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Abstract

The landscape of higher education (HE) has undergone significant transformations in recent
decades, shaped by global trends, economic pressures, technological advancements, and
shifting societal expectations. This article explores the evolving ecosystem of higher
education worldwide, examining the dynamics between public and private institutions, the
impact of digital technologies, and the growing demands for innovation, accessibility, and
equity in educational offerings. It explores the role of governments, market forces, and
institutions in navigating these changes and investigates the implications of these
transformations for students, educators, and society at large. Through an in-depth analysis
of global trends, the article presents a comprehensive overview of the current state of higher
education and identifies emerging challenges and opportunities that are shaping its future.

Keywords: Ecosystem, Higher Education (HE), Private Higher Education, Public Higher
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Introduction

Higher Education (HE) has traditionally been viewed as a critical pillar of societal progress,
serving as a vehicle for the development of human capital, the promotion of research, and
the cultivation of civic engagement (Ama & Emetarom,2020, Kayyali, 2024, Nwachukwu et
al., 2024, Pee & Vululleh, 2020). However, the global HE ecosystem is increasingly shaped by
a complex interplay of various factors, including technological innovation, policy shifts, and
socio-economic trends (Aithal et al., 2024). The transition from traditional, primarily Public,
Higher Education (PuHE) models to more diverse and market-driven systems reflect broader
socio-economic changes that are occurring worldwide (Marginson, 2016). Moreover, the rise
of Private Higher Education Institutions (PrHEIs), online learning platforms, and the growing
demand for lifelong learning have further complicated the global HE landscape (Altbach,
2018).

This article aims to provide a comprehensive exploration of the evolving ecosystem of HE,
focusing on key themes such as the structure and role of public and private higher education
institutions, the impact of technology on learning, and the increasing demand for education
to be more inclusive, accessible, and relevant to the needs of the contemporary workforce.
The study highlights the global differences in higher educational systems and governance
models, explores the internationalisation and globalisation of HE, and examines the
definitions of HE.

Higher Education: Definitions and Evolving Perspectives

HE is a multifaceted concept that encompasses a broad range of organised post-secondary
learning opportunities. Scholars and organisations have attempted to define it from various
perspectives, reflecting its evolving nature and significance across societies.

Trow (1973) defined higher education as,

“all that organized provision for qualified persons beyond the age of compulsory schooling
which is of a standard above that of secondary school” (p. 9).

This definition highlights the organised and structured nature of HE while focusing on its
role as a continuation of formal learning beyond the secondary level. Similarly, Clark (1983)
emphasised institutional settings, stating that,

"higher education is that stage of learning which occurs after secondary education, and
which is normally carried on in universities or colleges” (p. 1).

Clark's perspective underlines the institutional contexts in which HE takes place, particularly
universities and colleges. Barnett (2000) refined this view by integrating the outcome of HE,
describing it as
"the stage of education beyond secondary education, provided in universities and other
institutions and leading to a first degree or equivalent qualification” (p. 3).
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This perspective adds a focus on the qualifications and formal credentials associated with
higher education. UNESCO (2009) extended these definitions globally, framing higher
education as,

"tertiary education, also referred to as third stage, third level, or post-secondary
education, [which] is the educational level following the completion of a school providing a
secondary education, such as a high school, secondary school, or gymnasium” (p. 17).

UNESCO's definition incorporates global diversity in education systems, making it
universally applicable. For, this paper, HE interchangeably referred to as tertiary education,
aligns with the framework established by the International Standard Classification of
Education (ISCED) 2011. This classification delineates HE into four key levels. ISCED level
5 represents short-cycle tertiary education, typically vocational or technical, aimed at
equipping individuals with specific skills for the workforce or as preparation for further
academic studies. ISCED level 6 corresponds to bachelor's degree or equivalent programs,
focusing on foundational knowledge and competencies in a particular discipline. ISCED
level 7 pertains to master’s degree or equivalent qualifications, emphasising advanced
theoretical and applied learning. Finally, ISCED level 8 encompasses doctoral or equivalent
programmes, characterised by a strong focus on research and original contributions to the
body of knowledge (UNESCO, 2012).

