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Overview 
 
This chapter starts from the general thrust for more institutions in more countries to 
establish research environments, progresses through emerging research situations in 
Asia and then goes on to specific skills and learning needed to develop research and 
promote publication, particularly amongst doctoral students who are the academics of 
the future. New and emerging situations of interest include non-traditional institutions 
in some Western nations whose governments are demanding more and higher quality 
research, and Asian institutions considering a research culture and focus for the first 
time. The implications of globalisation are profound for established and developing 
research universities. In the UK and Australia, universities have been subject to 
government imposed performativity requirements which work against academic 
freedom and long term research creativity. Some universities in Asia are being subject 
to similar pressures to ‘publish or perish’ for the first time. These institutions and their 
governments have the opportunity to learn from and avoid Western systems and 
embrace academic rather than managerial values for promoting a research 
environment. Also, as Asian and other nations increasingly engage in cross-national 
research, they are challenged to move beyond simplistic comparisons or replication 
studies. The West needs to acknowledge that existing management theory may not 
transpose directly to other contexts, whilst Asian researchers need to be more 
confident that their ‘native’ knowledge can add to management research and practice 
in its own right. At the micro-level, staff who have been teaching-focused, and 
neophyte academics in the form of doctoral students, are required to have at least four 
sets of complex discursive skills to succeed in publication, the hallmark of research 
success. Yet developing these skills is difficult for some, and there are other pressures 
and challenges to research and publication that must also be overcome. 
 
 



Introduction 
 
Academics now work in a ‘knowledge competitive global environment’ (Hazelkorn 
2004, pp. 120-121). This chapter explores some implications of this globalisation. The 
chapter has three main topics which together address selected aspects of the macro 
and micro research environment in an increasingly globalised world, with particular 
reference to Asia. Government efforts in the UK and Australia to create or enhance 
the research environment are critiqued, with discussion of lessons learned and 
negative consequences which emerging research universities (for example in Asia) 
may choose to avoid. Alternatives based on academic rather than managerial values 
are provided. The chapter then turns to a brief review of the literature on selected 
aspects of the research environment in Asia. This is followed by a summary of lessons 
learned and guidelines for those interested in enhancing research in and about Asia. 
These conceptual points are followed by fundamentals of good practice in creating a 
cross-national research environment. Given that publication is the hallmark of 
productive and effective research, encouraging academic staff and doctoral students to 
publish is vital, and forms the final part of the chapter.  
 
There is some debate in the literature about what constitutes research, but the essential 
core of this activity is creating new knowledge, by analysing the latest in scholarly 
literature, empirical and other forms of information gathering and analysis, relating 
this information to the existing body of knowledge and submitting work to scholarly 
colleagues’ scrutiny through conference presentations and publication (Shamai & Kfir 
2002). Not all universities and their staff engage in research as defined here, but this 
chapter is concerned with those who wish to progress in this essential academic 
endeavour.  
 
The Macro Research Environment – Organisation Structure and Culture 
 
The literature identifies many factors conducive to an effective research environment, 
including the right organisation culture and structure, human resource management 
policies and general management and leadership. Other known factors include: 
 
• clear goals for coordination 
• research emphasis 
• distinctive culture 
• positive group climate 
• decentralised organisation structure 
• participative governance – institutional management that allows the academic 

community to have extensive control over academic regulations and programs 
• frequent communication 
• academic freedom where staff and students can pursue knowledge where it leads 
• academics can publish their work without fear of sanction 
• human resource policies – top quality academic research staff with secure jobs and 

favourable working conditions 
• appropriate rewards 
• recruitment emphasis on research 
• internal (non competitive) research funding 
• relief from workloads to leave time for research  



• mentoring new staff 
• research seminars and training in research methods, including how to write for 

publication 
• leadership with both research and management skills. 
 
(Source: adapted from Altbach 2004; Bland & Ruffin 1992 in Pratt, Margaritis & Coy 
1999, p. 44; Deem & Lucas 2007, p. 127). 
 
