolation; thus, research has to be undertaken within the context of 

its application in order to understand complex systems. In this sense, university is only one of 

the actors in the knowledge production system, so it has to collaborate with external 

stakeholders. This mode challenges universities to take the lead in training skilled and 

creative individuals for the economy (the thoughts behind the Anglo-Saxon model of higher 

education). Since the concept of mode 2 has emerged, a university is regarded as one of the 

agents of knowledge production for innovation (Laredo, 2007), suggesting that the university 

has lost its prerogative in knowledge production and shares this function with other actors 

(knowledge-producing companies or institutions in society). In this respect, mode 2 is closely 

related to the Anglo-Saxon model in which university is expected to interact with external 

stakeholders for academic and research purposes to bring about new knowledge and to foster 

entrepreneurial and commercial interactions between university and external stakeholders. 

2.3.3 Roles of universities in the knowledge society: beyond teaching and research 

In the modern society, due to the rise of knowledge-based economy, information technology, 

and global competitiveness, the functions of university have been expanded from its original 

task of preservation and knowledge transfer, to production of new knowledge and more 

recently to knowledge exploitation for innovation (Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007; Etzkowitz & 

Zhou, 2007). Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000) emphasize that the university plays a critical 

and challenging role in leading innovation initiatives in the knowledge-based society since 

demands on academic institutions to meet this expectation keep growing. Mok (2005) 

mentions that the transformation of the role of university to adapt to socio-economic and 

socio-political changes is a result of the knowledge-based society. Such a role is not restricted 

or limited to “just” research and teaching, but includes “service to the community”. It is not a 

new task, as Ward and Hazelkorn (2012) state, but part of its mission after the establishment 

of the University of Bologna, but it received a new impetus after the World War II with the 

publication of Vannevar Bush of “Science: the endless Frontier”. Eventually, this led to 

higher education as having “a civic duty to engage with wider society on the local, national 

and global scales and to do so in a manner which links the social to the economic spheres” 

(Goddard, 2009, p. 4); in other words, the “third task” was introduced. 

Despite all developments, the current roles of universities have roots that can be 

traced back into the higher education models in several ways. First, the idea of research in 

academia for scientific advantage originating from the Humboldtian model is modified to 
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“engage with wider society”; this has provoked the discussion initiated by Gibbons et al. 

(1994) and Stokes (1997) on the nature of research. Second, the Napoleonic model, aiming to 

educate and prepare students for their professional careers (outside the university, in industry 

and government) puts a large emphasis on (highly) scientific and technical knowledge and 

skills. This practice shaped the modern role of university to equip students with knowledge 

and skills to enter a profession upon their graduation. Last but not least, the Anglo-Saxon 

model has influenced the current role of university with regard to professionalism and life-

long learning which are developed within individual students to enable them to act flexibly 

and intelligently in the changing situations in their jobs. This idea responds to the current role 

of university in developing an entrepreneurial spirit in students to be prepared for and cope 

with the rapidly-changing needs of the labour market in the knowledge-based society. 

2.3.4 Academic revolution: inclusion of the “third mission” 

It took several “academic revolutions” (Etzkowitz, 2003a) before the university took the 

shape as it is today. A first academic revolution concerned a change of the university from a 

teaching institution into the one that incorporated research into teaching. Universities were 

conducting research, but the research was basically seen as a means to prepare (educate) 

people (students) to work in other spheres than the academic (Etzkowitz, 2008). A second 

academic revolution emphasized the interrelations between teaching and research in which 

the combination of both tasks are assumed to be creative and productive for the socio-

economic development (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008). This “revolution” was at the foundation of 

the third task or mission of the university and evolved from a focus on teaching and research 

into a role of a university in social and economic development (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 

1999; Gunasekara, 2006; Wissema, 2009). The first mission of education inspires the second 

mission of research that in turn leads to a university’s third mission for social and economic 

development (Etzkowitz, 2008). Although it has been noticed that the third mission has been 

criticized for how it turns the institutions away from conducting basic research (Nedeva 

(2007), it has been widely adopted in many universities in developed countries to secure their 

place in the contemporary society. 

The third mission is broadly defined as all institutional activities excluding traditional 

teaching and research; therefore, Vorley and Nelles (2009) state that the term “third mission” 

remains unclear and multi-interpretable. In narrow terms, it is described as “technology 

transfer” (Hackett & Dilts, 2004) or “university-business cooperation” (Adamsone-Fiskovica 
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et al., 2009). Whether it is defined in broad or narrow terms, the third mission is related to the 

involvement of universities to contribute to socio-economic development; traditionally 

referred to as “service to the community” and “outreach”. Implementing the third mission 

(and extending its “traditional” tasks), a university becomes actively involved in a wide range 

of activities such as patenting and licensing (see Baldini, 2006; Henderson et al., 1998; 

Mowery, Nelson, Sampat, & Ziedonis, 2001, 2004; Mowery & Sampat, 2001; Sampat, 2006; 

Shane, 2004), spin-out formation based on results of research (Etzkowitz, 2008), contract 

research (see Clark, 1998b; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Gulbrandsen & Smeby, 2005; Welch, 

2011), and continuous professional development (Fink et al., 1999; Zukas, 2012). 

Despite the positive findings from many studies on the third mission of university in 

entrepreneurship and its relation to the other two tasks (see Van Looy et al., 2004), the 

practice of the mission at universities has been challenged from different viewpoints. Many 

scholars argue that university best fulfils its mission by performing the first two tasks of 

teaching and research rather than the third mission (Etzkowitz, 2008). Sorlin (2002) agrees 

that university will achieve its third mission for socio-economic development in its fulfilment 

of the first two tasks. Brooks (1994) even states that this “entrepreneurial behaviour” of a 

university can be seen as a threat to the traditional academic missions: the university tends to 

become commercially-oriented and have business-like objectives; as a result, the 

(independent) role of university as a critic of society will therefore be under pressure 

(Krimsky, Ennis, & Weissman, 1991). Philpott, Dooley, O'Reilly, and Lupton (2011) note 

that the third task has turned the university management from the practice of the bottom-up 

approach to that of top-down approach, which is seen by some academic disciplines as a 

potential threat to the traditional missions of teaching and research. Nevertheless, by 

incorporating the third mission in a university, there is a significant change in its relationships 

with its main stakeholders: government and business. The knowledge-based society is the 

impetus which drives a university to play an entrepreneurial role as its third task by 

interacting closely with industry and government for socio-economic development 

(Etzkowitz et al., 2000). 
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2.4 Toward an entrepreneurial university 

That the idea of an entrepreneurial university is widely accepted, but not always understood 

is a telling observation by Rae et al. (2012). The doubt may arise as to whether an 

entrepreneurial university is a “university [that] actively seeks to innovate in how it goes 

about its business” (Clark, 1998a, p. 4) or a university that undertakes “entrepreneurial 

activities with the objective of improving regional or national economic performance as well 

as the university’s financial advantage and that of its faculty” (Etzkowitz et al., 2000, p. 313), 

or, maybe, as J. L. Davies (1987) formulates, a university which is adaptive and innovative to 

the needs of the outside world. Martin and Etzkowitz (2000) point out that the third mission 

has been viewed as a unique opportunity for the universities to be the key players in research, 

teaching and training to respond to the emergence of the knowledge-based society and as 

such they are underwriting Clark’s definition of an entrepreneurial university. Tuunainen 

(2005) conclusion that “developing an entrepreneurial university is not as straightforward as 

it may seem from a more generalized perspective” is definitely a truism. The concept of the 

entrepreneurial university is broader than just the incorporation of the third task and new 

governance models. Universities in many countries are inclined to adopt the third mission and 

shifting their traditional institutions based on teaching and research to the entrepreneurial 

ones in order to respond to the rapidly-changing demands of the knowledge-based economy 

in the global context. The issue arises as to whether this has to do with universities becoming 

entrepreneurial or “just” incorporating its obligation into a society, making this issue “a 

global phenomenon with an isomorphic developmental path” (Etzkowitz et al., 2000, p. 313). 

We propose to make a distinction between entrepreneurial universities and entrepreneurial 

activities of universities, suggesting that universities may follow the one or the other path in 

their institutional development; the one path being “entrepreneurial”, the other fostering 

institutional entrepreneurship as well as being entrepreneurial. 

“Entrepreneurial activities”: Most universities nowadays perform “entrepreneurial 

activities”. Massification of education, limited (and decreasing) public funding, global 

competitiveness and the ever-changing demands of the knowledge-economy have more or 

less driven higher education institutions to become more sensitive towards economic 

development and deploy (more) entrepreneurial activities. Benner and Sandström (2000) 

assert that these developments are significant opportunities for change and development in 

higher education. As a recent European study (Davey et al., 2011) shows that a majority of 

academics consider themselves involved in some entrepreneurial activity. Most universities 
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nowadays have an “expanded developmental periphery” (Clark, 1998a) such as a technology 

transfer office that initiates, coordinates and manages the entrepreneurial activities. 

Yokoyama (2006) has noted that universities involved in entrepreneurial activities have 

undergone organizational changes to respond to the changing internal and external demands, 

and based on self-support and autonomy, the institutional responses come in the form of 

commercial activities like the corporation formation and partnership with the private sector 

and change in an academic organization. Performing entrepreneurial activities does not 

automatically transform a university into an entrepreneurial university, only when the 

entrepreneurial activities create added value for education and research and vice versa. In this 

regard, Dill (1995) has placed an emphasis on the increasing knowledge of the organization 

and management of university technology transfer activities in order that universities can 

contribute to the economic development while maintaining the core functions of teaching and 

research; otherwise, the university-industry collaboration may result in negative impacts on 

the core values and functions of universities. 

“Entrepreneurial university”: An entrepreneurial university is a university that is able to take 

on several roles in society and in the innovation (eco) system. Although the use of the 

concept “ecosystem” has been critically discussed by Mars, Bronstein, and Lusch (2012), it is 

a useful metaphor to describe the “complex networks of actors, such as private industries, 

financiers, universities, and governmental agencies that are linked together through the 

pursuit of common technological goals and/or mutual economic gains” (Mars et al., 2012, p. 

274). In this sense, a (modern) university is expected to have close relationships and 

interactions with stakeholders to produce and to develop (new) knowledge/technology as well 

as to strengthen its position in the knowledge-based society and to generate new sources of 

income. 

As one of the key players, the university is a supplier of human capital (graduates), 

knowledge (research) and in the provision of (incubation) space for new enterprises (see 

Marques et al., 2006). In entrepreneurial universities, students are exposed and subjected to a 

conducive (study) environment in which they can take risks, explore responsibilities in a  

project (a protected environment, but in the “real” world) and identify business opportunities 

(Laine, 2008). This reflects the current situation in which the changing and ever-growing role 

of the university in the new economy tends to go beyond the (two) traditional tasks, 

incorporating the third task to provide and to translate into use knowledge for society and 



60 
 

industry. An entrepreneurial university actively identifies and exploits opportunities to 

improve itself (with regard to education and research) and its surroundings (third task: 

knowledge transfer) and is capable of managing (governing) the mutual dependency and 

impact of the three university tasks. This description goes beyond earlier quoted researchers, 

since it emphasizes the interrelatedness of the three academic missions. 

2.5 University in modern society: beyond entrepreneurial university 

In the present-day society, a university, an entrepreneurial as well as any other university, is 

part of the innovation (eco) system, together with industry and government, which is viewed 

as its major challenge to the economic development of its environment. A university is 

expected not only to perform its traditional functions, but also to take part in the role of the 

others (Etzkowitz, 2006). Under certain circumstances, the university can take roles of 

industry and government in assisting new firm formation in incubator facilities, providing 

consultation, and helping to foster entrepreneurship (Etzkowitz, 2008). A university plays a 

crucial role in collaborating with industry in order to expand research and (co-creating) 

knowledge and jointly obtain funds with industry for further development. According to 

Wissema (2009), university-industry interactions can be seen as the collaboration between 

university and science-based enterprises in conducting (fundamental) research as these 

enterprises start to focus more and more on product development. This type of cooperation is 

a potential warrant to successfully cross the valley of death (Markham, 2002) and to 

overcome the “knowledge paradox”. This reflects the role which the university plays in 

knowledge commercialization. 

Whether or not universities are becoming entrepreneurial universities, all universities 

seek and are challenged to seek opportunities to collaborate with stakeholders in their 

innovation ecosystem as well as to commercialize their knowledge. The concept of the 

entrepreneurial university has become a desirable good, but forces the universities to 

integrate its three missions (and the developments within those missions) to achieve their 

objectives and to perform their roles entrepreneurially and commercially to respond to the 

competitive knowledge-driven society and to overcome the cutback in the government 

funding respectively, coping with global developments. In this sense, the interaction has 

blurred the boundaries between university, government and industry. Such an interaction is 

assumed to make universities become the key actors in promoting the national economy in 

the knowledge-intensive society. However, Kauppinen (2012) has raised the theory of 
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transnational academic capitalism to challenge such an assumption in order to shed light on 

the dynamics of academic capitalism as higher education is expected to be a system involving 

various higher education systems in many other countries rather than an isolated one. 

Academic capitalism suggests the power of global trend over the work of higher education 

apart from the influence of the local and national trend (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). In this 

sense, in addition to the interaction between government, university and market within the 

boundary of a nation state, Kauppinen (2012) has placed a great emphasis on the blurring of 

transnational boundaries, for example, through Transnational Corporations (TNCs) and 

transnationalisation of Research and Development (R&D). Slaughter and Cantwell (2012) 

also assert how academic capitalism is applied in various European nation-states and how it 

blurs the transnational boundaries between government, university and industry through 

intermediating and interstitial organizations. 

2.6 Discussion 

The ever-increasing demands for higher education in the knowledge-based society have 

changed the objectives of universities considerably to become the centres of knowledge 

creation, lifelong education and service providers and to incorporate the third mission for 

socio-economic contribution. Research universities have incorporated an economic mission 

and become entrepreneurial, not only in patenting and licensing technology to an industry but 

also in “spinning-off” commercial enterprises to utilize their own discoveries (Fisher & 

Atkinson-Grosjean, 2002). For instance, the Enterprise Accelerator of Satakunta University 

of Applied Sciences (SUAS) in Finland reflected the role of the university as an actor in the 

innovation eco-system as the “creator” or “initiator” of new enterprises and new business 

activities (Laine, 2008). Through research and development projects with the industry, SUAS 

created an enterprise accelerator to support entrepreneurship to enable and facilitate its 

students to start their enterprises during their study and give them support. Another case in 

point is that of the University of Coimbra in Portugal. It shows the interaction between 

university and industry in order to achieve “third mission” objectives, and the transfer of 

knowledge is then seen as a means of obtaining resources (Marques et al., 2006). Marques 

(2007) describes the active cooperation between university and industry as the cornerstone of 

the entrepreneurial university model in Portugal. To foster the entrepreneurship within the 

university, the City University of Hong Kong (CityU) has set up a Technology Transfer 

Office as the technology-marketing arm to reach out to the industrial and business 
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communities, and established a CityU Business and Industrial Club to enhance the relations 

between university and industrials and business sectors to transfer knowledge and technology 

of the university into commercial applications (Mok, 2005). 

The higher education models are undoubtedly affected to adapt to the new situation 

by moving toward the Anglo-American model, in which no boundary among the three 

European models are strictly defined. For instance, the main role of university following the 

Humboldtian model to focus on research for the scientific development has been adapted to 

the utilization of research for commercialization and knowledge transfer. Such a change is 

reflected in Marginson and Rhoades (2002), pointing out that there is currently a substantial 

influence of the American model exerted over higher education in some of the European 

countries which Gornitzka (1999) examines in terms of their organizational changes – e.g. 

Austria, Finland, the Netherlands, and Norway, which previously followed the German 

model. In the Napoleonic model in which the role of university was to serve the government 

by educating the elites for a country’s economy, it has been adjusted to the practice of 

training the public to serve not only the government but also the society as a whole. 

Interestingly, the Anglo-Saxon model remains relevant without noticeable changes as 

universities following this model are granted institutional autonomy with respect to their 

academic and financial policies with no interference from the government. The concept has 

now been applied in many universities in developed countries due to the financial cutbacks 

from the government and massification of higher education, which forces modern universities 

to seek various sources of funding and act entrepreneurially. Socio-political and economic 

changes have shaped the trend of university to become entrepreneurial and to encompass the 

third mission besides the traditional missions of teaching and research. This is also how the 

Anglo-American model has become dominant over the modern universities as it incorporates 

all the main features of all the three European models, on which the concept of 

entrepreneurial university is based.  

2.7 Conclusion 

Higher education has undergone reforms and restructuring over the last few decades. Despite 

the changes, the European models have remained influential in the current system of higher 

education worldwide. The Anglo-American model of higher education, originally created 

from the European models, has been imported back to Europe and now has become the 

dominant system in the world as a whole in terms of massification, governance, program 
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structure, and (independent) funding, though there remains diversity in the implementation of 

the system within each country. It is clearly noticed that knowledge-based society has shaped 

the role of university. Despite the various definitions of the third mission, the one related to 

entrepreneurship for economic development has been commonly used, which corresponds 

with the idea of entrepreneurial university to a certain extent as a response to the glocal 

knowledge-based society, massification and reduction in public funding. In other words, 

entrepreneurial university is not merely a university executing the third mission in promoting 

entrepreneurship, but it also incorporates it into teaching and research to maintain its 

academic identity. A transition can partly be described as the transformation from mode 1 to 

mode 2. The challenges described in this paper shares the common trend of higher education 

around the world despite some diverse implementations within each country. Since the roles 

of university have undergone significant transformation over the last century to respond to 

social and economic situations, a question may arise as to what the next role of university 

will be if our society keeps advancing endlessly. 

Since the paper discusses mainly the concept of entrepreneurial universities in the 

context of developed countries, it does not reflect much about the overall situation of the 

universities in developing countries. It is suggested that a review about the trends of 

universities in developing countries toward entrepreneurial universities be conducted for 

better understanding. Similarly, an empirical study is also needed to add to the existing body 

of knowledge due to the limited literature on entrepreneurial universities in developing 

countries. All in all, the paper will help provide better insights into the concept of 

entrepreneurial universities for future researchers who wish to conduct their study in this 

area. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

3 HIGHER EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT IN CAMBODIA: 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ASEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY
10

 

Abstract 

The rise of the knowledge-based economy has made higher education become even more 

crucial as an engine for economic growth in a global and regional context. This article aims 

to assess the performance of higher education institutions (HEIs) in Cambodia in preparing 

their graduates for the competitive labour market in the ASEAN Economic Community 

(AEC). The triple helix model for innovation is used as a guiding tool for analysis projecting 

the entrepreneurial university as an outcome of the collaboration of the higher education 

sector with government and industry. Providing a comparative framework that benchmarks 

the Cambodian case against best practices across Southeast Asia, this study shows that the 

institutional collaboration in the Cambodian higher education sector has remained 

underdeveloped, posing great challenges to Cambodian HEIs in preparing their graduates for 

the competitive regional labour market. The paper concludes with implications for the AEC 

and actions to be considered by Cambodian HEIs in preparation for the economic integration. 

Keywords: Triple Helix; knowledge-based economy; higher education; entrepreneurial 

university; labour market 
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3.1 Introduction 

The last decade has witnessed the critical position of higher education (HE) in the global 

economy (Marginson, 2010). HE has entered the development agenda of governments and 

International Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs). “HE is the modern world’s basic 

education… HE is no longer a luxury; it is essential for survival”, the World Bank 

emphasizes (2000, p. 138). HE substantially contributes to the building of the knowledge-

based economy
11

 for the twenty-first century (Welch, 2011). 

The governments of the member countries of the Association of Southeast Asian 

Nations (ASEAN) are no exception in stressing HE for their socio-economic development 

(Welch, 2011). However, the HE sector in the region is facing major challenges. At the end 

of 2015, ASEAN members will form the ASEAN economic community (AEC) featuring (1) 

a single market and production base, (2) a highly competitive economic region, (3) a region 

of equitable economic development, and (4) a region fully integrated into the global economy 

(ASEAN, 2008, p. 6). The 2015 AEC will form an integrated market comprised of ten 

ASEAN countries with different levels of economic development ranging from highly 

developed to the least developed economies. This development divide within the ASEAN 

poses major challenges to the envisioned integrated market (Pushpanathan, 2012). The AEC 

 in promoting the free flow of goods, services, investments, capital and skilled labour 

(ASEAN, 2008, p. 6) – will transform the labour market within and among its member 

countries. The free flow of skilled labour is expected to have far-reaching consequences for 

higher education institutions (HEIs) and their graduates in the ASEAN countries, in particular 

because of the development divide. 

Focusing on Cambodia, one of the less developed countries in the ASEAN 

community, Sen (2013) advises that the AEC will increase the competition in the HE market 

in the region, pushing HEIs towards quality enhancement on the one hand and tightening the 

labour market for graduates on the other. HEIs in the region will have to make greater efforts 

to supply qualified graduates for an exceedingly competitive labour market. While low-

income countries like Cambodia are struggling to develop its HEIs, high-income countries 

like Singapore or Malaysia have created the conditions that enable their universities to 

successfully compete in the regional market. Noticeably, universities in Singapore, Malaysia 
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and Thailand emulate the strategies of universities in the Western world, adding a third 

mission to their traditional core tasks of teaching and research, i.e. industry engagement for 

enhancing the employability of their graduates in the knowledge-based economy. 

This article aims at contributing to the body of knowledge on industry engagement of 

current HEIs in the ASEAN region. Although the trend toward industry engagement has been 

widely discussed for universities around the globe (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), literature 

for the ASEAN countries is limited, and this applies particularly to the less developed 

economies in the region. The region shows a significant growth in both the demand and 

supply of HE, but some countries are better positioned than others to take advantage of the 

knowledge-based economy. The developed economies, namely Singapore and Malaysia, 

provide examples of best practices in the region. Their tertiary sector is far advanced in terms 

of their universities’ industry engagement and implementation of the concept of the 

entrepreneurial university, a global trend in the twenty-first century. Among the developing 

countries in the region, Thailand has made an effort to build its HE sector to respond to the 

global trend while other countries are struggling to meet requirements as providers of basic 

academic training. The three countries are discussed in the paper as they appear to fully 

embrace the concept of entrepreneurial university. Cambodia, on the other hand, constitutes a 

contrast case which is selected as the lens through which to view the challenges and 

opportunities that emerging economies encounter when integrating the concept of 

entrepreneurial university in their HE policy.  

Due to its tragic history, Cambodia is struggling to establish both a viable domestic 

industry and a tertiary sector (S. Chan & Strange, 2012). In the new common market, 

Cambodia is among the rapidly growing economies. As the number of HEIs keeps increasing 

in Cambodia, they have produced more graduates every year than the domestic economy is 

able to absorb. Unemployment among Cambodian graduates is soaring (Taing, 2011; Thust & 

Hor, 2013). The issue is whether the AEC will open an avenue for Cambodian graduates to 

find employment either at home or in the other member states of the ASEAN common 

market. Against the background of the competitive ASEAN HE sector, this paper aims to 

assess the current performance of Cambodian HEIs in preparing their graduates and labour 

market in the 2015 AEC. A comparative perspective is applied to establish the gap that 

Cambodia faces vis-à-vis economies with an advanced HE sector. 
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The article is structured as follows. The next section discusses the methods of data 

collection and analysis of the three different datasets underlying this paper. This is followed 

by a review of selected literature addressing the roles of universities in the knowledge-based 

economy both in the West and in Southeast Asia. The article then proceeds with a discussion 

of the Cambodian case, to be followed by a critical assessment of the performance of 

Cambodian HEIs in labour market mobilization in comparison to high-performing ASEAN 

countries. A final section provides implications for Cambodia and reflects upon actions to be 

considered by Cambodian HEIs to prepare for the AEC. 

3.2 Research methodology 

3.2.1 Research methods and data sources 

This article is based on a triangulated dataset, drawing on the data established from the results 

of (1) a comparative literature review, (2) a content analysis of relevant reports, and (3) 

empirical research in the Cambodian HE sector conducted by the first author. First, the 

literature review includes a comparative analysis of the HE sectors across different systems 

and (Western and Southeast Asian) countries. Literature search was conducted through online 

Google Scholar and library search and by browsing the bibliographies of recent publications. 

Second, secondary data such as government publications, congress reports, research 

publications, and education archives were collected at the Cambodian Ministry of Education, 

Youth and Sport (MoEYS), the library at the Cambodian Development Research Institute 

(CDRI) in Phnom Penh, and the Hun Sen library at the Royal University of Phnom Penh 

(RUPP), Cambodia. The data was used to shed light on the background and development of 

the HE sector in Cambodia. The data was sorted and categorized into topical themes such as 

historical development of HE, privatization, current issues, relevant policies and regulations, 

and research constraints at HEIs. 

Third, the empirical evidence is based on semi-structured interviews with key actors 

in the Cambodian HE sector. Forty interviewees – from government institutions, HEIs, 

industry and international donor agencies – were identified by purposive and snowball 

sampling, constituting powerful methods in qualitative studies to gather rich data about issues 

of inquiry (Patton, 2002). From these 40 participants, 15 were purposively selected to act as 

the key resource persons for this paper due to their extensive experience and active 

involvement in the HE sector (see Appendix 1). The key participants are considered the 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Country
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crucial sources of in-depth information about both the past and contemporary issues about the 

phenomenon under study (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012) . Moreover, interviews provide 

an interactive environment with individuals to delve into the experiences and perspectives of 

the participants (Schostak, 2006). 

3.2.2 Data analysis 

The interviews were conducted from late 2012 to 2013 based on a pre-designed topic list 

addressing quality of the current HE sector in terms of graduates and curricula, problems and 

challenges in the sector, interventions of the key stakeholders (government, HEIs, and 

industry), stakeholder collaboration and challenges, entrepreneurship education at HEIs, and 

HEIs’ readiness for the 2015 AEC. All the interviews have been transcribed and the ones 

conducted in Khmer language (the first author’s native language) have been transcribed into 

English to facilitate the coding and analysing process across transcripts. It should be noted 

that most interviews were conducted in Khmer language to ensure that in-depth information 

about the key issues of inquiry was obtained through both verbal and non-verbal language 

capturing the nuances of the communication.  

In addition, document analysis and synthesis from the secondary data has been 

conducted to allow the researchers to compare it with the empirical data from the interviews. 

The academic literature about Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand, related to the issues under 

study, has been examined to ascertain best evidence for illustration. Notably, all the three 

datasets have been imported into NVivo 10, a qualitative data software tool, which is 

employed to support the data analysis process in order to ensure that all the data have been 

exhaustively used across all the three datasets. Beekhuyzen et al. (2010) assert that the use of 

NVivo helps make the data analysis process “transparent”. 

 The comparison across the three datasets allows the researchers to develop a deeper 

understanding about the issues under study. The triple helix model, involving government-

university-industry interaction for innovation, is applied as a guiding tool for analysis and 

reflection on the stakeholder collaboration in the current HE context in Cambodia. Moreover, 

the concept of entrepreneurial university is employed to assess how HEIs in Singapore, 

Malaysia, and Thailand are progressing to advance their HE sector for economic 

development. Meanwhile, this analysis offers a crucial guide to analyse the case of HEIs in 

Cambodia. In order to provide empirical evidence to the findings, relevant quotes from the 
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interviews have been extracted and used where applicable in conjunction with the secondary 

data throughout the finding section of this paper. Creswell (2013) indicates that the 

interpretation of research findings could either concur or contrast with the existing body of 

knowledge in academic literature. The findings are then discussed, linking the researchers’ 

interpretation with research by other scholars in the field in comparison with the other three 

countries, drawing some implications for the Cambodian HE. 

 Several measures were applied to ensure the ethical standards of the study. All the 

data were collected with great attentiveness to confidentiality, privacy, and voluntariness. As 

such, an informed consent form was developed and presented to request permission from all 

the interviewees from relevant institutions. The form provided the interviewees with 

information on the background of this research and its aim, confidentiality, and voluntary 

participation. The interviewees were assured that the information they provided would be 

carefully protected from third parties and used for this research purpose only. 

3.3 Literature review 

3.3.1 Role of university in the knowledge-based economy 

Over the past decades, the role of universities worldwide underwent several “academic 

revolutions” – to use Etzkowitz’s term (2003) – before the present university started to take 

form (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014).  The first academic revolution entails the incorporation 

of research elements at a graduate level in a largely teaching-focused institution (Etzkowitz, 

2003a; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). Academic research was not business bound since 

the university was basically seen as a provider of trained people to work in other institutions 

(Etzkowitz, 2008). The second academic revolution emphasizes the inter-relationship 

between teaching and research in which the combination of both domains is assumed to be 

productive for socio-economic development (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008). In other words, 

research findings and knowledge can be applied by government and industry to promote 

economic growth. Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000) assert that the increasing importance of 

teaching and research for development has brought the third mission into existence – the role 

of universities in economic development. Under the third mission, universities have become 

actively engaged in a range of activities: patenting and licensing (Mowery & Sampat, 2001; 

Sampat, 2006; Shane, 2004), research-based spin-out ventures (Etzkowitz, 2008), contract 
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research (Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Welch, 2011), and continuous professional development 

(Fink et al., 1999; Zukas, 2012). 

In modern society, due to the emergence of the knowledge-based economy, 

information technology and global competitiveness, universities have expanded their roles 

from the generation and dissemination of new knowledge to knowledge exploitation for 

innovation in the form of the entrepreneurial university (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz 

& Dzisah, 2007; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Etzkowitz & Zhou, 2007). In line with this, Fayolle 

and Redford (2014) assert that the incorporation of the third mission activities have 

transformed the traditional university into an entrepreneurial university, blurring a 

government-university-industry boundary. Clark (1998a) has encouraged universities to 

become entrepreneurial in education. Framed in terms of the third mission, entrepreneurial 

activities are increasingly becoming an integral part of many universities in the United States 

and worldwide (Etzkowitz, Asplund, & Nordman, 2001b). Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000) 

also note that the role of universities has become progressively critical and challenging as 

demands on academic institutions to meet this expectation keep rising. Universities are 

viewed as the powerful engines of innovation and development in science and technology 

and other creative areas (Sharma, Kumar, & Lalande, 2006). 

Therefore, universities in many developed and emerging economies are inclined to 

operate in line with the triple helix model of innovation as designed by Leydesdorff and 

Etzkowitz (1996). The model has increased the role of university as the crucial source of 

knowledge for economic development through its increasing involvement in firm formation 

based on technologies initiated in academic research. In this sense, universities push beyond 

their traditional roles of knowledge preservation and transfer by taking on business and 

governance functions, and such an emerging role has engaged the university in venture 

capital and incubation activities supported by industry and government (Etzkowitz, 2008). 

Entrepreneurship has become a new role that modern universities need to embrace besides 

their traditional roles as educators and creators of scientific knowledge. The role opens 

avenues to the commercialization of academic knowledge to respond to the global 

competitiveness, changing social demands, and limited public funding and resources. 

The transition from the traditional to the modern universities has largely been initiated 

in the West. However, with the rise of East and Southeast Asia as the global powerhouse of 

economic growth, the question has to be raised as to whether universities in this region reflect 
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this shift and take the same route to modernization as their Western counterparts. Aware of 

the pitfall of ethnocentrism, we will critically assess the applicability of Western-based 

literature to the HE sector in Southeast Asia where many HEIs are still struggling to produce 

quality education. 

3.3.2 Regional trends toward the entrepreneurial university in Southeast Asia 

The last few decades have seen a rapid expansion of the HE sector in Southeast Asia. This 

growth has undoubtedly brought about significant changes to the sector in the region. M. N. 

N. Lee and Healy (2006) have indicated some reforms in Southeast Asia: privatization of HE, 

corporatization of public HEIs, introduction of the fee-paying system, and public-private 

partnership in HE. Moreover, an increasing social demand for HE has heightened pressures 

on HEIs to diversify their income sources due to limited public funding. In this sense, HEIs 

are encouraged to perform entrepreneurially to become financially independent (Clark, 

1998a). Notably, the HE expansion in the region has led to the establishment of different 

types of HEIs, such as traditional teaching and research universities, virtual universities, 

polytechnics, technical institutes, open learning institutes, and community colleges, to serve 

the growing different needs of diverse groups of students (M. N. N. Lee & Healy, 2006). 