Table 01: Higher Education Levels

Levels Explanations

8 Research focused doctoral studies

7 Master’s degree or equivalent qualifications, PGC, PGD, UK lyear Maters, USA 2 years of
master’s degree

6 Bachelor's degree (3, 4 and 5 years) UK 3 years, USA 4 years, Medical 5 years

5 Short-cycle tertiary education, typically vocational or technical courses

4 Post-secondary non-tertiary education

Source: Author’s conceptualisation

It is important to distinguish that ISCED level 4, classified as “post-secondary non-tertiary
education,” falls outside the scope of this study. While ISCED level 4 serves as a transitional
phase between secondary and tertiary education, often providing preparatory courses for
higher studies, it does not fulfil the criteria to be regarded as higher education (OECD, 2021).
By adhering to this framework, the project ensures a clear and internationally consistent
understanding of the boundaries and scope of higher education.

The concept of HE is not static; it continuously adapts to changing societal, technological,
and economic demands. Several key trends illustrate the dynamic evolution of HE:

Lifelong Learning

The traditional view of HE as a singular phase of academic and personal development
occurring predominantly in early adulthood has undergone significant transformation.
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This shift reflects broader societal, economic, and technological changes that necessitate
continuous learning. As Field (2000) argues, individuals increasingly seek HE opportunities
throughout their lives to remain competitive in rapidly evolving job markets and to satisfy
personal development goals. This perspective aligns with the concept of lifelong learning,
which UNESCO (2015) defines as "all learning activities undertaken throughout life with the aim
of improving knowledge, skills, and competencies, within a personal, civic, social, or employment-
related perspective” (p. 4).

The paradigm of lifelong learning emphasises the importance of accessible, flexible, and
diverse educational pathways that cater to learners across different ages and stages of life.
This shift is particularly relevant in the context of the Fourth Industrial Revolution (4IR),
where rapid technological advancements continuously reshape workforce demands (Schwab,
2016). HEIs are now adapting their programmes and delivery methods to support non-
traditional learners, such as mature students, working professionals, career changers, and
retirees seeking new skills or intellectual enrichment (Boulton & Lucas, 2008).
Furthermore, lifelong learning underscores the importance of creating inclusive educational
systems that address diverse learner needs. This includes the proliferation of online and
blended learning modalities, modular courses, micro-credentials, and recognition of prior
learning (Bates, 2019; OECD, 2021). These innovations offer greater flexibility, allowing
individuals to integrate learning with other life commitments, such as work and family
responsibilities.

The evolving landscape of HE reflects a shift toward lifelong learning, emphasising the need
for HEIs to provide accessible, flexible, and inclusive opportunities for learners throughout
their lives. This transformation not only enhances individual employability and personal
growth but also contributes to broader societal goals of economic development and social
equity.

Online and Blended Learning

Advancements in technology have revolutionised the delivery of HE. Online and blended
learning modalities have emerged as transformative approaches, enabling institutions to
expand their reach and provide flexible options for students worldwide (Bates, 2019). These
modalities also accommodate diverse learning preferences and allow for innovative
pedagogical practices, enhancing the inclusivity and effectiveness of higher education. The
transition to online teaching accelerated at an unprecedented pace following the physical
closure of educational institutions during the COVID-19 crisis (Qureshi et al., 2020). The
global pandemic acted as a catalyst, compelling educators, institutions, and learners to adapt
rapidly to digital platforms as a primary mode of instruction (Bozkurt et al., 2020; Khawaja
et al., 2023, Pejic¢ et al., 2024). While initially seen as a temporary measure, the widespread
adoption of online teaching has since evolved into a significant and enduring trend in
education (Qureshi et al., 2024).

Post-pandemic, the use of online and hybrid teaching methods has become increasingly
popular, with institutions integrating digital tools and platforms into their standard curricula
to enhance accessibility and flexibility (Dhawan, 2020, Khawaja et al., 2022). This shift
reflects a broader paradigm change in education, emphasising the benefits of digital
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learning, including the ability to reach geographically dispersed learners, personalise
educational experiences, and foster lifelong learning (OECD, 2021).

Moreover, the rise of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), virtual learning environments
(VLEs), and blended learning models highlights the growing demand for digital literacy and
technological competency among both educators and students. These developments
underscore the potential of online education to transform traditional learning models,
creating opportunities for innovation while addressing challenges such as the digital divide
and varying levels of technological infrastructure globally (Bozkurt et al., 2020).

The pandemic-induced shift has thus marked the beginning of a new era in education, where
online teaching is no longer a supplementary tool but an integral component of modern
pedagogical strategies.