By examining the factors, certain barriers to creating a research environment in some 
universities can be identified. Barriers for newer universities to enter the global 
knowledge community include that they: 
 
• are not resourced for research 
• do not have the institutional infrastructure and support for research 
• have staff without research postgraduate qualifications who were originally hired 

only to teach 
• suffer teaching workloads that are higher than traditional research institutions 
• offer courses that are innovative and vocationally orientated but which have no 

research history 
• operate as a business in the case of private institutions so may not value research 
(Hazelkorn 2004; Meredith 2009, pers. comm.). 
 
Starting with the macro perspective, creating a research environment requires 
attention to structure, culture and specific programs and actions. Promoting research 
through effective structuring has been discussed at length in Shamai and Kfir (2002), 
who found a range of organisation configurations varying in the degree of 
centralisation and the number of research-active staff. Generally speaking the 
preferred structure was multi-core, where several collaborative, research intensive 
groups existed across the university.  
 
Turning next to culture, it can be defined as a system of shared beliefs and values in 
an organisation (university wide) or sub-unit (academic school or faculty). The shared 
beliefs and values guide members’ behaviour (Wood et al. 2004). In the academic 
context this can be translated to ‘beliefs, rituals and values underpinning the pursuit of 
scientific capital’ (Deem & Lucas 2007, p. 125). For a true research culture to exist, 
most or all staff should agree that research is valuable and engage in research. 
Research cultures can be emerging, established or embedded, reflecting stages over a 
period of development (Ebbutt 2002). The chapter turns next to the impact of 
government quality agendas which have attempted to impose a certain type of 
research culture. 
 
Bean Counting, Managerialism and Performative Culture 
 
It seems with the ‘quality’ drive of the UK and Australian governments over recent 
years one of the main structural responses from universities has been to create (or 
expand) the Research Office which is now ‘ubiquitous’. By virtue of the necessity to 
report performance data to governments, centralised structures have ensued. Led by a 
senior academic the role of the Research Office is usually to create a research strategy 
and focus resources in schools or disciplines most likely to ‘succeed’ on government 
criteria (Hazelkorn 2004, p. 128). Can such high-level, centralised structures achieve 



much more than compliance with government regulations and requirements? The UK 
Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) (2009) found pockets of excellence outside 
designated centres of concentration. Nonetheless centralisation appears to be a 
common institutional response to the need to create or enhance the research 
environment. This bureaucratic structure contradicts the notion of organisation culture 
as shared values and beliefs. A government-imposed measurement and assessment 
regime does not necessarily lead to shared values or appropriate, research-conducive 
values. Indeed, whether these exercises increase quality is itself contested. For 
example, Hodder and Hodder (2010) found that the Performance-Based Research 
Fund (PBRF) in New Zealand lead to an increase in quantity of publications but these 
tended to be in lower ranked journals.  
 
Government quality frameworks shift power from the academic community to 
government, with business-like systems for accountability, efficiency and quality 
(Yokoyama 2006), in an ‘audit-led’ environment that leaves little room for developing 
long-term research (Elliot et al. 2002, p. 326). Policy is formulated in a top-down 
manner and resources redistributed to suit new research strategies and cost 
effectiveness imperatives. This translates into managerialism in academic 
departments; with management and monitoring of funding from grants, publications, 
and research training in terms of the number of doctoral graduates; to improve quality 
ratings (Yokoyama 2006, p. 313, 314). This quality focus is evident in the UK and 
Australia. It values certain actions on the part of researchers that can be (easily) 
measured including the number, size and type of competitive research funding grants, 
number of publications in ranked or rated journals, number of research students 
completing and discipline assessment-panel ratings. In fact, the UK is introducing a 
new framework in 2014 which will make even greater use of bibliometrics (Carr 
2009), although, in a positive move, the intent is also to look more at the impact of the 
research (Corbyn 2009).  
 
Despite the then Australian Minister for innovation, Industry, Science and Research’s 
claim that the new system will cut red tape (Carr 2009), government quality 
frameworks of this type have been criticised on a number of grounds, including that 
they are anathema to the academic freedom needed to pursue independent thought and 
new knowledge, since:  
 

leading academics has been likened to “herding cats”, yet the very strength of 
the university system lies in the independent thought, creativity and autonomy 
of the people who work in them. Unilateral top-down leadership is clearly at 
odds with the traditional values of academic freedom and autonomy, 
democratic participation and the variety of academic interests (Middlehurst, 
1993 in Spendlove 2007, p. 407). 