Chet (2006) has cautioned that such a massive growth may result in the formation of HEIs of 

“dubious quality” if the quality assurance system is not properly in place as was evidenced in 

the case of Cambodia. 

The most distinct feature of HE across the region is the rise of privatization. That is, 

the private sector has come in to fill in the widening gap between the growing demand for HE 

and the limited public funding (Asian Development Bank, 2012). The turn of the twenty-first 

century has seen private HEIs becoming dynamic and dominant in absorbing far more 

students for the tertiary entry than the public ones in some countries in the region (Welch, 

2007, 2011). This development trend has implications for how HEIs are reorganized to 

sustain themselves in the competitive HE market (M. N. N. Lee & Healy, 2006). 

3.3.3 The entrepreneurial university as a driver of the triple helix model: Country cases 

Currently, in the developed countries in the region, HEIs are moving toward the 

entrepreneurial university model to diversify their income sources and contribute to economic 

development. Two countries stand out in this development, Singapore and Malaysia. In 

Singapore, the National University of Singapore (NUS), which used to be a traditional 



72 
 

university focusing on teaching and research, adopted an entrepreneurial university model in 

2001 (Leong, Wee, & Ho, 2008; Wong, 2007; Wong, Ho, & Singh, 2007). Such a shift 

corresponds with the interests and policies of the government which plays a dominant role in 

research and development (R&D) to transform a manufacturing- to knowledge-based 

economy (Leong et al., 2008). The rise of the entrepreneurial university is marked by the 

establishment of a new division in the NUS known as NUS enterprise (Leong et al., 2008; 

Wong, 2007). This division has enabled the university to build its capacity as an incubator for 

new technology companies, a role traditionally played by industry (Leong et al., 2008). 

Moreover, start-up funds are created to provide seed funding for university spin-offs and 

student enterprises (Leong et al., 2008). The New Venture Support has also been established 

to assist NUS professors to commercialize their inventions and knowledge (Wong, 2007). 

Meanwhile, the entrepreneurship centre in the NUS enterprise is created to offer 

entrepreneurship education to students and to raise awareness and interest in entrepreneurship 

among students and faculty through outreaching activities (Wong et al., 2007). 

The Singapore government plays an active role in this transformation by promoting a 

university-industry linkage (UIL) for science and technology development through the 

establishment of national bodies: the National Science and Technology Board (NSTB) and 

National Computer Board (NCB) (J. Lee & Win, 2004). The government has also adopted a 

decentralization policy to provide  universities with greater autonomy and flexibility to 

promote innovation and creativity (Mok & Lee, 2003). Meanwhile, the research funding for 

universities has been raised; for instance, the funding at the NUS was increased from S$54 

million in 1996 to S$156.6 million in 2001 (Koh & Wong, 2005). J. Lee and Win (2004) has 

shown the strong UIL based in the university campus. That is, Kent Ridge Digital Labs 

(KRDL) of the NUS, funded by the NSTB, was established to lead the R&D of information 

and networking technology by collaborating with industry partners in technology transfer. 

Mae Phillips and Wai-chung Yeung (2003) assert that science parks, established as R&D 

places, are located near the NUS and other major research institutes to create an environment 

conducive to firm interaction to promote R&D capability. Despite success in its 

transformation from being an education provider and knowledge creator to frontrunner in 

knowledge commercialization through patenting, licensing to private industry and spinning-

off new ventures, Wong et al. (2007) have found that the “entrepreneurial university” is still 

in an early stage. Although the change of the NUS’s contribution to the Singapore economic 
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development may not result only from the model, some key elements of the model are found 

necessary to enable the university to contribute more effectively (Wong et al., 2007). 

 In Malaysia, universities have followed a similar pathway toward the entrepreneurial 

university. Almost all leading public universities have embraced the triple helix nexus 

through creating commercial branches and their own Technology Transfer Offices (TTOs) 

(Razak & Saad, 2007). The TTOs are particularly aimed at knowledge commercialization and 

income diversification (Macpherson & Ziolkowski, 2005). The Ministry of Higher Education 

of Malaysia has promoted collaborative R&D and a strong UIL at the universities (Sidhu & 

Kaur, 2011) through the government policies since the early 1990s. Rasiah and Govindaraju 

(2009) assert that the government has increased its budget allocation for R&D and 

technology commercialization, and added science fund to support R&D in universities 

linking with industry. The UIL is strengthened through science parks as they can increase 

productivity rates and provide a resource network assisting firms (Malairaja & Zawdie, 

2008). The government has also established technology incubators and the Multimedia Super 

Corridor to provide “affordable office space and access to modern faculties; linkages to 

researchers; networking; and venture capital funding” (Malairaja & Zawdie, 2008, p. 732). 

Chandran, Sundram, and Santhidran (2013, p. 3) note that despite the government’s efforts, 

UIL remains impeded by some underlying challenges: “mismatch of R&D activities, 

industrial R&D structural weaknesses, and the missing intermediary institutional role”. It 

should be noted that about 90 percent of the universities’ research collaboration occurs within 

the government framework, while collaborative research with industries accounts for only 3-9 

percent of the total funding within 2006-2011 (Chandran et al., 2013). Moreover, 

entrepreneurship education is offered to students to prepare them for the knowledge-based 

economy (Cheng, Chan, & Mahmood, 2009). Despite this, Marginson, Kaur, and Sawir 

(2011) claim that the government-university-industry collaboration is still in an “infant 

stage”. 

  Similarly, Thailand is pushing the establishment of the modern university modelled 

after Western examples (Altbach & Umakoshi, 2004; Schiller, 2006). Schiller and Liefner 

(2007) show that the first Science park has been created by the National Science and 

Technology Development Agency (NSTDA) and business incubators have been established 

in twelve universities with the support from the Commission on Higher Education (CHE). 

The National Economic and Social Advisory Board (NESAB) plays the most crucial role in 
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funding (Chanthes, 2012). Moreover, UIL offices have been created in universities for 

research excellence (Schiller & Brimble, 2009). However, the collaboration is deemed 

limited and the potentials for extensive industry linkage has remained weak (Schiller & 

Liefner, 2007). The underlying issue applies to a capability and credibility gap at the UIL 

offices and a lack of consistent policies for UIL from the government and universities 

(Schiller & Brimble, 2009). Based on the study by Worasinchai, Ribière, and Arntzen 

Bechina (2009), Thai universities face several challenges in their attempt to collaborate with 

the government and industry. The challenges include an absence of industry-related 

programs, a shortage of qualified graduates, inadequate resources, lack of recognition from 

industries as a central player in the economy, and limited cooperation of the industries and 

related sectors (Mongkhonvanit, 2008). Hershberg, Nabeshima, and Yusuf (2007, p. 937) 

assert that the government policy is not so supportive as to promote UILs due to “inattention 

to their potential and … the weak political incentives and administrative capability”. 

Intarakumnerd and Schiller (2009) conclude that most of the UIL projects are confined to 

consulting and technical services due to universities’ limited academic capabilities and 

industries’ modest demand for UIL. In the survey of 136 industrial projects at Thai 

universities, consulting and technical services account for 49 percent and 35 percent 

respectively (Schiller & Liefner, 2007). Entrepreneurship training is also offered for the UIL 

activity purpose  (Brimble & Doner, 2007). The move toward the entrepreneurial university 

is underway but still in an early stage (Table 3.1). 

  



75 
 

Table 3.1: Triple helix model in the three country cases 

Country case Government University Industry 

Singapore Economic policy shift to 

knowledge economy 

National boards: NSTB 

and NCB 

Decentralization policy  

Increase in research 

funding for universities 

Science parks 

Incubator for technology  

companies 

Start-up funds for spin-offs 

and student enterprise 

New venture support for 

knowledge 

commercialization 

Entrepreneurship centre, 

offering entrepreneurship 

education 

 

Funding and insights into 

technology market 

University partner in 

R&D 

Malaysia Economic policy shift to 

knowledge economy 

Budget increase for R&D 

and technology 

commercialization 

Science fund in R&D for 

universities 

Decentralization policy 

Science parks 

Technology incubators & 

Multimedia super 

corridor for UIL 

 

Creation of commercial 

branches 

Establishment of TTOs 

Entrepreneurship education 

 

University partner in 

R&D 

Meagre funder in 

collaborative research 

Thailand Knowledge economy in 

transition 

National bodies: NSTDA, 

CHE, NESAB  

Decentralization policy 

Unsupportive policy to 

promote UIL 

 

Business incubators 

UIL offices for research 

Entrepreneurship training 

University partner in 

consulting and 

technical services 

Meagre supporter to 

university 

 

All in all, the entrepreneurial university has emerged in Southeast Asia, adopting the 

triple helix model of innovation. However, it appears that this shift occurs at the level of the 

teaching-focused institution and passes over the phase of developing and integrating research 

in academic teaching. In Etzkowitz’s terms, these HEIs skipped the “first academic 

revolution”. The competitive HE market has driven HEIs in Southeast Asia to become 

entrepreneurial through traditional and/or innovative services for income generation (M. N. 

N. Lee & Healy, 2006). Unlike in Western countries, however, the governments of the 

ASEAN countries discussed here have played a leading role in promoting the triple helix 
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model for their national economies. As demonstrated, policy and financial interventions from 

the government are needed to encourage HEIs to become entrepreneurial. The adoption of the 

triple helix model to respond to the globalized knowledge-based economy poses a great 

challenge to the ASEAN countries whose economies still depend largely on manufacturing 

and agriculture. Nevertheless, it is imperative that the less-developed countries in Southeast 

Asia develop their HEIs within the triple helix nexus in order to avoid lagging too far behind 

the developed and emerging economies in the region, particularly in the integrated market of 

the AEC – as will be shown in the following section for the case of Cambodia. 

3.4 The case of Cambodia 

Cambodia, a former French protectorate (from 1863 to 1953), has undergone a series of 

educational reforms in its history due to political and socio-economic changes. Cambodia 

suffered a brutal Khmer Rouge regime from 1975 to 1979, resulting in a massive loss and 

damage in both human resources and infrastructure (Ayres, 2000; Dy, 2013a; Prasertsri, 

1996). After the fall of the genocidal regime, civil war prevailed for a decade (Duggan 

(1997). Such a serious situation has brought great challenges for the Cambodian government 

to restore its national education system virtually from scratch. 

 To keep pace with other countries in the region, the Cambodian government has 

turned its attention to HE development to promote economic growth. In 2003, the 

Accreditation Committee of Cambodia (ACC) was founded as an external quality assurance 

body to ensure and promote HE quality. The government has delegated some management 

power to some public universities by granting them the status of Public Administrative 

Institution (PAI) to provide greater autonomy for public HEIs in terms of academic and 

financial issues (Chet, 2006). In 2007, the education law was passed for effective and 

efficient governance and development of the Cambodian education sector. A number of 

policy actions are also in place such as the master plan for research development 2011-2015 

(2011), the national policy on HE vision 2030 (2014), and the National Qualifications 

Framework
12

 (2014), etc. Noticeably, the government’s emphasis on the HE sector has 

recently been reflected in the first comprehensive Higher Education Quality and Capacity 

Improvement Project (HEQCIP) 2010-2015 (co-funded by the government and the World 

                                                           
12

 The framework is developed by the ACC, the Ministry of Labour and Vocational Training (National Training 

Board), coordinated by the Council of Ministers, to respond to the ASEAN Qualifications Reference 

Framework, which requires each member country to have the National Qualifications Framework. 
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Bank), the National Strategic Development Plan 2014-2018, and the Education Strategic Plan 

2014-2018. Such an emphasis is linked with the Cambodia’s development vision 2030 to 

become a lower-middle and upper-middle income country by 2018 and 2030 respectively. 

The privatization in the HE sector since 1997 has clearly marked a rapid growth in the 

number of HEIs, 61 percent of which are dominated by the private HEIs (MoEYS, 2015a). 

Such an expansion, however, has not come along with sufficient resources, carrying 

implications for efficiency and teaching quality notwithstanding the establishment of the 

ACC (Ford, 2003, 2006). Chet (2009) has found that poor quality programs, inadequate 

quality assurance, and weak governance and management have remained existent in the 

sector. Ford (2013) contends that there is an oversupply of under-skilled graduates in some 

areas and an undersupply in others of high demand for the economy. The MoEYS (2014a) 

also highlights a growing mismatch between graduate skills and labour market demand in 

Cambodia. R. Sam et al. (2012a) assert that most HEIs offer similar courses such as business, 

economics and information technology, ignoring other fields such as science, mathematics, 

agriculture and health. Chet (2009) notes that research is almost non-existent in the HE sector 

in Cambodia. Thus, Cambodia risks being left behind in the region unless it improves its HE 

sector, a crucial engine for economic growth and regional integration. 

3.4.1 The capability gap of HEIs in producing qualified graduates 

The interviews conducted among Cambodian HE experts and officials reveal that curriculum 

development is mainly based on lecturers’ experience, observation and discussion with no 

scientific study. A senior education official relates, “…there is no clear process for 

developing curricula such as needs analysis, survey, etc.” (ID=P02). In other words, little has 

been done to study the needs of the labour market for the curriculum update. Reportedly, 

education officials do not have any expertise to evaluate the course content, leaving 

individual HEIs solely responsible for designing their own programs though an approval from 

the MoEYS is required. Moreover, the learning method is based on rote learning, underlying 

the legacy of the traditional French model introduced to Cambodia. A donor representative 

contends, “Our way of learning is just about telling theories and memorizing them without 

any research… universities and users…are disconnected” (ID=P06). Nith (2013) affirms that 

there is a disconnection between HEIs and the private sector, and only few HEIs have 

program linkages with industries. Despite this, the recent Cambodia National Qualifications 
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Framework is viewed to serve as a basis for HEIs to develop their curricula although it has 

yet to be widely implemented. 

The interviews also show that HEIs cannot afford to offer new courses or programs 

due to a shortage of qualified staff with the right expertise. For science subjects in particular, 

there are limited facilities such as laboratories, equipment, etc. In this sense, the curricula 

tend to be left outdated, failing to equip the students with skills and knowledge necessary for 

the changing labour market. An education consultant asserts, “HEIs are not ready to provide 

students with transferable skills” (ID=P03). As regards entrepreneurship education, some 

HEIs offer it as one of the subjects particularly in their business programs to teach concepts 

and theories, providing minimal hands-on practices and experiences shared by successful 

entrepreneurs. There is only limited budget to offer such a course. A vice rector from a public 

HEI argues: 

… with the sufficient school budget, we can design such a course to help students 

know how to earn money and become entrepreneurs… As we have limited budget and 

if we share it with them, we will be in trouble. (ID=P05)  

This situation forms a constraint for HEIs to produce qualified graduates for the 

country’s economy and to promote their entrepreneurial spirits. Nonetheless, over the last few 

years, HEIs have shown their attempts to update their curricula based on the input of their 

faculty members, cooperation with overseas partner universities and even engagement with 

industry as the AEC is approaching. Some public HEIs have become member universities of 

the ASEAN University Network (AUN)
13

, working toward quality higher education and 

collaboration among universities in the region and beyond. 

Notably, most HEIs, heavily dependent on tuition fees, try to maximize student 

enrolments, even exceeding their capacity albeit aware of the affected quality. For instance, 

most HEIs are offering mainly market-friendly study areas, particularly in social sciences 

such as business, economics, law, etc. due to the guaranteed enrolments and their less costly 

operation. In this respect, they are known to be operated like businesses to secure their 

position in the competitive marketplace. An advisor at a public HEI relates, “They [private 

HEIs] try to make profits or at least to survive their business rather than prioritizing societal 

                                                           
13

 AUN’s activities are classified into five areas: (1) youth mobility, (2) academic collaboration, (3) standards, 

mechanisms, systems and policies of higher education collaboration, (4) courses and program development, and 

(5) regional and global policy platforms (AUN, 2015, para. 4). 
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needs and country development” (ID=P09). An education policymaker acknowledges, “HEIs 

are not offering the study areas needed for the country and national economy, but they are 

responding to a small market need” (ID=P04). Considering their profit-seeking activities, 

both public and private HEIs are seen to increasingly blur their distinction except the fact 

that, with the government funding, public HEIs have continued to offer some study areas 

which are costly to operate and less attractive to students. Despite this, Ahrens and 

McNamara (2013) argue that public HEIs are 80 percent privately funded. With no 

government subsidy, private HEIs are known to set their entry requirements moderately and 

apply them flexibly to enrol as many students as possible since tuition fees are almost the sole 

income source to cover their operational expenses. In other words, the market forces have 

turned most HEIs in Cambodia to aim at profitability instead of quality. This commercial 

practice is, however, seen to be put under a certain control. Besides having to meet the 

minimum standards
14

 of the ACC for institutional accreditation, each HEI is required by the 

MoEYS to establish an internal quality assurance unit to ensure quality education. Although 

not yet properly implemented as required, they are viewed as a good means to regulate HEIs 

from steering away from their core values. 

Reportedly, most if not all HEIs are in a critical shortage of qualified academic staff. 

MoEYS (2014a) reports that of 10,842 lecturers including both nationals and expatriates in 

the academic year 2012-2013, only 805 of them held a doctoral degree, accounting for around 

7 percent in total. Dy (2013a) points out that most of the qualified and senior lecturers in 

public HEIs moonlight at private universities due to their meagre salary from the government. 

The system, in which there are neither research incentives for lecturers nor promotion or pay 

rise based on research achievements (Dy, 2013a), does not promote academic productivity, 

and the low salaries contribute to a brain drain to the private sector. A rector at a public HEI 

asserts: 

…some [qualified] people stop working for us [HEI] when they are offered higher 

salaries elsewhere. Lecturers who are not outstanding or qualified will continue 

working and doing research… (ID=P07) 

This situation has driven a number of qualified Cambodian graduates to work in sectors 

unrelated to their qualification. This is an obstacle to the formation of a critical mass to build 
                                                           
14

 (1) Mission, (2) Governing structure, management, and planning, (3) Academic program, (4) Academic staff, 

(5) Students and student services, (6) Learning services, (7) Physical facilities, (8) Financial planning and 

management, and (9) Dissemination of information  
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capacity and credibility for HEIs to attract external stakeholders for collaboration. 

Meanwhile, there are also some HEIs managing to retain qualified staff and even attract 

overseas graduates and Cambodian returnees to work  with proper remuneration – in 

teaching and management positions for quality improvement. Clearly, there are some 

competent returnees investing in the establishment of private HEIs with commitment to 

quality education. 

Moreover, the national budget for R&D is almost non-existent. The OECD (2013) 

shows that Cambodia’s expenditure on R&D is minimal. Dy (2013b) notes that R&D is 

conducted through the external assistance projects linked with the government agencies while 

the public funding on R&D is hard to trace or too small. In addition, the interviews reveal 

that HEIs do not have their own research budget since their income, derived mainly from the 

tuition fees, is considered too limited to cover research expenses. Despite this, over the last 

few years, research is widely discussed and started to emerge in many HEIs due to funding 

from the HEQCIP, providing opportunities for HEIs which are qualified and willing to 

conduct research for their capacity development. Some research training workshops have also 

been organized by the MoEYS to develop faculty research capacity. This has marked a 

turning point in the HE sector in Cambodia in response to the national research policy in 

education although the research quality is found modest and research culture is wanting after 

the project concludes. 

3.4.2 Government-academia-industry interaction in the Cambodian HE sector 

The stakeholder collaboration in the HE sector in Cambodia is very limited. The Cambodian 

HEIs face challenges to promote the triple helix culture: lack of government interventions, 

limited resources of HEIs, and capability and credibility gaps within HEIs and industry. The 

interviews show that UIL is generally left to HEIs as their responsibility. The government has 

yet to provide specific policy directions or financial interventions to promote UIL to expand 

HEIs’ roles for innovation and development. A senior manager from the private sector 

asserts, “There needs to be a clear vision set by the MoEYS to make the interaction between 

university and private sector move successfully” (ID=P11). A senior education official 

argues, “We will help refer a company to a particular university if the company approaches 

us for our assistance or guidance, but we don’t require them [HEIs] to work with the private 

sector” (ID=P01). 
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The capability of HEIs to interact with the private sector is inadequate due to 

insufficient facilities and equipment, limited funding and experience, and shortage of 

qualified resource people, failing to meet industry’s high demands. An HEI director 

establishes: 

We cannot supply based on their [industry’s] demand due to our limited resources. 

For example, they want us to develop a particular product for them with a lot of 

criteria which we find it hard to meet. (ID=P10) 

The interviews reveal that HEIs appear to have no budget allocated for collaboration with the 

private sector as most of them survive mainly on the tuition fees as the key source of income. 

The public HEIs receive limited public funding primarily to cover public servants’ basic 

salaries, while private HEIs obtain no government subsidy. Such constraints are restricting 

HEIs from interacting with the private sector albeit aware of the centrality of external 

stakeholder collaboration for quality education. Although some HEIs are seen to work closely 

with some industries, their interaction is rarely for research or external funding. It is mainly 

aimed at student internships and staff recruitment. 

Notably, the university-industry collaboration is seldom formalized at an institutional 

level. Collaboration is initiated and maintained between individual faculty members and 

firms, and it has remained rather informal and personal. The UIL concept has appeared as a 

new phenomenon in the sector. Feeling reluctant to accept this concept in the Cambodian 

context, a vice rector at a public HEI explains: 

This concept in Asia tends to fail except in Hong Kong. It seems to result in nothing 

when the two institutions interact with each other. It is still unclear which one controls 

which one… [In Cambodia] when some private companies come to work with us, 

they want to launch their advertisements, aiming to take advantage of students. They 

do not want to get success together. (ID=P05) 

The limited UIL is also considered attributable to the fact that the main industries in 

Cambodia, such as garment, construction or tourism, do not require university degrees but 

those from technical institutes, except at managerial levels. In other words, industries mostly 

demand low skilled and unskilled labour. Meanwhile, industries also lack capacity and 

resources to invest in technological development since technology transfer is dependent on 

foreign partners and investors. An HEI director complains, “Industry wants us to produce 
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qualified graduates, but it does not want to have any involvements” (ID=P10). Reportedly, 

the lack of cooperation also results from the profit orientation of the industry as the 

collaboration with HEIs involves time and money. A senior manager asserts, “… even in the 

project involving internship, we also think about finance. As a project team, we discuss how 

we can encourage employers to take students for internships by giving them incentives” 

(ID=P14). Overall, UIL has remained underdeveloped as the two institutions appear divided. 

However, to promote stakeholder collaboration, the MoEYS has recently established 

the Higher Education Technical Working Group (HETWG). Policy dialogue and joint 

decision-making between the MoEYS and its development partners are promoted through the 

HETWG under a Joint Technical Working Group (JTWG) (Dy, 2015). The establishment of 

the HETWG is considered a crucial milestone to create a discussion forum on higher 

education issues among different stakeholders (MoEYS, 2015b). Moreover, through the 

HEQCIP, USD 3.2 million is allocated to facilitate and promote research at HEIs (Dy, 

2013a), which is viewed as an effective mechanism to bring stakeholders to work together. In 

addition, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Cambodia Chamber of 

Commerce and a few HEIs in Cambodia was signed in 2014 to forge the relationship between 

the private sector and HEIs. Although the implementation of the MOU has yet to yield any 

satisfactory improvements, it has signalled awareness and a positive move toward the triple 

helix model in the HE sector in Cambodia. 

3.5 Discussion 

The empirical findings have shown that the government-university-industry interaction as 

modelled in the triple helix model (Etzkowitz, 2008; Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 1996, 1998) 

has remained underdeveloped in Cambodia. While the model appears as a new phenomenon 

in Cambodia, it has manifested itself in Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand, albeit in an early 

stage, compared to the Western countries. Etzkowitz (2003a) has stressed that this 

stakeholder collaboration is key to innovation and economic development in the knowledge-

based economy. Notably, in Cambodia, UIL comes in a limited manner mainly in the form of 

student internships and employment. The interaction is considered rather informal or 

individual albeit at a department level at times. Brimble and Doner (2007) have also found 

UIL in Thailand rather informal or even conducted outside the normal academic work. 

Conversely, the UIL in Singapore and Malaysia is strongly promoted by their governments 

through policy and financial interventions (e.g. Koh & Wong, 2005; J. Lee & Win, 2004; 
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Malairaja & Zawdie, 2008; Mok & Lee, 2003; Rasiah & Govindaraju, 2009). In Cambodia, 

the underdeveloped system is due to the nature of the current industry, lack of government 

intervention, the capability and credibility gap of industry and HEI, and a shortage of human 

and financial resources. Retrospectively, this pitfall is attributed to the legacy of the French 

model (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), focusing mainly on vocational training rather than 

research. Importantly, the tragic historical background of the country has undeniably left the 

system in such a critical position for restoration. 

Clearly, instead of promoting entrepreneurial activities, most HEIs in Cambodia are 

inclined to use higher education for their commercial purpose. This practice is moving away 

from the concept of the entrepreneurial university (Bercovitz & Feldman, 2006; Clark, 1998a; 

Redford & Fayolle, 2014; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014) and the principles of the triple helix 

model (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2008; Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 1998). Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 

(2000) stress that the university plays a critical and challenging role in leading innovation 

initiatives in the knowledge-based economy. Unlike Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand, 

Cambodia has shown to clearly lag behind in injecting the concept of stakeholder 

collaboration and entrepreneurial university into the development of the HE sector. The 

experiences from the three countries, particularly Singapore, have clearly shown that the 

intervention of the government is very crucial to promote the triple helix for the national 

competitiveness in the knowledge-based economy. Although the triple helix nexus in the 

Malaysian and Thai HE sector has not yet been well embedded, the governments have 

launched their policy and financial interventions to bring the stakeholder collaboration into 

existence. This suggests that to initiate a reform in the sector, the role of the government is 

clearly essential. Malairaja and Zawdie (2008) assert that the UIL in Malaysia would not 

have existed without the research grants from the government. 

The study has shown that most Cambodian HEIs originally started with its traditional 

mission of teaching. They then started to commercialize their teaching to sustain their place 

in the marketplace before they begin to incorporate research. Conversely, HEIs in Singapore, 

Malaysia and Thailand started as teaching institutions and passed over research as the second 

mission, but they are globally driven to adopt the concept of entrepreneurial university 

through research and innovation for income diversification and economic development. This 

situation implies that the development of HEIs in Cambodia has not yet followed the global 

trend toward the entrepreneurial university for national competitiveness, while HEIs in some 
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ASEAN countries are moving in this direction in response to the competitive labour market 

in the AEC.  

 The study has also shown that the curriculum, profit orientation, and brain drain in 

HEIs are the critical issues which hamper the quality improvement of HEIs in Cambodia, 

particularly during the upcoming AEC. Sen (2013) notes that as the AEC is an opportunity 

for cross-border education, top regional universities may open their branch campuses to 

attract Cambodian students from the local ones. In this regard, local HEIs are likely to 

collapse if they do not take any serious measures to overcome the existing challenges to 

strengthen the quality. Despite this, MoEYS (2014b, p. 35) regards the ASEAN integration as 

“opportunities for collaboration between institutions, joint research and quality standard 

setting”. In this sense, the AEC could be an alert to HEIs in Cambodia to make greater efforts 

to prepare their students for the competitive ASEAN common market. Since any steady jobs 

or careers may no longer be guaranteed, entrepreneurship education is found incorporated in 

HE in Singapore (Wong et al., 2007), Malaysia (Cheng et al., 2009), and Thailand (Brimble 

& Doner, 2007) to promote an entrepreneurial spirit among students, while the chances are 

rather dim in Cambodian HEIs. 

3.6 Conclusion 

The HE sector in Cambodia is in a challenging position facing rapid changes in HE globally 

and regionally. This absence of stakeholder collaboration in this sector constitutes a factor 

which could lock the potentials of HEIs in Cambodia to diversify their income sources and to 

reach out for more activities for their quality improvement and economic development. 

Whereas HEIs in some ASEAN counterparts are taking seriously the concept of 

entrepreneurial university pushing toward innovation, Cambodia appears to exclude the 

entrepreneurial university model to adopt the profit-based business model. 

This critical situation has put Cambodia at high risk of being unprepared for 

producing qualified graduates for the national competitiveness in the AEC and participation 

in the knowledge-based economy. The lack of effective government interventions, limited 

interaction between HEIs and industry, and low capacity of HEIs are the risk factors which 

may hinder HEIs from supplying the right and qualified graduates to respond to the 

competitive labour market. The AEC may inject a great competitiveness in both local and 

regional labour markets, which may have adverse impacts on tertiary graduates and even 
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leave them unemployed or underemployed unless HEIs make efforts to address the current 

issues and link themselves up with the industry. The 2015 AEC could be either a challenge as 

HEIs in Cambodia seem unprepared for the competition, or an opportunity as the knowledge 

transfer from other ASEAN countries might help enhance the performance of HEIs in 

producing qualified graduates. 

 The study has implications for HEIs wishing to improve the quality of the education 

offered and to adequately prepare graduates for the AEC. First, it is important to promote 

government-university-industry collaboration to improve the quality of education offered by 

Cambodian HEIs. To achieve this, the government needs to take the lead through its policy 

and financial support rather than leaving the task as the sole responsibility of HEIs. Research 

constitutes an effective forum to bring all stakeholders to work together. Second, 

entrepreneurship education needs to be incorporated in university curricula to inject an 

entrepreneurial mind-set into graduates for the competitive labour market. Third, HEIs need 

to perform entrepreneurially by involving themselves in other services such as research, 

consultancy, etc. in addition to teaching, to improve their employability. For this purpose 

HEIs are required to develop their capacity to produce quality research. Finally, R&D for 

innovation can never be neglected as Cambodia’s economy is moving toward knowledge-

based future. This requires a large investment from the government. However, as a donor-

dependent country, Cambodia will need to work with its development partners to create 

synergy to push R&D forward to enhance its competitiveness in the AEC. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 3.1: List of research participants in the interviews  

ID Position of the research participants Interview date 

P01 Director of department 28 December 2012 

P02 Director of department 31 December 2012 

P03 International education consultant 10 February 2013 

P04 Education policymaker 12 February 2013 

P05 Vice-rector of public university 15 March 2013 

P06 Senior program officer of international donor agency 21 March 2013 

P07 Rector of public university 22 March 2013 

P08 Program director of public university 25 March 2013 

P09 Technical advisor of public university 26 March 2013 

P10 Director of public HEI 23 April 2013 

P11 General manager of employers and business association 23 April 2013 

P12 Director of department 26 April 2013 

P13 Deputy director of department 29 April 2013 

P14 Senior manager of employment agency 02 May 2013 

P15 General manager of employment agency 02 May 2013 
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Appendix 3.2: Supporting documents on the HE sector in Cambodia 

Types of documents Location 

Government documents: 

Cambodia Education Law (2007) 

Cambodia National Qualifications Framework (2014) 

Education congress reports 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, & 2015 

Education Strategic Plans 2006-2010, 2009-2013, & 2014-2018 

Higher Education Performance report 2008 

MoEYS’s letter No. 559 dated 07 February 2013, appointing members 

for Higher Education Sub-technical Working Group to formulate 

policy and strategy for higher education 

Master Plan for Research Development in the Education Sector 2011-

2015 

National Strategic Development Plan 2009-2013 & 2014-2018 

Policy on Higher Education Vision 2030 

Policy on Research Development in the Education Sector (2010) 

Praka (proclamation)1435 dated 12 September 2007 on detailed 

conditions and criteria for HEI establishment 

Royal Decree on Accreditation of Higher Education (2003) 

Royal Decree on Legal status of Public Administrative Institution 

(1997) 

 

The Cambodian 

Government; 

MoEYS – 

Phnom Penh 

Archives 

Ahrens, Luise. (15 December 1999). Higher Education ESP/ESSP 

Reviews 2001-personal notes and perspectives on higher education 

(Compiled by ERC-HSL, June 2010). 

Ahrens, Luise. & Kemmerer, Frances. (January-March 2001). Higher 

Education Development. Vol. 6. No. 1. Cambodian Development 

Review. Cambodia Development Research Institute. 

