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EXAMINATION OF NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OPERATING STANDARDS
WITHIN POST-1995 UNIVERSITIES IN TANZANIA

Yohana Stephano William

In an effort to ensure that universities possess the quality of being global, national
and local (glonacal) institutions, some developing countries have engaged in setting
standards and regulations to achieve the goal. However, unlike developed economies, the
gap between the global and local contexts in which universities in developing countries
operate is huge. As a result, there is a need to examine the dovetailing of national standards
within the operating milieu of young universities in Tanzania. The study has three
objectives: (i) to examine how national standards were formulated and enforced; (ii) to
examine their relevance, in terms of how they encapsulated the ‘glonacal concept’ of the
university, and their compatibility, in terms of how harmoniously they worked with
inherent university values such as autonomy and creativity; and (iii) to use the opinions of
students and academics to examine the extent to which the standards are reflected by the
operating milieu in post-1995 universities, with a focus on resources.

Informed by a dialectic paradigmatic philosophical stance and a convergent parallel
research design of a mixed methods approach, qualitative data were analysed using
thematic strategy with the help of NVivo 11. For quantitative data, SPSS version 24
facilitated descriptive analysis to understand the milieu of universities in relation to
standards, while correlation using Cramer’s V assessed the relationships and their strengths
for particular indicators related to standards across universities. The sample consisted of
nine university officials, 225 academics, 1146 students from the four post-1995
universities and four officials from the Agency.

The study found that the formulation of standards constituted of policy borrowing
and learning from external systems, and that the process of their construction was based on
the selective participation of stakeholders. Their enforcement was found to have largely
followed soft power approaches. Regarding their relevance, they were found to reflect
predominantly global aspects. Despite some complaints, they were largely compatible with
inherent university values such as autonomy and creativity. Lastly, notwithstanding the
commendable efforts expended by both the Agency and universities, the operating milieu
in universities were found to reflect poorly the desired goals of the standards.

These findings reinforce the theory that the dependence of developing countries’
higher education systems on those of developed countries’ systems through policy
borrowing and learning has continued to cause stagnation in the achievement of their
desired goals. Moreover, the findings confirm that, when applied to resource-constrained
or mediatory characterised contexts, ‘soft power’ enforcement approaches are likely to
result in precarious results associated with a relative lack of success or success may take
longer than when their counterpart ‘coercive’ approaches are applied. Consequently, there
exists a need to combine in a smarter way the application of soft power and coercive
enforcement approaches and also the need for universities to learn how to enhance the
learning experience in a resource-constrained context.
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1 Introduction

This chapter presents the background to the problem and the aim of the study. Specifically,
it covers: the background to the problem; a brief history of university education in
Tanzania; management of universities in Tanzania; a statement of the problem; the purpose
of the study; the research questions; the significance of the study; and the researcher’s

reflexivity and positionality in the study.

1.1 Background to the problem

In many countries, universities are regarded as autonomous institutions. That is, from the
institutional perspective, they are independent to make decisions regarding their operations
such as the formulation of mission, vision, design of programmes, admission of students
and ensuring that quality education is provided without much interference from external
forces (Huisman, 2009). However, when discussing the instrumental perspective of
universities, Huisman (2009) also posits that universities cannot help being used as
instruments of the policies and intentions of various external stakeholders, of which the
strongest is perhaps the government of the country in which they are located. This means
that, unlike other external forces, governments have significant influence and impact on the

operation of universities.

The above argument further suggests that how governments go about organising and
coordinating the provision of university education has enormous implications for the
growth, outcomes and development of this crucial sector, and this therefore forms an
important research agenda (Carnoy et al., 2013). This also means that forces emanating
from the government, combined with those from the changing global higher education
landscape and those from stakeholders such as students and employers, have substantially
became the focal point of universities’ operation in terms of everyday decisions that
involve acting on and reacting to such forces. Specifically, forces from government may
consist of laws, regulations and standards established with the intention of organising and
governing the provision of university education, whereas forces from changes in the global
higher education landscape may consist of globalisation, modernisation, marketisation and

internationalisation.

The existence of such forces influencing university operations could also be argued to form

the multidirectional efforts expended towards the provision of university education that

1
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addresses the glonacal needs and hence creation of a glonacal university. By a glonacal
university, it refers to analysis of a university in terms of being able to simultaneously
achieve its goals in three dimensions which are local, national and global. Put forward by
Jones (2008), as a local institution, a university should be able to addresses the needs of
local community in which they are located such as admitting students from their localities,
addressing needs from surrounding geographical areas or producing graduates that are able
to address needs in different localities. As a national institution, it should produce skilled
manpower and thinkers for various disciplines and occupations that in turn increase
productivity and offer services that contribute to economic development of a nation (Jones,
2008).

Lastly, as an international institution, it should be internationally competitive, modern,
recognised through rankings, able to attract both best and international students and
faculty, and able to engage in activities that have global reach and international impacts
(Jones, 2008). In this case, indicators of global nature may include flows of cross border or
global flows such as: flows of people (students and faculties), flows of information and
knowledge, flows of norms, ideas and policies, flows of technology, finance and other
economic resources which according to Marginson (2008) are also exceptionally dynamic
and uneven. The other indicator is the ongoing trend of building world-class universities
across the globe (Alperin, 2013; Byun, Jon and Kim, 2012; Altbach, 2004).

It should be noted that, although there has been a movement towards the notion of a global
university, there is also a caveat on this perspective. That is, being a global university or
being able to address the global dimension should not imply or lead to stepping back at the
local and national dimensions (Jones, 2008). In other words, a global university can and
should simultaneously be a national and a local institution meanwhile a local university
can and should also be a national and global institution. In this regard, the argument of a
glonacal university matrix aims at providing a framework for looking at globalisation and
internationalisation in higher education without losing sight of the local and national

dimensions (Jones, 2008).

Along the same line of argument, it follows that the deliberate involvement of the
government in this phenomenon implies that achieving the glonacal university goal is not
an interest and a challenge to universities alone, but also to governments (Altbach, 2004).
The evidence includes the considerable measures taken by many countries around the

globe to make their higher education systems an important reform agenda focusing on
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addressing the global dimension or character of a university (Lee, 2013; Alperin, 2013;
Yang and Welch, 2011). As a result of this trend, old and newly established universities in
both developing and developed countries are being compelled to have not only a good
number of well-trained and qualified academics, but also modern facilities and conducive

milieu for the provision of university education.

Nevertheless, achieving and maintaining standards in higher education systems that
simultaneously address the international and local demands is not easy for either
institutions or governments. It takes time, a high degree of commitment by both
institutions and government and substantial investment (Yang and Welch, 2011). In fact, it
has been found that even in countries with institutionalised quality systems and standards
like the United Kingdom, United States and Germany, not all universities have managed to
achieve these standards (Altbach, 2004).

A good example of the situation above can be drawn from the United Kingdom, where it
was reported that some reputable universities were challenged to accommodate in halls
their admitted students, thus some students were reported to be sharing single rooms, and
some experienced difficulties in finding and in renting private accommodation (BBC,
2014). This example implies that setting or having standards and regulations governing or
guiding the establishment and operation of universities does not necessarily guarantee the
existence of a quality education system or standardised education system across the
country. The fundamental argument is that, whilst it may be relatively easy to create good
standards, it is much more difficult to ensure that the entire higher education system is
operating to the set standards. Further, universities may comply technically with the
regulations just to showcase and increase their legitimacy to the regulatory authorities, yet

actual practice may tell a different story.