 
In this regime, universities become market driven, fund-seeking, ‘corporatised’ 
bodies. Research has to be packaged with a short term focus to achieve grant-
reporting deadlines and publication goals (Parker & Guthrie 2005, p. 5). Universities 
are engaged in ‘academic capitalism’ where researchers struggle to maintain 
traditional academic practices and ideals as well as face demands for entrepreneurial 
activities, which ironically may ultimately serve to decrease research quality (Ylijoki 
2003). Researchers engage in less research and more project management to ensure 
funding deadlines and milestones are reached. Contract researchers are used to 



execute the project, often on a short-term basis. Research training is seen in old-
fashioned terms of a rational process of accumulating a pre-specified body of 
knowledge (Manathunga, Lant & Mellick 2007). Further we see: 

 
the development of performative cultures and the forms of performance 
assessment and management associated with them. Such cultures appear to be 
characterised by an intolerance of the need for time and a stress on the 
importance of the ever-active performer striving to meet his or her 
performance targets in a climate of accountability founded upon distrust 
(Elliot et al. 2002, p. 347). 

 
Another criticism is that the bibliometrics proposed for the Australian Excellence in 
Research Australia (ERA) framework measures what has been done on the past and 
does not necessarily have the flexibility to measure the quality and scope of new 
thinking and its future social or economic impact (Dodgson 2009). 
 
Emerging research universities may wish to avoid the negative consequences of top-
down, imposed, research performance frameworks, which have many critics. Not all 
are advocates of ‘bean counting’ or ‘metric mania’ in research quality. 
 
A Values-based Approach  
 
Some would prefer an inclusive, values-based approach (Suchan 2008, p. 352, 356). 
Since organisation culture represents shared values, it seems reasonable to argue that 
any senior management or government wishing to improve research quantity and 
culture would be better advised to develop the organisational culture rather than 
imposing bureaucratic structures based on rules, regulations and indicator-based 
performance management. Organisation theory tells us that structure is only one 
mechanism for organising and controlling behaviour. Culture based on shared values 
is preferred. Progressive organisations seeking a competitive advantage are turning to 
this more contemporary approach (McShane & Travaglione 2007). Universities, 
typically slow to adopt management innovations, could well learn from their more 
advanced, private sector counterparts.  
 
Even though a performative culture may lead to more research in some institutions, 
there are other ways of achieving good research. An alternative to bureaucracy and 
strict control of numbers based on managerialism and institutional imperatives is 
values-based professionalism. This is applicable to the academic research 
environment, where collegiality is based on low levels of hierarchy and high levels of 
trust, and discipline comes from peer expectations and professional values in a 
community of scholars, who make decisions amongst peers of equal decision making 
power (Yokoyama 2006, p. 312). 
 
With the push for Asian universities to increase research and publication, will they 
inevitably follow the UK and Australian imposed metrics model, or opt for a more 
values-based approach? The following section reviews some features of the emerging 
research landscape in parts of Asia. 
 
Emerging Research Environments in Asia 
 



Not all universities in Asia are research institutions. Like their US counterparts, many 
are teaching-focussed (Altbach 2004). However due to globalising influences, some 
universities in Asia are, for the first time, requiring staff to research and publish in 
international (US and UK) journals (Kwan 2009). Some Australian universities with 
offshore campuses and partners in Asia are also seeking increased research activity 
(Trounson 2009). Universities in Asian nations such as China, Singapore and South 
Korea are seeking to enhance their research status (Altbach 2004; Kong 1999). 
Government funds for research in China are increasing at the rate of twenty per cent 
per annum (Yigong &Yi 2010). In the 1990s, the research output and quality of top 
universities in East Asia equated to that of research-oriented universities in the US. 
However, in lower-ranked East Asian universities, productivity dropped more quickly 
compared to a less steep decline moving down the rank of US universities (Jin & Yau 
1999, p. 709).  
 
