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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Systems Assessment for Better Education Results (SABER) is designed to assess 

existing education policies of participating countries in order to enable comparisons 

between them and learning of best practices.  The purpose of this background paper is to 

present SABER-Tertiary Education Governance, a tool for facilitating comparisons of 

both system-wide policies and practical implementation of these policies at the 

institution-level across and within countries in the tertiary education sector.  This paper 

was prepared as a background papers for SABER Tertiary Education, one of the domains 

in the SABER initiative at the World Bank, itself launched within the context of the 

Bank’s new education strategy 2020 which sets the goal of Learning for All.   

 Among the factors influencing tertiary education performance, recent research has 

identified governance as a key determinant.  A good governance structure and favorable 

regulatory conditions can promote innovative behavior among tertiary education 

institutions, enable the development of strong quality assurance systems, and facilitate 

the design of effective financing mechanisms.  This tool aims to assess tertiary education 

policy according to eight policy goals.  Together these goals lay the foundation for a clear 

and coherent governance structure for institutions operating in a given country:   

1. Clear Vision for Tertiary Education: The country or government has a vision and 

plan for the tertiary education sector, and a willingness to translate its vision into 

a concrete action plan. 

2. Appropriate Regulatory Framework: The tertiary education system is governed by 

an appropriate regulatory framework including for private providers. 

3. Capacity of the Tertiary Education Authority (TEA): The TEA has staff and 

resources to implement reforms, and to guide, support and monitor institutions.   

4. Leadership, Management and Organizational Autonomy: The regulatory 

framework allows for sufficient organizational autonomy. This means that the 

TEA has an appropriate policy on the role and functions of the boards of higher 

education institutions as well as for the selection of their leadership, and the 

respective responsibilities of the leadership and the board. 

5. Sufficient Institutional Autonomy: The regulatory framework allows for sufficient 

financial, staffing and academic autonomy in institutions. 

6. Presence of performance-based and equity focused funding: Funding mechanism 

is performance-based, transparent, and promotes equity in student enrolment. 

7. Checks on Quality and Relevance: The TEA has an independent quality assurance 

and accreditation agency for both public and private institutions. 

8. Standards of Accountability: Institutions are held to specific standards of 

transparency around financial health, fraud, student engagement and 

employment of graduates. 

The tool proposed to assess these eight policy goals consists of two surveys.  The 

first is aimed at assessing system-wide policies in the eight areas described above.   It is 

meant to provide World Bank project managers and client governments with a fairly 

quick overview of the key policies impacting governance of institutions in their country.  

The second survey is to be completed by representatives of tertiary institutions.  It aims to 

capture the extent to which system-wide policies have been adopted in institutions.   
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1. Introduction 

 

 Systems Assessment for Better Education Results (SABER) is a World Bank 

program designed to assess existing education policies of participating countries in order 

to enable comparisons between them and learning of best practices.  The purpose of this 

background paper for the SABER Tertiary Education domain is to present SABER-

Tertiary Education Governance, a tool for facilitating comparisons of both system-wide 

policies and practical implementation of these policies at the institution-level across and 

within countries in the tertiary education sector.   

Comparisons of tertiary education
1
 systems across the world reveal wide 

variations in performance, despite often-similar funding levels and common country 

characteristics.  They demonstrate that certain tertiary education systems consistently out-

perform the others in many critical areas.  Among the factors influencing performance, 

recent research has identified governance as a potential key determinant.  A good 

governance structure and favorable regulatory conditions can promote innovative 

behavior among tertiary education institutions, enable the development of strong quality 

assurance systems, and facilitate the design of effective financing mechanisms.  This is 

especially the case for research universities, where autonomy can lead to better 

management of resources (whether financial or human) with flexibility and agility to 

respond to changes in the global marketplace (Aghion 2008; Altbach and Salmi 2011).  

But it is also true for universities that focus on teaching and student learning.   