For developing countries, this is even a bigger challenge for several reasons. First,
although it is true that one way to establish a quality and internationally competitive higher
education system is through adoption of particular standards, the characteristics and
requirements of a standardised higher education systems is still ambiguous (Salmi, 2009).
That is, the definition of a university that meets the standards to be reputable is still
contested and debated (Byun, Jon and Kim, 2012). Consequently, what sets of guidelines
and standards are relevant and fit for purpose is contested, because ‘one size’ does not
seem to fit all contexts. This situation may make universities in developing countries be in

limbo with regard to what conditions constitute a good or standardised university.
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Second, for effective institutionalisation and implementation of standards, there is a need
for universities to recognise, understand and appreciate that the existence and adoption of
such standards is part of the institutional definition, existence, vision and key factors in
provision of quality education that addresses glonacal needs. This is because if the
guidelines are not recognised by, do not seem to form part of the definition of what a
university is, or are further seen to be imposed by government (top-down instead of
bottom-up approaches), then some institutions, particularly those which feel that they have
a competent governance structure and are able to exercise autonomy, are likely to
circumvent them (Carnoy et al., 2013). This further implies that if the establishment of
standards and guidelines is through a bottom-up approach, by being first locally and
institutionally grounded, it is more likely to bring good levels of compliance than when
established through a top-down approach (from international - national - institutions). That
is, standards and guidelines are more likely to enhance the provision of education if they
consider the wider contexts in which universities operate, which for developing countries

is an important factor.

The third reason is that, due to their economic conditions, developing countries are unable
adequately to invest and finance the establishment of high-end higher education systems
(Ishengoma, 2008) that embrace all features of international standards in higher education
systems. This means that, unlike developed countries, the gap is significant between the
ideal or global and the contexts in which most universities in developing countries operate.
The implication is that, if features of higher education in developed countries, such as
those in Western Europe and North America, continue to dominate the recognition of good
and standardised education systems, then there are limited opportunities for developing
countries’ higher education systems to get through. For this reason, it is then better for
developing countries to focus on establishing and improving their higher education
systems within a glonacal framework rather than focus on adopting guidelines and
standards that largely reflect universities in developed countries (Alperin, 2013). Designing
an eclectic model of standards and guidelines will not only allow universities in developing
countries to adopt to the model seamlessly but also improve the provision of university
education that serves their social, political, economic, scientific and technological needs,
rather than pursue international standards and reputations. This is similar to the argument
put forward by Deem (2010), that, in addition to universities being seen as an important

sector for economic development, they are also institutions with an obligation to preserve a
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broader range of social functions that include the cultivation of citizenship and

preservation of cultural heritage.

Fourth, is it is argued that the internationalisation, modernisation and standardisation of
higher education reflect the dominance of Western countries over developing countries
(Alperin, 2013; Altbach, 2004; Yang and Welch, 2011). For example, the ranking of
universities is argued to be biased and based on Western standards. According to Alperin
(2013), statistics indicate that universities from North America and Western Europe have
high standards and tend to make up at least 75% of the top 50 universities. This suggests
that, no matter how good a university may be in a developing country, as long as it does
not reflect the standards found in Western European and North American universities it is
unlikely to be recognised as of ‘high standard’ or be ranked as a ‘good university’. This
makes the validity of existing standards questionable. Can it be true that only those
features found in Western European and North American universities define quality
university education or a good university? | argue that the concept of a good university
should not be reduced to these measurements and is bigger than the features found in

Western European and North American universities.

However, it should also be noted that the above arguments are not against the adoption of
standards, international features, modernisation or the standardisation of university
education in developing countries. As universities should prepare people to live and work
in local, national and global contexts, then standardisation and internationalisation of
higher education should be an integral part of the definition and existence of university and
university education. To realise this goal, flexibility and adaptability should be regarded as
important qualities of contemporary universities, particularly those in developing
countries. These qualities will allow universities to embrace changes whilst at the same

time valuing and maintaining their traditional characteristics.

In fact, it is difficult for universities completely to avoid pressure from the global
environment that has a direct relationship with and therefore inescapably tends to affect
what is happening in higher education, both at the institutional and national level (Carnoy
et al., 2013; Mhlanga, 2013). That is why even the ranking of universities tends to favour
institutions with strong international standards (Salmi, 2009). This argument implies that
there are good things that could be learned by developing countries from the global
environment as useful tools to enhance the context for provision of quality university

education. What is important, as Meyer et al. (2006) assert, is recognising that



Chapter 1

governments, as key players in the change process, have a powerful role in shaping higher
education systems in their countries in response to institutional inertia, national economic
contexts and international institutional environments. Therefore, having national standards
that blend international and local features would ideally and in practice be a good package
to govern the provision of university education in developing countries where resources are
limited, rather than full and blindly adoption of the international package. A failure fully to
meet the requirements of international standards does not necessarily lead to a lack of
quality in education. Although adherence to standards may improve the contexts for
provision of quality education, an improved context on its own is not synonymous with

quality.

1.2 A brief account of university education reforms in Tanzania.

In the past two decades, before which universities were few and owned by the state, there
has been a global shift in the provision of higher education. I argue that even developing
countries are currently experiencing a surge of newly established government and non-
government owned higher education institutions. For example, in Tanzania, university
education has undergone considerable growth and diversification over the past two decades
(Makulilo, 2012; Simon, 2010; Ishengoma, 2007). Before 1995, university education was
provided solely by government-owned universities and was conceived as a public and
social good whose operations could not be left in the hands of the private sector. From the
1970s up until 1995, the number of universities in Tanzania remained static at four.
However, after the amendment of National Education Act No. 25 of 1978 in 1995, which
amongst other things approved the establishment of non-government universities, there has
been a tremendous increase in the number of universities. Several government university
colleges that were under the supervision of older universities were transformed into
autonomous universities. In addition, new government and non-government owned
universities have been and continue to be established. For example, as seen in Table 1.1,
from 1995 to 2014, 21 universities (5 government and 16 non-government) were
established.



Table 1.1 post-1995 universities recognised by TCU by 2015
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Type of Year

SIN Name of Institution Ownership Established
1 Hubert Kairuki Memorial University Private 1996
2 International Medical and Technological University Private 1996
3 St. Augustine University of Tanzania Private 1996
4 State University of Zanzibar Public 1999
5  Tumaini University Makumira Private 1999
6  Mount Meru University Private 2002
7 University of Arusha Private 2003
8 Teofilo Kisanji University Private 2004
9  Muslim University of Morogoro Private 2005
10 $§(I;c:]r(1)ll\é|§;dela African Institute of Science and Public 2005
11 Catholic University of Health and Allied Sciences Private 2005
12 University of Dodoma Public 2006
13  Sebastian Kolowa Memorial University Private 2007
14 St. John’s University of Tanzania Private 2007
15 University of Bagamoyo Private 2009
16 Ekernforde Tanga University Private 2010
17 Tanzania International University Private 2010
18  St. Joseph University in Tanzania Private 2011
19  United African University of Tanzania Private 2011
20 Katavi University of Agriculture Public 2012
21 Mbeya University of Science and Technology Public 2012

Source: Tanzania Commission for Universities (TCU)

Note: Private means non-government owned and public means government owned.