In parts of Asia at least, long history per se is not the sole determinant of research and 
publication productivity as some of the oldest universities such as Tokyo University 
and the University of Hong Kong, were not amongst the top producers. Newer 
universities such as the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology and the 
Chinese University of Hong Kong did well. Rather than history or longevity, 
emphasis on and motivation for research made the difference (Jin & Yau 1999). In 
any case, although many universities seek or claim to be world class, aiming to be 
national or regional class may be more realistic and preferable to copying wealthy and 
elitist institutions (Altbach 2004). Further, one does not have to be a world class 
university to succeed in research. For example, reports from the 2008 UK RAE in 
business and management indicated that world class research is to be found in many 
places, not just in centres of excellence (RAE 2009). 
 
Doing Research in Asia from the Inside and the Outside 
 
There has been a shift in attitudes and perceptions about and amongst academics from 
Asia. In the past, Asian and other non-Western journal editorial boards and other 
advisory bodies sought to have researchers from the UK and US on their boards to 
add ‘legitimacy’. Subsequently it was more likely that US and UK universities sought 
to include academics in Asia in their activities (Kong 1999). Kong saw this shift as 
representing an ‘equal opportunity’ initiative and this may well have been the case. In 
the present decade it is more likely that Eastern-Western connections are established 
due to globalisation of business and needs of Western organisations to understand the 
regions where their operations and customers are based. Further, Australian 
universities (such as the Southern Cross University professional doctorates program) 
depend on overseas students for a large portion of their income (Ellis & Anderson 
2009) and set up partnerships with Asian universities. Finally, Asian doctoral students 
in Australian universities are interested in researching their home country.  
 
In addition to the above reasons for a focus on Asia, another is recognition of the 
intrinsic value of management research in Asia by Asian researchers. It has the 
potential to substantially expand the body of management and business knowledge by 
developing local organisations, adding to the richness of global understanding, and 
bringing Asian modes of thought to management problems. Some Asian management 
researchers may need to learn from the West, but at the same time should be self-
confident and courageous in using indigenous knowledge to make contributions to 



theory-building with global relevance (Meyer 2006). There is room for research in 
Asian contexts to have an impact on concepts and theories in non-Asian research, 
since ‘Asia represents a rich supply of phenomena at the interface between actors 
from different contexts, and questions of change and adaptation’ (White 2002, p. 
203).  
 
In management and business research there is an increasing awareness that the context 
is important, in terms of the country in which the theory is being developed or the 
research conducted. It is no longer sufficient to deliberately ignore or unconsciously 
overlook the impact of the country context. Typically, much of what is accepted as 
standard theory in business and management is US-developed and should be seen as 
specific to that nation (Whetten 2009). It is incorrect to assume that these ideas can be 
simply transported and applied in other nations, particularly in Asia. In any case Asian 
nations are not homogenous any more than are Asian universities. In fact Asia 
represents a ‘mosaic’ of ‘realities (Altbach & Umakoshi 2004, p. 9).  
 
Drawing on 840 research articles on management in Asia, White (2002) is critical of 
research efforts to date, claiming they have been too simple, relying on basic analyses 
and lacking rigorous sampling techniques. There needs to be more efforts to develop 
research beyond that which simply describes the situation for those interested in Asia. 
White (2002) considers that Indians, Japanese, Koreans, ethnic Chinese and 
Singaporeans make significant contributions to Asian research. The ‘best’ research 
includes researchers from both the Asian nation and another country or countries, with 
researchers native to each country. India and Singapore are singled out as being 
dominated by in-country researchers, focusing only on those two countries. Japan has 
been subject to much research by academics on the inside and the outside, but without 
sufficient comparison to other nations.  
 
Further to these specific critiques of research in specific countries, more general 
questions include: how well is research in Asia assisting us to understand more deeply 
and broadly the phenomena that are relevant to this area? Has research in this area 
added to general theory and practice? Should we be using new methods? (White 
2002). Some suggestions for developing the globalised research environment follow:  
 

• develop ‘native’ understanding of the theory and in-depth understanding of the 
social context in the original and new setting 

• think about what is perceived as general knowledge versus local knowledge – 
for example Australian academics may consider Western theories to be 
general knowledge and anything that is unfamiliar to them in an Asian context 
might be seen as ‘local’ knowledge – in the eyes of Asian academics or 
research subjects, the reverse would be the case 

• graphics and symbolic representations may have more universal meaning than 
words and can be useful for spanning the cross-context gap 

• use cross-national or cross-context research teams (Whetten 2009). 
 