In a comparative study of European and U.S. universities, Aghion et al. (2007) 

found that governance and funding were important determinants of rankings.  In a 

subsequent paper reporting on a survey of European universities, Aghion et al. (2008) 

find that research performance is positively linked to the degree of autonomy of 

universities, especially in terms of budget management, the ability to hire faculty and 

staff, and the freedom to set salaries.  With respect to the composition of university 

boards, the report concludes that “having significant outside representation on the board 

may be a necessary condition to ensure that dynamic reforms taking into account long-

term institutional interests can be decided upon without undue delay.”  Autonomy 

however is not sufficient for good governance by itself.  It needs to be combined with 

accountability to ensure that (public) institutions perform in a way that supports national 

objectives for quality, relevance, transparency and equity within the overall system.  

Fielden (2008) defines tertiary education governance as “all those structures, 

processes and activities that are involved in the planning and direction of the institutions 

and people working in tertiary education”.  Governance can be analyzed at the level of a 

university, but it also needs to be analyzed at the level of systems.  Indeed, university-

level governance depends on the overall framework that regulates the broader tertiary 

education system and the interaction between institutions and the state. For public 

universities especially, where the main source of funding comes from the state, a national 

law often centrally defines the legal framework in which the institution operates, and this 

law may go as far as determining institutional goals.   But even for private universities, a 

regulatory framework typically governs entry in the system as well as accreditation rules.  

                                                        
1
 The tertiary education sector refers here to the colleges and universities (whether public or private) that 

provide associate, bachelor, or higher degrees after secondary schooling in a given country. 
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The fact that governance is now increasingly being taken into account in attempts 

to provide system-wide rankings of tertiary education systems is illustrated by a recent 

study by Universitas 21 (2012).  That study considers four headings in assessing the 

performance of tertiary education systems: the resources available to the systems, the 

systems’ outputs (research and the education of the workforce), its connectivity 

(including international networks), and its environment (government policy and 

regulation, diversity and participation opportunities).  

System-wide governance relates to the macro level laws, structures, policies, and 

processes that are in place with the purpose of providing a favorable context in order for 

tertiary education institutions to be able to operate efficiently and effectively. These 

institutions are the actors that, by working in an integrated and articulated fashion, can 

produce the education outcomes that are most important to any nation- attainment, 

quality and relevance, equity, research, technology transfer, and positive values and 

behaviors.  System-wide governance also refers to policies and practices that enable 

higher institutions to operate more autonomously, while promoting accountability. 

One critical challenge that confronts countries or states when developing a tertiary 

education system, and which is related to the strategic vision component of governance,  

is the extent to which the system should be oriented towards meeting high level research 

goals as opposed to providing teaching and access to a wide majority of people. The 

California Master Plan of 1960 is one example of an effective way of organizing a 

differentiated public education system to cater both to research excellence and to provide 

access to a large segment of the population (Altbach 2011).  The plan, developed by Kerr 

(2001), established a three-tiered public tertiary education system that has been used as a 

model not only in the U.S. but also around the world. It makes clear distinctions between 

research universities that cater to elite researchers, offer Ph.D. programs, and have a clear 

research mission, traditional universities that offer bachelors and masters degrees where 

the main mission is teaching and there are no Ph.D. programs, and community colleges
2
, 

which focus mainly on two- and four-year programs and are not involved in research.  As 

a truly integrated system, there are important linkages and pathways between the three 

tiers, and the admissions processes and number of student placements available in each 

tier are defined in terms of the state’s economic and development needs. Thus, in 

California, research universities annually admit the top 100,000 high school students, 

while the second tier enrolls 450,000 students, and the third tier admits 3 million 

students. This differentiation allows the state to combine its needs for cutting-edge 

research with access to high quality, relevant education for a vast majority of students.   