Coyne, Geoffrey (17-19 December 1997), Improving the relationship 

between higher education and employment in Cambodia: The use 

of tracer studies, Royal University of Phnom Penh. 

Innes-Brown, Malcolm. (November, 2006). Report on Australian 

education international national office of overseas skills 

recognition: Higher Education in Cambodia. Canberra, Australia. 

Locard, Henri. (1995). Report on higher education in Cambodia. 

UNESCO. 

Neth, Barom & Wakabayashi, Mitsuru. (1999). Science and 

Mathematics through Cambodian higher education system. Nagoya, 

Japan. 

O’Brien, Patricia Noelle. (April 2004). TU874 Final report on 

Challenges to higher education in Cambodia: Access, equity of 

access, and quality & relevance. U0584216. 

Ratcliffe, Mike. Rationalization of higher education, Cambodia: 

Technical assistance needs (1999?); Strategy paper for higher 

education development (2004?). 

 

Hun Sen Library, 

Royal University 

of Phnom Penh – 

Phnom Penh 
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Reports 

Hing, Vutha. (2014). ASEAN Economic Community (AEC): What 

does it really mean for Cambodia? Cambodia Outlook Brief 2014. 

No. 03. 

Cambodia the next five years – An agenda for reform and 

competitiveness. Cambodia Outlook Brief 2014. No. 01. 

Madhur, Srinivasa. (2014). Cambodia tomorrow: Development 

research priorities for a middle income country – A synthesis of the 

themes and messages from the 2013 development research forum 

symposium. Synthesis report 2014. No. 01. 

Hing, Vutha. (2014). Cambodia’s preparedness for ASEAN Economic 

Community 2015 and beyond. Synthesis report, 2014. No. 07.  

Possibilities and policy priorities for sustainable and inclusive growth. 

Cambodia Outlook Brief 2013. No. 01. 

Un, Leang., Chuon, Rumreasey., & Ngin, Chanrith. (2013). 

Diversification of the Cambodian economy: The roles of higher 

education and technical and vocational education and training. 

Policy Brief 2013. No. 01. 

Un, Leang., Chuon, Rumreasey., & Ngin, Chanrith. (2013). The roles 

of TVET and higher education in economic development in 

Cambodia. Synthesis report 2013. No. 01. 

 

Cambodia 

Development 

Research 

Institute (CDRI) 

– Phnom Penh 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

4 STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN THE HIGHER EDUCATION 

SECTOR IN CAMBODIA
15

 

 

Abstract 

This article examines how stakeholders involve themselves in the higher education sector in 

donor-dependent Cambodia and to what extent and with what result these stakeholders 

succeed to collaborate, or fail to do so. This study is based on qualitative data from semi-

structured interviews with 46 key research participants from relevant institutions representing 

the major stakeholders in the sector. The triple helix model, advocating a close government-

university-industry collaboration, is employed as a guiding tool for data analysis. The study 

identifies four categories of stakeholders in the sector, namely government, development 

partners, higher education institutions, and the industries. The stakeholders contribute to the 

sector in diverging ways and at different levels. Despite their involvement, collaboration 

among stakeholders has remained very limited, impeding the advancement of the sector. 

Thus, stakeholder collaboration, as postulated in the triple helix model, has yet to emerge in 

the Cambodian context. 

Keywords: higher education; knowledge-based economy; stakeholder; triple helix model; 

collaboration 
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4.1 Introduction 

The emergence of the knowledge-based economy and rapidly changing market demands have 

made higher education (HE) increasingly important to produce qualified people to enhance 

national competitiveness (Welch, 2011). The World Bank (2000) claimed that HE has 

become a necessity for the survival and national socio-economic development of modern 

society. Consequently, the Cambodian government has begun to focus on the HE sector as 

reflected in the first comprehensive Higher Education Quality and Capacity Improvement 

Project (HEQCIP) 2010-2015 (co-funded by the government and the World Bank), the 

National Strategic Development Plan 2014-2018, and the Higher Education Vision 2030. 

Such an emphasis corresponds with Cambodia’s Development Vision 2030 to become a 

lower-middle income country by 2018 and an upper-middle income country by 2030 (Khieng 

& Chhem, 2015). Cambodia thus aims to build its HE sector in order to develop well-rounded 

individuals capable of living and working in the knowledge-based society (MoEYS, 2014c). 

Hence, basic education alone cannot help realize the country’s development vision as 

Cambodia’s economy is moving toward a knowledge-based future. 

 However, having endured civil war and a genocidal regime (1975–1979), Cambodia 

has become heavily dependent on foreign aid for development (Khieng, 2014), a dependence 

which includes its education sector (Ayres, 2000). Dy (2015) asserts that, notwithstanding the 

inflow of external assistance into the education sector after the United Nations-led general 

elections in 1993, HE has remained underdeveloped and in urgent need of support. 

Noticeably, donor support only recently manifested itself as an engine for advancing 

Cambodia’s HE. Through donor funding, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) came to 

involve themselves in education, particularly in primary education and, to a much lesser 

extent, in HE. The development of the HE sector requires a comprehensive approach which 

the Cambodian government by itself is incapable of providing for lack of financial resources, 

knowledge and experience. The involvement of different stakeholders including donors, the 

private sector and government is required to upgrade Cambodia’s HE sector in order to 

prepare the country for its participation in the Asian Common Market. In this sense, an 

analysis of stakeholder engagement in the Cambodian HE sector is opportune in order to 

investigate whether the triple helix model, (advocating the close collaboration between 

university, government and industry), is able to emulate the progress that it prompted in 

western HE (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014). Scrutinizing the relevance of this model for 

Cambodia, two questions will be raised: (1) how do stakeholders involve themselves in the 
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Cambodian HE sector? And, (2) to what extent and with what result do these stakeholders 

succeed to collaborate? 

In 2013, the Cambodian Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport (MoEYS) 

established the Higher Education Technical Working Group (HETWG) to mobilize different 

actors including government officials, rectors from a number of public HEIs, representatives 

of private HEIs, donor agencies, NGOs and the private sector. This working group constitutes 

a crucial discussion forum for stakeholders to address HE issues in order to advance the 

sector. Moreover, over the last few years, some workshops, policy-roundtable discussions, 

and seminars have been conducted to involve stakeholders from relevant institutions to share 

ideas and to discuss how to boost the sector. Nonetheless, stakeholder collaboration in the 

sector has remained rather limited. Nith (2013) notes that there is a disconnection between 

HEIs and the private sector, and only few HEIs have program linkages with the industries. 

Furthermore, a number of research studies have been conducted on HE in Cambodia (e.g. 

Chet, 2006, 2009; Dy, 2013a, 2013b; Kwok et al., 2010; Sen, 2013, etc.). However, these 

studies tend to overlook the stakeholder issue. This article makes an attempt at filling the 

knowledge gap regarding stakeholder collaboration – or the absence thereof – in the 

Cambodian HE sector. 

 This article is structured as follows. The next section presents a conceptual framework 

for the study. The article then proceeds with the methodology section to clarify the 

underlying assumptions, research methods, data analysis and ethical issues. This is followed 

by an empirical section that describes the involvement of stakeholders in the HE sector in 

Cambodia. The article then proceeds with a critical analysis of the stakeholder involvement 

and collaboration in the sector. To conclude, the article summarizes the key findings and 

offers some thoughts on how to promote stakeholder collaboration for the HE quality 

improvement in Cambodia in transition toward a knowledge-based society. 

4.2 Toward a conceptual framework 

4.2.1 Evolution of the triple helix model: stakeholder concept 

The emerging triple helix model of innovation suggests patterns for an advanced university-

industry-government interaction, which captures the transformation toward a knowledge-

based economy in the late twentieth and early twenty-first century (Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 

2007). The model postulates that collaboration between university, industry and government 
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as relatively equal partners is the key to innovation and development in a knowledge-based 

society (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2003a; Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1999; 

Etzkowitz et al., 2000). Such collaboration paves the way for the three stakeholder groups to 

help improve each other’s performance with the university as the leading institution 

(Etzkowitz, 2002, 2008). Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000) stress that the university plays a 

critical and challenging role in leading innovation initiatives in a knowledge-based society 

due to the increasing demands on academic institutions. Basically, the university operates as 

“a source of new knowledge and technology, the generative principle of knowledge-based 

economies”; the industry as “the locus of production”; and the government as “the source of 

contractual relations that guarantee stable interactions and exchange” (Etzkowitz, 2003a, p. 

295). 

The triple helix model of innovation suggests a transformed collaboration between the 

three entities, with each “taking the role of the other” in some way (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008). 

Each institution plays integrated and sometimes overlapping roles while maintaining its own 

core mission and distinct identity. In this model, universities generate, preserve and transmit 

knowledge as their core missions, perform as entrepreneurs, provide governance, and support 

firm formation and technology transfer. The government is responsible for establishing rules 

and regulations and funding new enterprises in the form of venture capital. The industries 

produce goods and services, provide high-level training in their area of expertise, and 

undertake research and development activities. 

 However, the model is not inherently innovative. It originates from two different 

institutional arrangements: a statist and a laissez-faire model (Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; 

Etzkowitz & Dzisah, 2007). The former features dominant government control over 

university and industry, while the latter suggests that the three actors operate separately or 

interact to a limited extent across institutional boundaries. The laissez-faire model projects a 

separate and competitive operation of each institution with rather narrowly defined 

interactions among the three actors (Etzkowitz, 2003a). These interactions may take place 

only within strict boundaries and indirectly through an intermediary. Under a laissez-faire 

model, the government intervenes only in the case of market failure (Etzkowitz, 2008) 

(Figure 4.1). 
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Figure 4.1: From statist and laissez-faire to triple helix of innovation 

 

 Despite the wide-spread use of the triple helix model to study university-industry-

government interactions in a knowledge-based society, the model does not adequately capture 

issues emerging from the increasing commercialization of scientific research findings 

(Tuunainen, 2002). These issues come in various forms: “(1) ownership of intellectual 

property rights, (2) the industrial collaboration and difficulties of transferring the research 

results to the market, and (3) the failed attempt of creating a hybrid community between the 

research group and the spin-off company” (Tuunainen, 2002, p. 36). Eun et al. (2006) assert 

that the model bears minimal relevance to the context of developing countries, where 

industries tend to depend on developed countries for standardized products and research, and 

where universities are likely to apply knowledge imported from advanced countries. 

As the mainstream literature of HE applies the triple helix model for the purpose of 

analysing stakeholder interaction, stakeholders are basically classified into three groups: 

university, government and industry. However, when examining stakeholder involvement in 

Cambodia’s HE sector, the first noticeable factor is the prominent presence of donors, a 

stakeholder that is not acknowledged in the commonly used triple helix model. Evidently, 

Cambodia depends on international donors – so-called development partners – in many areas 

(e.g. Bräutigam, 2000; Godfrey et al., 2002; Sato et al., 2011), and education is no exception. 

During the 1990s and 2000s, funding from international donors went to the development of 

basic education in particular, leaving HE under-prioritized (Dy, 2015). Only recently have 
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multilateral and bilateral donors started to turn their attention to HE. Policy dialogue and joint 

decision-making between the MoEYS and its development partners are promoted through the 

HETWG under a Joint Technical Working Group (JTWG) (Dy, 2015). Despite this, NGOs 

tend to be more engaged in primary education and other sectors although they do have a stake 

in HE in some, albeit limited, ways. Noticeably, NGOs are also HETWG members. 

Therefore, the current study extends the triple helix model to accommodate four categories of 

stakeholders in the Cambodian HE sector: government, HEIs, industry and development 

partners (donor agencies and NGOs), thus, constituting a “quadruple helix model” as a 

conceptual framework. 

4.3 Research methodology 

This empirical study is based on qualitative research, employing a phenomenological 

approach to inquiry. Ontologically, the study views the stakeholder involvement and 

collaboration in the HE sector as multiple realities, socially constructed through the 

perception and experience of the stakeholders. In this sense, reality tends to vary according to 

place and time. The subjectivity in the responses constitutes an instrument to find out about 

the multiplicity of realities. Based on the nature of this study, social constructivism serves to 

answer the above research questions. Hence, an interpretative approach is employed to 

explore the actual phenomena regarding stakeholder involvement and collaboration in the HE 

sector in Cambodia by using both participants’ and researchers’ understandings. 

The qualitative research comprises a series of interviews with 46 research participants 

as the main method of data collection. Interviews are an effective means to explore 

individuals’ viewpoints (Schostak, 2006). Purposive and snowball sampling has been 

employed to select key participants. Most participants were identified based on their relevant 

academic and professional experience and active involvement in the sector, while others were 

selected based on the recommendations of the participants and researchers in the same 

domain. Patton (2002) asserts that purposive sampling is a powerful method used in 

qualitative studies to gather rich data about the issues of inquiry. Similarly, snowball 

sampling is an effective approach to find information-rich participants and critical cases. 

Noticeably, the research participants are from government institutions, donor agencies, the 

private sector and public and private HEIs (for an overview of participants, see Appendix 

4.1). As most of them are Cambodians, most of the interviews were conducted in Khmer, the 

first author’s native language, in order to obtain an in-depth understanding of the key issues 
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through both verbal and non-verbal language. The interviews were voice recorded and then 

transcribed and translated into English by the first author. Most interviews were conducted in 

the period December 2012 to December 2013, although subsequent interviews were 

conducted in 2014. 

Noticeably, data from different stakeholder perspectives form a crucial type of 

‘triangulation of perspectives’ (Flick, 2004, 2009), which is considered a strategy to improve 

the quality of qualitative inquiry and data analysis. The qualitative data from the interviews 

were translated, transcribed and imported into NVivo 10, which is applied as a tool to store, 

code, retrieve, compare and link the data in order to ensure that all the relevant data are used 

exhaustively across all the transcripts. The analysis of the data follows the thematic coding 

approach. The relevant data are incrementally coded under the following themes: roles, 

influence, interventions of government, donor, HEI, industry and NGOs, and stakeholder 

interaction. Further coding under each theme allows the researchers to identify the issues in 

greater detail. In order to provide evidence to the findings, a number of key relevant quotes 

are extracted from the interviews to serve as exemplary quotes. The quotes are listed under a 

code to protect the identity of the interview participants. 

The triple helix model is adopted as the guiding tool for data analysis. The qualitative 

data extracted from the interviews inevitably involve biases and the value-laden nature of 

information. The biases and values shape the description of the research findings in this 

article. Analytically, the researcher’s interpretation is included in conjunction with the 

interpretations of the research participants. Creswell (2013) asserts that interpretation either 

supports or contrasts with knowledge established in academic literature. The findings are thus 

followed by discussion, linking the researcher’s interpretation with the research literature 

developed by other scholars in the field as elaborated in the literature review that precedes the 

data gathering. 

Several measures were employed to warrant the integrity and ethical standard of the 

study. All the data for the study were collected with great attentiveness to confidentiality, 

privacy, and voluntariness. In this regard, an informed consent form was developed to 

provide the research participants with information pertaining to research background, aim, 

confidentiality, and voluntary participation. The consent form was presented to each of them 

to request their permission for the interviews. Moreover, the researcher asked permission 

from each interviewee to voice record the interview for in-depth analysis in addition to 
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handwritten notes taken during the interview. The interviewees were assured that the 

information provided and recorded would be protected from third party interference and used 

for this research purpose only. All data were collected and analysed carefully to ensure the 

accuracy and reliability of the findings and to achieve trustworthiness and transparency of 

how the data were used in the study. 

4.4 Research findings 

4.4.1 Roles of stakeholders in the Cambodian HE sector 

Starting from four categories of stakeholders in the Cambodian HE sector (government, 

HEIs, industries and development partners), each category is viewed to play a role in this HE 

sector despite their limited collaboration. The only close interaction that exists among the 

stakeholders is between the government and development partners. This empirical section 

describes in detail the stakeholder involvement in the HE sector in Cambodia. 

4.4.1.1 The government 

The interviews reveal that the role of the government in the HE sector is interpreted 

differently from different stakeholder perspectives. According to some stakeholders, the 

government is a navigator for the development of Cambodia, a policy initiator, policy maker, 

professional service provider, facilitator, and regulator in the broad realm of the HE sector in 

the country. According to others, the government only reacts to developments initiated by 

third parties and acts as both active and passive policy implementer. 

The government, and in particular the MoEYS, is widely seen as setting development 

priorities and policies so that donors can support the sector accordingly. Interviewees view 

the MoEYS, specifically the Department of Higher Education (DHE), as a policymaker, who 

has to coordinate policies with other ministries to formulate HE policies for human resources 

development. However, its coordinating role remains a challenge mainly due to the 

fragmented HE governance system
16

 in operation. Such a challenging ministerial 

coordination, along with a lack of policy directions and resources, causes the MoEYS to have 

limited authority to oversee and monitor the progress and effectiveness of policy 
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implementation. The National Supreme Council of Education
17

, adopted in the education law 

and expected to ease the coordination among the ministries, has yet to leave its mark on the 

sector. Over the last few years, the government has started to take policy initiatives for HE, 

namely governance and financing policy, to mitigate the dependence on the donors. 

Nevertheless, in practice, donors remain influential in decision making due to their technical 

and financial support. 

 As the interviews reveal, the role of the MoEYS has shifted from acting as a control 

agent to providing professional service. However, due to the lack of skills, commitment, and 

resources, its technical support to HEIs is limited, which relegates the role of the MoEYS to a 

simple facilitator. Meanwhile, the MoEYS is also known as a regulator for the sector. Despite 

this role, the MoEYS is perceived to have a laissez-faire attitude in its regulations. That is, it 

allows HEIs to manage themselves, offering little support after issuing a license to them. 

 Some interviewees consider the Cambodian government as inert, a reactor. This is 

illustrated by the ways in which privatization of the HE sector has come about. The change 

toward privatization has been initiated by entrepreneurial individuals who obtained 

government permission for the operation of private HEIs and for public HEIs to charge fees. 

Similarly, the government is perceived as a passive recipient that merely accepts or rejects 

ideas rather than initiating them. This is reflected in the establishment of the Accreditation 

Committee of Cambodia (ACC), which originally is a donor initiative. The World Bank made 

the allocation of loans and grants to the Cambodian HE sector conditional on the 

establishment of the ACC as an independent body. The government, however, brought the 

ACC under the direct control of the Council of Ministers. 

 The interviews indicate that market trends and future needs in HE are unchartered and 

that the MoEYS has no strategy to address this hiatus or to consider what kind of curricula 

should be developed for HEIs. Some interviewees see the government’s roles as being 

divided between its policy commitment and actual implementation. In other words, while it is 

committed to its policy and strategic plans, in reality it appears to have not done much in 

terms of budget allocation, technical support and time management (Table 4.1). 
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Table 4.1: Roles of the government 

Roles of the 

government 

(# of 

responses) 

Exemplary quotes 

Development 

navigator (5) 

-  Nowadays, we can also reject the aid from the donor countries if there is no 

harmonization and alignment with us [the government]... if the government sets no 

priority on HE, donors will not come to help HE. (ID=P01) 

-  Usually, donors have come with their own agenda. However, there is a negotiation 

for a compromise so that both [the government and donors] can work together… It 

does not mean that they just come to impose agenda on us [the government] to 

implement. (ID=P09) 

Policy maker 

(10) 

-  …it [the MoEYS] makes the policy on higher education vision 2030. It is the first 

time that the HE sector has a clear long-term vision, which is linked to the 

Cambodia vision 2030. (ID=P03) 

-  …we [the MoEYS] try to approach [relevant government institutions] to obtain 

information … so that we can make a clear higher education policy. (ID=P02) 

Policy 

initiator (8) 

-  It [research policy] comes from the government as it has seen the need of higher 

education not only in knowledge dissemination but also in knowledge creation. 

(ID=P09) 

-  … we [donor] just give ideas about the steps to come up with a particular policy. 

(ID=P11) 

Professional 

service 

provider 

(10) 

 

-  We [DHE] facilitate, manage, empower them [HEIs], sometimes guide them…. It 

is thus mixed without any clear-cut duties…. DHE examines the strategic plans of 

HEIs and their annual operation plans. (ID=P02) 

-  Instead of going to each HEI to find their mistakes, they [the MoEYS staff] start to 

find what can be done to help them [HEIs]. (ID=P11) 

Facilitator 

(5) 

-  The role of the government has been limited to a simple facilitator due to the lack 

of resources. (ID=P03) 

-  There are 60 staff members in DHE, but there are only about 20 people who are 

actually industrious and committed to work despite a low salary… most 

administrators who are recruited to work in this department are originally teachers. 

(ID=P04) 

Regulator 

(11) 

-  The ministry [MoEYS] makes regulations to apply and coordinate with donors and 

work together with other ministries. (ID=P01). 

-  The MoEYS is responsible for giving licenses to HEIs. (ID=P28) 

-  As long as they get money from it [the opening of HEIs], they let it happen. There 

is very little control. (ID=P15) 

Reactor (3) -  It was not the government that achieved it [privatization of HE]; it was the bright 

young people who emerged in the mid-1990s, who saw an opportunity … in the 

last 15 years, it was the more entrepreneurial people who actually achieved that 

change… the government was not making policies. (ID=P13) 

-  [The establishment of the ACC] is not the government’s initiative; it is the donor’s 

initiative. The government is just a passive recipient in saying yes or no. (ID=P15) 

Policy 

implementer 

(15) 

-  Since I have started the project with the government, it has made its great effort… 

Thus we decided to offer the package of USD 23 million project based on its effort 

on the previous project. (ID=P11) 

-  When we look at the evidence of the budget, from other support, from the time 

management they provide, I’d say that they are not doing what they say they are 

doing. (ID=P15) 
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4.4.1.2 Development partners 

Development partners encompass bilateral donors including international development 

agencies and multi-lateral donors such as development agencies of the United Nations, the 

World Bank, the Asian Development Bank (ADB), and the European Union (EU). 

Development partners may also involve the non-governmental organizations (NGOs) who 

work as executive development agencies whose operation is largely dependent on the donor 

funding. 

Donor agencies: Donors are widely viewed as the government’s development 

partners in financial and technical support, initiators and contributors in the HE sector 

development. At the same time, they are perceived as inhibitors in the HE development 

process. Donors usually work with the government as development partners. They are 

generally regarded as initiators and contributors that act as catalysts in urging the government 

to reform or restructure HE for improvement. For example, due to the low quality of 

secondary education, donors pushed the government to establish the foundation year program 

(commencing in 2005) prior to the bachelor program, and to form the ACC for quality 

improvement. They urged the government to draft an education law and a legal framework 

for HE. Moreover, donors help a public HEI realize their initiatives through their financial 

and technical support. In addition, they are often involved in facilitating the project or policy 

implementation to make sure that the ministry is on the right track. 

 The interviews also show that donors have played an important role in providing a 

direct and indirect support to develop the Cambodian HE sector. Some examples of direct 

support include funds provided for the HEQCIP, with the money allocated for training and 

staff capacity development for the ACC, DHE, and HEIs. Through the project, research 

grants have been made available to HEIs, which submit applications for research funding. 

Technical assistance has also been provided through international and national consultants. 

Donor assistance is manifest in the education law and other regulations for the sector 

development through technical advisors. In other words, they help bring in new ideas and 

independent views to support the HE sector. In an indirect sense, donors have allowed many 

Cambodian people to study locally and overseas for short- and long-term periods. Donors 

provide scholarships to unlock their potentials and develop their skills and knowledge to 

contribute to the sector development. Other donors fund research on HE, with the aim of 

providing recommendations to the government. They also provide resources such as books 
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for libraries, facilities, and funds to conduct research to inform policy. The support from 

donors is also apparent in bilateral partnerships with some HEIs to improve the quality of 

their programs. For instance, donors provide capacity building programs, and send visiting 

professors to work in newly established programs at some public HEIs so that the program 

quality will meet regional standard and gain recognition. In addition, an overseas network 

university is considered another type of donor, providing research partnership, exchange 

programs, and curriculum development. 

 Despite playing supporting roles, donors are also perceived as impeding the sector 

development due to their new ideas considered foreign and irrelevant to the Cambodian 

context. For instance, after the elections in 1993, Cambodia came to rely on foreign 

consultants for the Education Strategic Plans 2003-2006 and 2006-2010 which were mainly 

written by these foreign consultants. The plans were all in English and translated into Khmer. 

However, the translated versions were not clearly understood and, therefore, inadequately 

implemented. Moreover, national technical advisors are promoted in the HEQCIP instead of 

foreigners to bring practical local views for policy development and implementation (Table 

4.2). 

Table 4.2: Roles of donors 

Roles of donors  

(# of responses) 

Exemplary quotes 

Supporter (14) -  Donors need to put their hands in the country development due to limited public 

funding and limited capacity and commitment of the government’s officials. 

(ID=P46) 

-  [Donor] helps a lot in terms of capacity building by sending people to study 

overseas and locally and provide funding to support the sector. (ID=P09) 

-  We [donor] provide an advisory technical assistance for education law, some 

regulations and criteria for HE… through our technical advisors. (ID=P12) 

Initiator (9) -  Foundation year and ACC are established under donors’ initiatives. I think the 

first thing is donors take the initiatives. We tend not to have any ideas. (ID=P22) 

-  …almost all initiatives in higher education are donors’ initiatives. The 

government seems to sit back and say yes or no or accept or reject…. (ID=P15) 

Contributor (13) -  Without donors, the policies such as research and staff development cannot be 

implemented. (ID=P05) 

-  [Donor] is not only an assistant but also a driver to guide the government to the 

right direction. (ID=P46) 

-  Donors bring a change which is somehow perceived as pain for Cambodian 

people to follow but such a change is needed for the improvement of Cambodian 

HE. (ID=P08) 

Inhibitor (4) -  … they do not clearly understand our culture and they try to force us to do what 

they want. The donors try to change Cambodians’ mind-sets without clearly 

understanding Cambodian culture. Mostly, they read books about Cambodia and 

come to work for Cambodia for 3 or 6 months. (ID=P38) 

-  Usually, donor agencies come with their agenda, so if we can’t do to reach their 

minimum agenda, the grants will not be offered. (ID=P09) 
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Non-governmental organizations: NGOs, through donor funding, have appeared to be 

engaged in the HE sector albeit in limited ways as employers and internship providers of 

graduates and undergraduates, scholarship providers, and trainers. Noticeably, donor funding 

has been channelled through NGOs as executive agents to assist the government for 

development in many sectors, including education. The interviews reveal that some NGOs 

connect themselves with relevant departments within a public HEI on a research project 

rather than collaborating with a HEI as a whole. Further, NGOs are known as employers, 

providing job and internship opportunities in different fields for university graduates to gain 

practical experience and training. Some NGOs act as private donors, offering scholarships to 

students to study at HEIs, while other NGOs are training institutions, offering technical 

trainings even at a tertiary level (Table 4.3). 

Table 4.3: Roles of NGOs 

Roles of NGOs  

(# of responses) 

Exemplary quotes 

Employer (4) -  NGOs nowadays tend to play a role as industry through funding and recruiting 

students from universities. (ID=P09) 

Internship 

provider (3) 

-  … [NGO] provides our students with opportunities to conduct internship and 

research and even job opportunities for our students. (ID=P35) 

Scholarship 

provider (2) 

-  [NGO] provides scholarships for its students. It also covers other expenses such as 

textbooks for the students. (ID=36) 

Trainer (2) -  Some NGOs come in the form of training institute. (ID=P05) 

4.4.1.3 Higher education institutions 

Since 1997, when HE became privatized, fee-paying programs have come to be offered by 

both private and public HEIs. In 2014, there were 110 HEIs (43 public and 67 private), 63 of 

which were under the supervision of the MoEYS, while the remaining 47 were under another 

13 different government institutions (MoEYS, 2015a). To inject more institutional autonomy 

into public HEIs and lessen the financial burden of the government, some public HEIs were 

transformed into autonomous institutions under Public Administrative Institution status. With 

the status, HEIs are granted greater autonomy in financial and academic issues and are 

operated under the direction of their governing boards instead of the direct supervision of a 

parent ministry (Chet 2006). With no financial support from the government, private HEIs 

rely almost solely on tuition fees, forcing them to enrol as many students as possible (even 

exceeding their capacity) and to offer mainly market-friendly programs, such as business, 

economics, information technology and English language. This trend also affects public 
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HEIs, in which 80% of the income is privately funded (Ahrens & McNamara, 2013), causing 

a neglect of research and skills required by the economy. However, public HEIs can afford 

not to go for popular programs all the time due to the support they receive from donors and 

the government as they have more general public tasks by providing programs not attracting 

most students. With qualified academic staff and donor funding, some public HEIs tend to 

integrate more services like consultancy and research that private HEIs cannot offer due to 

high costs involved. Noticeably, the launch of the HEQCIP has encouraged HEIs to consider 

research for development. HEIs, particularly public ones with more qualified staff, have acted 

as providers of technical input and feedback to the MoEYS on policy and strategic planning. 

 From the government’s perspective, HEIs are known as directly implementing the 

policies and regulations devised by the MoEYS and the ACC for quality improvement. HEIs 

employ Cambodian graduates from local and overseas universities and provide students with 

internship opportunities. Some public HEIs attempt to utilize donor support to build their 

capacity to gain credibility in order to enter into partnerships with external stakeholders. They 

cooperate with donors for financial and technical assistance in capacity building activities for 

their programs. Importantly, donors target mainly public HEIs instead of private institutions 

that operate like businesses. Noticeably, private HEIs, instead of seeking donor support, tend 

to affiliate themselves with overseas universities for marketing purposes in order to attract 

students. Only a few have such university partners for research or quality purposes. 

 Most interviewees view HEIs, both public and private, as suppliers of inadequately 

trained graduates. Interviewees from the private sector commented that the curricula at HEIs 

are not well developed and fail to respond to the changing job market. They noted that study 

is mainly theory-based, with few opportunities for students to obtain hands-on experience. As 

such, many students lack the technical and soft skills necessary to perform their jobs after 

graduation. This is due to an absence of university-industry linkages, which is still a new 

concept in Cambodia. In addition, interviewees from the industries and donor agencies 

perceive HEIs as not being active in approaching the industry for collaboration. It is usually 

the members from the industry who approach HEIs for help in disseminating job vacancies to 

students or facilitating a recruitment process (Table 4.4). 
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Table 4.4: Roles of HEIs 

Roles of HEIs  

(# of responses) 

Exemplary quotes 

Teaching 

institution (15) 

-  …there is no research besides teaching at HEIs. So how can the teaching and 

learning quality improve?  (ID=P11) 

-  There are two types of teaching services. One is the degree program and the other 

one is short training course. (ID=P03) 

Policy 

implementer (4) 

-  HEIs have an important role as direct implementers…so the quality depends on 

their commitment…the policy makers just guide them. (ID=P05) 

Employer and 

internship 

provider (2) 

-  HEIs also play a role in providing job and internship opportunities for graduates 

(ID=P09) 

University 

partner (11) 

-  Some outstanding HEIs, both private and public ones, have cooperation with other 

foreign universities as their partners. Most of the time, this cooperation mainly 

comes in the form of research… there can also be some activities related quality 

improvement such as lecturer exchange [between universities]. (ID=P21) 

-  I think it [partnership with overseas universities] is actually a kind of marketing, 

which is the main purpose. (ID=P37) 

Supplier of 

graduates (14) 

-  HEIs are offering courses based on a small market… HEIs are producing 

graduates in the field which does not respond to the real national needs. (ID=P03) 

-  HEIs are not ready to give students transferable skills. (ID=P08) 

4.4.1.4 Industries 

The empirical evidence from the interviews shows that the industries play very limited roles 

in the Cambodian HE sector. At best, they are viewed as employers and internship providers 

of undergraduates and graduates, but, overall, the industries are considered rather passive. 