Moreover, as indicated in Table 1.2, there has been tremendous increase in the number of

government and non-government owned university colleges. From 1995 to 2014, 19

university colleges (15 non-government and 4 government) affiliated to old and new

universities were established.
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Table 1.2 post-1995 Universities colleges recognised by TCU by 2015

Type of Ownership and Year
SIN Name of Institution affiliation Established
Private under Tumaini 1996
1 Iringa University College University Makumira
Private under Tumaini 1996
2 Kilimanjaro Christian Medical College University Makumira
Private under Tumaini 1997
3 Tumaini University Dar es Salaam College University Makumira
Public under international 1998
4 University College of Education Zanzibar University of Africa
Moshi University College of Cooperative and Public under Sokoine 2004
5 Business Studies University of Agriculture
Private under St. Augustine 2004
6 Ruaha University College University of Tanzania
Public under University of 2005
7 Mkwawa University College of Education Dar es Salaam
Private under St. Augustine 2005
8 Mwenge University College of Education University of Tanzania
Public university of Dar es 2006
9 Dar es Salaam University College of Education Salaam
Private under Tumaini 2007
10  Stefano Moshi Memorial University College University Makumira
Private under St. Augustine 2009
11  Stella Maris Mtwara University College university of Tanzania
12 Archbishop Mihayo University college of Private under St. Augustine 2010
Tabora University of Tanzania
Private under St. Augustine 2010
13 Jordan University College University of Tanzania
Private under Kampala
International University of 2010
14 Kampala International University Uganda
15 St Francis University College of Health and Private under St. Augustine 2010
Allied Sciences University of Tanzania
16  St. Joseph University College of Agricultural Private under St. Joseph 2011
Science and Technology University of Tanzania
17  St. Joseph University College of Information Private under St. Joseph 2011
Technology University of Tanzania
Private under Tumaini 2012
18  Josiah Kibira University College University Makumira
19  St. Joseph University College of Management  Private under St. Joseph 2012

and Commerce

University of Tanzania

Source: Tanzania Commission for Universities (TCU)
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Notes

* ‘Private’ means non-government owned, and ‘public’ means government owned.

*Tanzania Commission for Universities (TCU) has three clusters of recognised higher education
institutions: universities, university-colleges and centres or institutes.

*These two tables do not include a third cluster, which consists of 3 government and 11 non-
government centres or institutes that also award degrees.

The two tables, as summarised in Table 1.3, below suggest that the general number of non-
government owned universities in the country has already outstripped that of government
owned. Until 2014, there were 28 universities in the country, of which only 11 were
government and the remaining 17 were non-government. Second, the general number of
non-government university colleges has also outstripped the number of government
university colleges. While there were 19 university colleges, only four were government
owned.

Table 1.3 Summary of government and non-government universities in Tanzania

Government Non-government Total
Cluster No. % No. % No. %
Universities 11 39.3 17 60.7 28 100
University colleges 4 21 15 79 19 100

Source: Tanzania Commission for Universities data

Apart from the increase in the number of universities, the enrolment of students across the
three clusters has increased from academic year 2012/13 to 2016/2017. (See Table 1.4.)

Table 1.4 Enrolment of students from 2012/13 to 2016/17 academic years

Academic year

S/IN Cluster 2012/13  2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17
1 Universities 30,845 33,581 35,852 36,261 38,489
2 University colleges 7,765 10,491 11,825 13,829 12,219
3 University centres - 342 494 1,154 1,759
Total 38,610 44414 48,171 51,244 52,467

Source: Tanzania Commission for universities 2017 admission statistics.

Altogether, the tables suggest that, from 1995 to present, Tanzania has undergone major
reforms in expanding the provision of higher education where the private sector is taking a

lead, with the trend suggesting a prospect for more non-government universities to be
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established in the future. Following this, although majority of students are seem to be in
public universities (no specific data yet), it is possible to note that in the same former
socialist country (Tanzania), non-government institutions have started to gain momentum
in dominating the higher education system. The trend suggests that the country may follow
countries like Mexico, Brazil and Chile, where non-government universities now educate
more than half of the students, and countries like Indonesia, Japan and the Philippines,

where over 70% of enrolment is in non-government universities (Rena, 2010).

The expansion of university education in Tanzania described above resulted in benefits of
expanded access and participation in higher education. However, the expansion of any
level of education, if not managed in parallel with an increase in resources such as
academics, infrastructure and other teaching and learning facilities, may compromise the
quality of education provided. Therefore, since universities are expensive to establish and
operate, and governments and parents pay large sums of money for such level of education,
then, their expansion needs to be managed effectively in order to provide quality education
and to protect the interests of receivers of education, and the resources invested by

government and by parents. One way to managing this is through the use of standards.

1.3 Management of universities in Tanzania

With regard to management of universities, Clark (1983) suggests a classical model that
explains three ways (not mutually exclusive) for controlling, influencing and coordinating
of behaviour of higher education institutions. The alternatives are: state regulation;
professional self-regulation that Clark terms ‘the academic oligarchy’; and market forces
(Clark, 1983). I argue that these alternatives operate concurrently in managing and

influencing the behaviour of higher education system in Tanzania, as set out below.

Starting with state regulation, the Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MEST)
in Tanzania is in charge of overall educational matters and the formulation of educational
policy. Its core functions are coordinated through various divisions and units depending on
level (pre-primary, primary and post-primary) and type (adult and non-formal, special
needs, vocational education and distance learning). These divisions and units include, inter
alia, a higher education division that is in charge of higher education matters. Apart from
these units and divisions, there are other educational agencies, authorities, boards, councils,

commissions and institutes under the jurisdiction of MEST. For higher education, these
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include the Higher Education Student Loan Board (HESLB) and the Tanzania Commission
for Universities (TCU).

The HESLB is in charge of allocating loans to higher education students on the basis of
their financial needs and collecting loan repayments after graduation and employment of
the students. TCU is in charge of, inter alia, supervising and overseeing the higher
education legislative acts, policies and regulations developed by government/Parliament/
MEST, which universities must adopt to reflect the objectives and missions of both
government and universities. The TCU also acts as an external quality assurance agency on
behalf of the government. This role includes the evaluation of programmes and universities
based on clearly defined and transparent criteria and procedures that they have established.
Thus, the higher education system in Tanzania could be argued to be partly under the
standard-based evaluation system as proposed by the Dublin Descriptors (Westerheijden,
2007). According to the Dublin Descriptors, standards-based higher education systems are
those in which legal and external regulatory bodies (agencies) are established and
evaluation of the performance of universities is based on the standards set by these bodies.

That is, the legitimacy of universities is judged through the use of standards.

Second, regarding professional self-regulation or academic oligarchy, as put forward by
Clark (1983), universities in Tanzania are acknowledged by statute and regulatory
frameworks to be autonomous academic institutions. Therefore, autonomously and at their
own discretion, within the national institutional frameworks, new ideas and important
decisions come from within universities. They can establish their own systems of quality
assurance, standards, and mechanisms to control and govern their operations. This means
that universities’ own mission statements could partly be taken as the standards for the
self-defined purpose that universities have to achieve. According to the Dublin Descriptors
(Westerheijden, 2007), this characteristic legitimises them to be mission-based institutions,

hence they are evaluated on the basis of achievement of their own missions.