 Having a clear division of labor at the overall system levels also benefits the 

universities themselves, allowing them to focus on their mission and to align their goals 

with that mission. Thus, state universities are not expected to conduct cutting-edge 

research and their academic staffs are not obligated to maintain the same research 

intensity as faculty from the research campuses. A community college is not expected to 

produce the same results as a research university. Their missions are different and 

therefore their goals and expected results must be different. Having this clear distinction 

is absolutely essential for sound governance. The definition of each university’s mission 

is fundamental to the governance structure, and, correspondingly, this system allows the 

                                                        
2
 The term ‘community college’ is commonly used in the United States and Canada to refer to institutions 

delivering degrees designated internationally as ISCED 5B.  
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state to differentiate funding and to align resources with the mission and goals of the 

different types of institutions. 

Another important role played by tertiary education institutions relates to their 

contribution to regional development.  This is not an easy role to play, however.  OECD 

(2008; see also Raza 2010) identifies four system-wide factors restricting the contribution 

of higher institutions to regional economic development: a lack of explicit orientation of 

public policy toward that goal; inadequate incentives structures for regional engagement;  

limits to autonomy and leadership; and a limited capacity of local and regional actors to 

determine strategic directions of higher institutions. These findings suggest again a need 

for the state to play a specific role in guiding and directing the tertiary education system, 

set an appropriate regulatory framework for new institutions to enter and existing 

institutions to operate, and align financial rewards with performance.   

Much has been said about the need for granting more autonomy to universities to 

enable them to adapt to a rapidly changing marketplace.  But as already mentioned, 

autonomy needs to be paired with accountability.  As noted by Henard (2009), as the role 

of tertiary education in contributing to economic growth becomes more important, so 

does the attention that must be paid to quality assurance in order to ensure the financial, 

academic and informational integrity of the tertiary education system.  Huisman and 

Currie (2004) have documented the shift from input focused and rigid state-controlled 

systems of accountability to those that are broader, outcome based and allow for 

independence of institutions in day-to-day decision-making. This shift towards more 

outcome-based accountability has not only evolved from a changing relationship between 

government and universities, but from an the increased focus on efficiency, value for 

money spent, and globalization of education requiring greater accountability of tertiary 

education institutions.  In such contexts, tracking the use of financial audits, corruption 

(whether financial, academic or information), and transparency are especially important. 

While it makes intuitive sense that good governance, and especially autonomy 

combined with accountability, may help in improving performance, it must be recognized 

however that empirical evidence to this effects remains limited.  Good data on university-

level as well as system-wide governance are hard to come by, especially in low and 

middle income countries.  Because of lack of data, the relationship between governance 

and performance has not been analyzed in depth, and even the measurement of 

governance is not a settled issue (Wodon and Adoho 2012).   

As part of SABER’s broader program, the objective of this paper is to contribute 

to data collection and analysis of governance in tertiary education at the level of both 

systems and institutions.  The paper is structured as follows.  Section 2 briefly discusses 

the link between governance, autonomy, and accountability (a more detailed review of 

the various models of tertiary education governance that have been discussed in the 

literature is provided in Annex 1).  Section 3 outlines the eight policy goals around which 

the data collection tools and assessments proposed in this paper are structured.  The data 

collection questionnaires that are proposed for assessing the level of implementation of 

the eight policy goals at the level of the tertiary education system as a whole and at the 

level of institutions are then presented in sections 4 and 5.  Section 6 discusses the issue 

of aggregating multiple indicators through rubrics and ratings.  A conclusion follows.  A 

series of five annexes are also provided to discuss some questions in more details.  
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2.  Governance, Autonomy, and Accountability 

 

The purpose of this paper is to propose an assessment tool that will facilitate 

comparisons of both system-wide policies on tertiary education and practical 

implementation of these policies across countries for identification of best practices in the 

area of governance of universities and community colleges.  The paper was prepared as 

part of a series of papers for the SABER initiative at the World Bank, itself launched 

within the context of the Bank’s new education strategy 2020 which sets the goal of 

Learning for All.   

SABER aims to support countries in systematically examining their education 

policies in a range of domains.  Some of those domains are related to various education 

levels, such as Early Child Development at the beginning of life, or Tertiary education.  

Other domains are related to specific inputs in the education systems, such as teachers, 

finance, or learning standards.  Each SABER domain provides a standardized diagnostic 

tool meant to facilitate the description and analysis of policies for a given country in a 

specific domain, with standardization facilitating cross-country comparisons and 

benchmarking, and in some cases within country comparisons.   