However, the industries do engage in the HE sector as private donors and trainers in their 

specific area of expertise and, most recently, through its participation in the HE discussion 

forums. While the private sector provides jobs and internship opportunities for university 

graduates and undergraduates, it also offers hands-on experiences and training opportunities 

to enhance students’ knowledge and skills. In addition, it plays a basic role in disseminating 

job market information to students in HEIs to prepare them for their desired jobs. While 

interviewees from the private sector complain about the low quality of graduates, they are 

reluctant to participate in workshops or meetings organized by HEIs or the MoEYS for 

sharing ideas and providing feedback on HE. One interviewee from the private sector says: 

If a company decides to employ some students from a particular university and they 

find out that the students are not really qualified to do the job offered, it may stop 

approaching that university next time. (ID=P45, personal interview) 
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Reportedly, the industries also play a hidden role as a private donor by paying for 

their staff to study at HEIs and even providing scholarships to study at HEIs. This role not 

only increases people’s access to HE but also helps HEIs generate income from tuition fees. 

Quite recently, certain industries have emerged as a trainer, taking the role of HEIs, by 

offering students specialized training based on their expertise. Moreover, the private sector 

has recently become involved in HE-related events, such as policy roundtable discussions or 

workshops, to provide input and feedback for HEIs and the government for the sector 

development (Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5: Roles of industry 

Roles of industry  

(# of responses) 

Exemplary quotes 

Employer and 

internship 

providers (15) 

-  Nowadays, we have an internship program and staff recruitment…. We provide 

internship opportunities for students at various HEIs… We also recruit them 

[students] at our company or we can go to HEIs to recruit them. (ID=P42) 

Private donor (2) -  It plays a role as a market player or private donor. It pays for its staff to study at 

HEIs. It is a hidden role to improve equity and access. It also helps to generate 

income for universities indirectly. (ID=P09) 

Trainer (1) -  If we talk about banking industry, a bank has its own centre or institute… they 

provide only training related to their specialization. (ID=P32) 

4.5 Discussion 

4.5.1 Stakeholder involvement 

The government, development partners, HEIs, and the industries, as the four institutional 

stakeholders in Cambodian HE are indeed engaged in the sector albeit in different and 

sometimes rather narrow ways. The government by itself has only limited capacities and 

resources to promote stakeholder collaboration and boost the sector for national 

competitiveness. The government still depends on development partners to intervene as 

sponsors of the sector development. Clearly, donors have worked closely with the 

government on policy issues and human resources development to advance the sector. 

Despite some conflicting roles, the technical and financial support of donors is essential to 

developing the sector. With available resources and technical expertise, donors can ensure 

that the government is establishing and implementing appropriate policies. Thus, both the 

government and donors could provide the synergy crucial for the development of the sector 

for economic growth. The World Bank (2000) consistently claims that the role of 

international donors, both multilateral and bilateral, is considered essential for HE 
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development in developing countries. In Africa for instance, where organizational resources 

for innovation are limited, international donors are playing a temporary role as “innovation 

organizer” (Victor Konde, 2002 as cited in Etzkowitz, 2003a). 

 While the private sector is widely known as an important and active agent in HE in 

many developed countries, it has played too limited a role to bring about any significant 

changes in Cambodia. With limited capacity and resources in research and technology mainly 

imported from advanced countries, it hardly collaborates with HEIs in research or provides 

funding for the sector development. Its limited involvement in the sector has then restricted 

its role to that of NGOs which mainly functioned as employers, private donors, and trainers. 

 The role of HEIs has become even more critical in the context of globalization.  

Unlike the active roles of universities for socio-economic development postulated in the triple 

helix model (see Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz, Dzisah, Ranga, & Zhou, 2007; 

Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Marques et al., 2006), the parts that HEIs in Cambodia actually play 

are limited due to inadequate facilities, funding, and a lack of a critical mass. More 

importantly, the research capacity of Cambodian HEIs is minimal (see Chet, 2009; Dy, 

2013a, 2013b; Kwok et al., 2010). Although many HEIs have commenced to engage in 

research due to research grants offered by the HEQCIP, the quality is considered modest and 

it is uncertain if a research culture in HEIs will emerge and sustain after the project 

concludes. After all, research is costly and its benefits for HEIs do not become manifest in the 

short run. The industries and NGOs have a relatively weak impact on the HE sector in 

Cambodia and have few collaborative ties with HEIs. In the capacity of private non-academic 

vocational training providers, they fill the skill gap between HEIs and the economy. Expected 

to be strong and influential, HEIs turn out to be powerless and too destitute to shape the 

sector. Instead, they confine themselves to attract students for profit generation. 

Turning to the triple helix model, its applicability in the Cambodian context is far 

from straight-forward. This is consistent with the findings of Eun et al. (2006) who claim 

minimal relevance of the model to the context of developing countries. The triple helix of 

innovation (Etzkowitz, 2008; Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 1998) has yet to emerge in the 

Cambodian HE sector. Though adopted widely in developed countries, the model appears 

irrelevant and unsuitable for the Cambodian situation, where the HE sector has not yet 

reached the level at which innovation is promoted for economic growth. Technological 

updates in Cambodian business sectors such as construction, manufacturing, and agriculture 
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are imported by foreign investors and partners, who appear unwilling to locally invest in 

innovation and development (I&D). 

4.5.2 Stakeholder collaboration 

Stakeholder collaboration remains a big challenge in Cambodia. The empirical 

evidence shows that the challenges which impede stakeholder collaboration in the HE sector 

are manifest at both the national and institutional level. At the national level, lack of financial 

and policy interventions from the government and the fragmented HE governance system 

pose severe impediments to stakeholder collaboration. At the institutional level, the business 

orientation of HEIs, their limited capacity and resources, the traditional divide between HEI 

and private sector, the stifling bureaucracy within public HEIs, the political atmosphere, and 

the absence of relevant strategic planning and policies have emerged as impediments to the 

stakeholder collaboration in the sector. Lastly, the lack of innovative capacity of the 

industries in Cambodia has obstructed the progress of the collaboration. 

As the experience in countries such as Singapore and Malaysia has shown, 

governments play a vital role in promoting stakeholder collaboration (see Koh & Wong, 

2005; J. Lee & Win, 2004; Mae Phillips & Wai-chung Yeung, 2003; Malairaja & Zawdie, 

2008; Mok & Lee, 2003; Rasiah & Govindaraju, 2009; Sidhu & Kaur, 2011). In Cambodia, 

however, the national government has yet to develop clear financial and policy interventions 

to advance stakeholder interaction. Despite the establishment of the HETWG involving 

stakeholders from relevant institutions, no actions are taken to promote stakeholder 

collaboration. An advisor at a public HEI explains: 

… [stakeholder] interaction appears very strong at such occasional meetings… people 

give a speech … about all the things…like collaboration, higher education, what are 

the needs, where are the markets? Good talk. Nothing comes out of it rather than the 

paper. (ID=P14, personal interview) 

Only recently has the government started to promote a research culture at HEIs with funding 

from the HEQCIP. Research can be an effective means to bring stakeholders to work 

together, but it has yet to result in improved stakeholder collaboration. Importantly, it has 

remained unclear as to whether research can be sustained at HEIs after the HEQCIP has 

ended. In addition, coordination among relevant ministries remains a challenge partially due 

to the fragmented HE governance system since there is lack of a state body coordinating the 
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collaboration. Sen (2013) argues that the parent ministries supervising HEIs appear to be 

operating independently in the HE domain. 

 At an institutional level, several challenges have impeded the stakeholder 

collaboration in this sector. HEIs were mainly established as the teaching-only institutions to 

attract large numbers of students instead of engaging themselves with external stakeholders. 

They possess limited capacity to meet the industry’s needs due to a shortage of human, 

financial and material resources. Although a number of Cambodian students complete studies 

overseas, they often work in unrelated jobs upon their return. This mismatch obstructs the 

formation of a critical mass for capacity building for and credibility of HEIs to attract the 

private sector for collaboration. Importantly, HEIs fail to have budget allocated for 

stakeholder interaction purpose. Most private HEIs depend almost entirely on tuition fees (Un 

et al., 2013), and so are public ones (Ahrens & McNamara, 2013). Scientific facilities such as 

lab, equipment, etc. are limited within HEIs as they are costly, which limits research and 

development (R&D) activities. These challenges persist despite some support from the 

government and donors, which have targeted a few public HEIs. Furthermore, most HEIs 

mainly focus on a few areas such as business, economics and information technology, instead 

of sciences, mathematics, agriculture, and health (R. Sam et al., 2012a) due to their less 

costly operation and guaranteed enrolments. 

The traditional divide between university and industry in Cambodia is a legacy of the 

French model that has been introduced in colonial times (C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), and 

the emerging linkage between the two domains is a new, challenging experience for the 

stakeholders in the Cambodian HE sector. University leadership at public HEIs seems 

resistant to the proposed new concepts, and bureaucracy hampers stakeholder collaboration. 

As Dy (2015, p. 34) observes, “Public education administration in Cambodia is highly 

centralized and bureaucratic… educational leadership and management have long been 

deeply rooted in traditional top-down governance and administration.” Political interference 

is deemed one of the hindrances to the collaboration. Generally, public and private HEIs are 

aligned with a political party, particularly the ruling party, as most, if not all, presidents or 

owners of HEIs need to be connected with the government to sustain their institution. As a 

consequence, the ruling political party exerts a dominant influence on HEIs. Explicit 

alignment with the ruling party is a necessity for HEIs to receive benevolent treatment. Thus, 

activities or discussions held at HEIs have to be carefully framed in order not to arouse the 
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suspicion and disapproval of the ruling party. Similar to their counterparts in China and 

Vietnam (Varghese & Martin, 2013, 2014), Cambodian HEIs do not enjoy independent 

decision-making and academic freedom. 

A lack of trust between HEIs and the private sector is sustained as the industries are 

perceived to take advantage of students. For example, a company representative may come to 

promote the company’s products to students instead of sharing knowledge and experience, or 

offer internships. In addition, the private sector is sometimes viewed as too demanding for 

HEIs. An interviewee from a public HEI notes, “… they [the industry] want a university to 

develop a particular product for them with a lot of criteria which a university finds hard to 

meet” (ID=P29, personal interview). It is evident that the industries do not really trust the 

capacity of HEIs as most HEIs provide only teaching services. Similarly, Schiller and 

Brimble (2009) have pointed to Thailand in which a credibility gap between both HEI and 

industry has remained a challenge to their collaboration. This lack of mutual trust is 

attributable to the institutional division between university and industry and bad experiences 

in the past. The unawareness among the private sector of the services that HEIs can offer 

underlies the credibility gap. 

So far, HEIs have not yet developed any strategic plans or policies to promote 

stakeholder collaboration. There are no clear channels for collaboration due to the absence of 

an intermediary. Collaboration mainly occurs in the very basic form of seeking jobs, 

internships, or social event opportunities for students rather than in the shape of knowledge-

based and innovation-focused collaboration as implied by the triple helix model. In 2014, a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Cambodian Chamber of Commerce and 

a few universities has been established to enhance the relationship between the private sector 

and HEIs. However, this MOU has yet to generate active collaboration. 

 The interviews reveal that positions in the garment, tourism, and agriculture industries 

– the key engines of Cambodia’s national economic growth – do not require university 

degrees, except at managerial level. The industries remain limited in capacity and resources 

to invest in technological innovation. New technology has mainly been transferred from 

foreign partners and investors. Thus, investments in and collaboration with universities for 

the purpose of R&D are not considered a necessity for the industries to boost their growth. As 

an interviewee from a public HEI states, “Industry wants us to produce qualified graduates, 

but it does not want to have any involvements. It just waits to recruit the qualified graduates” 
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(ID=P30, personal interview). Moreover, industry appears to have its own training facilities 

in areas of its expertise. This could limit its interaction with HEIs as industry could be 

tempted to take students to study at their training institutes. As Schiller and Brimble (2009) 

have found, a number of large companies in Thailand have established R&D departments to 

develop their own technologies and in-house R&D capacities, restricting their collaboration 

with universities. 

4.6 Conclusion 

Despite the involvement of the four major stakeholder categories – government, development 

partners, HEIs and the industries – in the HE sector in Cambodia, collaboration has remained 

weak and hence failed to advance the sector. The limited collaboration forms a serious 

impediment to development of the sector. Evidently, the government and donors are 

considered close partners, forming a synergy to boost the sector despite conflicting views. 

However, clear mechanisms have yet to be put in place to promote the collaboration. The 

industries are considered passive in shaping the development of the sector due to their limited 

resources and capacity. Similarly, although NGOs have a stake in the sector, their 

involvement is perceived as being very limited. HEIs, expected to be key players, are not 

resourceful and proactive enough as leading institutions to promote stakeholder collaboration, 

which is key to innovation in a knowledge-based economy. 

 The findings imply that policymakers and institutional leaders need to promote 

stakeholder collaboration as Cambodia is moving toward a knowledge-based economy in the 

ASEAN Economic Community. The government and donors need to play a leading role 

through policy and resource interventions for the HE development and a key role in 

coordinating the interactions among the stakeholder categories. Industries and NGOs need to 

be active as supporting agents in providing inputs for HEIs to produce qualified graduates. 

Moreover, HEIs need to develop their staff capacity and mobilize their resources to build 

credibility in order to attract potential external funding sources and take initiatives for 

collaboration. 

As Cambodia is a donor-dependent country with NGOs as executive agents, this study 

extends the number of stakeholder categories in the current triple helix model – expanding 

the triple helix to a quadruple helix including the development partners as full-fledged 

stakeholders. In this sense, future research may consider applying this framework for a cross-
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national comparison of donor-dependent countries who attempt to adapt to a knowledge-

based economy. Although this adjustment of the original model to the specific conditions in a 

developing country enhances the explanatory power of this model in the Cambodian context, 

limitations apply to this study. The study particularly examines the stakeholder involvements 

across institutions at the sectoral level. Future study, therefore, may apply the model to 

conduct case studies in particular HEIs in order to examine in-depth the stakeholder 

involvement and collaboration. This will shed light on the stakeholder issue in greater detail. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 4.1: List of research participants in the interviews 

ID Position of the research participants Interview date 

P01 Education policymaker 12 February 2013 

P02 Director 28 December 2012 

P03 Deputy director 13 March 2013 

P04 Deputy director 29 April 2013 

P05 Director 31 December 2012 

P06 Director 26 April 2013 

P07 Education official 05 August 2014 

P08 International education consultant 10 February 2013 

P09 National technical advisor 09 January 2013 

P10 National technical advisor 22 April 2014 

P11 Senior program officer 21 March 2013 

P12 Senior program officer 04 March 2013 

P13 Educational management professional 04 March 2013 

P14 University technical advisor 02 January 2013 

P15 University technical advisor 26 March 2013 

P16 Rector of public university 22 March 2013 

P17 Vice-rector of public university 15 March 2013 

P18 Vice-rector of public university 17 May 2013 

P19 Vice-rector of public university 13 February 2013 

P20 Vice-rector of public university 31 January 2013 

P21 Dean of faculty of public university 15 March 2013 

P22 Program director of public university 25 March 2013 

P23 Head of department of public university 24 April 2013 

P24 Head of Internal quality assurance unit 20 April 2013 

P25 Head of academic office of public university 15 June 2013 

P26 Vice president of private university 30 April 2013 

P27 Director of academic program 30 April 2013 

P28 Dean of faculty of private university 28 September 2013 

P29 Director of public HEI 23 April 2013 

P30 Head of academic office of public HEI 16 May 2013 

P31 Senior vice rector of private university 05 April 2013 

P32 Vice rector of private university 24 April 2013 

P33 Executive director of private university 28 January 2013 

P34 Executive director of private university 29 January 2013 

P35 Head of academic office of private university 28 January 2013 

P36 Head of academic office of private university 29 January 2013 

P37 Dean of faculty of private university 29 May 2013 

P38 Researcher 11 January 2013 

P39 Manager of employment agency 02 May 2013 

P40 Human resource manager 18 April 2014 

P41 General manager 23 April 2013 

P42 Capacity development manager 25 March 2013 

P43 Training manager of a local company 23 February 2013 

P44 Manager of an international firm 11 March 2013 

P45 Manager of an international firm 09 March 2013 

P46 Senior program specialist 31 March 2014 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

5 CAMBODIAN HIGHER EDUCATION IN TRANSITION: AN 

INSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE PERSPECTIVE
18

 

 

Abstract 

Purpose – The paper aims to ascertain the governance arrangements of higher education 

providers in Cambodia and to seek insights into institutional governance while its higher 

education sector is in a significant transition towards the market model. 

Design/methodology/approach – The empirical research underpinning this paper applies a 

qualitative method, based on an interpretivist approach to inquiry. The study employs semi-

structured interviews with 38 key research participants from relevant institutions. The data 

analysis follows a thematic coding approach. 

Findings – The study has found that despite their divergent governance arrangements, three 

forms of higher education providers – public institution, public administrative institution, and 

private institution – have become increasingly similar due to their convergent trend toward 

commercialization and politicization. These two critical issues are considered threats to 

institutional development in Cambodia. 

Research limitations/implications – The interviews were conducted with the key actors at 

leadership and management levels. This leaves room for future research to investigate the 

institutional governance issue at faculty and student levels to develop a deeper understanding 

about the on-the-ground implementation. This paper is a useful information source for 

policymakers, institutional leaders and educational practitioners. 

Originality/value – This paper addresses the under-researched issue of institutional 

governance in Cambodia and critically examines the assumption that devolution and 

privatization of higher education in Cambodia will help advance the sector for economic 

development. The paper contributes to the ongoing academic debate in the higher education 

domain while higher education institutions are struggling to sustain their place in the 

competitive marketplace. 

Keywords Institutional governance, reform, privatization, autonomy, board 

Paper type Research paper  
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5.1 Introduction 

Over the last few decades, the transformation of higher education (HE) has followed a global 

trend of a rapid expansion, particularly in developing countries (Kapur & Crowley, 2008). 

Mok (2007) asserts that this growth has imposed financial constraints on the associated 

governments, as they cannot fully fund HE. Clark (1998a) has encouraged universities to 

adopt a corporate model and perform entrepreneurially. Hawkins (2008) asserts that the 

bureaucracies under government control may hamper necessary development and change in 

the sector. M. N. N. Lee and Healy (2006) have pointed out several reforms in the sector in 

many countries in Southeast Asia: the privatization of HE; the corporatization of public 

higher education institutions (HEIs); the introduction of a fee-paying system; and the 

development of public–private partnerships in HE. Such reforms indicate a clear shift from a 

state-control to a state-supervision model (Van Vught, 1994). In other words, the provision 

and management of HE have moved from government control towards the market model 

(Varghese & Martin, 2014). 

 Considering this transformation of the HE sector, numerous studies have been 

conducted in developed countries, emerging economies and further in developing countries. 

Despite this, research has remained scarce in Southeast Asian countries, particularly 

Cambodia, a country in which the development of its modern HE is relatively recent (Pit & 

Ford, 2004). Since 1997, the HE landscape in Cambodia has followed a similar transition to 

that described above due to the introduction of a government privatization policy that 

involves the private sector in economic development. R. Sam et al. (2012b) assert that this 

policy brought about two major changes in the Cambodian HE sector: (1) the participation of 

the private sector in HE provision; and (2) fee-paying programs in public HEIs. Moreover, 

one significant reform in the sector is clearly seen in the transformation of some public HEIs 

into autonomous institutions under Public Administrative Institution (PAI) status, which aims 

to lessen the government’s financial burden and improve the quality and relevance of 

education (Touch et al., 2014). This situation has marked a clear shift towards the market 

model, reducing HEIs’ reliance on state control and funding. The shift has direct implications 

for institutional governance and has involved state-imposed reforms for the governance 

arrangements of HE providers. Each HEI is required to have a governing board or board of 

directors, which is the supreme body at the institutional level. The board composition varies 

according to the form of HE provider: public, PAI, or private. It should be noted that as a 

former French protectorate (from 1863 to 1953), Cambodia has an education system whose 
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legacy lies in the traditional French model (Dy, 2004). Moreover, the influx of the 

international donors to Cambodia, particularly after the United Nations–led general election 

in 1993, has marked their great influence on many sectors including HE. All of the above 

raises the following question: How do HE providers in Cambodia both converge and diverge 

in their governance, compared to Western models? 

 Despite the fact that governing bodies have been formed to ensure quality education 

and the expectation that market forces will improve it through competition, challenges are 

evident in the HE sector in Cambodia. They include poor quality programs; inadequate 

quality assurance of education; weak governance and management; lack of strategic 

leadership and planning; and a lack of transparency in the selection of management and 

academic staff in public HEIs (Chet, 2009). Private HEIs depend almost entirely on tuition 

fees (Un et al., 2013), a situation shared by public HEIs, which are now up to 80 per cent 

privately funded (Ahrens & McNamara, 2013). In addition, the rapid increase in the number 

of HEIs, along with their limited resources, has implications for the efficiency and teaching 

quality within the sector (Ford, 2003, 2006). Furthermore, Chet (2009) asserts that research is 

almost non-existent in the HE sector in Cambodia. These challenges have caused a growing 

concern over how Cambodian HEIs are governed to provide quality education services that 

aim to produce qualified human resources for the country’s economy. 

 Although a number of studies have been conducted on HE issues in Cambodia, there 

have been few studies on institutional governance. Importantly, the three forms of HE 

providers have yet to be brought together for a comparative discussion as to how they are 

actually governed and what challenges are involved in their governing process toward quality 

education while the sector is in a significant transition from state to market. Based on an 

empirical study, this paper aims to shed light on the institutional governance and the related 

challenges experienced in the HE sector in Cambodia in order to address the scant existing 

literature on these issues. It also provides implications for policy makers, institutional leaders 

and educational practitioners. 

5.2 Overview of the Cambodian context 

Cambodia became the French protectorate in 1860 and declared its independence in 1953, 

which was recognized in May 1954 by the Geneva Conference (Dana, 2007). In 1969, the 

United States carried out a bomb attack on the suspected communist camps in Cambodia 
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(Dana, 1999). In 1970, Cambodia was attacked by American and Vietnamese troops, 

resulting in death of hundreds of thousands of people and migration from rural areas to 

Phnom Penh – the Cambodia’s capital city – in the following years (Dana, 2007). In 1975, 

the Khmer Rouge invaded Phnom Penh and overthrew the Khmer Republic regime under 

General Lon Nol to seize control of the state power in Cambodia (Ayres, 2000). 

During the Khmer Rouge regime from 1975 to 1979, Cambodia suffered a massive 

loss and damage in both human resources and infrastructure. Schools and universities were 

closed and left to decay or used for other purposes such as for prisons and stables or an 

ammunition factory, as was the case of the Royal University of Agriculture (Ayres, 2000). 

Prasertsri (1996) asserts that many well-educated people such as teachers, intellectuals, 

students and professionals were killed or fled the country during the regime. After the fall of 

the regime, civil war prevailed for a decade, causing more destruction to buildings and 

equipment. The regime and the subsequent political instability, along with the limited budget 

of the government for the higher education sector, imposed a tight constraint to the sector 

development (Duggan, 1997). Chet (2006) concludes that the prolonged civil war, conflicting 

political ideologies, social upheaval, and uncoordinated economic reforms after the regime 

has impeded the development of higher education in Cambodia. Such a serious situation 

brought difficulties and challenges for the Cambodian government to restore its national 

education system virtually from scratch after the regime due to the severe shortage of human 

and financial resources. 

After the United Nations-led general election in 1993, attention turned to the 

reconstruction and restoration of all kinds of infrastructure including human resources 

development (Dy, 2013a). Dy (2015) asserts that although the external assistance to the 

education sector was quite substantive, the higher education sector remained underfunded, 

underdeveloped and in urgent need of reforms because of the government’s and donors’ great 

emphasis on basic education as a priority for the country’s development. Prior to the late 

1990s, the government was the sole provider of higher education in the country under a 

tuition-free system (Chet, 2006; Heng, 2014). In this sense, the higher education sector was 

rather small in scope and scale as the student enrolment was restricted to the number of 

government scholarships and the number of HEIs was limited. 

The late 1990s witnessed a rise of private HEIs and fee-paying programs in public 

HEIs due to the government’s privatization policy for economic development (Chet, 2006). 
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This policy corresponds with the Cambodia’s constitution adopted in 1993, in which article 

56 stipulates the adoption of the market economy system (Dana, 2007). Since then, the 

private HEIs have increased their roles in providing education services and become the 

predominant providers of higher education in Cambodia (Chet, 2009).The policy creates an 

environment conductive for individuals to involve themselves in business opportunities in the 

higher education sector in Cambodia as part of their entrepreneurship. Ratten (2014) asserts 

that being entrepreneurial and innovative are crucial to help developing countries stay 

globally competitive. 

5.3 Literature review 

G. Scott (2003) identifies the following driving forces behind the major changes in the HE 

sector worldwide: a rapid rise in competition among universities; limited government 

funding; greater scrutiny of governments; an increase of student rights over education quality; 

and the speedy spread of communication and information in our lives. The combination of 

these forces has brought about fundamental changes in the relationships between 

governments and HEIs as well as in how HEIs decide what they do and how they do it. These 

changes have direct implications for the institutional governance of HEIs, which has become 

a critical issue in the HE sector in the twenty-first century. Edwards (2001, p. 3) defines the 

concept of “governance” as “how an organization steers itself and the processes and 

structures used to achieve its goals”, while Gallagher (2001, p. 1) defines it as “the structure 

of relationships that brings about organizational coherence, authorized policies, plans, and 

decisions, and accounts for their probity, responsiveness and cost effectiveness”. Marginson 

and Considine (2000, p. 7) have related this concept to university governance as “the 

determination of values inside universities, their systems of decision making and resources 

allocation, their missions and purposes, the patterns of authority and hierarchy…”. Shattock 

(2002, p. 235) has noted that university governance simply refers to “university governing 

bodies, how they function, the relationship between governance and management… and their 

responsibility for determining university strategies”. Thus, when it comes to the study of 

university governance, a large body of literature on university governance (e.g. Bargh et al., 

1996; G. K. Davies, 2011; De Boer, 2002; Dixon & Coy, 2007; El-Khawas, 2002; Maassen, 

2000; Shattock, 2002, 2012; Taylor, 2013; Trakman, 2008, etc.) has placed a great emphasis 

on examining university governing bodies, the supreme institutional authorities, since they 
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are particularly involved in the governing process of making overall decisions about policies 

and setting long-term directions and strategies to be taken by universities. 

 Shattock (2002) examines “the corporate-dominated and the academic-dominated 

forms of university governance”. The former, a “corporate model”, is usually one where the 

governing body represents the dominant decision-making power on “both a de facto and a de 

jure basis” over the university, and its membership is usually predominantly non-academic 

lay governors. By contrast, the latter, a “consensual model”, represents the dominance of 

academics in the governing process. Moodie and Eustace (2012, p. 233) assert that the 

governing bodies must rely on academics to govern universities as “no one else seems 

sufficiently qualified to regulate the public affairs of scholars”. Despite this, in the nineteenth 

century, the corporate model was considered desirable as lay governors were needed to 

generate funding for teaching and research due to the limited regular funding received from 

the government (Moodie & Eustace, 2012). Notably, as professional service organizations 

within the changing market-steering environment, universities have moved towards the 

concept of “shared governance” to secure their future (Shattock, 2002; Taylor, 2013). Taylor 

(2013) describes shared governance as a model in which university governance is shared 

between the academic community and the governing body associated with lay dominance, 

and is coordinated by the university executive. However, the shared governance model is 

rejected by the corporate model because the institutional decision-making process is 

considered rather slow under the shared model (Rhoades, 2005). 

 Examining university governance through governing boards across the British 

Commonwealth and the United States (US), Trakman (2008, pp. 66-74) has identified five 

models of university governance: (1) faculty, (2) corporate, (3) trustee, (4) stakeholder, and 

(5) amalgam. First, faculty governance is the most traditional model whereby universities are 

governed by academic staff, as they are assumed to be highly equipped to achieve academic 

goals. Nonetheless, it is argued if academics have sufficient skills in financial management 

and accountability. Second, corporate governance, common in today’s universities, is based 

on a business model whereby a governing board directs institutional governance, and a chief 

executive officer, chief operating officer, and chief financial officer serve on the board as 

senior management. Third, trustee governance operates through a trust relationship between 

university governors who act for and on behalf of the university. Fourth, stakeholder 

governance is a model that encompasses a wide range of both internal and external 



118 
 

stakeholders who make decisions as part of the governing board. Finally, an amalgam model 

of governance is an inclusive model that consists of features of all the above models. 

 Besides diverse models of university governance, there are variations in university 

governance arrangements in different countries. For instance, in the US, most HEIs are under 

the supervision of governing boards or boards of trustees as supreme institutional governing 

bodies, composed of elected or appointed external members such as respected business 

people or other professionals in the community, with some selected at a national level (El-

Khawas, 2002). Although the institutional presidents are not board members, they work 

closely with the boards and support them in setting final directions of actions for universities 

(El-Khawas, 2002). Amaral et al. (2002a) conclude that such a governance structure involves 

“a strong, centralized approach to decision-making” exercised by the institutional president, 

along with his or her cabinet, under the direction of a governing board. Conversely, in 

France, universities are composed of three deliberative bodies: an academic council (elected 

representatives of university staff, graduate students, and external members); a board of 

studies (academics, students, administrative staff representatives, and external personalities); 

and a governing board (academics, external or lay members, students and administrative 

staff) (Musselin & Mignot-Gérard, 2002, pp. 65-66). The first two bodies present proposals 

for policy decisions to the governing board. This structure is dominated by state control and 

academic bodies. Amaral et al. (2002a) argue that such university governance arrangements 

are considered “weak”, with “indecisive and ineffectual” institutional participatory councils. 

 Notably, the advent of the concepts of the entrepreneurial university (Bercovitz & 

Feldman, 2006; Clark, 1998a, 2001; Etzkowitz, 2002, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; 

Guerrero & Urbano, 2012; Redford & Fayolle, 2014; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), 

academic capitalism (Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997, 2004; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, 2001; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), and commercialization (Bok, 2003) has carried important 

implications for university governance. Universities are encouraged to respond swiftly and 

appropriately to the ever-changing demands of the knowledge-based economy and to 

diversify their income sources in the face of limited public funding. Etzkowitz et al. (2000) 

have found that university governance structures have changed as universities have expanded 

their roles in innovation, from the generation and dissemination of knowledge to the 

commercialization of it. With the concept of the entrepreneurial university, faculty staff and 

technical personnel in academic departments are expected to commercialize research findings 
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and seek collaborations with external partners. Moreover, this new university concept 

attaches greater importance to interactions between university, government, and industry 

(Redford & Fayolle, 2014). Etzkowitz (2008) regards the entrepreneurial university as “a 

driver of the triple helix model”, which postulates that collaboration between university, 

industry and government is the key source of innovation and development in a knowledge-

based society. Such collaboration paves the way to help improve each other’s performances 

with the university as the leading institution (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2008). In this sense, the 

collaboration between the three institutional spheres respects the entrepreneurial university as 

having a strong degree of autonomy. 

Similarly, Torres and Schugurensky (2002) have noted an increasing presence of 

market values and forces in academia by which professors, departments, and faculties of both 

public and private universities are progressively involved in competitive behaviours for 

funding, grants, contracts, and student selection. Academics are encouraged to develop an 

entrepreneurial approach to research and teaching. Rhoades and Slaughter (1997) describe 

this situation as “academic capitalism”, whereby universities are not only service suppliers to 

the marketplace but also active players in the marketplace as profit-making organizations that 

are moving “beyond the ivory tower”. Meanwhile, in terms of commercialization, university 

officials and faculty members at private universities in the US are forced to seek external 

funding sources and professors are urged to market their specialized knowledge and scientific 

discoveries (Bok, 2003). Moreover, Gumport (2000) has asserted that public HEIs in the US 

have shifted from being a social institution to an industry. Similarly, universities in Hong 

Kong have adopted a business-like model of governance to promote university–industry 

linkages, commercialize their research outputs and expand their business activities (D. Chan 

& Lo, 2007). Mok (2007) illustrates the governance structure of a corporatized university 

with the example of Universiti Sains Malaysia, which is operated like a big business 

company whereby the board of directors and the vice-chancellor possess strong decision-

making powers. 