Third, apart from operating under academic oligarchy and being guided by regulations,
universities also operate under the influence of global and market forces and ethos. This is
because the majority of both government and non-government universities in Tanzania
compete for students (through marketing and branding) and are influenced by market
forces, including demands from students, the labour market and global forces such as
modernisation and internationalisation. Consequently, universities have shifted their

traditional impetus by increasingly becoming force absorbers, constantly adopting
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entrepreneurial and organisational change behaviour. Evidence of such changes includes
charging different fees for similar programmes, fees being contingent upon the perceived
relevance of courses in the labour market and the perceived return on employability (value
for money). Other changes include making decisions based on supply and demand forces
in the labour market, the student market, the cost of production (pressure to reduce cost),

and other market and economic forces.

This study primarily focuses on the state regulation of universities by specifically
examining the dovetailing of national university standards within the operating milieu of
post-1995 universities in Tanzania. This alternative and its associated specific measures
taken to regulate the behaviour of universities will be examined in more detail than the
other two. The following pages explain the different statutes and other regulatory measures
in place to ensure that both already established universities and those that are to be
established are managed to operate within the regulatory frameworks. The aim is to
highlight how the measures create conducive environment for higher education in
Tanzania to provide quality education that address both local and global needs and

demands.

1.3.1 The state regulation of universities in Tanzania

To understand how universities have been established and regulated, a historical approach
was adopted. Immediately after independence in 1961, Tanzania (at that time still
Tanganyika) had no universities. The country was under the University of East Africa,
which was established in 1963 as a University College of London. This university served
Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda. In 1970, it was split into three universities: University of
Nairobi-Kenya; Makerere University-Uganda; and University of Dar es Salaam-Tanzania.

This means that all universities in Tanzania were established after Independence.

Prior to the 1995 amendments, universities were being established by their own acts (each
university had its own act to establish and guide its operation). During this era, Tanzania
was following socialist ideals, therefore all universities established were owned by
government. Until early 1995, there were four University acts for four universities: The
University of Dar es Salaam Act of 1970; the Sokoine University of Agriculture Act of
1984; the Muhimbili University College of Health Science (Amendment) Act of 1991; and
the Open University of Tanzania Act of 1992.

12
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In 1995, an act to amend the Education Act No. 25 of 1978, namely the Education
(Amendment) Act No. 10 of 1995 was passed. This established the Higher Education
Accreditation Council (HEAC) and provided the procedures for accreditation of
universities and other related matters. From this time on, non-government universities were
to be established and accredited by HEAC, but government universities were still to be
established by their own acts (Education Act, 1995). In 2001, Mzumbe as a government

university was established by the Mzumbe Act of 2001.

However, in 2005, The Universities Act No. 7 of 2005 was enacted. This made provision
for the establishment, composition and functions of the Commission for Universities, the
coordination and rationalisation of the types and categories of universities, the promotion
and financing of higher education, the establishment and governance of universities, and
for other related matters (Universities Act, 2005). The act further amended the Education
Act No. 10 of 1995 by repealing the whole of Part IX, which covered the establishment of
the HEAC and the context under which it was to perform its mandate of accrediting
universities. The Universities Act 2005 also repealed all five individual University Acts
that had established the preceding five universities. As a result of the 2005 Act, the
Tanzania Commission for Universities (TCU) was created and all universities, government
and non-government owned, were now required to operate under the Universities Act 2005
and the guidance of the TCU.

Thus, the TCU was established as a government regulatory agency responsible for, inter
alia: regular auditing of the quality assurance mechanisms of universities; monitoring and
regulating the management and performance of universities; setting standards; accrediting
and registering all universities; considering and making recommendations to the Minister
regarding upgrading or downgrading the status of a university; providing guidance;
evaluating and monitoring academic staff development and the physical infrastructure and
programmes of universities; visiting universities; and inspecting and issuing penalties for
certain offences (Universities Act, 2005; Ministry of Education and VVocational Training,
2013).

It is further stipulated by the 2005 Act that universities shall prepare and submit annual
reports to the TCU. These reports should include a detailed evaluation of academic
activities, the extent to which the prescribed standards are met and their audited financial
accounts. Moreover, universities are to apply to TCU to be granted a Charter of

Incorporation by the President of Tanzania in the manner prescribed under the Universities
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Act 2005 and regulations made thereunder. In general, the aim of the Act is to ensure that
government and non-government universities, both existing and new, operate within the
equally regulated framework, to ensure an environment conducive for provision of quality

education that is responsive to both local and global contexts and needs.

The Universities Act Cap 346 of 2005 requires the TCU to set standards to guide the
operation of universities and the units within them. In fulfilment of this obligation, in 2012
the TCU issued standards and guidelines for various matters, including governance and
administration of university institutions. These standards and guidelines delineated
different clusters of university institutions such as universities, university colleges and
universities centres. They further defined governance units operating within universities

such as schools, colleges, faculties, departments and institutes (TCU, 2012b).

In addition to the above, there were standards for programmes offered by universities and
for human resources. The standards for programmes offered included, inter alia, the
existence and availability of approved number of programmes and courses to be delivered
by universities, their modes of delivery and minimum number of students in respect of
each programme. Standards for human resources included academics’ dispositions and

teacher—student ratios, depending on the mode of delivery and courses.

Another category included standards for physical facilities, technological resources and
infrastructure needed for effective and conducive delivery of various programmes. In
general, these include standards for seminar rooms, lecture rooms, lecture theatres,
laboratories (depending on discipline, such as business lab, education lab, fine art lab,
computer lab, physics lab, chemistry lab, botany lab, engineering lab, agricultural lab and
other labs); workshops for carpentry, electrical, fine arts, masonry and plumbing, and

standards for academic and administration, and administrative staff offices and buildings.

In addition, there were standards for facilities such as conference halls, student and staff
common rooms, student accommodation facilities including common rooms, hostel
management or warden offices, health and sanitation facilities such as ventilation, water
supply, toilets, sewerage and solid waste disposal. Other standards cover recreational
facilities such as football, netball, volleyball, swimming pools and other physical activity

facilities. There were also standards for public safety measures such as fire safety.

Universities were further required to have strategic plans approved by suitable university

governing bodies and validated by TCU, and to produce financial capacity and
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sustainability reports indicating the percentage of income received from fees and from
other sources, and the percentage of budget spent on personnel emoluments (TCU, 2012a).
In general, the aim of these standards is to ensure that universities and their units are
managed and operate in a more efficient manner. They also determine enrolment capacities
of various units and therefore maintain the quality of teaching and learning that is desirable
(TCU, 2012a).

The publication of these standards was followed by government notice (Ministry of
Education and Vocational Training, 2013) No. 226 namely the Universities General
Regulations that, amongst other things, stipulated the general arrangement and regulations
for the accreditation of universities, chartering procedures, admission procedures, and the
general provision of university education. This document is consistent with section 22 of
the Universities Act of 2005 that specifies procedures for establishing a university.
Specifically, it stipulates that any person who would wish to establish or accredit a
university will have to apply to the TCU and provide information to indicate the extent to
which the university in question complies with the guidelines explained above. Upon
receiving the application, the TCU verifies the particulars submitted by the applicant by
reviewing the documents and visiting the proposed university to carry out inspection and

assessment of facilities (Ministry of Education and VVocational Training, 2013).