This specific tool on tertiary education governance takes as one of its core 

assumptions the fact that higher autonomy for universities and community colleges 

coupled with accountability mechanisms will tend to generate better results.  This 

assumption may not necessarily be valid in all contexts, but it tends to reflect the 

literature on the performance of education systems (see Annex 1 for a brief synthesis of 

the literature related to models of tertiary education governance).  

 

Box 1: Scope of the Data Collection and Analysis Tool 

 

The framework provided in this paper includes both a system-wide data collection 

tool and a tool to be implemented at the level of institutions.  The institution-level tool 

may itself be applied to both universities and community colleges.  ISCED 5A, or 

university degree programs, are primarily  theoretically based and are intended to provide 

sufficient qualification for gaining entry into advanced research programs and professions 

with high skills requirements. They are normally expected to be at least three years in 

duration although examples exist of 5A programs that are of shorter duration such as the 

university transfer programs offered by Canadian and American community colleges.  

ISCED 5B refers to programs that, like ISCED 4A programs, generally require successful 

completion of an upper secondary qualification or its equivalent for entry but which are 

generally shorter, more practical, technical or occupationally specific than ISCED 5A 

programs (OECD, 2004).  While there are differences in overarching institutional mission 

and while the preparation of students varies between sectors, the main principles for good 

governance including vision, regulatory framework, capacity of tertiary education 

authority, autonomy and accountability remain important for both ISCED 5A and 5B 

institutions.  There are however some differences in best practices between the 

institutions depending on the type of institution being considered.   
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Figure 1 shows in a stylized way how the relationship between the two concepts 

of autonomy and accountability may affect outcomes in the tertiary education sector. In 

the top-right quadrant, we have a tertiary education system consisting of “Self-managed, 

internationally competitive” colleges and universities.  An example of such a system is 

Denmark, where universities have high levels of autonomy, and this is balanced by high 

levels of accountability.  In this case, the government is detached from the process of 

actually managing universities and it concentrates instead on setting and monitoring 

policy goals and targets, and allocating budgets through which the aims are to be fulfilled 

(Wright and Orberg, 2008).  For example, the Ministry of Education and Research 

determines national research priorities and budgets and who is responsible for what.  The 

government funds research through grants and institutions have the opportunity to win 

competitive funds from the national research council and private organizations.  At the 

same time, Danish institutions have a high degree of human resources autonomy to attract 

highly talented researchers through monetary incentives (Estermann and Nokkala, 2009). 

 

Figure 1: How Does the Operating Context of Institutions Differ?  

A Simple Taxonomy Based on Autonomy and Accountability   

 
 Low autonomy 

 

High autonomy 

 

High accountability 

 

 

Centrally managed with high 

quality 

 

(Singapore, Canada) 

 

Self-managed and internationally 

competitive 

 

(Denmark) 

 

Low accountability 

 

 

Centrally managed with low 

quality 

 

(Some  

post- soviet countries) 

 

 

Cowboys 

 

 

(Some private institutions, for 

example in Latin America) 

Source: Authors. 

 

A tertiary education system in which institutions have a high level of autonomy 

without accountability can by contrast lead to negative outcomes such as low quality 

educational content, poor delivery and learning outcomes, and financial, academic or 

information fraud.  Under high autonomy and low accountability, universities are free to 

do as they please and may behave like “cowboys”.  Such cases of high autonomy without 

accountability are encountered among others in the Latin America and Caribbean region 

(see for example the brief discussion of the question of tuition at private universities in 

Chile and the recent reforms adopted by the government in Box 2). When tertiary 

education systems have a larger and increasing proportion of institutions that are private, 

this lack of balance may not only lead to poor quality, but also to a lack of equity. Private 

universities with full autonomy on setting tuition fees have flourished in Latin America 

but often without minimum standards for quality.  When there is a high level of 

competition for admission in the few universities which are of high quality, this tends to 
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relegate students from lower socio-economic backgrounds to low quality schools that are 

overrepresented in high priced private institutions (The Economist, 2011) 