Globalisation and Internationalisation

Globalisation has profoundly influenced higher education, driving internationalisation in
multiple dimensions. Knight (2008) notes that HE now involves greater mobility of students
and faculty, cross-border institutional collaborations, and the emergence of transnational
education providers. This trend has expanded opportunities for knowledge exchange,
cultural understanding, and global competence among students and educators.

HE remains a cornerstone of societal and individual development, providing advanced
knowledge, skills, and research to address contemporary challenges. As it evolves, HE must
balance its traditional roles with emerging trends, including lifelong learning, technological
integration, and globalisation. This adaptability ensures its continued relevance in shaping
not only the futures of individuals but also the progress of societies.

Equity and Access in Higher Education
A major challenge facing HE globally is ensuring equity and access for all individuals,

regardless of their socio-economic background. In many countries, the cost of education is a
significant barrier to higher education access, particularly for students from low-income
families or underrepresented groups (Perkins & Neumayer, 2019). Although many PuHEIs
offer low-cost or subsidised tuition, the rising cost of education, coupled with reductions in
public funding, has led to greater reliance on private sources of finance, often leaving
students with significant debt (Maringe & Sing, 2014).

Efforts to improve access to higher education have led to the creation of scholarship
programmes, income-based tuition schemes, and government-backed loan systems.
However, these measures often fall short in addressing the structural barriers that prevent
marginalized groups from accessing higher education (Giroux, 2014). Moreover, the
increasing focus on market-driven education models raises concerns about the
commercialization of higher education and the potential marginalization of less profitable
fields of study, such as the humanities and social sciences (Giroux, 2014).

Historical Development and Growth of HE

Higher education institutions, as we recognise them today, emerged from a long and complex
history, with their roots tracing back to ancient civilizations. While various forms of
advanced learning existed in antiquity, the concept of the university as an institution
dedicated to the pursuit and dissemination of knowledge took shape in medieval Europe.

International Journal of Private Higher Education-IJPHE 6

Volume 3 | Issue 1 | Autumn 2024
Registered in England and Wales, Company Registration Number: 13312700



Shahid Hafeez & Abraham Mayah
Exploring the Landscape of Private and Public Higher Education Worldwide

Table 02: Timeline of Higher Education Institutions

Century HEIs

BE e A Primarily in Europe (Bologna, Paris, Oxford, Cambridge, Salamanca)

i e i Expansion across Europe (Padua, Naples, Coimbra, Prague, Heidelberg)
11530050500 Reaching new continents (St Andrews, Rostock, Uppsala, Louvain, Santo Domingo)
e e B Growth in the Americas (Harvard, William & Mary, Yale, University of San Marcos)
15011 Global expansion and diversification (University of Tokyo, University of Buenos
Aires, University of Sydney, Quaid-i-Azam University, Allama Igbal Open
University, numerous universities across Africa and Asia)
ARVt North America, California State University, Florida Gulf Coast University, Europe,
University of Luxembourg, Aalto University Finland, King Abdullah University of
Science and Technology (KAUST, Saudi Arabia), Hong Kong University of Science
and Technology (Guangzhou, China), Indian Institute of Science Education and
Research (IISERs, India), Here is a list of notable universities established in the 21st
century, categorized by region:
North America

1. California State University, Channel Islands (USA)

2. Florida Gulf Coast University (USA)

3. University of California, Merced (USA) South America

1. Universidad de Investigacion de Tecnologia Experimental Yachay

(Ecuador)
2. Universidad Nacional de Villa Maria (Argentina)

Europe

1. University of Luxembourg (Luxembourg) - Established in 2003, it
emphasizes multilingualism and international collaboration.

2. Aalto University (Finland) — Founded in 2010 through a merger of three
existing institutions, focusing on innovation and technology.

3. Maastricht University Campus Venlo (Netherlands)- Part of
Maastricht University, Venlo campus started operations in the 21st
century.