1.4 Statement of the Problem

Since the enactment of the Education (Amendment) Act No. 10 of 1995, Tanzania has
witnessed a massive and rapid expansion of higher education institutions. Statistics show
that from 1995 to 2014 the number of universities increased from four to 28. In addition,
there are more than 19 university colleges. This increase suggests the government’s

willingness to widen access to university education.

However, to counter the effects of indiscriminate proliferation of higher education
institutions and ensure that universities provide education that addresses global, national
and local demands, minimum guidelines and standards were issued by Tanzania
Commission for Universities (TCU) in 2012. The document stipulates arrays of conditions
and standards under which university education should be provided, and how universities
should be established and managed (TCU, 2012a). This was further followed by the
government notice No. 226 through the Universities General Regulations (2013), which

amidst other things stipulates the general arrangements and regulations for the registration,
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accreditation and chartering procedures for universities, admission procedures, and the

general standards for provision of university education.

The existence of such standards and regulations could be a good step towards enhancing
the higher education system of a developing country like Tanzania. However, the approach
to their formulation and enforcement, and the extent to which they are relevant to and
compatible with young universities, have significant implications on the extent to which
the operating milieu in the universities will actually reflect the standards guiding them. The
latter may be problematic for two reasons. First, consistent with my argument that, like
many other developing countries particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa (with exception of
South Africa), Tanzania could not be of exception in terms of having a problem of sound
but in most cases ‘paper tiger’ laws, regulations, guidelines and policies. Second,
universities are autonomous institutions with some mediatory power. This implies that
government-driven reforms may encounter a considerable amount of resistance from them.
Therefore, as argued by Huisman (2009), designing and successfully implementing higher
education reforms in developing countries is a difficult assignment with no guarantee of
success. This study therefore examines the dovetailing of the national universities
operating standards established by the TCU within the operating milieu of post-1995

universities in Tanzania.

1.5 Purpose of the study

The majority of post-1995 universities in Tanzania were established prior to the
establishment of the national standards in 2012 and the general regulations of 2013. In
many cases, young universities in developing countries may be less resilient and
financially inflexible than older universities. This means that although the standards set by
the TCU may have created a foundation for a strong and quality university education
system that addresses both local and global contexts and demands, the realisation of this

goal may still be challenging for young universities.

The reasons are as follows. First, the formulation of standards will presumably have
focused on fixing various ‘under-the-hood’ technical processes in universities, while
enforcement may have encountered the relevance and compatibility issues and therefore
affect the extent to which they are reflected in the operating milieu of young universities.

Second, with the passage of time, the standards might or might not have gained support
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from the implementers and therefore their reflections might or might not have started to be

manifest.

These two reasons make a study like this imperative. Therefore, from the perspective of
key stakeholders (policy makers, policy implementers, academics and students), the
purpose of this study is therefore to examine: the approaches to formulation and
enforcement of the standards; the relevance and compatibility of the standards with the
post-1995 universities; and finally, the extent to which the milieu in which post-1995
universities are providing education (focusing on the teaching and learning resources for

both academics and students and related matters) reflect the goals of the standards.

1.6 Research Questions

Examining the national university operating standards within the post-1995 universities in
Tanzania, the study is guided by the following research questions:
1. Through what approaches were the national standards formulated and were to be
enforced in post-1995 universities in Tanzania?
2. To what extent are they relevant to and compatible with the post-1995 universities
in Tanzania?
3. To what extent does the milieu for provision of education in post-1995 universities

reflect the standards?

1.7 Significance of the Study

This study is of prime importance for the reasons below.

First, using the sample of universities selected, the study sheds light on the extent of
relevance, compatibility and institutionalisation of the national university standards at an
institutional level that may be reflected to universities across the country. The findings on
these three aspects provide practical information on how smoothly or otherwise the

standards may successfully be incorporated in universities.

Second, as a policy shaping and evaluation study, the dissemination of its findings through
various channels including seminars, workshops and conferences with other higher
education policy makers, government officials, and other stakeholders interested in the
governance and regulation of higher education will provide an informative feedback

mechanism. For example, on the extent to which the existing standards are appropriate;
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how to improve their appropriateness where they fall short; and how successful are the
approaches to designing and enforcing them. Consequently, the study contributes to
informing the continuous improvement of both the standards and approaches to their
enforcement. This means that the next set of improved standards associated with their
improved enforcement approaches will stand a higher chance of being successfully
incorporated in higher education institutions. The outcome is further improved practices
and enhancing the provision of university education that meet local, national and

international needs.

Third, this study forms part of broader higher education policy studies. Initially, there were
studies on planning in higher education that focused on assessing the contribution of
investment in higher educational to economic development and human capital (Enders,
2004). Later, policy development in higher education became the object of empirical
analysis where attention was directed to contextual factors influencing policy development,
particularly the role of law (Enders, 2004). Following that, policy implementation in higher
education focused on the processes of formulation, reformulation and implementation of
policies (Enders, 2004). This study falls within the spectrum of policy studies in higher
education by contributing to latter studies related to studies on setting agenda for higher
education policy formulation Gandara, Rippner & Ness (2017) and then evaluation of their
implementation with the aim of understanding the ability of the sector in developing
countries to set agenda, reinterpret, translate, adopt and transform policies to achieve both
local and global agendas. Thus, the study is important because it sheds light on the extent
to which the operating milieu of young institutions in a developing country may reflect the
country’s espoused policy. That is, the extent to which the micro institutional outcomes

reflect the macro policy quality assurance that is under implementation.

Fourth, this study examines the relevance and compatibility of the national higher
education regulatory framework, their enforcement process, and their reflections through
conditions of the teaching and learning milieu. It follows that, when the findings and
implications of this study are assimilated, they will act as stepping-stone towards achieving
a vision of having a more efficient, effective, trusted and glonacal university education
system in Tanzania. This is because the findings of this study shed light on the relationship
between having appropriately designed national regulatory frameworks that consider the
global, national and local contexts, accompanied by suitable approaches to enforce and

institutionalise them. Such achievement may further reduce the need and number of people
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going abroad to study, which has proved a substantial expense to individuals, organisation

and country in general.

Fifth, the study used a dialectic stance of a mixed method research to examine the
phenomenon from different dimensions by including policy makers, policy implementers
and experiences of stakeholders targeted by policy. It follows that, the study empirically
contributes to the theory and practice on how qualitative and quantitative research
approaches could be usefully combined without stepping back at the rigor and procedures
informing either approach to examine phenomena that involves diverse multilevel key

stakeholders.

Lastly, the increased reputation, efficiency and trust will have positive implications for
Tanzanian universities. The sector will be able to compete for and benefit from
international students and scholarships that are a good source of income and more
financially profitable than the current model of relying on fees from domestic students.
This is already happening in universities in emerging economies such as South Africa,

Malaysia, Hong Kong and South Korea.