A third stylized scenario is that of a centrally managed system with low quality 

where public institutions in countries with low autonomy and low accountability are not 

performing well.  This has been observed in some post-Soviet countries, as well as in 

South Asian countries, notwithstanding some of those countries’ flagship high quality 

institutions
3
.  In this scenario the state controls universities and colleges to the extent that 

public institutions have almost no autonomy at all (Raza, 2010)  At the same time, 

institutions are not held to high standards of accountability, whether these standards 

relate to the quality of the education provided or academic and financial integrity.   

Finally, institutions that have low autonomy but high levels of accountability may 

be considered as belonging to a centrally controlled system with high quality.  This case 

would feature countries such as Singapore (even though recent reforms in Singapore 

devolved greater autonomy to the three national universities) and to some degree Canada.   

Even if the centrally controlled system with high quality may work for some 

countries, the approach suggested in this paper relies implicitly more on a model 

combining high autonomy and high accountability.  In so doing, both the level of the 

tertiary education system as a whole and the level of specific institutions are considered.  

That is, while many other SABER domains focus almost exclusively on systems-wide 

indicators, this paper also includes indicators to assess the degree to which stated policies 

are implemented in practice at the institutional level.  The fundamental reason to do this 

is that collecting data on institutions as well as on systems makes it feasible to assess 

whether governance regulations and policies as envisioned in the law and other 

regulatory instruments at the system level are indeed being implemented in the field at 

the level of institutions, where the rubber hits the ground.  The value of looking at the 

system level as well as at the level of institutions is that one can then better identify 

whether specific policies are implemented or not, and whether they are working or not.  

This in turn may help to understand potential bottlenecks for improving governance, 

while still maintaining a focus on the role that national policies and regulations play in 

guiding institution-level practices – which is the main objective of SABER.  

 

  

                                                        
3
 In India for example, many institutions are public but quality assurance is voluntary with less than 25 

percent of institutions opting for it.  This signals a lack of responsiveness to consumer (student) needs.  

Tuition fees are determined by the state and institutions do not have the autonomy to raise their own funds, 

nor to set faculty or staff salaries. An apex body called the University Grants Commission (UGC) is 

responsible for a range of functions (setting the strategic plan, allocating budgets, performing quality 

assurance and monitoring functions), but without power over funding, this body has no mechanism to 

enforce compliance  (Raza, 2009) . 
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Box 2: Chilean Winter and the Balance between Autonomy and Accountability 

 

In May 2011, over 200,000 students took to the streets in protest of current state 

of affairs in Chile’s tertiary education system.  Protests were focused around two main 

issues: First, that providers should not make a profit from education and second, that all 

students should have a right to tertiary education due to necessity of diploma for career.  

 

 
 

This was in the context of a country where demand for tertiary education had 

grown significantly over one generation.  In 1980, the gross enrolment rate for tertiary 

education was just 12 percent and by 2009, it had jumped to about 60 percent. This took 

place despite the fact that the country had  some of the world’s lowest levels of public 

funding for higher education (at 0.3 percent versus an OECD average of 1.0 percent), 

some of the longest degrees, and no comprehensive system of student grants or 

subsidized loans.  Rising indebtedness of students due to increasing tuition fees, low 

quality, and a perception that Chile's education system was unfair – giving, as the BBC 

put it, “rich students access to some of the best schooling in Latin America while 

dumping poor pupils in shabby, under-funded state schools" were behind the protests 

(Long, 2011). 