 As seen by this discussion, university governance models and arrangements have 

manifested themselves in different ways. Fish (2007) asserts that each institution has its own 

history and missions, relationship with its associated government, funding mechanisms, legal 

obligations, etc., which suggests that there is “no general model of governance” that can be 

replicated. In this regard, while the development of HE in Cambodia is relatively recent, 
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compared to other countries in the region (Pit & Ford, 2004), it has remained unclear as to 

how Cambodian HEIs differ in their governance arrangements. Moreover, as can be seen in 

developed and emerging economies, the move towards the devolution and privatization of 

HE has clearly shown a global trend towards the concept of the entrepreneurial university, 

academic capitalism and commercialization, as described above. Thus, it is questioned as to 

whether such phenomena apply to the HE sector in Cambodia. In other words, it remains 

doubtful if the increased autonomy of public HEIs and the involvement of the private sector 

in HE provision in Cambodia have brought about any significant improvements in 

Cambodian HEIs. 

5.4 Research methodology 

5.3.1 Methods 

The current study employed a qualitative method based on an interpretivist approach to 

inquiry in order to develop a deeper understanding about institutional governance in 

Cambodia. Epistemologically, the researcher in the study, together with his long experience 

as a faculty member in a Cambodian HEI, constitutes a research tool negotiating with the 

research participants as to how the data are constructed and interpreted. Social constructivism 

thus serves to seek insights into the issues under study in Cambodia. The qualitative research 

applied a series of key participant interviews as the key method of data collection to ascertain 

different stakeholder perspectives on how HEIs in Cambodia are governed. Schostak (2006) 

asserts that interviews provide an interactive environment for individuals to deeply explore 

the experiences and perspectives of their partners. Most of the interviews were conducted in 

Cambodia from December 2012 to December 2013, with subsequent ones held in 2014. It 

should be noted that most interviews were conducted in Khmer, the author’s native language, 

so that in-depth information about the key issues could be obtained from the interviewees 

through both verbal and non-verbal language, as most of them are Cambodians. Moreover, 

secondary data were generated from government publications, policy papers, and research 

publications. Archives containing data on educational matters such as HE governance, 

university governance, institutional reforms, quality assurance, and research issues, were also 

assessed. 

Forty-six participants were identified by purposive sampling and snowballing 

sampling, the methods typically used in qualitative research to obtain rich data about the 
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issues of inquiry (Patton, 2002). From these 46 participants, 38 key participants were 

purposively selected as the key resource people for this paper based on their extensive and 

long-standing experience in governance and management of HEIs and/or their academic and 

professional background in the field (see Appendix 5.1). It should be noted that eight HEIs (3 

public, 1 PAI and 4 private) were selected, five of which are located in Phnom Penh and the 

other three dispersed among three provinces. Despite the fact that HEIs are supervised by 14 

government institutions in Cambodia (You, 2012), the study selected only the HEIs under the 

Cambodian Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport (MoEYS), which supervises the majority 

of HEIs (public and private) in the country and takes the lead in making educational policies 

for the sector. The interviews were conducted with senior officials from the government 

institutions, representatives from donor agencies or so-called development partners, 

professionals in this area, national and international education consultants, and those in HEI 

leadership and management. Because Cambodia depends heavily on foreign aid for 

development (Khieng, 2014), which extends to its education sector (Ayres, 2000), the 

perspectives from donor agencies on HE were deemed crucial as they have turned their 

attention to HE in Cambodia. Thus, coupled with the secondary data, the data from different 

stakeholder perspectives constitute a principal type of “triangulation of perspectives” (Flick, 

2004, 2009), which is considered a viable strategy to improve the quality of qualitative 

inquiry and data analysis. 

5.4.2 Data analysis 

To ascertain the governance of HE providers within the three groups (public, PAI and 

private), secondary data were sorted and categorized into several groups: historical 

development of HE; reforms after privatization; and relevant policies and regulations 

regarding governance issues. The data were complemented by document analysis, serving as 

a means of tracking changes and development in the HE sector. The analysis allowed the 

researcher to compare these results with the qualitative data from the interviews, thereby 

enabling him to identify actual changes and to support and argue about how HEIs are 

governed. 

 The interviews were transcribed and the ones conducted in Khmer have been 

translated into English to facilitate the coding and analysing process across transcripts. They 

were then imported into NVivo 10, a qualitative data software tool, which is employed to 

support data analysis by means of facilitating data storage, coding, retrieval, comparing and 
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linking in order to ensure that all the relevant data have been exhaustively used across all the 

transcripts. Beekhuyzen et al. (2010) assert that the use of NVivo assists the data analysis 

process by making it “transparent”. Moreover, the data analysis followed a thematic coding 

approach. Further coding under each theme allows the researcher to identify the issues in 

greater detail. In order to provide evidence to the findings, key relevant quotes from the 

interviews have been extracted and used where applicable throughout the finding section of 

this paper. Creswell (2013) indicates that the interpretation of research findings could either 

concur or contrast with the existing body of knowledge in academic literature. The findings 

are thus discussed, linking the researcher’s interpretation with research by other scholars in 

the field. In addition, since institutional governance constitutes a multi-dimensional concept, 

the study examines this issue by using an institutional governing body as a guide for analysis. 

Importantly, this body is widely regarded as the supreme institutional authority, much 

involved in the governing process of HEIs. 

Measures were applied to ensure the ethical standards of the current study. All the 

data were collected with great attentiveness to confidentiality, privacy, and voluntariness. As 

such, an informed consent form was developed and presented to request permission from all 

the interviewees from relevant institutions. The form provided the interviewees with 

information on the background of this research and its aim, confidentiality, and voluntary 

participation. The interviewees were assured that the information they provided would be 

carefully protected from third parties and used for this research purpose only. 

5.5 Research findings 

Since 1997, the Cambodian HE sector has undergone significant reforms, some of which are 

connected with institutional governance and management, such as the establishment of a 

governing board or board of directors for each HEI and the transformation of some public 

HEIs into autonomous institutions under PAI status. This section is devoted to a comparative 

analysis of the divergent governance arrangements of the three forms of HEIs – public, PAI 

and private – and the key challenges involved in the governing process toward quality 

education in Cambodia. 
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Table 5.1: HEI board composition in Cambodia 

Higher 

education 

provider 

Public HEI 

(12 members) 

PAI 

(5 – 11 members) 

Private HEI 

( >=5 members) 

 

Board 

composition 
- Rector of the 

university as a 

chairperson 

- One representative 

from the MoEYS 

- One representative 

from the Cambodian 

Ministry of Economy 

and Finance (MoEF) 

- One representative 

from the Office of 

Council of Ministers 

(CoM) 

- Four deans of 

dependent 

faculties/colleges or 

directors of 

subordinate technical 

HEIs  

- One person from 

outside the university 

- One academic staff 

representative 

- One administrative 

staff representative 

- One student 

representative 

 

- One representative 

from a parent 

ministry 

- One representative 

from the MoEF 

- One representative 

from the CoM 

- The rector of the 

PAI, as the chief 

executive officer 

reporting directly 

to the governing 

board 

- One staff 

representative 

(either 

administrative or 

academic) 

- Six others 

(optional) (as 

appointed via a 

government sub-

decree with a 

renewable three-

year mandate) 

 

- Shareholder(s) or 

representative(s) 

- Representative(s) of 

academic or 

administrative staff 

- Dignitary(ies) with 

experience in HE 

and management 

Administrative 

system 
- Centralized  

(Directly under the 

parent ministry) 

- Decentralized 

(Directly under the 

governing board) 

 

- Top-down approach 

(directly under the 

owners/shareholders) 

 

5.5.1 Public higher education institutions 

As stipulated in the royal decree in 2002 on the creation of public universities in Cambodia, 

public HEIs shall have a board of directors and they are under the direct supervision of the 

parent ministry (see Table 5.1). However, the interviews reveal that some boards – so-called 

executive boards – exist only in structure. In other words, the board exerts little or even no 

influence but merely follows what is decided by the parent ministry, particularly in terms of 

finance and administration. At the institutional level, instead of the board as a whole, a rector 
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appears to wield dominant decision-making and executive power, following a top-down 

administrative approach. It is thus clear that the voices and needs of staff and students, who 

are important stakeholders, may not be seriously considered on matters of the institutional 

development. Furthermore, collective decision-making is deemed non-existent for the 

institutional development. A vice rector at a public HEI asserts: 

There is no collective decision making. Once in a while, some competent people 

pretend to know nothing while the incompetent people pretend to be knowledgeable 

to survive and to earn their living in different ways. The common interest lies in our 

staff’s mind-set. We just let it be. People tend to care only about their personal 

interest. (ID=P18) 

Despite this, some interviewees point to one of the public HEIs that could be a role 

model for other public HEIs. Although directly under the supervision of the parent ministry, 

the governing body, known as Administrative Council (AC), is considered more efficient, 

independent, and accountable than most public HEIs. As a supreme institutional body, the 

AC comprises a president from a parent ministry, representatives from relevant ministries, an 

HEI director, and representatives of the HEI’s lecturers and alumni, network universities, 

foreign donors, national and international enterprises, and the HEI’s direction board. 

 The interviews also reveal that public HEIs are known as being politicized in the form 

of appointing university leaders aligned with the government of the ruling party. That is, top 

leaders are mostly appointed based on their connection, loyalty and service to the political 

ruling party. Thus, party membership is prioritized over qualifications and performances 

when appointing university leaders. One interviewee establishes that although the legislation 

is put in writing, it is not practiced (ID=P13). Such politicization is perceived as an 

impediment to quality improvement as the income of the HEI is not properly allocated, which 

is partially due to the limited capacity of the top leadership. Importantly, a certain portion of 

income is also used for political purposes to sustain leaders’ positions. A dean at a public HEI 

asserts: 

…generally some [public HEIs] are politically involved… leaders are required to be 

members of the political ruling party… public HEIs have to generate more income for 

political purpose. So it can be hard for some HEIs if they want to strengthen the 

quality as the income may decrease within a short time. (ID=P21) 
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 The fact that fee-paying programs are authorized in Cambodian public HEIs has 

enabled them to generate their own income, reducing their reliance on the state budget. 

However, the interviews show that their income-generating activities have become more 

focused on profitability rather than quality. With the income derived from their fee-paying 

programs, public HEIs have expanded, with more buildings and students. However, there 

remain insufficient resources for research, teacher training, course update and library 

expansion (albeit to a limited extent), as these require a lot of expenses. With the focus on the 

profitability and viewing students as their customers, these public HEIs are inclined to 

provide mainly market-friendly programs such as English, business, economics, and law due 

to the guaranteed enrolments and their less costly operation. In addition, the introduction of 

fee-paying classes has made faculty members extremely busy with their teaching to 

supplement their basic salary, leaving no time for research and professional development. 

Reported, most lecturers can only meet their students during their contact hours in class. The 

teaching service has become almost the only means to generate income, although a few 

public HEIs have started to integrate some services, such as consultancy and research, which 

are usually restricted to particular departments rather than the institution as a whole. Such 

commercial practices are likely to place public HEIs in a vulnerable position, impeding the 

quality of education on offer, if not properly managed. 

5.5.2 Public administrative institutions 

The transformation of public HEIs into autonomous institutions under the status of PAI 

marks a significant reform in the Cambodian HE sector. Under this status, PAIs become no 

longer under the direct supervision of the parent ministry. Rather, they are directed by their 

new governing board, composed of different members (see Table 5.1). Pursuant to the PAI 

model, diverse stakeholder representatives can be seated on the board. Despite this, most, if 

not all, PAIs comprise only the five core members to meet the minimum requirements, 

indicating an absence of other important stakeholders in the board composition. The 

interviews reveal that with the increased autonomy in their operation, particularly in terms of 

financial management, PAIs have become more independent of the government funding. 

Their budget system is considered more efficient and less bureaucratic than that of public 

HEIs in which the proposed budget has to await approval from the parent ministry, which 

usually results in long delays. Some interviewees regard the granting of the PAI status to 

certain public HEIs as a key step towards improving institutional governance, as their 

governing boards have become more influential in the decision-making process than those of 
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the public ones. Conversely, an interviewee at a PAI argues that such a system is inflexible as 

any necessary expenses outside of the approved budget cannot be made until the approval of 

the following year’s annual budget. Similarly, a senior education official asserts: 

The royal decree [on PAI status] is used by all kinds of general PAIs, not specifically 

for educational institutions. Therefore, when we use such general regulations to apply 

to educational institutions, there can be some pitfalls. (ID=04) 

Like public HEIs, PAIs are also viewed as being politicized in terms of appointing 

institutional leaders who favour the political ruling party. Such a form of politicization also 

applies to the appointments of governing board members. Moreover, the PAI board 

composition is perceived as having no independent function although the transformation from 

public HEIs to PAIs is aimed at achieving good governance for institutional development. A 

foreign HE professional argues: 

The governing boards [of PAIs] are not designed to represent all the stakeholders at 

all. They are designed to protect their institutions having power and political allies 

who stop any actions that might be demise to the institutions and the interest. How the 

concept that has been distorted is applied. (ID=P13) 

The fact that PAIs are granted financial autonomy has made them become more 

aggressive in generating income, particularly from their teaching services, to secure their 

place in the competitive HE market. Their financial situation has forced PAIs to run mostly 

profit-generating programs to sustain their business, ignoring the skills and knowledge 

required by the economy. Noticeably, the income generated from the tuition fees at PAIs is 

seen to be allocated for constructing more buildings to increase student enrolments rather 

than improving education quality through research, professional development, and the like. A 

senior education official states: 

…they [PAIs] increase the class size up to 70-80 students per class. Some HEIs offer 

five study shifts: morning, noon, afternoon, evening and weekend… even shorten the 

four-year bachelor’s program to two years and eight months…while their [students’] 

foundation is still weak. (ID=P05) 
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The interviews reveal that the conversion from public HEIs into PAIs may put some faculties 

and programs at high risk of closure due to limited student enrolments or costly operation. A 

rector at a public HEI emphasizes: 

[M]ost universities will run only the faculties which enable them to generate income. 

They avoid the faculties of science and … [humanities] because the faculty of science 

costs a lot of money. Therefore, if we [a public HEI] transform ourselves into PAI 

like others, we can do it, but we may have to close faculty of science or departments 

of psychology, philosophy, history and so on because there will be no fund to support 

these departments. (ID=P16) 

In other words, with the financial support from the government, public HEIs can continue to 

offer some study areas such as sociology, history, philosophy, etc., which do not attract many 

student, as well as the fields of sciences and technology, which are deemed costly to operate. 

These are the fields that PAIs or private HEIs may not be able to afford. 

5.5.3 Private higher education institutions 

Pursuant to Prakas 1435
19

, private HEIs are required to create a governing board of at least 

five members (see Table 5.1). A high-ranking official is to be seated on the board to give 

directions and advice to HEIs and settle any possible conflicts among shareholders, as it is 

viewed as being hard to control them without his or her influence. The interviews reveal that 

these governing boards mainly comprise shareholders and follow a top-down approach. In 

some cases, lecturer and student representatives on the board have a share in the university. 

Such a board composition is considered a potential conflict of interest, as these people will 

seldom speak as a teacher or student but will represent their financial interests as shareholders 

instead. The interviews also show that the board will turn out to play an advisory role while 

the rector is the final decision-maker if he or she is the owner. However, if the rector is hired 

by the board of shareholders, he or she cannot make any decisions, but report to the board for 

final decisions. Moreover, having a board representing both internal and external 

stakeholders, such as industry, is considered impossible for private HEIs. A senior education 

official argues: 

                                                           
19

 Prakas 1435 refers to the proclamation issued by the MoEYS in 2007 as a regulation for HEI creation, in 

which detailed conditions and criteria for HEI establishment are included as the main chapter pertinent to 

general conditions, names and types of HEIs, mission, governance and management, academic programs and 

teaching, administrative staff and lecturers, location, building and facility, and strategic plan and finance. 
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[W]e don’t require them [private HEIs] to have them [industry] as the board members, 

but if they think that it is important to include those members, they can as we do not 

forbid them. But if the MoEYS requires HEIs to have a representative of the industry, 

some small HEIs cannot survive and be established as industry may not be willing to 

participate as they don’t see any benefits from them. (ID=P02) 

Despite this, the governing boards of private HEIs are viewed as functioning better and more 

efficiently than those of public HEIs. Their decision-making process is quicker and less 

bureaucratic since they are financially independent of government funding. Since the board 

members of private HEIs are mostly shareholders, collective decisions are sought to reach a 

consensus for their business. 

 Like public HEIs and PAIs, politicization is quite obvious in private HEIs in that 

most, if not all, private HEIs are known to be aligned with the government of the ruling party. 

In other words, the presidents or owners of HEIs are connected with the government to 

sustain their business. Clearly, owners of some private HEIs hold senior positions in the 

government, are awarded the title of Excellency as they are appointed as high-ranking 

officials in the government, or are honoured with “Okhna”
 20

. In this way, their businesses 

could be well protected by politicians within the ruling party. 

 Private HEIs are generally known to be run like businesses to secure their position in 

the competitive marketplace as, unlike public HEIs, they receive no government funding. 

Most HEIs have to rent buildings although some have started to own campuses and buildings 

for their operation. This situation poses a big financial burden for them. An advisor at a 

public HEI claims, “They [private HEIs] try to make profits or at least to survive their 

business rather than prioritizing societal needs and country development” (ID=P15). In most 

cases, they are tempted to offer mainly market-friendly programs and enlarge their class size 

to reduce their expenses albeit aware of the affected quality due to their limited resources. An 

interview at a private HEI reveals that the tuition fee is lowered to around 300 USD per 

annum. Moreover, the entry requirements are set moderately and applied flexibly to absorb as 

many students as possible. In some cases, tuition fees are waived for some students as a 

marketing strategy to attract enrolments, which also becomes a burden for some private HEIs, 

as most of them do not have any other income sources except for tuition fees. 

                                                           
20

 “The preserve of businessmen interested in formalizing their relationship with the State (and by extension the 

CPP, [the ruling Cambodian People’s Party])” (Ear, 2009, p. 3). 
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 The interviews also reveal that the expansion of HEIs is considered disproportionate 

to the available resources. Notably, although HEIs are required to have at least 25 per cent of 

their academic staff employed on a full-time basis, most of them do not meet this 

requirement. That is, they employ mainly part-time lecturers who either work in other sectors 

or teach at other HEIs. A dean at a private HEI explains that it is hard to meet these 

requirements due to the small number of students in each faculty. Despite this, a vice 

president from another HEI argues that it can be beneficial for students to learn from people 

working in other sectors as they have both knowledge and practical experience from outside 

(ID=P26). Moreover, the budget for research and capacity development for lecturers has been 

found to be almost non-existent. The course update and library upgrading in facilities and 

resources are perceived to be extremely limited. A program director at a public HEI claims: 

… [some] private HEIs even copy the curricula of the public HEIs to use in their 

universities. They have the same subjects even with the same content. The thing is 

they do not try to create anything new but they just follow what other people do. 

Whatever they do is to make profits. This situation will make the competition of 

philosophy absent. (ID=P22) 

However, the interviews at private HEIs show that over the last few years, some 

private HEIs appear to be working hard to improve their quality in several ways; namely, 

facility improvement; lecturer recruitment procedure; student and lecturer evaluation; student 

representation on the governing board; and increased interactions with potential employers in 

terms of student internships and job opportunities. 

All in all, the three forms of HEIs in Cambodia encompass divergent governance 

arrangements, which are all aimed to embrace stakeholders in boards so as to ensure quality 

education. However, the current study has shown that the three forms have shared a 

convergent trend towards politicization and commercialization, which are deemed as key 

challenges – and even threats – to education quality, leaving less space for innovation and 

development for the country’s economy (Figure 5.1). 
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Figure 5.1: Institutional governance of HEIs in Cambodia 

 

5.6 Discussion 

The findings of the study have shown that the governance arrangements of public HEIs attach 

importance to stakeholder involvement for institutional development. However, the practice 

has not shown to work out in such a way, since the boards at public HEIs tend not to be 

influential enough in the decision-making process due to the fact that they are ultimately 

under the direction of the parent ministry, which acts as the main decision maker. In the 

absence of collective institutional decisions, rectors of public HEIs appear to be the most 

influential decision makers in policies and day-to-day operations. Lack of input from other 

stakeholder representatives is considered an impediment to institutional development. 

Moodie and Eustace (2012) assert that of the stakeholders, academics deserve the greatest 

involvement in governing universities as they are considered the most qualified. Despite 

important stakeholder inputs, Brown Jr (2001) argues that the efficient level of stakeholder 

participation in the board varies depending on the types of decisions (e.g. academic, 

management, financial issues, etc.) in which they are involved. 

Decision-

making 

approach 

approach 

Type of 

HEI 

Challenges 
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Notably, some public HEIs have been transformed into PAIs to receive greater 

autonomy in their operation, indicating a shift from the state control to the state supervision 

model (Neave & Van Vught, 1994; Van Vught, 1994). The PAI model aims to offer 

opportunities to diverse stakeholders on the governing board through their representatives 

alongside the core members. However, since the inception of PAI status, the full stakeholder 

participation in the board composition has never been realized due to the absence of varied 

stakeholders except the core members. Touch et al. (2014) have consistently found that PAI 

governance in Cambodia remains “weak and centralized”. Their governing board is shown to 

be rather ineffective in shaping the quality of educational products and services despite the 

increased autonomy in academic, financial, and administrative matters. 

Clearly, private HEIs are given greater freedom for their board composition, leaving 

them some room to choose more members to make up a governing board. Consequently, 

many private HEIs are tempted to adopt a business-like model in which the board is 

dominated by shareholders. The decision-making power is concentrated among the 

shareholders or the owners of HEIs, and follows a top-down approach, leaving limited space 

for academics to take initiatives or make decisions in the interest of institutional 

development. Such a model bears some relations to the corporate-governance model 

(Rhoades, 2005; Shattock, 2002; Trakman, 2008), which is connected with lay dominance 

and is prevalent in HEIs these days. Nevertheless, the findings of the current study have 

shown that the lack of diverse participation in the stakeholder representatives on governing 

boards is considered a trigger for a weakness in the responsiveness and effectiveness of HEIs 

to address the actual needs and interests of stakeholders. 

Implicitly, market and political forces tend to have influenced the sovereignty over 

HE in Cambodia. The transition from free education to a fee-based system has made public 

HEIs become increasingly similar to private ones in offering mainly teaching services rather 

than research and public services for quality education. HEIs are drawn into profit orientation 

by offering predominantly market-friendly programs, ignoring the knowledge and skills 

required by the economy. Ruch (2003) has consistently found that the participation of the 

private sector in the HE provision has opened up a commercialized environment in which 

many private HEIs are operating like for-profit organizations. The World Bank (2000) views 

this situation as prevalent and quality-threatening in developing countries in particular. 

Although HEIs in Cambodia have followed the global trend of HE expansion in scope and 
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scale, their commercial practice is moving away from the entrepreneurial university concept 

(Bercovitz & Feldman, 2006; Clark, 1998a; Etzkowitz, 2008; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Redford 

& Fayolle, 2014; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), academic capitalism (Rhoades & Slaughter, 

2004; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, 2001; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), and commercialization 

(Bok, 2003) practiced in both developed and emerging economies. The profit orientation of 

Cambodian HEIs mainly through one income source – tuition fees – poses a big challenge for 

the quality and efficiency of the HE sector. Schiller and Brimble (2009) have cautioned that 

the core missions and values of universities can be jeopardized if they are too heavily 

influenced by market demands. Despite this, Bok (2003) has noted that in the US context, 

universities’ commercial activities stimulate the diversification of income sources and 

entrepreneurial activities to market their specialized knowledge and scientific findings. 

The paradigm shift in the Cambodian HE sector toward the market model has 

implications for cutbacks in the government funding, thereby providing greater autonomy for 

public HEIs and increased freedom for private HEIs in their operation. Although institutional 

autonomy has widely been claimed as an aim to improve educational provision at HEIs, this 

study has revealed that the autonomy in Cambodia has yet to bring about significant 

improvements to these institutions. Such a model shift at public HEIs is deemed to have an 

underlying issue of politicization in addition to commercialization. In other words, due to 

devolution, decision-making power has turned to be concentrated among rectors or directors 

of HEIs at the institutional level. The PAI governing boards are deemed more powerful than 

those of public HEIs to exercise their influence over PAIs, particularly on finance-related 

issues. Meanwhile, the boards are viewed as platforms through which the political ruling 

party can reinforce their power within the institutions. The governance arrangements at both 

public HEIs and PAIs include members closely connected with the ruling party as the 

appointments are more politically than academically motivated. The involvement of the 

ruling party in institutional governance has similarly been observed in some socialist 

countries such as China and Vietnam (Varghese & Martin, 2013, 2014). This implies that 

Cambodia has yet to enjoy its real democracy as officially claimed, thereby restricting HEIs’ 

independence and academic freedom. The empirical evidence of this study also shows that 

private HEIs are in a similar situation in that their leaders or owners hold senior positions in 

the government, or they would be tempted to have themselves connected to the ruling party in 

order to sustain their business. Conversely, Mok and Lee (2003) have pointed to Singapore in 
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which autonomy has been granted to universities to promote innovation and creativity 

through a decentralization policy. 

5.7 Conclusion 

The overall governance arrangement of public HEIs in Cambodia is intended to attach 

importance to stakeholder involvement for institutional development through stakeholder 

representatives in the board composition. However, the boards are not performing well and 

may even be non-existent at some public HEIs. They appear to have no power to exert 

leverage over their HEIs, but have to follow what is decided by their parent ministry. Only 

when the PAI status is granted to some public HEIs do the new governing boards become 

empowered in the decision-making process. Meanwhile, the increased autonomy of PAIs has 

been proved rather ineffective in bringing about satisfactory outcomes for education quality 

and services. The board composition is deemed politicized due to the allegiance to the ruling 

party, thereby weakening the responsiveness and effectiveness of HEIs to address the actual 

needs and interests of students and staff. The governing boards of private HEIs are oriented 

toward shareholders rather than stakeholders. The decision-making power lies within the 

hands of shareholders or owners of HEIs. Profit orientation in the provision of teaching 

services has appeared to overshadow the other core missions of HEIs in research and public 

services. The market and political forces have increasingly blurred the distinction among the 

three forms of HE providers. Overall, the study argues that commercialization and 

politicization are underway in Cambodian institutional governance, thereby weakening the 

quality of education services and slowing down the development process of the HE sector in 

the country. 

 The contributions and implications of this study go even beyond Cambodia, as many 

HEIs in developing countries in particular are either experiencing financial constraints or 

struggling to seek their own income for survival in the competitive HE marketplace. Scholars 

engaged in the domain can benefit from the findings of this study to consider for their future 

research, which can have wider impacts. Policymakers and institutional leaders in the field 

could learn the critical governance issues that have slowed down the development process of 

the HE sector in Cambodia as a case to reflect upon their HE sector for advancement. This 

study contributes to a broad research debate on the institutional governance in Cambodia and 

the region where scholars can further investigate the issues of politicization, 
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commercialization and the potential impacts while HEIs are granted an increased autonomy 

and are moving towards profit-seeking activities. 

 To examine the governance issue of HEIs, the current research has focused mainly on 

the perspectives from internal and external stakeholders at the leadership and management 

levels. However, it has not looked into the issue from the perspectives of other internal 

stakeholders such as faculty members and students. This thus leaves the room for future 

research to further investigate to provide deeper insights into the on-the-ground 

implementation of the institutional governance from other perspectives. Moreover, the 

MoEYS issued the new Prakas 410 dated 27 February 2015, on the conditions and criteria for 

public HEI board composition, which requires that boards comprise from 5 to 11 members. 

Board members shall be proposed by the concerned HEI and approved by the education 

minister. As this new regulation has not been examined in the current study, this gap suggests 

that future study could examine its implementation, which would provide further insights into 

the current practice of governance of public HEIs in Cambodia.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 5.1: List of research participants in the interviews 

ID Position of the research participants Interview date 

P01 Education policymaker 12 February 2013 

P02 Director 28 December 2012 

P03 Deputy director  13 March 2013 

P04 Deputy director 29 April 2013 

P05 Director 31 December 2012 

P06 Director 26 April 2013 

P07 Senior education official 05 August 2014 

P08 International education consultant 10 February 2013 

P09 National technical advisor 09 January 2013 

P10 National technical advisor 22 April 2014 

P11 Senior program officer 21 March 2013 

P12 Senior program officer 04 March 2013 

P13 Educational management professional 04 March 2013 

P14 University technical advisor 02 January 2013 

P15 University technical advisor 26 March 2013 

P16 Rector of public university 22 March 2013 

P17 Vice-rector of public university 15 March 2013 

P18 Vice-rector of public university 17 May 2013 

P19 Vice-rector of public university 13 February 2013 

P20 Vice-rector of public university 31 January 2013 

P21 Dean of faculty of public university 15 March 2013 

P22 Program director of public university 25 March 2013 

P23 Head of department of public university 24 April 2013 

P24 Head of internal quality assurance unit 20 April 2013 

P25 Head of academic office of public university 15 June 2013 

P26 Vice president of private university 30 April 2013 

P27 Director of academic program 30 April 2013 

P28 Faculty dean of private university 28 September 2013 

P29 Director of public HEI 23 April 2013 

P30 Head of academic office of public HEI 16 May 2013 

P31 Senior vice rector of private university 05 April 2013 

P32 Vice rector of private university 24 April 2013 

P33 Executive director of private university 28 January 2013 

P34 Executive director of private university 29 January 2013 

P35 Head of academic office of private university 28 January 2013 

P36 Head of academic office of private university 29 January 2013 

P37 Faculty dean of private university 29 May 2013 

P38 Researcher 11 January 2013 
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CHAPTER SIX 

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

6.1 Introduction 

Empirical evidence from the study has revealed that the higher education sector in Cambodia 

has remained underdeveloped in terms of stakeholder collaboration and has encountered an 

impediment to development, influenced by the process of commercialization and 

politicization. This chapter is intended to present an overall conclusion to the dissertation by 

providing a summary of the key findings from the preceding theoretical and empirical 

chapters. The summary is followed by an integrated discussion on the overall research 

question. It then elaborates on the contributions of the research to academic literature and 

development implication for the higher education domain in Cambodia. It concludes with 

limitations and directions for future research. 

6.2 Summary of key findings 

The overarching aim of this research is to examine how stakeholder involvement in the 

Cambodian higher education sector influences the governance of HEIs, upon the transition 

toward privatization, in shaping educational quality for the labour market in Cambodia. 

Specifically, the dissertation aims to answer the following research questions. 

1. How has the higher education sector developed, whether toward entrepreneurialism or 

commercialization, to respond to the labour market in Cambodia? 

2. Who are the stakeholders in the Cambodian higher education sector?   

3. To what extent and with what result do the stakeholders succeed in collaborating? 

4. How do higher education providers in Cambodia converge and/or diverge in their 

governance? 

5. What challenges are involved in the governing process toward quality education 

during the transition from state to market in Cambodia? 

In order to address the above research questions, the study starts with a review of the concept 

of the entrepreneurial university from the perspective of higher education models to provide 

theoretical grounding for the empirical study. 
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 The section is structured in the following manner. It proceeds with a summary of the 

state-of-the-art concept of the entrepreneurial university as provided in Chapter Two. It then 

presents the main findings on the development of the higher education sector in Cambodia 

vis-à-vis some countries in the region from the perspective of the entrepreneurial university 

concept (Chapter Three) with an aim to answer the first research question (Question One). It 

is followed by the key findings on the stakeholder involvement in the Cambodian higher 

education sector with the triple helix model as a guiding tool for analysis (Chapter Four) to 

answer research questions Two and Three. This section finally provides the main findings on 

institutional governance in Cambodia with an institutional governing body used as a basis for 

analysis (Chapter Five) in order to answer the two last research questions (Questions Four 

and Five). 

6.2.1 State-of-the-art concept of the entrepreneurial university 

The state-of-the-art concept of the entrepreneurial university provided in Chapter Two 

employs a “systematic” literature review, shedding light on the higher education models in 

conjunction with most recent development: the entrepreneurial university. The review covers 

issues of higher education models, twentieth and twenty-first century developments of 

universities, and the concept of the entrepreneurial university. The knowledge from this 

review serves as a theoretical foundation to inform the other empirical chapters. 

 Based on the review, higher education is generally classified into three models of 

European origin, namely Humboldtian, Napoleonic, and Anglo-Saxon models, which have 

exerted their influence on the current higher education despite the fact that the American 

model has later become widely adopted in higher education in Europe and even worldwide. 