1.8 Researcher’s reflexivity and positionality

Educational research, like other social science research, aims, inter alia, at the construction
of knowledge. However, in basic social sciences research, the knowledge building,
acquiring and communicating processes (epistemological and methodological); the
constructed knowledge itself (ontology); and the research agents (researchers and
participants) are never neutral. Lack of neutrality is explained by the fact that when
researchers, motivated by their own interest and curiosity about the phenomenon, engage
and interact with participants in the production of knowledge within the contexts they
inhabit, combined with the ways data are collected, analysed, interpreted and reported, all

together, affect and shape the knowledge produced (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004).

It is therefore imperative for social science researchers to undertake self-reflection in order
to recognise and be aware of the different identities and interactions that will position them
in the field, in addition to affecting the process of conducting a research. Being conversant
with their identities and positions improves the quality and validity of the research through
efforts that might be taken to reduce the biases linked to their identities and positions. This
is consistent with an observation by Guillemin and Gillam (2004), that one way to

recognise the limitations of the knowledge produced and to ensure rigour and
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trustworthiness of the research is to understand the influence of the identities, interactions

and positions of the researchers.

Various factors such as researchers’ histories, social and cultural capital, language,
education, age, ethnicity, class, gender and even prior knowledge relating to what is being
researched could assign researchers varied identities and hence affect their position in
relation to interaction with participants and the way they investigate the realities they are
interested in (Giampapa, 2011; Johnson & Duberley, 2003; Mercer, 2007). Consequently,
and more importantly, identities and positionalities may affect differently the research
processes such as gaining access to the study site, the interactions with research
participants, collection of data and communication of research findings (Lunn, 2010;
Mercer, 2007).

The extent of sharing the above characteristics between the researcher and the researched
or the extent to which there are clear differences between the research and the researched
may be said to indicate whether the researcher is an ‘insider’ or ‘outsider’ researcher
(Mercer, 2007). However, Mercer also argues that researchers have no single status, but
instead have a status set or identities that are always relative and cross-cut by other
differences. As a consequence, the insider/outsider dichotomy is not mutually exclusive
but instead forms a continuum (Mercer, 2007). Following this argument and by referring to
the realities in terms of what happened during my data collection, I consider myself to be,
on the one hand, a partial insider researcher, while on the other hand a partial outsider

researcher.

1.8.1 As a partial insider researcher

As highlighted above, being an insider researcher is determined by various factors include
the researcher’s shared knowledge and identities with the research subjects (Giampapa,
2011; Johnson & Duberley, 2003; Mercer 2007). To some extent, | considered myself as a
partial insider researcher in this study. The identities that positioned me as a partial insider
researcher were more of inherent intersections, as Mercer (2007) calls them, and they
constitute the following. First, | completed my Bachelor’s and Master’s degrees at one of
the oldest, largest and public-funded universities. Second, | am a member of the academic
staff of a university in my country; and third, | was a doctoral student at one of the Russell

Group universities in the United Kingdom.
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Being a former student, an academic staff member of one of the universities in the country,
and a PhD student in a UK university, together have exposed me to various experiences
regarding the contexts in which different types of universities — large, small, old, young,
modern and sophisticated, from both within and outside my country —provide education.
Having the above orientation and knowledge about universities made me consider myself
as a researcher who investigates institutions that I am familiar with through membership.
This characteristic is the opposite of an outsider researcher, who does not have intimate
knowledge of the collective group being researched (Mercer, 2007). This, apart from being
the factor that instigated my study, is also an evidence that | am acquainted with, if not
informed by, at least some prior knowledge and insights regarding various environments in
which university education may be provided. These environments reflect different levels of
standards for provision of education. Therefore, as has been argued before, prior
knowledge of the researcher about the researched or by being associated with the group of
people or organisations under scrutiny (Giampapa, 2011; Johnson & Duberley, 2003)
could position a researcher as an insider. Therefore, within these contexts and through my
own reflection of prior knowledge relating to the research subjects, | could partly position
myself as a partial insider researcher in this study. However, the extent to which | was an
insider researcher in this study did not have a profound effect during my data collection
such as overcoming information bias due to being treated (by the researched) as a

colleague who knew a great deal already.

1.8.2 As a partial outsider researcher

As highlighted above, the insider/outsider dichotomy is a continuum with multiple
dimensions (Mercer, 2007). That is, it could range from simply sharing one’s lot with the
research subjects at the same time as being well known to them, to sharing one’s lot with
research subjects without being well known by them, to having nothing to share with them
at the same time as being quite unknown to the research subjects. This means that, in
addition to researchers’ own feelings (even certainty) about sharing their identities and
knowledge with the research subjects, participants’ feelings and attitudes towards the
researcher, the nature of the study itself may have implications for the researcher’s identity

and hence position the researcher as an insider or outsider.

In this study, despite having some knowledge about the research subjects and the contexts
in which different types of universities operate, | had feelings that participants perceived

me as an outsider researcher due to the following reasons. First, the nature of the study
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itself provoked feelings of uneasiness on the part of some respondents. This is because
some of the questions during the interviews with both Agency and university officials shed
light on issues that they perceived to be sensitive or provocative in the sense that | was
seeking information in order to judge them and their performance. The feeling of being a
stranger and detached from the research subjects points to being an outsider researcher
(Mercer, 2007).

Second, although I have been working and studying in the same sector, | have not studied
or worked in any post-1995 universities. Consequently, I acknowledge that I had little
practical knowledge of the organisational culture regarding the context under which the
researched post-1995 universities in Tanzania provided education. Hence, combining the
nature of the study, not being associated with any of the institutions under scrutiny in this
study, and not being known by the research subjects, made me an outsider researcher,
despite my general knowledge about universities. This situation could be explained by the
hard work that | had to expend to create sufficient rapport with informants as a prerequisite
to carrying out successful interviews in terms of reducing the risk of obtaining distorted,
superficial or counterfeit information from participants due to being perceived as an
outsider. The efforts extended to securing access to study sites and even consent from
potential subjects to participate in interviews, which insider researchers tend to enjoy more
often (Mercer, 2007).
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Chapter 2 Literature review

Due to the inherent traits of universities in responding to global, national and local
demands, the first part of the literature review examines the concept of a university as a
global, national and local (glonacal) institution and its interactions with the standards. This
provides an account of how universities, even in developing countries, cannot circumvent
responding to the forces emanating from global, national and local contexts. Second,
analyses on how the global higher education standards are negotiated at the national level
(being nationalised) to ensure suitable standards for the system are formulated is presented.
Accordingly, this section provides an account on the processes of borrowing and diffusion
of global higher education ideas and policies within the national states through policy
learning, negotiation and mediation. Third, assuming the national standards have been
formulated through the prior process, a discussion on how universities respond to such
formulated standards by their governments is presented. In this part, the tension between
university autonomy and state regulations is the focus. Including in these analyses, is how
the concept of loosely coupled systems, as a form of autonomy, could be used by
universities to manage their interactions and linkages with other systems, including
compliance with standards and regulations from government. Following the challenges of
governing universities that apply variety kinds of autonomy, including loosely coupled
concept, the last part of literature review presents arguments for why governments may

still seek to regulate their universities.