1. King Abdullah University of Science and Technology (KAUST, Saudi
Arabia) - Opened in 2009 with a focus on research and graduate studies.
2. Hong Kong University of Science and Technology (Guangzhou,
China) - Launched in 2022 as a new campus of HKUST.
3. Indian Institute of Science Education and Research (IISERs, India)
Africa
1. University of Kigali (Rwanda)
2 Egypt-Japan University of Science and Technology (E-JUST, Egypt)
Australia and Oceania
1. Federation University Australia (Australia)
2. Australian Catholic University Campus Developments

Source: Author
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Historically, higher education began as a public good, with universities established to serve
broader societal needs. Institutions like the University of Bologna (founded in 1088) and the
University of Paris (1150), the University of Oxford (1096), the University of Cambridge
(1209) were public institutions aimed at advancing scholarly pursuits in theology,
philosophy, and law. The Oxford and Cambridge universities quickly gained prominence as
centres of learning and scholarship. These early institutions were often founded with royal
or ecclesiastical patronage, reflecting their role in training clergy, scholars, and
administrators (Rashdall, 1936).
As shown in table 02, many universities established in the 21st century focus on:

e Interdisciplinary studies

e Science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM)

o International collaboration and innovation
These institutions reflect a global emphasis on addressing contemporary challenges through
research, technology, and inclusive education models.
Over time, private higher education emerged, particularly in the United States, with the
establishment of institutions such as Harvard University in 1636 and Yale University in 1701.
These institutions relied heavily on private endowments and tuition fees to operate (Altbach,
2016).
In the 21* century, PrHE has become one of the fastest-growing sectors worldwide, driven by
the increasing demand for higher education and the inability of public systems to
accommodate this growth. For instance, in countries like Brazil and India, private
institutions now account for most enrollments, as governments have encouraged private
sector involvement to meet the demand for tertiary education (Levy, 2017).
Worldwide Growth of Private Higher Education
The argument of unmet demand remains one of the most prominent explanations for the
emergence and growth of PrHE. This demand manifests in two primary forms: qualitative,
where there is a desire for different or improved higher education experiences, and
quantitative, reflecting a need for expanded access to higher education (Geiger, 2019). The
quantitative demand explanation is prevalent in global analyses (Kinser, 2010), as well as in
regional studies across continents. In Europe, the growth of PrHE has been studied
extensively (Levin, 2005, Qureshi, 2020); similarly, in Asia and Africa, PrHE expansion
responds to unmet demand for educational opportunities (Levy, 2020; Varghese, 2009).
In Latin America, historical studies have pointed to quantitative demand as a central driver
of PrHE growth (Levy, 1986), and individual country case studies reinforce this view, with
examples from Australia and Poland highlighting the pressures of unmet demand on higher
education systems (Bennett, Nair, & Shah, 2012; Siemienska & Walczak, 2012). The growth
of PrHE is not only driven by increasing demand for tertiary education but also by broader
socio-economic trends, including liberalisation, privatisation, and marketisation (Qureshi &
Khawaja, 2021). These interconnected phenomena have reshaped the HE landscape globally,
creating an environment conducive to the expansion of PrHEIs (Qureshi & Khawaja, 2021).
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Liberalisation in Higher Education

Liberalisation refers to the relaxation of government controls and regulations over the
provision of education, enabling private entities to establish and operate educational
institutions. This trend is often associated with broader economic reforms aimed at fostering
competition and innovation. As Altbach and Levy (2005) note, liberalisation in the education
sector often creates opportunities for private providers to address gaps left by PuHEIs, such
as insufficient capacity to meet the rising demand for higher education. This has been
particularly significant in emerging economies, where public resources are often
constrained, and the private sector has stepped in to fill the void (Tilak, 2008).
Privatisation of Higher Education

Privatisation is characterized by a shift from public to private ownership and control of HEIs.
This process is frequently driven by governmental policies aimed at reducing the financial
burden of HE on state budgets. According to Varghese (2009), privatisation also involves a
diversification of funding sources, such as tuition fees, private investments, and
philanthropic contributions, making institutions less dependent on state funding.
Privatisation has contributed to the proliferation of PrHEIs that offer specialised
programmes aligned with labour market needs, thus catering to the aspirations of students
seeking employment-oriented education.

Marketisation in the Sector

Marketisation introduces market-based principles into HE, treating it as a commodity subject
to supply and demand dynamics. Institutions, both public and private, are increasingly
adopting business-like models to attract students, secure funding, and enhance their global
competitiveness (Brown, 2011). In this context, PrHEIs often emerge as key players, offering
tailored, flexible, and career-focused programmes to meet student and employer
expectations. The marketisation trend has also led to the establishment of branch campuses,
online degree programmes, and transnational education collaborations, further driving the
growth of private higher education (Knight, 2008).

Implications of Liberalisation, Privatisation, and Marketisation

While these trends have undeniably contributed to the expansion of private higher
education, they have also raised concerns about equity, quality, and access. Critics argue that
market-driven approaches may prioritise profitability over educational outcomes,
potentially exacerbating social inequalities (Ball, 2012). Nevertheless, proponents highlight
the sector's capacity to innovate, diversify educational offerings, and expand access to
underserved populations.