Areas where cross-context research could be improved or extended: 
 

• identify existing ethnic, cultural and geographic boundaries to research and 
consider going beyond them 



• make comparisons between Asia and more, different countries, including 
Europe, Latin America and Africa. 

• don’t assume homogeneity within a specific context or country –  seek more 
heterogeneity 

• move beyond simple descriptions and correlations to understand relationships 
and processes to answer the how and why questions 

• use mixed methods to address dynamic processes rather than static variables 
• choose sample based on more sophisticated criteria 
• establish the true interpretation of research questions, instruments or 

constructs from the respondent’s point of view, to improve interpretive 
validity 

• be very clear about the context and therefore generalisability of the findings 
(White 2002, p. 303). 

 
White asks pertinent questions. Drawing on experience in three successful cross-
country studies in Japan, China and Thailand, Australian-based researchers Kritz et al. 
(2009) noted the following success factors, partially answering White’s questions 
from a practical viewpoint: 
 

• a more thorough literature review than normal, to identify difficulties previous 
researchers had in accessing the right people in Asia and to understand cultural 
issues 

• initial exploratory discussions with individuals ‘on the ground’ in the target 
nation to explore access and cultural issues 

• preliminary or pilot interviews to gather first-hand and up-to-date knowledge 
of management issues in the target nation, to identify any problems with 
interview techniques, difficult questions and obtaining referrals to other 
interviewees 

• where possible start with existing contacts in the researchers’ home country to 
gain referrals to interviewees in the target country 

• establishing researcher credibility by developing considerable knowledge 
about the country, culture (including simple formalities, codes of conduct and 
mannerisms) and business issues before doing interviews 

• having a strong focus on one clear theme, rather than a more open-ended 
investigation 

• establishing and refining clear definitions of constructs, in the language of the 
target country, even if the interviews are conducted in English. 

 
Partnering with academics from Western universities can be a successful strategy for 
developing the research environment and transferring skills and knowledge between 
academics in Asia and other countries. This strategy has been successfully employed 
by Australian universities such as Southern Cross University (SCU), where the 
Graduate College of Management has several overseas university partners. Apart from 
the business benefits of such arrangements, there are mutual gains in terms of SCU 
having access to research populations in Asian nations and ‘insider’ knowledge of 
local culture which might otherwise be inaccessible. In turn, partner organisations and 
their doctoral students have a pipeline to Western research traditions, skills, 
publication outlets and support. SCU’s Asian students have good contacts in Asia for 
accessing respondents and understanding the business and management issues in their 



home country. However they do not necessarily have the deep understanding of 
Western theory and concepts that they wish to study, so that it can be difficult to be 
confident that the interpretation of a particular management construct accurately 
reflects its meaning in that country.  
 
Developing the Research Environment for Neophyte Academics  
 
It is increasingly the case that the typical academic career relies on having completed 
research training in the form of a doctorate. The emerging government-driven, 
measurement-focused, research environment demands new interest in the processes 
and procedures that surround this qualification. The doctorate is subject to critical 
analysis, supervisors’ roles and training are challenged, and the doctorate is seen as a 
means to achieve national needs for innovation and development (Boud & Tennant 
2006; Deem & Lucas 2007). Whether in the East or West, doctoral students are the 
pool from which future academics will be sourced. Thus inculcating them with the 
values and skills of research is an important developmental activity.  
 
In contrast, increasing numbers of individuals see doctorates as an important step in 
their professional career outside of academe. This brings fresh cohorts of students 
who may not share the traditional culture of research that values dissemination of new 
knowledge through publication (Boud & Tennant 2006; Deem & Lucas 2007). 
Evidence-based practice for professionals in industry and the public sector is gaining 
currency and is another reason to encourage research and dissemination of its results 
(Ebbutt 2002). School teachers are a good example. As the results from a UK study 
indicate in Table 14.1, there are many valuable reasons for these professionals to carry 
out research. 
 