2.1 Discourses on glonacal nature of university and the standards

In an interconnected world, higher education systems, the institutions within them,
educational policy makers, quality assurance agencies and the standards guiding the
provision of university education are all supposed to interact simultaneously in a glonacal
context (Hou, Chen & Morse, 2014). Moreover, as organisations that have existed for long
time in the world, both historical development and the concept of university suggest that
universities serve and play multifaceted roles that legitimise them as glonacal institutions
(Hou, Chen & Morse, 2014; King, Marginson & Naidoo, 2013; Meyer et al., 2006; Enders,
2004). However, due to increased forces of globalisation, modernisation and
internationalisation in higher education, there has been a global shift on the foci regarding
these three roles in determining the contexts through which universities should operate.

The trend suggests that, due to increased globalisation, internationalisation and
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modernisation forces, the foundations and values of universities that have existed for many
years are now being challenged and even being redefined by these forces at different

levels.

For example, Enders (2004) comments that, although universities are recognised as
international institutions, the fact that they are born within national states means that their
regulation, funding and consequently operations are significantly nationally based. That is,
they are responsible and accountable to national demands, including addressing the macro-
economic demands of countries such as educating the workforce. In other words,
universities are at the heart of a nation’s goals in terms of training students to become
functioning citizens who will play a significant role in the development of the countries
that they belong to (Enders, 2004). In addition to economic importance, universities in
their local countries have, for a long time, been appreciated for their significant role of

contributing to the transmission of national culture to future generations.

However, due to increasing forces of globalisation, marketisation, competition,
modernisation and internationalisation in university education, universities are undergoing
a fundamental shift in their inherent character. One that is clearly visible is the ongoing
trend of universities to become global institutions at the expense of local contexts and
demands. The argument is that, unlike before, the attention and emphasis of universities
are now on global frames that substantially supersede those of the national and local
contexts. Consistent with this argument, Zgaga et al. (2014) assert that, in the past two or
three decades, the focus of higher education and the discussions surrounding them have
been transferred from national to the international or global level. By the same argument,
Meyer et al. (2006) specifically observe that, within contemporary higher education
systems, the meanings and characteristics of concepts and structures such as student,
professor, university or graduate are locally shaped in minor ways, but have a substantial
global meaning. This trend is consistent with the globalisation phenomenon under which
the world is influenced to become increasingly a global village in terms of social, political,
economic, technology, knowledge and other aspects of life. Following suit, countries and
perhaps universities find themselves tacitly or explicitly setting standards to guide the

provision of university education that focus on meeting the demands of global forces.

As aresult, the trend has been argued to cause more than half the countries in the world to
adopt quality assurance standards and frameworks with the aim of making their higher

education systems better for global needs more than local needs (Jarvis, 2014; Martin
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2007). It has occurred through the formulation of national quality assurance frameworks
and standards that cover a broad range of aims, including the establishment of modern
universities, improving reputations of universities, having adequate facilities and
infrastructure, having robust university management teams, and having highly qualified
academics. All of these significantly reflect the existence of global pressure associated
with the assumption that, if universities complied with national standards, they would have
been tacitly complied with global standards and hence serve the needs of the global,
national and local contexts. In particular, the globalisation of higher education has been
argued to aim at developing global knowledge economies in which national particulars are
increasingly subsumed within the universal particulars (universalisation of particulars) and
consequently achieve the particularisation of the universe (Hou, Chen & Morse, 2014;
King, Marginson & Naidoo, 2013; Lumumba, 2006). The argument is also consistent with
the claim by Stensaker (2007) that globalisation as a theory assumes that ideas and
concepts could be theorised and launched as universal means to universal problems and
therefore could be adopted to function within institutions or organisations independent of
their characteristics such as size, culture or level of technology. The main argument is

therefore that, in the current trend, national standards are not only national but also global.

However, this generic model of setting standards has been contested and argued not to be
universally compatible with many higher education systems (Billing, 2004). That is, their
origin and perhaps the way they are formulated may cause universities to have negative
attitudes towards them. This means that, no matter how good the standards could be, if
their origin and approaches to their formulation are not the result of a general consensus
reached by key stakeholders including universities, the standards may not gain adequate
legitimacy and hence affect their effectiveness in achieving their intended objectives. The
idea applies even to the standards formulated through policy borrowing and learning
approaches that tend to include careful translation and then transposing of some best
principles, and standards developed by other successful higher education systems, regions,
countries or by adopting those promoted by some international and supra national bodies
such as World Bank, UNESCO, European Union (EU), Bologna Process, Lisbon Strategy
and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).

Therefore, as many developing countries have embarked on formulating standards to guide
the provision of higher education with the intention of addressing glonacal demands, an
examination of the extent to which the standards fit developing countries’ institutions is

imperative. This is because, unlike developed countries, developing countries have

25



Chapter 2

particularities and contexts, such as their social, cultural, political and economic
environments, that are complex and tend to suggest that the standards do not suit the local
conditions (Jarvis, 2014). Moreover, since most of them operate under severely
economically constrained contexts, higher education institutions in developing countries
face even more challenges in relation to implementation of quality assurance programmes,
and this should not be taken for granted (O’Mahony & Garavan, 2012). The fact that
universities are global institutions (in terms of being able or required to address global
needs in addition to those of local and national (Jones, 2008)) and thus have much to share,
does not sufficiently legitimise the standardisation and harmonisation of their operating
milieu. The argument is that, just as two people are never exactly the same, neither are any
two countries or universities. The specifics are always sui generis. An example of such
diversities in universities put forward by Brennan and Osborne (2008) includes: culture
(which is complex); mission; subject mix; proportion of residential and commuting
students; those related to reputations such as research and teaching; those related to
environment they operate such as split site versus campus locations, quality of space and
surroundings, characteristics of adjacent towns and locations in relation to them, and others
such as those related to curriculum. As a result of these diversities, approaches to dealing
with them should be standardised with caution in order to achieve the glonacal goal. That
is, care should be taken in setting quality standards that first reflect the unique and
important conditions of the institutions, then the country itself and finally international

considerations.

2.2 Nationalisation of global higher education policies

As it has been argued earlier that, although universities are recognised as global institutions
but the fact that they are born within national states means that their regulation and
consequently operations are significantly nationally based (Enders, 2004). From this
argument, it follows that, an understanding on the ways through which global higher
education ideas are negotiated and mediated to arriving at appropriate national standards
seems to be an important part in this study. Consequently, this section examines some of
such diffusion activities (mediation, negotiation and interpretation) that take place at
national level to formulate the standards prior their presentation to universities for

enforcement.
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2.2.1 Diffusion of global higher education policies at national level

The adoption of global higher education ideas to become national higher education
standards, policies and practices is a process that involves various activities. Some
literature describes the process of diffusing global policy and ideas in a country through
negotiations amongst policy makers at national level as domestication or nationalisation
(Alasuutari, 2009; Alasuutari & Qadir, 2013). According to Alasuutari (2009), this process
involves creating and harmonising of global scripts brought into the country through
discussions and considerations. Therefore, what seems to be the most important is
achieving the diffusion in dual objectives: isomorphism, in terms of being similar with
wider global trends, and at the same appropriateness, in terms of being fair by considering
the capabilities of the sector (actors), in this case universities, to adopt changes (Meyer,
2010). If this process is successful, the end result is called naturalisation (Alasuutari &
Qadir, 2013).