In nutshell, the growth of private higher education is intricately linked to the processes of
liberalization, privatization, and marketization. These factors have collectively transformed
the higher education landscape, positioning private institutions as pivotal players in
addressing global educational demands while introducing new challenges for policymakers
and stakeholders.

Public Higher Education Institutions (PuHEIs)

According to UNESCO (2014), PuHEIs are those "governed and managed by public education
authorities, government agencies, or bodies appointed by a public authority." PuHEIs are
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predominantly owned and funded by the state, which significantly influences their policy-
making and operational frameworks. This often translates to a focus on accessibility and
affordability for a broader student population, aligning with national priorities for human
capital development.

The governance structure of PuHEIs typically involves substantial oversight from
government bodies, ensuring alignment with national education policies and priorities
(UNESCO, 2014). This can manifest in the form of regulations, quality assurance
mechanisms, and strategic directives from government ministries or agencies.

HE systems in England, Scotland, and Wales are distinguished by intermediary public bodies
like the Office for Students (OfS) in England, which mediate between government and
providers—a structure uncommon in many OECD countries, where coordination typically
occurs through central government departments or, in federal nations like Germany, Canada,
and the United States, at the regional level (Atherton et al., 2024).

The table below summarises how higher education systems are co-ordinated in the 38
countries of the OECD.

Table 03: Higher Education Coordination Mechanisms Across OECD Countries

System co-ordinator Countries Number

Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, 18
Estonia, Germany, Japan, Mexico,

Netherlands, Norway, Slovak Republic,

Chile, Finland, Greece, Latvia, Korea,

Lithuania, United States

Austria, Denmark, France, Hungary, 11
Iceland, Portugal, Poland, Slovenia,

Colombia, Italy, Spain,

Australia, Ireland, New Zealand, 9
Sweden, Costa Rica, Israel, Switzerland,

Turkey, United Kingdom (England,

Wales, and Scotland)

Source: Atherton et al., 2024

This table shows how different countries organise the oversight of their higher education
systems. It categorizes countries based on the type of body that coordinates their higher
education system:

e Department/Ministry of Education: In these countries (18 listed), higher education is
managed within the same department that oversees the entire education system,
from primary school to university. This suggests a more centralized approach where
higher education is closely linked to other levels of education.

e Department/Ministry of Higher Education: These countries (11 listed) have a separate
department specifically focused on higher education. This might indicate a greater
emphasis on the distinct needs and priorities of universities and colleges.

e Intermediary Body: These countries (9 listed) use an intermediary organization to
coordinate higher education. This body acts as a buffer between the government and

International Journal of Private Higher Education-IJPHE 10
Volume 3 | Issue 1 | Autumn 2024
Registered in England and Wales, Company Registration Number: 13312700



Shahid Hafeez & Abraham Mayah
Exploring the Landscape of Private and Public Higher Education Worldwide

institutions, potentially allowing for more autonomy and flexibility. It could be a
council, agency, or other type of organization that oversees funding, quality
assurance, or strategic planning.
Essentially, this table illustrates the variety of approaches to higher education governance
across different countries. Some centralize it within their general education system, others
give it a separate focus, and some use an intermediary body to manage the relationship
between government and institutions.
Private Higher Education Institutions (PrHEIs)
In contrast to PuHEIs, PrHEIs operate with greater autonomy from the state. They exhibit
diverse characteristics:

e Independent Governance: PrHEIs are governed by independent boards or
governing bodies, with varying degrees of autonomy in decision-making regarding
academic programmes, finances, and strategic direction (Neave & Van Vught, 1994).

e Diverse Funding Models: PrHEIs rely on a variety of funding sources, including
student tuition fees, endowments, philanthropic donations, and research grants
(Altbach, 2016). This can influence their priorities, program offerings, and
institutional strategies.

e Market Orientation: PrHEIs often operate within a competitive market
environment, responding to student demand and market trends in their program
development and marketing strategies (Brennan & Shah, 2003).

e Specialised Niches: PrHEIs may specialise in specific disciplines, cater to niche
markets, or offer unique pedagogical approaches to differentiate themselves within
the higher education landscape (Geiger, 2004).