Notably, there appears to be no specific model to which the government of a particular 

country adheres for its higher education system as the functions of universities keep evolving 

to respond to the ever-changing demands of the society in the era of globalization. Clearly, 

none of the models really took the new development into its model, but they shaped the new 

tasks as well as possible into the Anglo-American model. 

 The review establishes that each model has embraced developments imposed by the 

ever-changing environment of higher education. Three of the developments, connected with 

the basic missions of a university, are as follows: (1) education: lifelong learning and 

entrepreneurship education, (2) research: from mode 1 to mode 2, and (3) role of the 
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university in the knowledge society. These developments incline toward the third mission, the 

one related to entrepreneurship for economic development, which corresponds with the idea 

of entrepreneurial university. Although it has become apparent that most universities carry 

out entrepreneurial activities, they all are not necessarily entrepreneurial universities. The 

review affirms that in order to create an entrepreneurial university, commercial activities 

need to create added value for the core functions of teaching and research to maintain its 

academic identity and vice versa. Moreover, entrepreneurial universities are expected to 

assume multiple roles in society and fill gaps in an innovation system. That is, they are 

expected to collaborate with government and industry to produce new knowledge and 

technology to enhance their role in the knowledge society and to diversify their income 

sources. Overall, not only is the entrepreneurial university a university executing the third 

mission in promoting entrepreneurship, but it also incorporates the mission into teaching and 

research to maintain its academic identity. 

6.2.2 Higher education development in Cambodia: An entrepreneurial university 

perspective 

The study has offered a clear picture about the trend of the higher education landscape in 

Cambodia in comparison with that of some Southeast Asian countries. Although some 

universities in developed economies in the region have shared the global trend of the 

entrepreneurial university, the concept, a driver of the stakeholder collaboration for 

innovation and development, has become a new phenomenon in the higher education sector 

in Cambodia due to the non-existent stakeholder collaboration involving the government, 

university and industry. The absence of such collaboration could lock the potentials of HEIs 

in Cambodia to diversify their income sources and reach out for more activities for quality 

improvement and economic development. A lack of the government’s interventions, limited 

interaction between HEIs and industry, capability and credibility gaps of Cambodian HEIs 

and industry, along with the legacy of the traditional French model featuring an institutional 

divide between HEI and industry, constitute the risk factors which hamper the development 

process of the stakeholder collaboration for quality education in the sector. In addition, the 

Cambodia’s integration into the 2015 ASEAN Economic Community is viewed to pose more 

challenges than opportunities as most, if not all, HEIs in Cambodia do not appear ready 

enough to produce qualified graduates for the competitive participation in the ASEAN 

common market. 
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6.2.3 Stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector in Cambodia 

The study has found that the stakeholders in the higher education sector in Cambodia 

comprise four major groups: the government, development partners, HEIs and industry. 

These stakeholder groups have contributed to the sector albeit at different levels. Their 

collaboration has remained very limited, thereby failing to push the sector forward for quality 

education. The government and development partners have become close partners, forming a 

synergy to push the wheel of the sector forward despite the conflicting views. However, clear 

mechanisms have yet to be put in place to promote stakeholder collaboration. Notably, 

NGOs, through funding from either bilateral or multilateral development agencies, have 

become executive agents to assist the government for development although their 

involvement in the higher education sector is deemed limited, mainly in the form of 

employers, private donors and trainers. The industry is considered rather weak and passive in 

collaborating with the other stakeholder groups due to their limited resources, capacity and 

credibility. Moreover, HEIs are not resourceful and proactive to take the lead in the 

stakeholder collaboration. Therefore, the study has affirmed that stakeholder collaboration 

has remained a big challenge, prevailing at both national and institutional levels. This 

challenge has appeared to be a major hindrance to the advancement of the higher education 

sector in Cambodia to prepare graduates for the national competitiveness in the knowledge-

based economy. 

6.2.4 Institutional governance in the higher education sector in Cambodia 

The study has provided further insights into the higher education development in Cambodia 

from an institutional governance perspective considering different forms of higher education 

providers. Clearly, the overall governance arrangement of public HEIs in Cambodia is 

intended to involve stakeholders for institutional development through their representatives. 

However, the study has shown that the governing bodies or so-called executive boards of 

public HEIs have failed either to function properly or even to exist at some HEIs as all the 

important decisions have to be made by the parent ministry. Only until the PAI status is 

granted to some public HEIs do the new governing bodies become empowered in the 

decision-making process in terms of financial and academic matters. However, the increased 

autonomy has yet to bring about satisfactory improvements in educational quality and 

services. At private HEIs, governing bodies are oriented toward shareholders instead of 

stakeholders. The decision-making power lies with the shareholders or owners of HEIs. The 
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study has revealed that the market and political forces in the sector have increasingly blurred 

the distinction among the three forms of higher education providers, posing an implied threat 

to higher education quality in preparing qualified graduates for the competitive labour 

market. All in all, the study argues that commercialization and politicization are underway in 

Cambodian institutional governance, thereby slowing down the development process of 

higher education in Cambodia. 

6.3 Discussions and theoretical contributions 

6.3.1 Overall discussions 

The integrated analysis of the findings from the entire study presented in the dissertation 

provides sound insights into the development and challenges in the higher education sector in 

Cambodia. While the research findings appear consistent with the existing academic literature 

in the field, some new findings divert from conventional knowledge. The insights into the 

topic of the dissertation can be viewed at two levels: meso (sector) and micro (institution). 

 At the sector level, the study has offered crucial insights into stakeholder involvement 

in the higher education sector in Cambodia. The study has shown that the stakeholder 

collaboration involving only government, university and industry as postulated in the triple 

helix nexus model (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz et al., 2007; Leydesdorff & 

Etzkowitz, 1996; Leydesdorff & Meyer, 2003), often applied to examine the stakeholder 

involvement in developed countries, bears minimal relations to the context of developing 

countries, particularly a heavily aid-dependent country like Cambodia. This finding is 

consistent with that of Eun et al. (2006) who have also claimed that the triple helix model is 

rather inapplicable in the context of developing countries. The World Bank (2000) has 

established that the role of international donors, both multilateral and bilateral, is considered 

essential for higher education development in developing countries. Moreover, as the donor 

funding is channelled through NGOs for the country development, the role of NGOs is 

undoubtedly present in the developing countries. Evidently, the study has found that higher 

education stakeholders in Cambodia are basically composed of four major groups: the 

government, development partners (donor agencies and NGOs), HEIs, and industry. 

 A closer examination into the stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector 

in Cambodia has revealed that although each stakeholder group has contributed to the sector, 

they have failed to actively interact with each other to push the sector forward for economic 
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development. While industry is supposed to play an active role to collaborate with HEIs for 

innovation and development in the knowledge-based economy (Etzkowitz, 2002, 2003a, 

2008; Etzkowitz et al., 2007; Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 1998), this stakeholder group in 

Cambodia has failed to cooperate with HEIs for such purposes due to the lack of capacity, 

resources and trust. This has relegated the role of industry to that of NGOs which have played 

limited roles – employers, private donors and trainers – to contribute to the sector 

development. Unlike the governments in developed economies, such as Singapore and 

Malaysia, which provide the financial and policy supports to promote the stakeholder 

collaboration to advance the sector (e.g. Chanthes, 2012; Koh & Wong, 2005; Malairaja & 

Zawdie, 2008; Mok, 2003; Mok & Lee, 2003; Razak & Saad, 2007; Sidhu & Kaur, 2011), the 

Cambodian government does not have such sufficient capacity and resources but to rely 

largely on foreign donors’ technical and financial support in order to boost the sector. HEIs, 

expected to take the lead in the stakeholder collaboration (e.g. Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; 

Etzkowitz et al., 2007; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Marques et al., 2006), are deemed not 

resourceful and proactive enough as leading institutions to promote stakeholder collaboration 

due to inadequate facilities, limited funding, and a lack of a critical mass to better education 

quality and services. The absence of the stakeholder collaboration constitutes a risk factor, 

locking the potentials of HEIs to perform entrepreneurially for their quality improvement. 

 At the institutional level, the findings have revealed that HEIs in Cambodia have 

shared the global trends in their expansion in scope and scale. A decrease in the public 

funding and an increase in the demand for higher education have caused most HEIs, if not all 

in Cambodia, to fall into the trap of profit orientation. Their profit-seeking activities have 

moved away from the entrepreneurial university concept (Bercovitz & Feldman, 2006; Clark, 

1998a; Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; Fayolle & Redford, 2014; Mok, 2005; Redford & Fayolle, 

2014; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014), academic capitalism (Rhoades & Slaughter, 2004; 

Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, 2001; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), and commercialization (Bok, 

2003), practiced in other developed and emerging economies. HEIs have relied almost 

entirely on tuition fees as the main source of income. The profit orientation of Cambodian 

HEIs mainly through one income source is deemed a big challenge to the quality and 

efficiency of the higher education sector. 

 Since the provision of higher education was opened up to the private sector in 1997, 

HEIs in Cambodia have provided mainly teaching services and taken advantage of the service 
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for their commercial purposes. This practice has shown that Cambodian HEIs have not 

incorporated research into their academic core missions before embedding themselves in 

profit-seeking activities. Only recently have HEIs started to consider research for 

development due to the available research grant from the HEQCIP. The study argues that 

such a commercial practice has been perverted, moving away from the global trend of which 

universities have incorporated the core missions of teaching and research and further 

performed entrepreneurially for innovation and development in the knowledge-based 

economy. In this regard, unlike Singapore (e.g. Koh & Wong, 2005; J. Lee & Win, 2004; 

Leong et al., 2008; Mok & Lee, 2003; Wong, 2007), Malaysia (e.g. Chandran et al., 2013; 

Malairaja & Zawdie, 2008; Rasiah & Govindaraju, 2009; Razak & Saad, 2007; Sidhu & 

Kaur, 2011) and Thailand (e.g. Chanthes, 2012; Schiller & Brimble, 2009; Schiller & 

Liefner, 2007; Worasinchai et al., 2009), Cambodia has shown to clearly lag behind in 

injecting the concept of stakeholder collaboration and entrepreneurial university into the 

development of the higher education sector. 

 Notably, the reforms at the national level have brought about some institutional 

changes at HEIs. One important institutional change manifests itself in an institutional 

governance reform. That is, each HEI is required to have a governing body as the supreme 

body at the institutional level. While the governing bodies are aimed to involve stakeholders 

through their representatives for institutional development, the actual implementation has yet 

to achieve the desired aim. It has appeared that market and political forces have claimed the 

sovereignty of higher education. The three forms of HEIs - public, PAI and private – have 

shared a convergent trend toward commercialization and politicization, thereby weakening 

the quality and efficiency of their higher education provision services. The increased 

autonomy at HEIs tends to induce decision-making power concentrated at leadership levels of 

the institutions, yet it has not resulted in significant improvements for institutional 

development to achieve quality education and services. Varghese and Martin (2013) have 

noted that in some countries, the institutional autonomy becomes a means of a ruling political 

party control from the national to the institutional level at which the power is concentrated at 

the top level of the universities. Implicitly, Cambodia has yet to enjoy its real democracy as 

officially claimed, thereby restricting HEIs’ independence and academic freedom. 

Conversely, Mok and Lee (2003) have pointed to Singapore in which autonomy has been 

granted to universities to promote innovation and creativity through a decentralization policy. 
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6.3.2 Contributions to literature and research 

Based on the empirical evidence in Cambodia, the study has contributed to the higher 

education scholarship and research in the Cambodian context (and the developing world at 

large). First, it contributes to the literature and research efforts in the field of higher education 

by developing “a quadruple helix model”, adapted from the triple helix model (Etzkowitz, 

2002, 2003a, 2008; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2002; Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 1996; 

Leydesdorff & Meyer, 2003), to reflect the actual situation of the stakeholder involvement in 

the higher education sector in donor-dependent Cambodia. The quadruple helix model can be 

extensively applied to other developing countries which are largely dependent or driven by 

international donor agencies. In this sense, the study significantly contributes to the theory 

building on stakeholder involvement and interaction in the higher education domain in donor-

dependent countries with Cambodia as a case study. Meanwhile, the contribution of the study 

is particularly relevant to theoretical debates on the prevalent use of the triple helix model in 

the developed countries to examine the stakeholder collaboration in the higher education 

sector. The study has argued that although the model is a good reminder of how higher 

education can be developed, it requires contextual adjustments because different countries 

have different conditions, resulting in new stakeholder groups. Therefore, the study opens an 

academic debate on this issue to be explored within the context of the developing world. 

 Second, the study also contributes to the body of knowledge in the field of higher 

education by providing a fresh insight into the development of the higher education sector in 

the region, Cambodia in particular, from the perspective of the entrepreneurial university 

concept (Bercovitz & Feldman, 2006; Clark, 1998a; Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2008; Fayolle & 

Redford, 2014; Mok, 2005; Redford & Fayolle, 2014; C. Sam & van der Sijde, 2014). While 

the concept has been widely discussed and adopted in the Western world, it has become an 

emerging and even a new phenomenon in the region, particularly the less-developed 

economies. With the regional comparative approach, the study has brought in an academic 

debate over the applicability of the modern university concept within the context of the 

developing world. As the concept has yet to be explored within the Cambodian context of 

higher education, this study has filled in the critical knowledge gap to the existing literature 

on higher education in Cambodia. The study also paves the way for researchers and scholars 

to consider for their future research as higher education needs to be pushed forward to 

respond to the ever-changing demands of the knowledge-based economy within the 

globalized and regionalized context. 
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 Finally, the study has addressed the under-researched issue of institutional governance 

in Cambodia and critically examines the assumptions that devolution and privatization of 

higher education in Cambodia will help improve the sector for economic development. The 

study contributes to the academic literature by providing deep insights into the institutional 

governance of higher education providers (public, PAI and private) with a comparative 

discussion on an institutional basis and the challenges involved in the governing process 

while the sector is in transition toward the market model. Scholars engaged in the domain can 

benefit from the findings of this study to consider for their future research in developing 

countries in particular, which are either experiencing financial constraints or struggling to 

seek their own income for survival in the marketplace, which can have wider impacts. It also 

contributes to the ongoing academic debate on institutional governance while HEIs have been 

granted greater autonomy and moving toward profit-seeking activities. Overall, the research 

project has significantly contributed to research literature and on-going academic debate in 

the field of higher education with Cambodia as a case study. 

6.4 Development and policy implications 

The research has important policy implications to boost the higher education sector in 

Cambodia to develop human capital in order to help realize the Cambodia development 

vision to become an upper-income country and a developed country by 2030 and 2050 

respectively. Higher education is considered a crucial engine for economic development and 

national competitiveness in the ASEAN common market. 

 Due to the rise of the knowledge-based economy and the local and global 

competitiveness, people’s knowledge, skills and resourcefulness have become increasingly 

important. This situation has posed great challenges to Cambodia and other developing 

nations to overcome in order to make their higher education responsive to the competitive 

labour market during the limited public funding and increasing demand for higher education. 

Clark (1998a) suggests that all universities adapt and become more entrepreneurial. In other 

words, universities should be able to be more financially independent of the public funding 

by seeking funds from the external sources through their knowledge commercialization. To 

address the shortage of resources, sustain HEIs financially, and improve the quality of the 

educational programs and services, the study, therefore, suggests some features which HEIs 

in Cambodia in particular may consider in transforming themselves into entrepreneurial 
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universities despite the fact that the entrepreneurial university model has been adopted mainly 

in developed countries and it is a new phenomenon in developing countries. 

 First, stakeholder collaboration involving the government, development partners, 

HEIs and industry would improve the quality of HEIs and help address the education and 

skill mismatches in the current graduate labour market by improving the relevance of 

university curricula. For collaborations to succeed, it is important that the government 

provide policy intervention and financial support rather than leaving HEIs solely responsible 

for organizing mutually beneficial engagement. Moreover, a moderator might be needed to 

coordinate collaborations, as pulling all the stakeholder groups together is a big challenge in 

the local context. In addition, research could be used a mechanism to bring external 

stakeholders and HEIs together in a single forum for common goals. 

 Second, university curricula should be revised to incorporate entrepreneurship 

education in order to promote an entrepreneurial spirit among Cambodian students and 

graduates. HEIs will have to be more focused on producing graduates with an entrepreneurial 

mind-set and employability skills to meet the needs of the competitive ASEAN labour market 

as any steady jobs or careers may no longer be guaranteed. 

 Third, due to limited public funding, Cambodian HEIs will have to diversify their 

sources of income by becoming entrepreneurial. They should go beyond their traditional 

academic role of teaching and engage in corporate-sponsored research, consultation services 

and patenting. Local HEIs are at risk of collapse if their only income is tuition fees, 

particularly if there is competition with regional university branches in the ASEAN 

Economic Community. The government, development partners and industry could be sources 

of funding through, for example, HEIs’ conducting contract research. This requires that HEIs 

develop the capacity to produce high quality research. 

 Fourth, it is necessary to promote innovative research and development (R&D) as the 

Cambodia’s economy is moving towards a knowledge-based future. This will require a major 

investment from the government. Meanwhile, Cambodia and its development partners need 

to work cooperatively as a synergy to push R&D forward for the country’s development. 

 All in all, the above four features should be considered to push the higher education 

sector in Cambodia (and some other developing countries at large) forward to be responsive 
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to the ever-increasing needs of the competitive labour market in the global knowledge-based 

economy. 

 The study also has some implications to strengthen the institutional governance of 

different higher education providers in order to ensure that the above suggested features can 

be implemented. That is, instead of the MoEYS or parent ministry making all important 

decisions for public HEIs, the public HEI boards need to be empowered to lead their HEIs. 

The MoEYS or parent ministry needs to ensure that the boards of public HEIs have practical 

functions to exert their influence on HEIs in the decision-making process for institutional 

development based on the inputs from the stakeholder representatives. Meanwhile, board 

members need to be carefully selected based on their relevant qualifications and 

independently of political party favouritism. This also applies to PAIs where increased 

autonomy has yet to bring about any significant changes to the improvement of the education 

quality and services. In addition, the MoEYS needs to regulate the operation of private HEIs 

through regular monitoring and evaluations to make sure that their income-generating 

activities have created values added to the core missions of HEIs. 

 In addition, collective decisions and commitments within the governing bodies need 

to be promoted for institutional development as a quality culture of governance cannot be 

developed based only on the enforcement of set of regulations but also through the discursive 

practices. Moreover, the governing boards should set out policies for their HEIs to perform 

entrepreneurially to diversify their income sources by collaborating with external 

stakeholders rather than depending mainly on tuition fees. In this sense, institutional capacity 

development needs to be considered for knowledge commercialization. 

6.5 Limitations and future research directions 

Like other research, this PhD research has some limitations which can be addressed in future 

research. Although this research has provided crucial insights into the higher education sector 

in Cambodia in relation to the stakeholder involvement and institutional governance from 

different stakeholder perspectives, there has remained some room for further investigation in 

future research. The future research will help shed light on these issues in greater detail. 

 As Cambodia is a donor-dependent country with NGOs as executive agents, this study 

extends the number of stakeholder categories in the current triple helix model (government-
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university-industry interaction) – expanding the triple helix to a quadruple helix, embracing 

government, development partners (international donors and NGOs), HEIs, and industry. 

Although the extension enhances the explanatory power of this model in the Cambodian 

context, limitations apply to this study. That is, the findings are limited in providing much 

detail about stakeholder collaboration within an individual HEI in Cambodia as the study 

particularly examines the stakeholder involvement across institutions at the sector level. 

Future study, therefore, may apply the model to conduct an in-depth case study in a particular 

HEI in order to further examine the stakeholder involvement. This will help shed light on the 

stakeholder issue in further detail. 

 In this research, only HEIs under the direct supervision of the MoEYS have been 

selected for the study as they account for 57 percent of all HEIs in Cambodia and the MoEYS 

plays a leading role in making policies for the development of higher education in the 

country. In this sense, future research may consider selecting HEIs under the supervision of 

other parent ministries for the study in order to provide a clearer picture of the stakeholder 

involvement in the sector. Moreover, problems and challenges about stakeholder 

collaboration in the sector can be detected even more clearly to help advance the sector. 

 To examine the governance issue of HEIs, the current research focuses mainly on the 

perspectives from internal and external stakeholders at the leadership and management levels. 

However, it has not looked into this issue from the perspectives of other internal stakeholders 

such as faculty members and students. This, therefore, leaves room for future research to 

further investigate the same issue to provide deeper insights into the on-the-ground 

implementation of the institutional governance at HEIs. The findings of the future research 

may serve as a basis of verification with the findings of the current study and shed light on 

the issue in greater detail. 

 Although the current research has given a broad picture on how institutional 

governance is structured and practiced at HEIs, it has not provided much detail about a 

particular HEI in Cambodia. Future research is thus needed to provide more empirical 

evidence on the institutional governance as research on this aspect has remained very limited. 

In this regard, one particular HEI can be selected for an in-depth case study to seek further 

insights into the practice of the institutional governance. Moreover, the current study has 

suggested the topics for future research. As the current study has found that the institutional 

governance is oriented toward business and politicization, and increased autonomy has not 
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brought about satisfactory results to the quality and services of education at HEIs, future 

research may consider examining in greater detail the impacts of politicization, 

commercialization in higher education and institutional autonomy in Cambodia. In addition, 

the MoEYS issued the new Prakas 410 dated 27 February 2015 on the conditions and criteria 

for public HEI board composition to require the board to comprise from 5 to 11 members. 

They shall be proposed by the concerned HEI and approved by the education minister. As the 

examination of the implementation of this Prakas is not covered in the current study, this gap 

suggests that future study examine the implementation of this regulation to deepen a sound 

understanding about the current practice of public HEI governance. 

 

 

 

  



149 
 

REFERENCES 

Adamsone-Fiskovica, A., Kristapsons, J., Tjunina, E., & Ulnicane-Ozolina, I. (2009). Moving 

beyond teaching and research: economic and social tasks of universities in Latvia. 

Science and Public Policy, 36(2), 133-137. doi: 10.3152/030234209x406836 

Ahrens, L., & McNamara, V. (2013). Cambodia: Evolving quality Issues in higher education. 

In L. P. Symaco (Ed.), Education in South-East Asia (pp. 47-69). London: 

Bloomsbury Academic. 

Akpomi, M. E. (2009). Achieving Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) through teaching 

entrpreneurship education in Nigeria Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). European 

Journal of Social Sciences, 8(1), 152-159.  

Altbach, P. G. (2005). The private higher education revolution: An introduction. In P. G. 

Altbach & D. C. Levy (Eds.), Private higher education: A global revolution (pp. 1-9). 

Rotterdam, the Netherlands: Sense Publishers. 

Altbach, P. G., & Umakoshi, T. (2004). Asian universities: Historical perspectives and 

contemporary challenges. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Amaral, A., Jones, G. A., & Karseth, B. (2002a). Governing higher education: Comparing 

national perspectives. In A. Amaral, G. A. Jones & B. Karseth (Eds.), Governing 

higher education: National perspectives on institutional governance (pp. 279-298). 

Norwell, MA: Springer. 

Amaral, A., Jones, G. A., & Karseth, B. (Eds.). (2002b). Governing higher education : 

national perspectives on institutional governance. Dordrecht; Boston: Kluwer 

Academic Publishers. 

Arthur, L., Brennan, J., & Weert, E. D. (2007). Employer and higher education perspectives 

on graduates in the knowledge society: Centre for Higher Education Research and 

Information, Open University, the United Kingdom. 



150 
 

Arthur, L., & Little, B. (2010). The REFLEX study: exploring graduates' views on the 

relationship between higher education and employment. Retrieved from 

http://oro.open.ac.uk/21279/1/Higher_Education_and_Society._Chapter_2_%2D_The

_REFLEX_study.pdf 

ASEAN. (2008). ASEAN Economic Community Blueprint. Jakarta, Indonesia: ASEAN. 

Ash, M. G. (2006). Bachelor of What, Master of Whom? The Humboldt Myth and Historical 

Transformations of Higher Education in German-Speaking Europe and the US1. 

European Journal of Education, 41(2), 245-267. doi: 10.1111/j.1465-

3435.2006.00258.x 

Asian Development Bank. (2012). Counting the cost: Financing Asian higher education for 

inclusive growth. Mandaluyong City, Philippines: Asian Development Bank. 

AUN. (2015). History and background  Retrieved October 30, 2015, from 

http://www.aunsec.org/ourhistory.php 

Ayres, D. M. (2000). Anatomy of a crisis: Education, development, and the state in 

Cambodia 1953-1998. Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press. 

Baldini, N. (2006). University patenting and licensing activity: a review of the literature. 

Research Evaluation, 15(3), 197-207. doi: 10.3152/147154406781775878 

Bargh, C., Scott, P., & Smith, D. (1996). Governing Universities. Changing the Culture? : 

ERIC. 

Beekhuyzen, J., Nielsen, S., & von Hellens, L. (2010). The Nvivo looking glass: Seeing the 

data through the analysis. Paper presented at the 5th Conference on Qualitative 

Research in IT, Brisbane, Australia.  

Benner, M., & Sandström, U. (2000). Institutionalizing the triple helix: research funding and 

norms in the academic system. Research Policy, 29(2), 291-301. doi: 10.1016/s0048-

7333(99)00067-0 

http://oro.open.ac.uk/21279/1/Higher_Education_and_Society._Chapter_2_-_The_REFLEX_study.pdf
http://oro.open.ac.uk/21279/1/Higher_Education_and_Society._Chapter_2_-_The_REFLEX_study.pdf
http://www.aunsec.org/ourhistory.php


151 
 

Benneworth, P., & Jongbloed, B. (2010). Who matters to universities? A stakeholder 

perspective on humanities, arts and social sciences valorisation. Higher Education, 

59(5), 567-588. doi: 10.1007/s10734-009-9265-2 

Bercovitz, J., & Feldman, M. (2006). Entpreprenerial Universities and Technology Transfer: 

A Conceptual Framework for Understanding Knowledge-Based Economic 

Development. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 31(1), 175-188. doi: 

10.1007/s10961-005-5029-z 

Bloom, D., Canning, D., & Chan, K. (2006). Higher Education and Economic Development 

in Africa. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 

Bocock, J., Baston, L., Scott, P., & Smith, D. (2003). American Influence on British Higher 

Education: Science, Technology, and the Problem of University Expansion, 1945–

1963. Minerva, 41(4), 327-346. doi: 10.1023/B:MINE.0000005154.25610.b2 

Bok, D. (2003). Universities in the marketplace: The commercialization of higher education. 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Bräutigam, D. (2000). Aid dependence and governance (Vol. 1). Stockholm: Almqvist & 

Wiksell International. 

Brimble, P., & Doner, R. F. (2007). University–Industry Linkages and Economic 

Development: The Case of Thailand. World Development, 35(6), 1021-1036. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2006.05.009 

Brooks, H. (1994). Research university and the social contract for science. In L. M. 

Branscomb (Ed.), Empowering technology (pp. 202-234). Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press. 

Brown Jr, W. O. (2001). Faculty participation in university governance and the effects on 

university performance. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 44(2), 129-

143. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-2681(00)00136-0 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2006.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-2681(00)00136-0


152 
 

Buchori, M., & Malik, A. (2004). The evoluation of higher education in Indonesia. In P. G. 

Altbach & T. Umakoshi (Eds.), Asian universities: Historical perspectives and 

contemporary challenges (pp. 249-277). Baltimore, Maryland: The Johns Hopkins 

University Press. 

Burrows, J. (1999). Going beyond labels: A framework for profiling institutional 

stakeholders. Contemporary Education, 70(4), 5-10.  

Cambodia Research Group. (2010). Objectives and questions. Cambodia Research Group  

Retrieved May 15, 2015, from http://www.cambodiaresearch.org/objectives-and-

questions.html 

Cardoso, A. R., Portela, M., Sá, C., & Alexandre, F. (2008). Demand for Higher Education 

Programs: The Impact of the Bologna Process. CESifo Economic Studies, 54(2), 229-

247. doi: 10.1093/cesifo/ifn013 

Carlsson, B., Acs, Z. J., Audretsch, D. B., & Braunerhjelm, P. (2009). Knowledge creation, 

entrepreneurship, and economic growth: A historical review. Industrial and 

Corporate Change, 18(6), 1193-1229.  

Carnoy, M. (1999). Globalization and educational reform: What planners need to know. 

Paris: UNESCO International Institute of Educational Planning. 

Chan, D., & Lo, W. (2007). Running Universities as Enterprises: University Governance 

Changes in Hong Kong. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 27(3), 305-322. doi: 

10.1080/02188790701591543 

Chan, S., & Strange, L. (2012). Achieving the AEC 2015: Challenges for Cambodia and its 

businesses. In S. B. Das (Ed.), Achieving the ASEAN Economic Community 2015: 

Challenges for member countries and businesses (pp. 37-52). Singapore: Institute of 

Southeast Asian Studies. 

http://www.cambodiaresearch.org/objectives-and-questions.html
http://www.cambodiaresearch.org/objectives-and-questions.html


153 
 

Chandran, V. G. R., Sundram, V., & Santhidran, S. (2013). Innovation systems in Malaysia: a 

perspective of university—industry R&D collaboration. AI & SOCIETY, 29(3), 435-

444. doi: 10.1007/s00146-013-0468-9 

Chanthes, S. (2012). Increasing Faculty Research Productivity via a Triple-Helix Modeled 

University Outreach Project: Empirical Evidence from Thailand. Procedia - Social 

and Behavioral Sciences, 52(0), 253-258. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.462 

Cheng, M. Y., Chan, W. S., & Mahmood, A. (2009). The effectiveness of entrepreneurship 

education in Malaysia. Education+ Training, 51(7), 555-566.  

Chet, C. (2006). Cambodia. In UNESCO (Ed.), Higher education in South-East Asia (pp. 13-

33). Bangkok, Thailand: The UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau for 

Education. 

Chet, C. (2009). Higher education in Cambodia. In Y. Hirosato & Y. Kitamura (Eds.), The 

political economy of educational reforms and capacity development in Southeast Asia 

(Vol. 13, pp. 153-165). Dordrecht: Springer Science&Business Media B.V. 

Clark, B. R. (1995). Places of inquiry research and advanced education in modern 

universities. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Clark, B. R. (1997). The Modern Integration of Research Activities with Teaching and 

Learning. The Journal of Higher Education, 68(3), 241-255.  

Clark, B. R. (1998a). Creating entrepreneurial universities: Organizational pathways of 

transformation. Oxford: Pergamon for IEU Press. 

Clark, B. R. (1998b). The entrepreneurial university: Demand and response. Tertiary 

Education and Management, 4(1), 5-16. doi: 10.1007/bf02679392 

Clark, B. R. (2001). The entrepreneurial university: New foundations for collegiality, 

autonomy, and achievement. Higher Education Management, 13(2), 9-24.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.462


154 
 

Clark, B. R. (2003). Sustaining Change in Universities: Continuities in Case Studies and 

Concepts. Tertiary Education and Management, 9(2), 99-116. doi: 

10.1023/a:1023538118918 

Cook, K. E. (2008). In-depth interview. In L. M. Given (Ed.), The Sage encyclopedia of 

qualitative research methods (Vol. 2, pp. 422-423). Thousand Oaks: CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five 

approaches (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 

Damak-Ayadi, S., & Pesqueux, Y. (2005). Stakeholder theory in perspective. Corporate 

Governance, 5(2), 5-21.  

Dana, L. P. (1999). Entrepreneurship in Pacific Asia: Past, Present & Future: World 

Scientific. 

Dana, L. P. (2007). Asian models of entrepreneurship: from the Indian Union and the 

Kingdom of Nepal to the Japanese Archipelago: context, policy and practice (Vol. 4): 

World Scientific. 

Davey, T., Baaken, T., Muros, V. G., & Meerman, A. (2011). University-Business Forum: 

Innovating together: Partnerships for an entrepreneurial Europe. Enschede, The 

Netherlands. 

Davies, G. K. (2011). Perspectives: Changing Roles of Governing and Coordinating Boards. 

Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, 43(4), 45-48. doi: 

10.1080/00091383.2011.585299 

Davies, J. L. (1987). The entrepreneurial university. International Journal of Higher 

education Management, 11(1).  



155 
 

De Boer, H. (2002). Trust, The Essence of Governance? In A. Amaral, G. Jones & B. Karseth 

(Eds.), Governing Higher Education: National Perspectives on Institutional 

Governance (Vol. 2, pp. 43-61): Springer Netherlands. 

Dill, D. D. (1995). University-industry entrepreneurship: The organization and management 

of American university technology transfer units. Higher Education, 29(4), 369-384. 

doi: 10.1007/bf01383958 

Dixon, K., & Coy, D. (2007). University governance: Governing bodies as providers and 

users of annual reports. Higher Education, 54(2), 267-291. doi: 10.1007/s10734-005-

3146-0 

Drucker, P. F. (1985). Innovation and entrepreneurship. New York: Harper & Row. 

Duggan, S. J. (1997). The role of international organisations in the financing of higher 

education in Cambodia. Higher Education, 34(1), 1-22. doi: 

10.1023/a:1002964131437 

Dy, S. S. (2004). Strategies and Policies for Basic Education in Cambodia: Historical 

Perspectives. International Education Journal, 5(1), 90-97.  

Dy, S. S. (2013a). Case study: The effectiveness of research and innovation management at 

policy and institutional levels in Cambodia. In Å. Olsson & L. Meek (Eds.), 

Effectiveness of Research and Innovation Management at Policy and Institutional 

Levels: Cambodia, Malaysia, Thailand, and Vietnam (pp. 75-89). Paris: OECD. 

Dy, S. S. (2013b). Research and innovation management in Cambodia: Challenges and way 

forward. Paper presented at the Research workshop on understanding ASEAN 

intergration, Phnom Penh, Cambodia, Phnom Penh, Cambodia.  

Dy, S. S. (2015). Higher education: Trends, issues, and policy options. In S. Khieng, S. 

Madhur & R. Chhem (Eds.), Cambodia education 2015: Employment and 

empowerment (pp. 31-56). Phnom Penh: Cambodia Development Research Institute. 



156 
 

Ear, S. (2009). Sowing and Sewing Growth: The Political Economy of Rice and Garments in 

Cambodia (pp. 1-20). Standford, CA: Stanford Center for International Development  

Edwards, M. (2001). University governance: A mapping and some issues. Paper presented at 

the the Lifelong Learning Network National Conference, Canberra.  

El-Khawas, E. (2002). Governance in US Universities. In A. Amaral, G. Jones & B. Karseth 

(Eds.), Governing Higher Education: National Perspectives on Institutional 

Governance (Vol. 2, pp. 261-278): Springer Netherlands. 

Elton, L. (2008). Collegiality and Complexity: Humboldt's Relevance to British Universities 

Today. Higher Education Quarterly, 62(3), 224-236. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-

2273.2008.00388.x 

Enders, J. (2010). Higher education and labor market. Enschede, The Netherlands: 

University of Twente. 

Etzkowitz, H. (2002). Incubation of incubators: innovation as a triple helix of university-

industry-government networks. Science and Public Policy, 29(2), 115-128. doi: 

10.3152/147154302781781056 

Etzkowitz, H. (2003a). Innovation in Innovation: The Triple Helix of University-Industry-

Government Relations. Social Science Information, 42(3), 293-337. doi: 

10.1177/05390184030423002 

Etzkowitz, H. (2003b). Research groups as ‘quasi-firms’: the invention of the entrepreneurial 

university. Research Policy, 32(1), 109-121. doi: 10.1016/s0048-7333(02)00009-4 

Etzkowitz, H. (2006). The new visible hand: An assisted linear model of science and 

innovation policy. Science and Public Policy, 33(5), 310-320. doi: 

10.3152/147154306781778911 

Etzkowitz, H. (2008). The Triple Helix: University-Industry-Government innovation in 

action. New York, NY: Routledge. 



157 
 

Etzkowitz, H., Asplund, P., & Nordman, N. (2001a). Beyond Humboldt: Emergence of 

academic entrepreneurship in the U.S. and Sweden. Retrieved from  

Etzkowitz, H., Asplund, P., & Nordman, N. (2001b). Beyond Humboldt: emergence of 

academic entrepreneurship in the US and Sweden. document de travail(27).  

Etzkowitz, H., & Dzisah, J. (2007). The triple helix of innovation: Towards a university-led 

development strategy for Africa. African Technology Development Forum Journal, 

4(2), 3-10.  

Etzkowitz, H., Dzisah, J., Ranga, M., & Zhou, C. (2007). The triple helix model for 

innovation: The university-industry-government interaction. Asia Pacific Tech 

Monitor, 24(1), 14-23.  

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdorff, L. (1999). The Future Location of Research and Technology 

Transfer. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 24(2-3), 111-123. doi: 

10.1023/a:1007807302841 

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdorff, L. (2000). The dynamics of innovation: from National 

Systems and “Mode 2” to a Triple Helix of university–industry–government relations. 

Research Policy, 29(2), 109-123. doi: 10.1016/s0048-7333(99)00055-4 

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdorff, L. (2002). Universities and the global knowledge economy: A 

Triple Helix of University-Industry-Government Relations: Continuum. 

Etzkowitz, H., Webster, A., Gebhardt, C., Terra, B., & Cantisano, R. (2000). The future of 

the university and the university of the future: evolution of ivory tower to 

entrepreneurial paradigm. Research Policy, 29(2), 313-330. doi: 10.1016/s0048-

7333(99)00069-4 

Etzkowitz, H., & Zhou, C. (2007). Regional innovation initiator: The entrepreneurial 

university in various triple helix models Triple Helix VI Conference, Singapore. 

Singapore. 



158 
 

Eun, J.-H., Lee, K., & Wu, G. (2006). Explaining the “University-run enterprises” in China: 

A theoretical framework for university–industry relationship in developing countries 

and its application to China. Research Policy, 35(9), 1329-1346. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.05.008 

European Commission. (1996). Teaching and learning: Toward the learning society White 

paper. Brussels: European Commission  

Fayolle, A., & Redford, D. T. (2014). Introduction: Toward more entrepreneurial universities 

- myth or reality? In A. Fayolle & D. T. Redford (Eds.), Handbook on the 

entrepreneurial university (pp. 1-8). Northampton: MA: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Felt, U., & Glanz, M. (2002). University autonomy in Europe: Changing paradigms in higher 

education policy: Magna Charta Observatory, Bologna. 

Fink, F. K., Tongeren, S. V., Simak, B., Nemeth, G., Mazet, L., & Ramos, F. (1999). 

Continuing professional development programs in university-industry co-operations 

In Frontiers in Education Conference, 1999. FIE'99. 29th Annual (Vol. 1, pp. 11B17-

15): IEEE. 

Fish, S. (2007). Shared governance: Democracy is not an educational idea. Change: The 

Magazine of Higher Learning, 39(2), 8-13.  

Fisher, D., & Atkinson-Grosjean, J. (2002). Brokers on the boundary: Academy-industry 

liaison in Canadian universities. Higher Education, 44(3-4), 449-467. doi: 

10.1023/a:1019842322513 

Flick, U. (2004). Triangulation in qualitative research. In U. Flick, E. v. Kardorff & I. Steinke 

(Eds.), A companion to qualitative research (pp. 178-183). London: SAGE. 

Flick, U. (2009). An introduction to qualitative research (4th ed.). London: SAGE 

Publications. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.05.008


159 
 

Ford, D. (2003). Cambodian accreditation: an uncertain beginning. International Higher 

Education, 33, 12-14.  

Ford, D. (2006). Cambodian higher education – growing pains. International Higher 

Education, 44, 10-11.  

Ford, D. (2013). Cambodian higher education—Subprime degrees. International Higher 

Education, 70, 15-16.  

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2009). How to design and evaluate research in education 

(7th ed.). New York, NY: The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. 

Fraenkel, J. R., Wallen, N. E., & Hyun, H. H. (2012). How to design and evaluate research in 

education (8th ed.). New York, NY: The McGraw-Hill. 

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Boston, MA: 

Pitman. 

Friedman, A. L., & Miles, S. (2006). Stakeholders: Theory and Practice. New York, NY: 

Oxford University Press. 

Gallagher, M. (2001). Modern university governance - a national perspective. Paper 

presented at the The idea of a University: Enterprise or Academy?, Canberra.  

Gellert, C. (1993a). The German model of research and advanced education. In B. R. Clark 

(Ed.), The research foundations of graduate education Germany, Britain, France, 

United States, Japan. Los Angeles, California: University of California Press. 

Gellert, C. (1993b). Structural and functional differentiation: Remarks on changing 

paradigms of higher education in Europe. In C. Gellert (Ed.), Higher education in 

Europe. London: Jessica Kingsley Publications. 

Gibb, A., & Hannon, P. (2005). Towards the entrepreneurial university? Retrieved from 

https://webspace.utexas.edu/cherwitz/www/articles/gibb_hannon.pdf 



160 
 

Gibbons, M. (1998). Higher education relevance in the 21st century. Washington, DC: The 

World Bank. 

Gibbons, M., Limoges, C., Nowotny, H., Schwartzman, S., Scott, P., & Trow, M. (1994). The 

new production of knowledge: The dynamics of science and research in contemporary 

societies. London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Goddard, E. J. (2009). Reinventing the civic university. Retrieved from 

http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/Reinventing-Civic-Uni-v2.pdf 

Godfrey, M., Sophal, C., Kato, T., Vou Piseth, L., Dorina, P., Saravy, T., . . . Sovannarith, S. 

(2002). Technical Assistance and Capacity Development in an Aid-dependent 

Economy: The Experience of Cambodia. World Development, 30(3), 355-373. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(01)00121-8 

Graham, H. D., & Diamond, N. (1997). The Rise of American research universities: Elites 

and challenges in the postwar era. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Guerrero, M., & Urbano, D. (2012). The development of an entrepreneurial university. The 

Journal of Technology Transfer, 37(1), 43-74. doi: 10.1007/s10961-010-9171-x 

Gulbrandsen, M., & Smeby, J.-C. (2005). Industry funding and university professors’ 

research performance. Research Policy, 34(6), 932-950. doi: 

10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.004 

Gumport, P. J. (2000). Academic restructuring: Organizational change and institutional 

imperatives. Higher Education, 39(1), 67-91. doi: 10.1023/a:1003859026301 

Gunasekara, C. (2006). Reframing the Role of Universities in the Development of Regional 

Innovation Systems. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 31(1), 101-113. doi: 

10.1007/s10961-005-5016-4 

http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/Reinventing-Civic-Uni-v2.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(01)00121-8


161 
 

Hackett, S. M., & Dilts, D. M. (2004). A Systematic Review of Business Incubation 

Research. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 29(1), 55-82. doi: 

10.1023/B:JOTT.0000011181.11952.0f 

Hang, C. N. (2015). Vision of education reform in Cambodia.  Phnom Penh: MoEYS 

Retrieved from 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B1ekqZE5ZIUJeFBmRTMycUxlY3M/view. 

Hansemark, O. C. (1998). The effects of an entrepreneurship programme on need for 

achievement and locus of control of reinforcement. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 4(1), 28 - 50.  

Hawkins, J. N. (2008). Higher Education Transformation: Some Trends in California and 

Asia. Policy Futures in Education, 6(5), 532-544. doi: 10.2304/pfie.2008.6.5.532 

Henderson, R., Jaffe, A. B., & Trajtenberg, M. (1998). Universities as a Source of 

Commercial Technology: A Detailed Analysis of University Patenting, 1965–1988. 

Review of Economics and Statistics, 80(1), 119-127. doi: 10.1162/003465398557221 

Heng, K. (2014). The effects of faculty behaviors on the academic achievement of first-year 

Cambodian urban university students. Educational Research for Policy and Practice, 

13(3), 233-250. doi: 10.1007/s10671-013-9159-z 

Herbst, M., Olechnicka, A., & Płoszaj, A. (2011). Higher education institutions: Potential, 

barriers, costs, opportunities. In S. Mazur (Ed.), The resource-integrating state: 

Development potential vs. the quality of public regulations. The Malopolska School 

of Public Administration: Cracow University of Economics. 

Hershberg, E., Nabeshima, K., & Yusuf, S. (2007). Opening the Ivory Tower to Business: 

University–Industry Linkages and the Development of Knowledge-Intensive Clusters 

in Asian Cities. World Development, 35(6), 931-940. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2006.05.006 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2006.05.006


162 
 

Intarakumnerd, P., & Schiller, D. (2009). University-industry linkages in Thailand: 

Successes, failures, and lessons learned for other developing countries. Seoul Journal 

of Economics, 22(4), 551-589.  

Kapur, D., & Crowley, M. (2008). Beyond the ABCs: Higher Education and Developing 

Countries. SSRN eLibrary. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.1099934 

Katz, J. A. (2003). The chronology and intellectual trajectory of American entrepreneurship 

education: 1876–1999. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(2), 283-300. doi: 

10.1016/s0883-9026(02)00098-8 

Kauppinen, I. (2012). Towards transnational academic capitalism. Higher Education, 64(4), 

543-556. doi: 10.1007/s10734-012-9511-x 

Khieng, S. (2014). Funding Mobilization Strategies of Nongovernmental Organizations in 

Cambodia. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 

Organizations, 25(6), 1441-1464. doi: 10.1007/s11266-013-9400-7 

Khieng, S., & Chhem, R. (2015). Aiming high through higher education. In S. Khieng, S. 

Madhur & C. Rethy (Eds.), Cambodia education 2015: Employment and 

empowerment (pp. 29-30). Phnom Penh: Cambodia Development Research Institute. 

Klofsten, M., & Jones-Evans, D. (2000). Comparing Academic Entrepreneurship in Europe – 

The Case of Sweden and Ireland. Small Business Economics, 14(4), 299-309. doi: 

10.1023/a:1008184601282 

Koh, W. T. H., & Wong, P. K. (2005). Competing at the frontier: The changing role of 

technology policy in Singapore's economic strategy. Technological Forecasting and 

Social Change, 72(3), 255-285. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2004.08.006 

Krimsky, S., Ennis, J. G., & Weissman, R. (1991). Academic-Corporate Ties in 

Biotechnology: A Quantitative Study. Science, Technology & Human Values, 16(3), 

275-287. doi: 10.1177/016224399101600301 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2004.08.006


163 
 

Kuratko, D. F. (2005). The Emergence of Entrepreneurship Education: Development, Trends, 

and Challenges. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(5), 577-598. doi: 

10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00099.x 

Kwok, K.-W., Chan, S., Heng, C., Kim, S., Neth, B., & Thon, V. (2010). Scoping Study: 

Research Capacities of Cambodia's Universities. Phnom Penh, Cambodia: The 

Development Research Forum in Cambodia. 

Laine, K. (2008). Satakunta University for Applied Sciences in Finland - a networked 

learning laboratory for innovation. In K. Laine, P. v. d. Sijde, M. Lahdeniemi & J. 

Tarkkanen (Eds.), Higher education institutions and innovation in the knowledge 

society (pp. 25-35). Rikhardinkatu: Rector's Conference of Finnish Universities of 

Applied Sciences ARENE ry. 

Lane, K. (2010). Fostering innovation in collaboration between higher education and 

industry: A systemic model based on case study. Doctorate, Tampere University of 

Technology.    

Laredo, P. (2007). Revisiting the Third Mission of Universities: Toward a Renewed 

Categorization of University Activities? Higher Education Policy, 20(4), 441-456.  

Lee, J., & Win, H. N. (2004). Technology transfer between university research centers and 

industry in Singapore. Technovation, 24(5), 433-442. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(02)00101-3 

Lee, M. N. N., & Healy, S. (2006). Higher education in South-East Asia: An overview. In 

UNESCO (Ed.), Higher education in South-East Asia (pp. 1-12). Bangkok, Thailand: 

The UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau for Education. 

Leong, B., Wee, A. K. S., & Ho, Y.-P. (2008). Is an enterprise framework necessary for an 

entrepreneurial university? A comparison of technology start-ups in Singapore and 

Sweden. Science and Public Policy, 35(9), 647-656. doi: 10.3152/030234208x287038 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(02)00101-3


164 
 

Levenburg, N. M., Lane, P. M., & Schwarz, T. V. (2006). Interdisciplinary Dimensions in 

Entrepreneurship. Journal of Education for Business, 81(5), 275-281. doi: 

10.3200/joeb.81.5.275-281 

Lewis, H. (2011). A model of entrepreneurial capability based on a holistic review of the 

literature from three academic domains. Industry and Higher Education, 25(6), 429-

440. doi: 10.5367/ihe.2011.0071 

Leydesdorff, L., & Etzkowitz, H. (1996). Emergence of a Triple Helix of university—

industry—government relations. Science and Public Policy, 23(5), 279-286. doi: 

10.1093/spp/23.5.279 

Leydesdorff, L., & Etzkowitz, H. (1998). The Triple Helix as a model for innovation studies. 

Science and Public Policy, 25(3), 195-203. doi: 10.1093/spp/25.3.195 

Leydesdorff, L., & Meyer, M. (2003). The Triple Helix of university-industry-government 

relations. Scientometrics, 58(2), 191-203. doi: 10.1023/a:1026276308287 

Little, B. (2001). Reading Between the Lines of Graduate Employment. Quality in Higher 

Education, 7(2), 121-129. doi: 10.1080/13538320120060015 

Maassen, P. (2000). The Changing Roles of Stakeholders in Dutch University Governance. 

European Journal of Education, 35(4), 449-464. doi: 10.1111/1467-3435.00039 

Maassen, P., & Cloete, N. (2006). Global reform trends in higher education. In N. Cloete, P. 

Maassen, R. Fehnel, T. Moja, T. Gibbon & H. Perold (Eds.), Transformation in 

higher education: Global pressures and local realities. The Netherlands: Springer. 

Macpherson, A., & Ziolkowski, M. (2005). The role of university-based industrial extension 

services in the business performance of small manufacturing firms: case-study 

evidence from Western New York. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 

17(6), 431-447. doi: 10.1080/08985620500385601 



165 
 

Mae Phillips, S.-A., & Wai-chung Yeung, H. (2003). A Place for R&D? The Singapore 

Science Park. Urban Studies, 40(4), 707-732. doi: 10.1080/0042098032000065263 

Malairaja, C., & Zawdie, G. (2008). Science parks and university–industry collaboration in 

Malaysia. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 20(6), 727-739. doi: 

10.1080/09537320802426432 

Marginson, S. (2010). Higher Education in the Global Knowledge Economy. Procedia - 

Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2(5), 6962-6980. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.05.049 

Marginson, S., & Considine, M. (2000). The enterprise university. Melbourne: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Marginson, S., Kaur, S., & Sawir, E. (2011). Higher Education in the Asia-Pacific: Strategic 

Responses to Globalization. Dordrecht: Springer Science&Business Media B.V. 

Marginson, S., & Rhoades, G. (2002). Beyond national states, markets, and systems of higher 

education: A glonacal agency heuristic. Higher Education, 43(3), 281-309. doi: 

10.1023/a:1014699605875 

Markham, S. K. (2002). Moving Technologies From Lab to Market. Research-Technology 

Management, 45(6), 31-42.  

Marques, J. P. C. (2007). Lessons learned from Portuguese business incubators: A model of 

entrepreneurial university based on empirical data 6th Triple Helix Conference. 

Singapore. 

Marques, J. P. C., Caraça, J. M. G., & Diz, H. (2006). How can university–industry–

government interactions change the innovation scenario in Portugal?—the case of the 

University of Coimbra. Technovation, 26(4), 534-542. doi: 

10.1016/j.technovation.2005.04.005 

Mars, M. M., Bronstein, J. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2012). The value of metaphor: Organizations 

and ecosystems. Organizational Dynamics, 41(4), 271-280.  



166 
 

Mars, M. M., & Rhoades, G. (2012). Socially oriented student entrepreneurship: A study of 

student change agency in the academic capitalism context. The Journal of Higher 

Education, 83(3), 435-459.  

Mars, M. M., & Rios-Aguilar, C. (2010). Academic entrepreneurship (re)defined: 

significance and implications for the scholarship of higher education. Higher 

Education, 59(4), 441-460. doi: 10.1007/s10734-009-9258-1 

Mars, M. M., Slaughter, S., & Rhoades, G. (2008). The State-Sponsored Student 

Entrepreneur. The Journal of Higher Education, 79(6), 638-670.  

Martin, B. R., & Etzkowitz, H. (2000). The Origin and Evolution of the University Species. 

Journal for Science and Technology Studies, 13(3–4), 9–34.  

Matlay, H., & Westhead, P. (2005). Virtual Teams and the Rise of e-Entrepreneurship in 

Europe. International Small Business Journal, 23(3), 279-302. doi: 

10.1177/0266242605052074 

McMullan, W. E., & Long, W. A. (1987). Entrepreneurship education in the nineties. Journal 

of Business Venturing, 2(3), 261-275. doi: 10.1016/0883-9026(87)90013-9 

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a Theory of Stakeholder 

Identification and Salience: Defining the Principle of Who and What Really Counts. 

The Academy of Management Review, 22(4), 853-886.  

MoEYS. (2014a). Education congress report on the Education, Youth and Sport Performance 

in the Academic Year 2012-2013 and goals for the academic year 2013-2014.  Phnom 

Penh: MoEYS. 

MoEYS. (2014b). Education strategic plan 2014-2018.  Phnom Penh: MoEYS. 

MoEYS. (2014c). Policy on higher education vision 2030.  Phnom Penh: MoEYS. 

MoEYS. (2015a). The education, youth and sport performance in the academic year 2013-

2014 and goals for the academic year 2014-2015.  Phnom Penh: MoEYS. 



167 
 

MoEYS. (2015b). Higher education  Retrieved September 16, 2015, from 

http://www.moeys.gov.kh/en/education/higher-education.html#.Vfju-n3wzfc 

Mok, K. H. (2003). Similar Trends, Diverse Agendas: Higher education reforms in East Asia. 

Globalisation, Societies and Education, 1(2), 201-221. doi: 10.1080/14767720303910 

Mok, K. H. (2005). Fostering entrepreneurship: Changing role of government and higher 

education governance in Hong Kong. Research Policy, 34(4), 537-554. doi: 

10.1016/j.respol.2005.03.003 

Mok, K. H. (2007). The Search for New Governance: Corporatisation and Privatisation of 

Public Universities in Malaysia and Thailand. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 

27(3), 271-290. doi: 10.1080/02188790701591535 

Mok, K. H. (2010). The search for new governance of higher education in Asia: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Mok, K. H., & Lee, M. H. H. (2003). Globalization or Glocalization? Higher Education 

Reforms in Singapore. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 23(1), 15-42. doi: 

10.1080/0218879030230103 

Mongkhonvanit, J. (2008). The relationship between university and industry in the knowledge 

economy: A case study of Thailand's automotive cluster.  Doctor of Business 

Administration (DBA), University of Bath.    

Moodie, G., & Eustace, R. (2012). Power and authority in British universities (Vol. 81). New 

York, NY: Routledge. 

Moustakas, C. (1994). Phenomenological research methods: Sage Publications. 

Mowery, D. C., Nelson, R. R., Sampat, B. N., & Ziedonis, A. A. (2001). The growth of 

patenting and licensing by U.S. universities: an assessment of the effects of the Bayh–

Dole act of 1980. Research Policy, 30(1), 99-119. doi: 10.1016/s0048-

7333(99)00100-6 

http://www.moeys.gov.kh/en/education/higher-education.html#.Vfju-n3wzfc


168 
 

Mowery, D. C., Nelson, R. R., Sampat, B. N., & Ziedonis, A. A. (2004). Ivory Tower and 

Industrial Innovation. University-Industry Technology Transfer Before and After the 

Bayh-Dole Act. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Mowery, D. C., & Sampat, B. N. (2001). Patenting and Licensing University Inventions: 

Lessons from the History of the Research Corporation. Industrial and Corporate 

Change, 10(2), 317-355. doi: 10.1093/icc/10.2.317 

Mueller, P. (2006). Exploring the knowledge filter: How entrepreneurship and university–

industry relationships drive economic growth. Research Policy, 35(10), 1499-1508. 

doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.09.023 

Musselin, C., & Mignot-Gérard, S. (2002). The recent evolution of French universities 

Governing higher education: National perspectives on institutional governance (pp. 

63-85): Springer. 

Mwasalwiba, E. S. (2010). Entrepreneurship education: A review of its objectives, teaching 

methods, and impact indicators. Education + Training, 52(1), 20 - 47.  

Neave, G. (2003). The Bologna Declaration: Some of the Historic Dilemmas Posed by the 

Reconstruction of the Community in Europe’s Systems of Higher Education. 

Educational Policy, 17(1), 141-164. doi: 10.1177/0895904802239290 

Neave, G., & Van Vught, F. A. (1994). Government and Higher Education Relationships 

across Three Continents: The Winds of Change. Issues in Higher Education Series, 

Volume 2: ERIC. 

Nedeva, M. (2007). New tricks and old dogs? The ‘third mission’ and the re-production of 

the university. In D. Epstein, R. Boden, R. Deem, F. Rizvi & S. Wright (Eds.), World 

Yearbook of Education 2008: Geographies of knowledge, geometries of Power: 

Framing the Future of Higher Education. New York, NY: Routledge. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.09.023


169 
 

Nith, B. (2013). Government policy on Higher Education in Cambodia and how it is related 

to the ASEAN Integration. Presentation at the Policy Roundtable of the ASEAN 

Integration on Higher Education in Cambodia, Phnom Penh, 30 August 2013, Phnom 

Penh, Cambodia. 

Nizam. (2006). The needs for higher education reforms. In UNESCO (Ed.), HIgher education 

in South-East Asia (pp. 35-68). Bangkok, Thailand: UNESCO Asia and Pacific 

Regional Bureau for Education. 

OECD. (2005). Innovation theory and measurement needs Oslo Manual: Guidelines for 

collecting and interpreting innovation data (3rd ed., pp. 27–44). Paris: OECD. 

OECD. (2013). Cambodia innovation profile OCED Reviews of innovation policy: Innovation 

in Southeast Asia (pp. 129-151): OECD. 

Ormston, R., Spencer, L., Barnard, M., & Snape, D. (2014). The foundations of qualitative 

research. In J. Ritchie, J. Lewis, C. M. Nicholls & R. Ormston (Eds.), Qualitative 

research practice: A guide for social science students and researchers (2nd ed., pp. 1-

25). London: SAGE Publications. 

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage Publications. 

Phillips, R. (2003). Stakeholder legitimacy. Business Ethics Quarterly, 13(1), 25-41.  

Philpott, K., Dooley, L., O'Reilly, C., & Lupton, G. (2011). The entrepreneurial university: 

Examining the underlying academic tensions. Technovation, 31(4), 161-170. doi: 

10.1016/j.technovation.2010.12.003 

Pit, C., & Ford, D. (2004). Cambodian higher education: Mixed visions. In P. G. Altbach & 

T. Umakoshi (Eds.), Asian universities: Historical perspectives and contemporary 

challenges (pp. 333–362). Baltimore, MD: The John Hopkins University Press. 



170 
 

Pittaway, L., & Cope, J. (2007). Entrepreneurship education: A systematic review of the 

evidence. International Small Business Journal, 25(5), 479-510.  

Prasertsri, S. (1996). Rebirth of the Learning Tradition: A Case Study on the Achievements 

of Education for All in Cambodia. Phnom Penh: UNESCO. 

Pushpanathan, S. (2012). ASEAN's readiness in achieving the AEC 2015: Prospects and 

challenges. In S. B. Das (Ed.), Achieving the ASEAN Economic Community 2015: 

Challenges for member countries and businesses (pp. 10-18). Singapore: Institute of 

Southeast Asian Studies. 

Rae, D., Martin, L., Antcliff, V., & Hannon, P. (2012). Enterprise and entrepreneurship in 

English higher education: 2010 and beyond. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise 

Development, 19(3), 380 - 401.  

Rasiah, R., & Govindaraju, C. V. (2009). University-industry R&D collaboration in the 

automotive, biotechnology and electronics firms in Malaysia. Paper presented at the 

The 7th Globelics International Conference, Dakar, Senegal, Dakar, Senegal.  

Ratten, V. (2014). Future research directions for collective entrepreneurship in developing 

countries: a small and medium-sized enterprise perspective. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurship and Small Business, 22(2), 266-274.  

Razak, A. A., & Saad, M. (2007). The role of universities in the evolution of the Triple Helix 

culture of innovation network: The case of Malaysia. International Journal of 

Technology Management & Sustainable Development, 6(3), 211-225. doi: 

10.1386/ijtm.6.3.211_1 

Redford, D. T., & Fayolle, A. (2014). Stakeholder management and the entrepreneurial 

university. In A. Fayolle & D. T. Redford (Eds.), Handbook on the Entrepreneurial 

University (pp. 11-24). Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing. 



171 
 

Rhoades, G. (2005). Capitalism, Academic Style, and Shared Governance. Academe, 91(3), 

38-42.  

Rhoades, G., & Slaughter, S. (1997). Academic Capitalism, Managed Professionals, and 

Supply-Side Higher Education. Social Text(51), 9-38. doi: 10.2307/466645 

Rhoades, G., & Slaughter, S. (2004). Academic capitalism in the new economy: Challenges 

and choices. American Academic, 1(1), 37-59.  

Rothaermel, F. T., Agung, S. D., & Jiang, L. (2007). University entrepreneurship: a 

taxonomy of the literature. Industrial and Corporate Change, 16(4), 691-791. doi: 

10.1093/icc/dtm023 

Ruch, R. S. (2003). Higher Ed, Inc.: The rise of the for-profit university. Baltimore, MD: The 

Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Salmi, J. (2001). Tertiary education in the 21st Century: Challenges and opportunities. 

Higher Education Management, 13(2), 105-125.  

Sam, C., & van der Sijde, P. (2014). Understanding the concept of the entrepreneurial 

university from the perspective of higher education models. Higher Education, 68(6), 

891-908. doi: 10.1007/s10734-014-9750-0 

Sam, R., Zain, A. N. M., & Jamil, H. (2012a). Cambodia’s higher education development in 

historical perspectives (1863-2012). International Journal of Learning & 

Development, 2(2), 1-17.  

Sam, R., Zain, A. N. M., & Jamil, H. (2012b). Establishment of institutional policies for 

enhancing education quality in Cambodian Universities International Journal of 

Higher Education, 1(1), 112-127.  

Sampat, B. N. (2006). Patenting and US academic research in the 20th century: The world 

before and after Bayh-Dole. Research Policy, 35(6), 772-789. doi: 

10.1016/j.respol.2006.04.009 



172 
 

Sato, J., Shiga, H., Kobayashi, T., & Kondoh, H. (2011). “Emerging Donors” from a 

Recipient Perspective: An Institutional Analysis of Foreign Aid in Cambodia. World 

Development, 39(12), 2091-2104. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2011.04.014 

Schiller, D. (2006). Nascent Innovation Systems in Developing Countries: University 

Responses to Regional Needs in Thailand. Industry and Innovation, 13(4), 481-504. 

doi: 10.1080/13662710601032903 

Schiller, D., & Brimble, P. (2009). Capacity Building for University–Industry Linkages in 

Developing Countries: The Case of the Thai Higher Education Development Project. 

Science Technology & Society, 14(1), 59-92. doi: 10.1177/097172180801400103 

Schiller, D., & Liefner, I. (2007). Higher education funding reform and university–industry 

links in developing countries: The case of Thailand. Higher Education, 54(4), 543-

556. doi: 10.1007/s10734-006-9011-y 

Schostak, J. (2006). Interviewing and representation in qualitative research. New York, NY: 

Open University Press. 

Schwartzman, S. (2001). Higher education reform: Indonesia and Latin America. Retrieved 

from http://www.schwartzman.org.br/simon/jakarta.htm 

Schwartzman, S., & Klein, L. (1994). Higher Education and Government in Brazil. In G. 

Neave & F. A. v. Vught (Eds.), Government and higher education relationships 

across three continents: The winds of change (Vol. 2): Pergamon Press and the 

International Association of Universities. 

Scott, G. (2003). Effective change management in higher education. EDUCAUSE REVIEW, 

38(6), 64-78.  