As the interpretation, negotiation and mediation of such global scripts to fit the respective
sector at the same time maximising the isomorphism agenda is not easy, then an
understanding on how such processes could lead into an efficient diffusion is important as
such processes significantly contribute to the success or failure of the diffusion. In light of
this, there is a need to highlight on how at the national level such policies (higher
education) could be debated amongst policy makers and political elites that are in position
to negotiate policy reforms in the country. That is to say that, the diffusion of global higher
education policies to become national higher education policies does not take place
through uncritical debating, passive acceptance and consequently unthinking enactment of
such policies. Rather, | argue that the policy making at national level involves critical
discussions for advocating (justifying), negotiating and mediating of such global policies
and ideas. In other words, national policies are not simply enacted in a new nation but they
become nationalised gradually through debates taking place amongst policy makers and
actors. This also means that countries do not diffuse global policies or models by simply
imitating what other countries have successfully done. Instead, they are able to establish
the justifications as why the ideas are important and the ways they could work in new

contexts they are to be applied.

Describing the process, Alasuutari & Qadir (2013) suggest four stages. First, the
domestication or nationalisation process starts by introduction of a global policy or idea in

the country. That is, the domestication is triggered by bringing or improving awareness of
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a new idea or policy by revealing information on similar ideas or models from other
successful countries or by cross-national comparison (Alasuutari & Qadir, 2013). This
stage is similar to first stage in the process of generating rationalised myths of
organisational structure namely ‘the elaboration of complex relational networks’ by Meyer
and Rowan (1977). Explaining how diffusion of policy in higher education could take
place, Gandara, Rippner & Ness (2017) included experts (and other formal institutional
arrangements) to play roles of translating and using research evidence to promote and
disperse these new ideas to the actors and public as intermediaries. On the same, Meyer
and Rowan (1977) posit that the stage involves introducing and describing how the myths
such as principles of universalism, contracts, restitution and expertise originated from other
contexts could be applied in different ones. That is, they provide impeccable link between

the local/national context with other or global trends.

The second stage of the process is the so-called political field battle at national level, which
is a rhetorical by nature through which local actors attempt to convince others or each
other by means of rational arguments and discussions relating to the new global idea or
policy model (Alasuutari & Qadir, 2013). Normative pressure may be used at this point of
diffusion as intermediaries may attempt to convince others that the adoption of the new
policy should be viewed as a norm or best practice (Gandara, Rippner & Ness, 2017).
Therefore, it is through this stage that the direction of policy in a country and at national

level is determined.

The third stage is the result of the previous stage, battle field amongst policy makers and
influential actors in the country, where a new global policy or idea is either accepted or
rejected in national policy discourses. When the idea is accepted, it would be strengthened
through formal institutional arrangements and the actors would also be acculturated to
adopt (Gandara, Rippner & Ness, 2017). However, the diffusion at the institution level (by
actors) may still face some mediation. This process of policy mediation at the institution
level or by actors is discussed further in the next chapter, the conceptual framework of this
study that also shows the success levels of diffusion overtime due to some mediation and
other factors. However, when actors accept the policy, then the final stage is actors and
people within that country to consider the new global idea or policy model as local because
the domestication process has enabled them get used to the new global policy or model and
forget its exogenous origin. This stage of domestication or nationalisation process means

acceptance of the model and it is also referred as naturalisation (Alasuutari & Qadir, 2013).
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2.3 University autonomy versus enforcement of standards

All over the world, the history of relationships between universities on the one side and
governments and other stakeholders on the other side is complex and changing (Traianou,
2015; Rosa & Amaral, 2007). One of the objectives of this study is to examine how
universities at the micro level respond to macro government regulations and standards for
their own benefit and the benefit of the entire sector as perceived by the standards makers.
It is therefore useful and necessary for this literature review to explore how universities
may exercise their autonomy in responding to government regulation. Therefore, this
section examines how universities, as autonomous, distinctive, yet also responsive
educational institutions may handle their relationships with government and respond to
their intervention. Moreover, it investigates the impacts of such relationships on their
operations, and if the concept of loosely coupled systems by Weick (1976), termed loose

coupling by Stensaker (2007), seems to best fit this purpose.

The presentation of this section is therefore divided into three main parts. First is why the
loosely coupled concept fits this study. This is followed by a brief presentation of the
dichotomy of perspectives embedded in the concepts. Finally, the section focuses on one
side of the dichotomy, the advantages of loosely coupled over tightly coupled approach in
regulating universities so that the objectives of both the government and universities are

realised.

2.3.1 Why loosely coupled concept in this study?

The idea of educational organisations as ‘loosely coupled systems’ was brought forward by
Weick (1976) when analysing the linkages among schools’ internal functions and players
in the US education system. The basic premise of the analysis was to show how schools
and their subsystems are loosely connected and therefore do not function with tight
linkages, as it might have been thought. The general argument is that, although subsystems
and their functions are responsive to the overall demands of organisations for survivor,
prosperity and doing what they were meant to do, they should also be seen as large self-
functioning subsystems that are sensitive and tend to preserve their individual powers,
identities and some evidence of their physical or logical separateness (Weick, 1976). This
implies that, although the use of heteronomy in management of institutions and
rationalised practices and procedures such as planning, division of labour, laws, standards,
regulations, authority in the office, job descriptions, coordinated structures, consistent

evaluation and reward systems tend to contribute to the realisation of organisational goals
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and objectives, they still do not adequately explain what goes on within the organisations

and may have blinded many practitioners and researchers (Weick, 1976).

The failure of rationalised practices to adequately explain the behaviour of educational
organisations is due to the fact that while some parts of organisations may have been
heavily rationalised and be well-functioning, other parts may prove be intractable to
analysis and improvement through rationalised procedures and practices (Weick, 1976).
This idea is supported by Meyer and Rowan (1977) who argued that ceremonial
conformity to rules occurs when organisations build the gap between their formal
structures and actual work activities by being loosely coupled systems which facilitate
them to buffer their formal structures during uncertainties of technical activities. As a
result, despite the existence and enhancement of rationalised and institutionalised
procedures, the adoption of science, technology, new approaches and the tightening of
rules to enhance performance in educational institutions, performances may still decline,
remain the same or improve to a degree, yet not in proportion to the effort expended by
each unit in the organisation. In other words, the focus of institutions becomes to
dramatically fulfilling and reflecting the overall goals and rules, termed as institutional
environment or rules by Meyer and Rowan (1977), instead of demands of their work

activities.

One of the things that could explain such observations is to view education organisations
as loosely coupled institutions with subsystems that are strong enough to considerably
influence the performance of entire organisation in both positive and negative ways
(Weick, 1976; Rowan and Meyer, 1977). Therefore, contrary to theoretically tightly
coupled or heteronomous systems where discretion is limited and subsystems abide strictly
by and function in accordance with the set laws and rationalised procedures, practice tends
to suggest that, loosely coupled systems have subsystems that are inescapably strong and
influential. It follows that, various things tend to happen in an organisation. For example,
according to Meyer and Rowan (1977), structural elements are only loosely linked to each
other and to activities, rules are often violated, decisions are often unimplemented, or if
implemented have uncertain consequences, technologies are of problematic efficiency, and
evaluation and inspection systems are subverted or rendered so vaguely. Consequently,
what acts as a glue to hold the organisation together, regardless whether the organisation
achieves its goals or not, is argued to be the loosely coupled system itself (Weick, 1976).

That is, assuming that organisations and subunits in them know what the