The Blurring Boundaries and Emerging Hybrid Models

While the distinction between public and private HEIs provides a useful framework, it is
important to recognise that the boundaries are becoming increasingly blurred. Many
institutions exhibit hybrid characteristics, combining elements of public and private
governance and funding models (Teixeira et al., 2017). This can occur through:

e Increased Private Funding for Public Institutions: Public universities are
increasingly reliant on private funding sources, such as philanthropy and industry
partnerships, to supplement declining government support (Slaughter & Leslie,
1997).

e Government Regulation of Private Institutions: Governments often exert
regulatory control over private institutions to ensure quality standards and alignment
with national education objectives (Mok, 2010).

e Public-Private Partnerships: Collaborative ventures between public and private
institutions are becoming increasingly common, blurring the traditional divide and
creating new models of higher education provision (Shattock, 2012).

Public and private HEIs are often distinguished by key factors such as legal ownership,
funding sources, and their broader societal impacts (Buckner, 2017). While both types of
institutions aim to provide educational opportunities and contribute to knowledge
production, their operational frameworks and priorities differ significantly due to their
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underlying ownership structures and financial mechanisms. Levy (2013) offers a nuanced
perspective by describing PrHEIs according to national definitions, which vary considerably
across different regions. In this context, PrHEIs are typically defined as institutions that do
not receive public funding and operate independently, often with a for-profit orientation.
Altbach (1999) further emphasises this distinction, arguing that private institutions are self-
financing, typically relying on tuition fees, private donations, and other non-governmental
revenue streams to sustain their operations.

In contrast, PuHEIs are generally characterized by state ownership and funding, with the
government playing a central role in their governance and financial support (Qureshi &
Khawaja, 2021). These institutions are often tasked with providing broader access to
education, particularly for students from diverse socio-economic backgrounds, and
contribute significantly to national development by aligning their educational missions with
governmental policies and social goals (Teixeira & Rocha, 2010). As a result, PuHEIs are
typically seen as playing a central role in fostering social mobility, equity, and public good
through their educational offerings and research contributions (Goddard & Puukka, 2008).
Although PrHEIs and PuHEIs differ in ownership and funding models, their functional roles
in society can be quite similar. Both types of institutions are engaged in the core activities of
teaching, learning, and research, with a focus on preparing students for the workforce,
advancing knowledge, and contributing to cultural and societal development (Duczmal,
2006). However, their differences in ownership and financial backing shape their priorities
and approaches. For example, PrHEIs are more likely to adopt a market-driven approach to
education, often designing programs tailored to the needs of the private sector, while PuHEIs
tend to have a more public-oriented focus, emphasizing broad access to higher education
and the development of knowledge for the collective good (Clark, 2000).

In terms of societal impact, the distinctions between PrHEIs and PuHEIs are also notable.
Private institutions, with their greater reliance on private funding, often have more
flexibility in responding to market demands, which can result in greater specialisation in
fields such as business, technology, and professional studies (Lupton & Glennerster, 2009).
On the other hand, PuHEIs, with their government-backed resources, can focus on a wider
range of disciplines and have the potential to serve larger, more diverse populations
(Huisman et al., 2015). This broad access to education, particularly for students from
disadvantaged backgrounds, positions PuHEIs as key contributors to the goal of social equity
and economic mobility.

The interplay between public and private higher education institutions is also increasingly
shaped by the growth of public-private partnerships (PPPs), which are becoming a significant
force in the global higher education landscape.

These partnerships allow for the sharing of resources, expertise, and infrastructure between
the public and private sectors, facilitating the expansion of educational offerings and
enhancing the overall quality of education (Perkins & Neumayer, 2019).

By leveraging the strengths of both sectors, PPPs can help address contemporary challenges
in higher education, such as improving access, enhancing educational outcomes, and
fostering innovation in teaching and research (Goddard & Puukka, 2008).
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The increasing prevalence of PPPs also signals a shift toward more collaborative models of
governance in higher education, where public and private institutions work together to
address societal challenges, such as skill gaps, unemployment, and regional development
(Teixeira, 2022). In this regard, both public and private institutions are seen as
complementary rather than competing entities, with each playing a unique role in meeting
the evolving demands of the knowledge economy and addressing social needs.