Table 14.1: Reasons for Teachers to Conduct Research 
 

Reason No 
To generate greater understanding of specific issues in teaching 
and/or learning  

23 

To solve immediate problems  10 
Effective self-directed continuing professional development  9 
To regain professional control over and confidence in what happens 
in classroom 

9 

Part of higher degree/program giving access to promotion  8 
To satisfy intellectual curiosity about issues of teaching and learning  6 
To capitalise on collaboration with colleagues  5 
To provide evidence and feedback on aspects of School 
Improvement Plan  

5 

As part of reflective practice  4 
To promote development of teaching as evidence-based profession  4 
To provide data for external researchers  3 

 
(Source: Worrall 2004, p. 140) 
 
In Australia, doctoral education needs to improve completion rates, prepare students 
to make the transition to work, benchmark practices and outcomes and improve equity 
and access (Evans 2007). Participating in an academic community with a strong 



research culture enables doctoral students to learn a range of skills and attitudes, yet 
this aspect of students’ experience in Australia has been rated poorly (Kiley 2005). 
Perhaps if this process was improved, there would be fewer academic staff resisting 
research and publication. 
 
The non-science disciplines (such as management and business) offer less in the way 
of a research culture and community to their students compared to the sciences, where 
students are more likely to be part of collective research efforts. Science research 
supervisors typically enlist students in a research team working on aspects of the 
supervisor’s project. The management and business discipline could do more in this 
regard, particularly for international and part-time students who find it harder to 
access research culture even where it does exist (Deem & Brehony 2000). For 
example in the Graduate College of Management (GCM) at SCU, the majority of 
students are generally independent researchers each working on self-initiated projects. 
This is good for encouraging the initiative and interests of individual students but also 
means the GCM misses out on an opportunity to channel individual efforts into a 
greater whole, creating a critical mass which is more likely to attract attention and 
support.  
 
Discursive Skills Needed for Research Publication 
 
As noted, universities must demonstrate good performance in supervising doctoral 
students. Poor supervision is evident in complaints, withdrawals and failure to 
complete or delayed completion (Nulty et al. 2009). Another indicator of supervision 
effectiveness is publication. Publishing from doctorates is important in its own right, 
not just to earn points in government dictated reward systems. The discipline field can 
be moved forward by the ‘professional dialogue and knowledge building’ generated 
by doctoral research dissemination (Kamler 2008, p. 285). The ‘publish or perish’ 
imperative has always existed in academe. The main difference is that it has now been 
codified in government performance systems and used to threaten academics’ job 
security, rather than simply being the means by which the autonomous collegiate 
determined who rose to the top and joined the professoriate. Nonetheless, doctoral 
students need to publish if they want to have an academic career.  
 
Despite the irresistible thrust for more research and publication arising from 
globalisation, individual academics offer a range of reasons for not being more 
research-active, with the predominant one being lack of time due to heavy teaching 
and administration workloads, (Studman & Tsheko 2007), along with lack of 
experience or training (Deem & Lucas 2007; Hazelkorn 2004). Research and 
publication are ‘viewed by both management and staff alike as potentially useful 
things to do if time and resources allow after the “critical” activities of curricular 
development and delivery have been attended to’ (Brotherton 1998, p. 311). 
 
The pressure on academics to publish has flowed down to doctoral students during 
their candidature. It is important to encourage publishing early in the academics’ 
career, as evidence suggests that those who start out publishing continue to do so 
(Teodorescu 2000). However it is considered to be a daunting task, and doctoral 
students need instruction in international research publishing (Kwan 2009). Co-
authoring papers with the supervisor is an effective means but is practiced more in the 
sciences than humanities (Kamler, 2008; Kwan 2009). Many students are initially 



intimidated by the process and doubt their ability to make sense of peer-reviewed 
research articles (Vaughn 2003, p. 816). Therefore it seems likely that creating such 
articles is equally daunting. Submitting work for publication puts the individual under 
scrutiny with the risk of failure: an aversive experience for some. Students perceive 
that doctoral writing and publication require tremendous effort and struggle and 
induce significant anxiety. They need to be robust in the face of rejection and 
persistent to conduct frequent revision. Supervisors have a pivotal role in developing 
these emotional aspects of students’ attitudes to publishing (Kamler 2008). In addition 
to this emotional resilience, writing a research article requires complex discursive 
skills as shown in Table 14.2. Kwan (2009) found only a limited number of Hong 
Kong universities offer courses in these skills, and most focused on the first set of 
skills. That is, discursive competence was most frequently taught. 
 