Scott, J. C. (2006). The Mission of the University: Medieval to Postmodern Transformations. 

The Journal of Higher Education, 77(1), 1-39.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2011.04.014
http://www.schwartzman.org.br/simon/jakarta.htm


173 
 

Scott, P. (1998). Massification, internationalization ands globalization. In P. Scott (Ed.), The 

globalization of higher education (pp. 108-129). Buckingham, UK: Open University 

Press. 

Seidman, I. (2013). Interviewing as qualitative research: A guide for researchers in 

education and the social sciences: Teachers college press. 

Sen, V. (2013). Cambodia’s Higher Education Structure and the Implications of the 2015 

ASEAN Economic Community. Phnom Penh: Cambodia Development Research 

Institute (CDRI). 

Sen, V., & Ros, S. (2013). Anatomy of Higher Education Governance in Cambodia. Phnom 

Penh, Cambodia: Cambodia Development Research Institute. 

Shane, S. (2004). Encouraging university entrepreneurship? The effect of the Bayh-Dole Act 

on university patenting in the United States. Journal of Business Venturing, 19(1), 

127-151. doi: 10.1016/s0883-9026(02)00114-3 

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of 

Research. The Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217-226. doi: 10.2307/259271 

Sharma, M., Kumar, U., & Lalande, L. (2006). Role of university technology transfer offices 

in university technology commercialization: case study of the Carleton University 

foundry program. Journal of Services Research, 6, 109-139. 

Shattock, M. (2002). Re–Balancing Modern Concepts of University Governance. Higher 

Education Quarterly, 56(3), 235-244. doi: 10.1111/1468-2273.00215 

Shattock, M. (2012). University governance. Perspectives: Policy and Practice in Higher 

Education, 16(2), 56-61. doi: 10.1080/13603108.2011.645082 

Sidhu, G. K., & Kaur, S. (2011). Enhancing global competence in higher education: 

Malaysia’s strategic initiatives. In S. Marginson, S. Kaur & E. Sawir (Eds.), Higher 



174 
 

Education in the Asia-Pacific: Strategic Responses to Globalization (Vol. 36, pp. 219-

236). New York: Springer. 

Slaughter, S., & Cantwell, B. (2012). Transatlantic moves to the market: the United States 

and the European Union. Higher Education, 63(5), 583-606. doi: 10.1007/s10734-

011-9460-9 

Slaughter, S., & Leslie, L. L. (1997). Academic capitalism: Politics, policies, and the 

entrepreneurial university: ERIC. 

Slaughter, S., & Leslie, L. L. (2001). Expanding and Elaborating the Concept of Academic 

Capitalism. Organization, 8(2), 154-161. doi: 10.1177/1350508401082003 

Slaughter, S., & Rhoades, G. (2004). Academic capitalism and the new economy: Markets, 

state, and higher education. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Sorlin, S. (2002). Cultivating the Places of Knowledge. Studies in Philosophy and Education, 

21(4), 377-388. doi: 10.1023/a:1019882308688 

Steier, F. A. (2003). The Changing Nexus: Tertiary Education Institutions, the Marketplace 

and the State. Higher Education Quarterly, 57(2), 158-180. doi: 10.1111/1468-

2273.00240 

Stokes, D. E. (1997). Pasteur’s quadrant, basic science and technological innovation. 

Washington: Brookings Institute Press. 

Taing, K. (2011, July 13). Constructive Cambodian: The job market’s effect on graduate 

students, The Phnom Penh post. Retrieved from 

http://www.phnompenhpost.com/lift/constructive-cambodian-job-

market%E2%80%99s-effect-graduate-students 

Taylor, M. (2013). Shared governance in the modern university. Higher Education Quarterly, 

67(1), 80-94.  

http://www.phnompenhpost.com/lift/constructive-cambodian-job-market%E2%80%99s-effect-graduate-students
http://www.phnompenhpost.com/lift/constructive-cambodian-job-market%E2%80%99s-effect-graduate-students


175 
 

Thust, S., & Hor, K. (2013, February 12). Graduates fear career jobs woe, The Phnom Penh 

Post. Retrieved from http://www.phnompenhpost.com/business/graduates-fear-career-

jobs-woe 

Torres, C., & Schugurensky, D. (2002). The political economy of higher education in the era 

of neoliberal globalization: Latin America in comparative perspective. Higher 

Education, 43(4), 429-455. doi: 10.1023/a:1015292413037 

Touch, V., Mok, N., & You, V. (2014). Governance reforms in higher education: A study of 

institutional autonomy in Cambodia. In N. V. Varghese & M. Martin (Eds.), 

Governance reforms in higher education: A study of institutional autonomy in Asian 

countries (pp. 49-66). Paris: UNESCO. 

Trakman, L. (2008). Modelling University Governance. Higher Education Quarterly, 62(1-

2), 63-83. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2273.2008.00384.x 

Tranfield, D. R., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a methodology for developing 

evidence-informed management knowledge by means of systematic review. British 

journal of management, 14, 207-222.  

Trilling, B., & Fadel, C. (2009). 21st century skills: Learning for life in our times: John Wiley 

& Sons. 

Tuunainen, J. (2002). Reconsidering the Mode 2 and the Triple Helix: A critical comment 

based on a case study. Science Studies, 15(2), 36–58.  

Tuunainen, J. (2005). Contesting a Hybrid Firm at a Traditional University. Social Studies of 

Science, 35(2), 173-210. doi: 10.1177/0306312705047825 

Un, L., Chuon, R., & Ngin, C. (2013). The roles of TVET and higher education in economic 

development in Cambodia (Vol. 1). Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Development Research 

Forum. 

http://www.phnompenhpost.com/business/graduates-fear-career-jobs-woe
http://www.phnompenhpost.com/business/graduates-fear-career-jobs-woe


176 
 

Van Looy, B., Ranga, M., Callaert, J., Debackere, K., & Zimmermann, E. (2004). Combining 

entrepreneurial and scientific performance in academia: towards a compounded and 

reciprocal Matthew-effect? Research Policy, 33(3), 425-441. doi: 

10.1016/j.respol.2003.09.004 

Van Vught, F. (1994). Autonomy and accountability in government/university relationship. 

In J. Salmi & A. M. Verspoor (Eds.), Revitalizing higher education (pp. 322-363). 

Oxford: Pergamon Press. 

Varghese, N. V. (2004). Private higher education in Africa. International Institute for 

Educational Planning (IIEP). UNESCO, Geneva.  

Varghese, N. V., & Martin, M. (2013). Governance reforms and university autonomy in Asia. 

Paris, France: International Institute for Educational Planning. 

Varghese, N. V., & Martin, M. (2014). Governance reforms in higher education: A study of 

institutional autonomy in Asian countries. In N. V. Varghese & M. Martin (Eds.), 

Governance reforms in higher education: A study of institutional autonomy in Asian 

countries (pp. 19-47). Paris: International Institute of Educational Planning, 

UNESCO. 

Vesper, K. H., & Gartner, W. B. (1997). Measuring progress in entrepreneurship education. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 12(5), 403-421. doi: 10.1016/s0883-9026(97)00009-8 

Vorley, T., & Nelles, J. (2009). Building Entrepreneurial Architectures: a conceptual 

interpretation of the Third Mission. Policy Futures in Education, 7(3), 284-296.  

Ward, E., & Hazelkorn, E. (2012). Engaging with the community. In S. Bergan, E. Egron-

Polak, J. Kohler, L. Purser & M. Vukasović (Eds.), Handbook on leadership and 

governance in higher education. Stuttgart: Raabe Verlag. 



177 
 

Welch, A. (2007). Governance Issues in South East Asian Higher Education: Finance, 

Devolution and Transparency in the Global Era. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 

27(3), 237-253. doi: 10.1080/02188790701601805 

Welch, A. (2011). Higher education in Southeast Asia: Blurring borders, changing balance. 

New York, NY: Routledge. 

Winn, M. I. (2001). Building Stakeholder Theory with a Decision Modeling Methodology. 

Business & Society, 40(2), 133-166. doi: 10.1177/000765030104000202 

Wissema, J. G. (2009). Towards the third generation university: Managing the university in 

transition. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

Wong, P.-K. (2007). Commercializing biomedical science in a rapidly changing “triple-helix” 

nexus: The experience of the National University of Singapore. The Journal of 

Technology Transfer, 32(4), 367-395. doi: 10.1007/s10961-006-9020-0 

Wong, P.-K., Ho, Y.-P., & Singh, A. (2007). Towards an “Entrepreneurial University” Model 

to Support Knowledge-Based Economic Development: The Case of the National 

University of Singapore. World Development, 35(6), 941-958. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2006.05.007 

Worasinchai, L., Ribière, V., & Arntzen Bechina, A. A. (2009). The Role of Knowledge 

Flow in the Thai GUIN Version of the Triple Helix Model. Electronic journal of 

knowledge management, 7(2).  

World Bank. (2000). Higher education in developing countries: Peril and promise. 

Washington, DC: The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The 

World Bank. 

Wright, M. (2012). Academic entrepreneurship, technology transfer and society: where next? 

The Journal of Technology Transfer, 1-13.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2006.05.007


178 
 

Yokoyama, K. (2006). Entrepreneurialism in Japanese and UK Universities: Governance, 

Management, Leadership, and Funding. Higher Education, 52(3), 523-555. doi: 

10.1007/s10734-005-1168-2 

You, V. (2012). The case of Cambodia: Higher education system and quality improvement. 

Paper presented at the The 2012 Asia-Pacific Quality Network Conference on Quality 

Assurance in Higher Education, Seam Reap, Cambodia.  

Zukas, M. (2012). Regulating the professionals: Critical perspectives on learning in 

Continuing Professional Development frameworks. In D. N. Aspin, J. Chapman, K. 

Evans & R. Bagnall (Eds.), Second International handbook of lifelong learning (pp. 

455-467). London: Springer. 

 

 

  



179 
 

APPENDICES 
 



180 
 

Appendix 1: Informed consent form 

VU University Amsterdam 

Informed consent form for participation in interview 

 

Research title: Stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector in Cambodia 

Research setting: Phnom Penh and some provinces in the Cambodia 

Researcher: Sam Chanphirun, VU University Amsterdam 

Description of the research project: 

This research project is a part of the Cambodia Research Group Research Program, 

"Competing Hegemonies – Foreign-dominated processes of development in Cambodia". The 

program also aims to address institutional change, especially the “entrepreneurial turn” in the 

foreign-dominated, donor-dependent development industry in Cambodia. This research 

project will examine the impacts of the involvement of different stakeholders in HEIs, 

government, industry and international donors in the Cambodian Higher Education Sector in 

order to build the capacity of HEIs and shape their directions toward entrepreneurialism in 

their performance for quality higher education. In addition, the findings of this research will 

enable HEIs to categorize stakeholders and determine stakeholder salience for partnership to 

secure their place in the knowledge-based society and to improve education quality in HEIs. 

 

Questions 

Should you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to call Mr. Sam 

Chanphirun at 012 517 566 or email him at: c.sam@vu.nl. 

 

Voluntary participation 

Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will 

involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may 

discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.  

 

Confidentiality 

 

The detailed information which you provide and the voice-recording will be carefully 

protected from the third party to ensure the strict confidentiality of the data as it will be used 

for this research purpose only. 

 

Do you grant a permission to be quoted directly with your name?   Yes   No 

 

Please sign your name below if you agree to participate in this interview. 

 

I agree to the terms. 

 

Participant: __________________________  Date: _______________________ 

 

I agree to the terms. 

 

Researcher: __________________________  Date: _______________________ 
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Appendix 2: Recommendation letter for fieldwork in Cambodia 
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Appendix 3: Question guide for interviews with research participants 

Topic 1: Stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector in Cambodia 

 (Government officials, researchers, donor representatives, national and international 

technical advisers, education consultants) 

Objectives: 

- To get an overall picture of the higher education sector 

- To identify stakeholders in the higher education sector 

- To find out how various stakeholders are involved in the higher education sector 

- To examine the impacts of stakeholders on the higher education sector 

- To find out the overall changes in terms of governance and management in both 

public and private HEIs 

 

Introduction: Purpose of the research study and institutions involved 

Questions 

1. Can you tell me what the problems or challenges in the Cambodian higher education 

sector? 

2. What has been done so far to overcome problems or challenges in the sector? 

Stakeholder identification 

3. What institutions do you think are involved in the higher education sector in 

Cambodia? 

4. What is their influence on the higher education sector in Cambodia? Could you please 

raise the specific areas on which they have influence? 

5. Who is much involved in the policy making process? In what ways? 

6. Based on your observations and experiences, how would you rate the importance of 

the stakeholders in the sector? Why? 

Roles and interventions of stakeholders 

7. What roles do they play in the sector development?  

8. What have they done in these roles for the sector development? 
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9. How do they interact with one another to develop the sector? 

Stakeholder interaction 

10. Are there any challenges or difficulties in the stakeholder interaction in the sector?  

a. If there are, what are they? 

b. If there are not, could you raise some examples about stakeholder interaction? 

11. Are there any mechanisms to promote stakeholder interaction in the sector? At a 

national level? At an institutional level? 

a. If there are, what are they?  

12. If there are not, why are the mechanisms absent to promote the stakeholder interaction 

for the sector? How do you think it can be promoted? 

Impacts of stakeholders on higher education 

Public HEIs 

13. Regarding the involvement of multiple stakeholders, have you found any changes in 

public HEIs influenced by the involvement of multiple stakeholders? What are they? 

14. In 1997, the Cambodian government introduced privatization policy in higher 

education, have you noticed any changes within public higher education institutions 

since then? 

15. What are the changes in terms of governance in public HEIs? 

16. What are the changes in terms of financial and educational management in public 

HEIs? 

17. Are there any problems or challenges regarding the changes? If there are, what are 

they? 

 

Private HEIs 

18. What about private HEIs? Are there any changes influenced by the involvement of 

multiple stakeholders? What are they? 

19. In 1997, the Cambodian government introduced privatization policy to involve the 

private sector in higher education, have you noticed any changes within private higher 

education institutions since then? 

20. What are the changes in terms of governance in private HEIs? 
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21. What are the changes in terms of financial and educational management in private 

HEIs? 

22. Are there any problems or challenges regarding the changes? If there are, what are 

they? 

Wrap-up 

- In the end, what do you think can be good mechanisms to help enhance higher 

education quality in Cambodia? 

- What do you think can be done to promote stakeholder collaboration in the 

Cambodian higher education sector? 
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Topic 2: Governance and management of Higher Education Institutions 

Interviews with rectors, vice-rectors, deans, program directors, technical advisors, heads of 

departments 

Objectives: 

- To find out the institutional changes in both public and private HEIs in terms of 

governance and management 

- To ascertain if there are interactions between HEIs with external stakeholders and 

examine their interactions 

- To explore commercial and entrepreneurial activities of HEIs to sustain their places in 

the competitive market of higher education. 

Introduction: Purpose of the research study and institutions involved 

Opening 

1. Could you please tell me briefly about the background and organization of your HEI? 

2. What are the vision and mission of your HEI? 

Governance and management 

3. Public HEI – Does your HEI face any problems of autonomy over its own activities? 

a. If yes, what are the problems? What has been done to address the problems? 

b. If no, how can you make it happen in your HEI? Can you provide some 

examples as to how autonomy is practiced in your HEI? 

 

Private HEI – Does your HEI face any problems of having full ownership over its 

own activities? 

a.  If yes, what are the problems? What has been done to address the problems? 

b. If no, can you provide some examples as to how your HEI is operated? 

 

4. Have there been any changes in the organizational structure of your HEI since it was 

established? What are the changes? 

5. What brings about the changes in your HEI? 

6. Have you collaborated with other stakeholders?  
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a. If yes, who are your important stakeholders in the collaboration? Do you have 

any difficulties or challenges in collaborating with them? 

b. If no, why do you not collaborate with them? Do you wish to collaborate with 

them in the future? Who do you think you will collaborate with? 

7. What kind of relationships do you form with those stakeholders? 

8. Does your HEI have any cooperations with local or international firms?  

a. If it does, what is it mainly for? (Academic or commerical purpose?) How 

could your HEI be supported in its efforts to work with business sector? 

b. If it does not, do you wish to cooperate with them in the future? For what 

purposes do you think you want to cooperate with them? 

9. Are there any commercial activities in which your HEI is involved?  

a. If yes, what are the commercial activities in which your institution is 

involved? 

b. If no, does your HEI have any plans to be involved in commercial activities in 

the future? Why? Why not? 

10. What are the main reasons for your HEI’s involvement in commercial activities? 

11. What changes has your HEI experienced since being involved in commercial 

activities? 

12. Has the operation, management or governance structure changed since then? Has your 

mission or goal changed? Did or do you face any problems or challenges during the 

process? 

13. What is the function of the governing board? How influential is it in the decision-

making process? What has it done so far for the institutional development? 

14. What are the challenges your HEI has faced in its operation? 

15. In terms of educational management, what have you done to improve the quality of 

education in your HEI? 

16. In terms of financial management, how is it allocated for the institutional 

development? How transparently is the budget system managed? 

17. What have you done to enable students to equip students with necessary knowledge 

and skills for competitive labour market upon their graduation? 

18. Has your interaction with the external stakeholders brought about academic 

restructuring? If yes, what sort of academic restructuring is it? 

19. Is entrepreneurship education incorporated in your curricula? 

a. If yes, how is it taught to the students? How important do you think it is for 
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the students? To what extent do you think the course can help your students 

with entrepreneurship? What could be the restrictions and opportunities in 

offering this course to the students? 

b. If no, why is it not incorporated in the curricula? Do you wish to include it in 

your curricula? How important do you think it is for your students? Do you 

think it is possible for your HEI to incorporate it in your curricula? What could 

be the restrictions and opportunities in offering this course to the students? 

 

Wrap-up 

 

- In the end, what do you think can be done to promote interaction between HEI with 

other stakeholders? 

- In what ways do you think institutional governance can be strengthened to provide 

quality provision of educational services and products? 

- How do you think entrepreneurship education can be promoted for students? 
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Topic 3: Interaction between HEIs and external stakeholders 

Interview with managers/senior officials (local and international firms and NGOs) 

Objectives: 

- To find out how companies and NGOs interact with HEIs 

- To explore the influence of companies and NGOs on HEIs 

 

Introduction: Purpose of the research study and institutions involved 

Questions 

1. What do you think about the quality of HEIs in Cambodia? 

2. Does your organization have any interactions with any public or private HEIs? 

3. What kind of relationships do you form with HEIs? 

4. Could you please tell the activities which you are involved with HEIs? 

5. What encourages you to cooperate with HEIs? 

6. How cooperative are the HEIs with your organization? In what ways? 

7. How important do you think the cooperation between HEI and your firm is to improve 

the quality of education at HEI? 

8. Does your organization have any influence on HEIs?  

a. If yes, in what aspects? 

b. If no, why? 

9. Do you have any problems or difficulties cooperating with HEIs?  

a. If you do, what are they? How do you cope with them? 

b. If you do, could you provide some examples of your cooperation? 

10. What do you think about the quality of graduates working in your organization? What 

are their strengths and weaknesses in performing their tasks? 

11. What do you think your firm can do to assist HEIs in strengthening students’ abilities 

and knowledge? 

12. What do you think HEIs should do to produce highly-skilled people to be prepared for 

the changing needs of the labour market? 
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Appendix 4: Stakeholder involvement in the higher education sector in Cambodia 
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Appendix 5: Results of Thematic Data Coding Process Using NVivo 10 

Parent nodes Child nodes Child nodes Sources References 

Thematic coding   46 1249 

Challenges   40 193 

 Academic curricula  12 22 

 Access  1 1 

 ASEAN integration  4 4 

 Community service  1 1 

 Governance  16 21 

 HEIs  15 24 

  Governance 1 1 

  Internal Quality Assurance 4 8 

  Management 5 5 

  Quality 1 1 

 Management  10 12 

 Politicization  6 12 

 Quality issues  19 24 

 Quality of graduates  9 24 

 Research issue  14 16 

 Resources  15 31 

  Finance 9 11 

  Human 10 16 

  Material 2 2 

Changes after the 

privatization 

  11 26 

 Access  2 3 

 Curriculum  1 1 

 Governance and management  5 7 

 Quality  6 11 
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 System  2 2 

Commercialization 

of higher education 

  15 16 

Entrepreneurship 

education 

  21 27 

 Opportunities  19 21 

 Restrictions  4 6 

External university 

partnership 

  13 19 

 Benefits  6 6 

 Forms of partnership  11 13 

Income sources   22 23 

 PAI  2 2 

 Private HEIs  12 12 

 Public HEIs  6 7 

Institutional 

autonomy 

  26 52 

 Education  16 20 

 Finance  8 11 

Institutional 

changes 

  39 88 

 Governance  11 14 

 Management  37 61 

  Education 32 42 

  Finance 10 12 

Institutional 

governance 

  38 116 

 PAI  12 24 

  Accountability 2 2 
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  Board functions 3 5 

  Business orientation 2 9 

  Politicization 2 5 

  Transparency 3 3 

 Private HEIs  18 51 

  Accountability 8 11 

  Board functions 12 15 

  Business orientation 15 15 

  Politicization 4 4 

  Transparency 5 6 

 Public HEIs  12 41 

  Accountability 2 8 

  Board functions 4 11 

  Business orientation 3 10 

  Politicization 2 6 

  Transparency 3 6 

Policy making 

process 

  14 20 

Stakeholder 

involvement 

  46 182 

 Donors  14 40 

  Contributor 13 13 

  Inhibitor 4 4 

  Initiator 9 9 

  Supporter 14 14 

 Government  20 67 

  Development navigator 5 5 

  Facilitator 4 5 

  Policy implementer 15 15 
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  Policy initiator 7 8 

  Policy maker 10 10 

  Professional service 

provider 

10 10 

  Reactor 3 3 

  Regulator 10 11 

 HEIs  15 46 

  Employer and internship 

provider 

2 2 

  Policy implementer 4 4 

  Supplier of graduates 12 14 

  Teaching institutions 13 15 

  University partner 10 11 

 Industry  16 18 

  Employer and internship 

provider 

15 15 

  Private donor 2 2 

  Trainer 1 1 

 NGOs  5 11 

  Employer 4 4 

  Internship provider 3 3 

  Scholarship provider 2 2 

  Trainer 2 2 

Stakeholder 

intervention 

  32 129 

 Donors  16 34 

 Government  25 56 

 HEIs  15 22 

 Industry  10 16 
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 NGOs  1 1 

Stakeholder 

interaction 

  39 98 

 Challenges  21 34 

 Interaction  32 49 

 Purposes  11 15 

University third 

mission 

  4 6 

University-industry 

linkage 

  32 92 

 Benefits  9 13 

 Challenges  25 43 

 Forms of interaction  23 35 
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Appendix 6: List of Cambodian Higher Education Institutions 

Parent 

ministry 

No Name of HEI Year of 

establishment 

Main 

campus 

Branch 

campus and 

year of 

establishment 

Ministry of 

Education, 

Youth and 

sport 

(MoEYS) 

1 Royal University of 

Phnom Penh (RUPP) (+) 

1980 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

2 Royal University of Law 

and Economics (RULE) 

(x) 

2003 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

3 National University of 

Management (NUM) (x) 

2004 (1983*) Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

4 Chea Sim Kamchay Mea 

University (CSKU) (+) 

1993 Prey Veng 

province 

Prey Veng 

(2002) 

Kampong 

Cham (2002) 

5 Svay Rieng University 

(SRU) (+) 

2005 Svay Rieng n.a 

6 Meanchey University 

(MCU) (+) 

2007 Banteay 

Meanchey 

n.a 

7 University of Battambang 

(UBB) (+) 

2007 Battambang n.a 

8 Institute of Technology of 

Cambodia (ITC) (+) 

1981 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

9 Norton University (NU)  

(-) 

1997 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

10 Panasastra University of 

Cambodia (PUC) (-) 

2002 Phnom 

Penh 

Battambang 

(2007) 

11 Build Bright University 

(BBU) (-) 

2002 (2000*) Phnom 

Penh 

Siem Reap 

(2002) 

Preah 

Sihanouk 

(2003) 

Ratanakiri 
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(2003) 

Takeo (2005) 

Banteay 

Meanchey 

(2006) 

Stung Treng 

(2008) 

12 Chamroeun University of 

Poly-Technology (CUP)  

(-) 

2002 Phnom 

Penh 

Battambang 

(2006) 

13 Cambodian University for 

Specialties (CUS) (-) 

2004 (2002*) Phnom 

Penh 

Kampong 

Cham (2004) 

Siem Reap 

(2004) 

Battambang 

(2004) 

Banteay  

Meanchey 

(2007) 

Kampot 

(2008) 

Kompong 

Thom (2009) 

14 International University 

(IU) (-) 

2002 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

15 Mekong University of 

Cambodia (MUK) (-) 

2003 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

16 University of Cambodia 

(UC) (-) 

2003 Phnom 

Penh  

n.a 

17 Western University (WU) 2003 Phnom 

Penh 

Kampong 

Cham (2005) 

18 IIC University of 

Technology (IICUT) (-) 

2008 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 
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19 Khemarak University 

(KU) 

2004 Phnom 

Penh 

Battambang 

(2006) 

20 Angkor Khemarak 

University (AKU) (-) 

2008 Kampot Pursat (2006) 

Takeo (2006) 

Kampong 

Speu (2006) 

21 Angkor University (AU)  

(-) 

2004 Siem Reap n.a 

22 Asia Euro University 

(AEU) (-) 

2005 (2003*) Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

23 Human Resources 

University (HRU) (-) 

2005 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

24 City University (CU) (-) 2005 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

25 University of Puthisastra 

(UP) (-) 

2007 (1999*) Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

26 University of Management 

and Economics (UME) (-) 

2006 (2000*) Battambang Pursat (2002) 

Kampot 

(2003) 

Preah 

Sihanouk 

(2004) 

Banteay 

Meanchey 

(2004) 

Kampong 

Cham (2004) 

Koh Kong 

(2004) 

Kratie (2007) 

27 LIFE University (LU) (-) 2007 Preah 

Sihanouk 

 

28 Southeast Asia University 2006 Siem Reap n.a 
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(SEAU) (-) 

29 Chenla University ( CLU) 

(-) 

2007 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

30 Lim Kokwing University  

(LKU) (-) 

2008 Phnom 

Penh 

 

31 Khmer University of 

Technology and 

Management  

(KUTM) (-) 

2008 Preah 

Sihanouk 

n.a 

32 Panha Chiet University 

(PCU) (-) 

2009 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

33 Zaman Unversity (ZU) (-) 2010 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

34 International University of 

Cambodia (IUC) (-) 

2010 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

35 Dewey International 

University (DIU) (-) 

2011 Battambang n.a 

36 Vanda Institute (VI) (-) 2001 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

37 SETEC Institute (SI) (-) 2002 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

38 BELTI International 

Institute (BII) (-) 

2005 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

39 Angkor City Institute 

(ACI) (-) 

2002 Prey Veng Kampong 

Thom (2002) 

40 Sachak Asia Development 

Institute (SADI) (-) 

2002 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

41 Institute of Social Science 

and Technology (IST) (-) 

2007 Svay Rieng n.a 

42 Institute of Management 

and Development (IMD)  

(-) 

2006 Pursat n.a 

43 Institute of Cambodia 2003 Phnom n.a 
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Education (ICE) (-) Penh 

44 Bright Hope Institute 

(BHI) (-) 

2007 Kompong 

Chhnang 

n.a 

45 Institute for Business 

Education (IBE) (-) 

2006 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

46 ICS Institute (ICSI) (-) 2009 (2004*) Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

47 Khemara Sastra Institute 

(KSI) (-) 

2008 Prey Veng n.a 

48 InterEd Institute (II) (-) 2004 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

49 Bethel Institute (BI) (-) 2008 Kampong 

Cham 

n.a 

50 Saint Paul Institute (SPI)  

(-) 

2009 Takeo n.a 

51 CamEd Institute 2010 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

52 Institute of Economics and 

Finance (IEF) (-) 

2011 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

53 American Intercon 

Institute (AII) (-) 

2008 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

54 Financial Institute of 

Cambodia (FIC) (-) 

2010 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

55 PCL Management Institute  2010 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

56 Raffles International 

College 

2010 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Labour and 

Vocational 

Training 

57 National Institute of 

Business (NIB) (+) 

1985 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

58 Preah Kossomak 

Polytechnics Institute 

(PKPI) (+) 

2001 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

59 Cambodia India 2006 Phnom n.a 
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Entrepreneurship 

Development Centre 

(CIEDC) (+) 

Penh 

60 National Technical 

Training Institute (NTTI) 

(+) 

1999 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

61 National Cambodian 

Institute of Polytechnic 

(NCIP) 

2005 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

62 Battambang Institute of 

Polytechnic (BIP) 

2007 Battambang n.a 

63 Battambang Institute of 

Technology (BIT)  

2007 Battambang n.a 

64 Kampot Institute of 

Polytechnic (KIP) 

2008 Kampot n.a 

65 Institute of Industrial 

Technology (IIT)  

1980 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

66 Economic Development 

Institute (EDI) (-) 

2009 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

67 EDC Training Centre (-) n.a Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

68 Cambodian Business 

Institute (CBI) (-) 

2006 Prey Veng Svay Rieng 

(2006) 

Takeo (2006) 

69 Neak Poan Business 

Institute (NBI) (-) 

2002 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

70 Institute of New Khmer 

Generation (INK) (-) 

2007 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

71 Cambodian Youth's Future 

Training Centre (-) 

2009 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

73 Cambodia International 

Cooperation Institute 

(CICI) (-) 

2007 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 
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74 Student Development 

Institute (SDI) (-) 

2008 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

75 Belton International 

Institute (BII) (-) 

n.a Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

76 Don Bosco Training 

Centre (-) 

2006 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Health 

77 University of Health 

Science (UHS) (x) 

1979 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

78 Technical School for 

Medical Care (TSMC) (+) 

1997 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Culture and 

Fine Arts 

79 Royal University of Fine 

Arts (RUFA) (x) 

1988 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, and 

Fisheries 

80 Royal University of 

Agriculture (RUA) (x) 

1984 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

81 Kampong Cham National 

School for Agriculture 

(KNSA) (+) 

1995 Kampong 

Cham 

n.a 

82 Prek Leap National School 

for Agriculture (PNSA) 

(+) 

2002 (1984*) Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

National 

Defense 

83 National Defence 

University (NDU) (+) 

2006 (1979) Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

84 RCAF Institute of Health 

Science (RCAF HIS) (+) 

2004 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

85 Institute of Army (IA) (+) 2009 Kampong 

Speu 

n.a 

86 Institute of Military Techo 

Hun Sen (+) 

2010 Kampong 

Speu 

n.a 

87 School of Active Military 

"Thmart Pong" (SAM) 

2003 (1979*) Kampong 

Speu 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Cults and 

88 Preah Sihanouk Raja 

Buddhist University 

2006 Phnom 

Penh 

Battambong 

(2008) 
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Religions (PSRBU) (+) Kampong 

Cham (2008) 

Kampong 

Chhnang 

(2008) 

89 Preah Sihamoni Raja 

Buddhist University  (+) 

2007 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Economy 

and Finance 

90 Institute of Economics and 

Finance (IEF) (+) 

2002 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

National 

Bank of 

Cambodia 

91 Institute of Banking Study 

(IBS) (+) 

1999 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Ministry of 

Interior 

92 Police Academy of 

Cambodia (PAC) (+) 

2007 Kandal n.a 

93 Police Training School (+) 2009 Kandal n.a 

Ministry of 

Public Work 

and 

Transport 

94 Cambodian Institute of 

Marine (CIM) (+) 

2009 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

Council of 

Ministers 

95 Royal Academy of 

Cambodia (RAC) (+) 

1999 Phnom 

Penh 

n.a 

 

MoEYS. (2011). Statistics of higher education institutions in each parent ministry. Phnom 

Penh: MoEYS. 

Note: 

(+) Public Higher Education Institution 

(-) Private Higher Education Institution 

(x) Public Administrative Institution 

(*) Year of first licensing HEIs before changing name or type of HEIs or training level 