Overall, while the primary distinction between public and private higher education
institutions lies in their ownership and funding mechanisms, their operational and societal
roles are becoming more interconnected, especially in the context of growing public-private
partnerships. This dynamic shift underscores the need for a more holistic understanding of
the higher education sector, where both types of institutions contribute to the broader goals
of human capital development, societal progress, and economic growth (Marginson, 2007;
Clark, 2000). As the global landscape of higher education continues to evolve, the interplay
between public and private institutions will likely remain a crucial factor in shaping the
future of education and its role in society.

In contrast, PrHEIs are managed by non-governmental entities, including religious
organisations, trade unions, or business enterprises, with their governing board members
not selected by a public body (UNESCO, 2014). These institutions operate independently of
direct government control, allowing greater flexibility in their operational and strategic
decisions. PrHEIs are typically characterised by private ownership and funding, often relying
on tuition fees, donations, and other private sources of revenue (Buckner, 2017). According
to Levy (2012), PrHEIs are defined based on national criteria, and they operate without
government grants, assuming full responsibility for their financial sustainability. Altbach
(1999) notes that these institutions often operate for profit, prioritising financial viability
alongside educational outcomes.

The differentiation between public and private HEIs is not merely a matter of ownership and
funding but also extends to their societal roles and impacts. PuHEIs are generally perceived
as serving the public good, providing accessible education to a broad demographic and
contributing to national development goals. In contrast, PrHEIs, while contributing to
education and skill development, may prioritise niche markets or specialised programmes
that cater to specific industries or professional fields (Duczmal, 2006). Despite differences in
governance and funding, this functional similarity in educational roles highlights the diverse
approaches within the HE sector to meet the demands of a knowledge-based economy
(Qureshi & Khawaja, 2021).

Challenges and Future Trends

The expansion of higher education, both public and private, presents several challenges.
In public institutions, issues such as underfunding, overcrowding, and bureaucratic

inefficiencies persist, particularly in developing countries.

In private institutions, concerns about quality control, the commercialisation of education,
and limited access for disadvantaged groups remain prevalent.

In the future, the distinction between public and private higher education may become
increasingly blurred.

International Journal of Private Higher Education-IJPHE 13

Volume 3 | Issue 1 | Autumn 2024
Registered in England and Wales, Company Registration Number: 13312700



Shahid Hafeez & Abraham Mayah
Exploring the Landscape of Private and Public Higher Education Worldwide

Many public universities are seeking alternative revenue streams, such as international
student recruitment, partnerships with industry, and offering online programs. Private
institutions, meanwhile, are becoming more research-oriented and playing a larger role in
national innovation systems (Levy, 2017). The rise of online education, particularly in the
aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, has also created new opportunities and challenges for
both sectors (Marginson, 2022).

Conclusion
The evolving ecosystem of higher education worldwide is shaped by a range of factors,

including the interplay between public and private institutions, technological
advancements, globalisation, and the ongoing quest for equity and accessibility. As the
demands for higher education continue to grow and evolve, it is essential that institutions,
governments, and stakeholders work together to navigate the complexities of the changing
landscape. The future of higher education will likely be characterised by greater
collaboration, flexibility, and innovation, but these changes must be managed in a way that
ensures education remains inclusive, equitable, and responsive to the needs of both
individuals and society at large.

One of the most significant features of the modern HE ecosystem is the growing interplay
between public and private institutions. PuHEIs, traditionally the main providers of higher
education, continue to play a central role in shaping educational policies and priorities.
These institutions are typically funded by the government and are subject to public
accountability, with a focus on delivering education that is accessible and affordable for all
citizens (Teichler, 2015). In contrast, PrHEIs are increasingly prominent, particularly in
countries where public funding for education has been reduced or where there is a demand
for specialised education in niche fields (Levy, 2017).

The governance structures of public and private institutions often differ substantially, with
public institutions generally subject to greater governmental oversight. This governance
model is characterised by regulations that ensure that education serves public interests, such
as social equity, public accountability, and the alignment of educational outcomes with
national economic goals (Brennan & Teichler, 2008). Conversely, PrHEIs have more
autonomy in terms of curriculum design, pricing structures, and admission policies, which
allows for more flexibility and responsiveness to market demands (Maringe & Sing, 2014).
Despite their differences, both public and private institutions face similar challenges related
to funding, market competition, and the need to provide high-quality education that meets
the expectations of students, employers, and society (Hazelkorn, 2015). Moreover, both types
of institutions are increasingly engaging in partnerships, collaborations, and mergers with
other academic entities, governments, and industries in order to enhance their global reach,
improve educational offerings, and contribute to regional development (Tight, 2022).
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