Table 14.2: Four Sets of Discursive Skills Required to Publish Academic 
Research 
 
Discursive 
competence 
 

• communicating the research through article format 
• communicating about the article to ‘gatekeepers’  
• organising the research article so that it complies with 

discipline and individual journal standards in terms of 
structure, reference style and so on 

• grasping the language, tone and citation method of the 
discipline and journal 

• mastering the intricacies of English for students and 
researchers where English is not the first language 

• interpreting, responding to and addressing reviewers’ 
(often vague) comments 

Strategic research 
conception 
 

• theoretical and methodological rigour (taken for granted) 
• identifying trends, gaps and niches in the current 

literature – keeping in mind that an under-explored area 
is not necessarily a publishable one 

• identifying relevance to the international (US and UK) 
scholarly community  

• identifying specific and sufficient journals to which the 
research is relevant  

Strategic management 
of research and 
publishing 
 

• managing the quantity and timing of publications vis-à-
vis the project and any university performance 
assessment policy and procedure 

• knowing how long it takes to write an article, submit it, 
receive reviews (or rejection) revise the article and 
resubmit it and the timing of publication thereafter. 

• having other journals in mind in case of rejection  
Competence in 
publishing the thesis-
in-progress 
 

• executing the doctorate through article publication 
instead of writing a thesis  

• converting the thesis to articles requires re-
contextualising, reframing, trimming, condensing and 
restructuring 

• there is a wider academic audience compared to just the 
examiners  



• simultaneously publishing articles and writing the thesis 
• knowing what is publishable –  on finishing the literature 

review the student should know more about the topic than 
almost anyone else, representing a publishing opportunity 

• if an unusual method is employed this may also be 
publishable 

• finally the results may be published and since a thesis 
usually contains large quantities of results – deciding 
how to distribute these results between various papers.  

 
 
Source: adapted from Kwan, 2009, pp. 3-5 
 
Despite claims that writing can be developed by a large range of academics and does 
not need to be confined to a few stars (Boice in Martin 2009), the skills shown in 
Table 2 are complex, challenging and not necessarily easy to articulate or acquire. 
Converting management and business students and teaching-focussed academics into 
accomplished researchers with the skills and confidence to publish in international 
journals is no easy task, in the West or the East. These are just some of the nitty gritty 
details that governments, university management and academics have to grapple with 
to ensure that those who want to, are able to participate in the new research 
environment.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Publish or perish has long been synonymous with academic success in established 
research institutions. Nonetheless, not all universities or all academics engage in 
research and publication. Globalisation, along with other pressures, has seen the 
emergence of the publish or perish imperative in a new guise: government and senior 
management driven, top-down, performative and managerial measurement systems 
which contradict academic values of freedom, collegiality, peer-review, trust and 
democracy. Universities wishing to promote a research culture would do well to 
remove impediments to research such as excessive teaching loads, provide adequate 
funding and other forms of support and encourage research based on professional 
academic values being widely shared and strongly held, rather than adopting a ‘big 
stick’ approach.  
 
Research output and quality in Asia is best likened to a mosaic with patches of 
brilliance in the form of international standing and other parts where teaching is the 
only priority. Nonetheless, globalisation means many opportunities for Western, 
Asian and other academics to engage more fully in research; be confident in what 
their own country can add to the understanding and practice of management; and 
work toward a richer, mutual, global, understanding, based on more sophisticated, 
multi-nation research networks and mixed methods.  
 
Those tasked with supervising and training doctoral students and emerging academics 
should heed this advice, as well as ensuring a research culture in which they can be 
immersed. Interestingly the imperative for research is echoed in other professions 
with the need for evidence-based practice. It is clear that discursive competence, 
conceiving research strategically, managing research and publishing and 



understanding the wider audience for and networks involved in academic publishing 
are key skills individuals need to engage with to enhance the wider research 
environment.  
 
Overall it would seem that globalisation, government and university senior 
management require all current and aspiring academics to engage in research and 
publication, but all may not be capable. Further, current structural, interventionist, 
centralised strategies to achieve this aim may be better replaced with a reliance on, 
and promulgation of traditional academic values.  
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