 In response to these protests, the government introduced a number of governance 

and financing reforms which are expected to take effect in 2013 in order to improve the 

level of information available to students prior to enrolling in university studies, as well 

as to improve the financial accessibility of tertiary education. Efforts aimed to balance the 

degree of financial autonomy enjoyed by public and private institutions with a measure of 

accountability.   Prior to the protests, universities were setting tuition fees based on what 

competitors were charging rather than the cost of programming or the expected return to 

students upon graduation.  In response, the government proposed a tuition reference rate 

system where institutions would be funded based on graduates’ performance in the labor 

market, adjusted by unemployment rates, students’ socioeconomic background, dropouts, 

and time-to-degree.  While institutions may charge a fee higher than the tuition reference 

rate, they would then be responsible for financing 100 percent of the gap between the real 

tuition and the reference tuition, for example through scholarships and loans with the 

same conditions as government loans for students from the two lowest income quintiles, 

with a similar mechanism in place for middle-income students albeit at a rate of less than 

100 percent (World Bank, policy brief, 2012).  This is a good example of a reform that 

aims to promote both autonomy and accountability in tertiary education.   
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3.  Eight Policy Goals 

 

On the basis of a review of the literature on best practices in tertiary education 

systems governance, this paper suggests a set of eight guiding principles or policy goals 

for systems interested in improving the performance of their universities and colleges 

through more autonomy coupled with strong accountability.  This section briefly presents 

each of these eight policy goals as well as the rationale behind them. 

 

(1) Clear Vision for Tertiary Education: The country or government has a vision 

and plan for the tertiary education sector, and a willingness to translate its 

vision into a concrete action plan.   
 

A clear statement of priorities for the tertiary education sector is a first step in 

creating alignment between individual colleges and universities and national or regional 

objectives.  It can also help in mobilizing political and public financial resources for 

support and investment in the sector.  In its flagship study on Tertiary Education in the 

Knowledge Society, the OECD investigated the factors restricting tertiary institutions 

from contributing more significantly to regional economic development.  The study 

showed that one key barrier was the “lack of explicit orientation of public policy toward 

that goal” (OECD, 2008).  Furthermore, as noted by Fielden (2008), the articulation of a 

vision and strategy involves answering questions about the purpose of higher education 

within a country and the principal goals and targets to be set in terms of participation, as 

well as questions about the process by which these targets will be achieved including the 

types of institutions to be supported, the time period for such support, and the definition 

of the role of the private sector and broader community in achieving these objectives.   

 At the institutional level, clarity of the mission and goals of a university is also 

essential for the effectiveness of institutional-level governance. A mission represents a 

shared understanding of the core purposes of the institution. While it is informed by an 

institution’s history, it must continually be re-interpreted to meet the contingencies of the 

times. The establishment and occasional modification of a university mission is a classic 

governance function that, depending on the governance model, may be fulfilled only by 

academic staff (sometimes only senior faculty) or by academic staff together with 

professional staff, students, and government agencies.  

 

(2) Appropriate Regulatory Framework: The tertiary education system is 

governed by an appropriate regulatory framework including for private 

providers. 

 

An appropriate regulatory framework would typically include a statement on 

tertiary education in national law as well as a legal framework stating eligibility of 

private providers for entrance into the tertiary education sector, certification requirements 

for operations, and the specific regulatory requirements that apply to for-profit and 

nonprofit institutions.  The need to clarify roles and requirements in legislation is 

becoming increasingly important given the growing complexity of the tertiary education 

sector in which many different actors may be involved.  As explained by Fielden (2008): 
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“The boundaries of a nation’s higher education system are not always easy to define 

since tertiary or higher education activities may well take place within the ambit of 

ministries or agencies not directly concerned with education.”   

What is also important is to set a framework for how institutions may adapt their 

operations to respond to changes in the demographics of the student population (e.g., for 

the inclusion of international students and adult learners on top of the more traditional 

national 18-24 cohorts) and the technology of education delivery (such as the move 

towards distance learning and work-study programs).  An appropriate regulatory 

framework helps in clarifying how various stakeholders may operate within the system, 

allowing space for both state and private organizations without creating additional 

barriers to flexibility (Fielden, 2008). 

 

(3) Capacity of the Tertiary Education Authority (TEA): The TEA has staff and 

resources to implement reforms, and to guide, support and monitor 

institutions.   

 

The reform capacity of the tertiary education authority is another critical part of 

effective governance of the system.  Reform capacity refers to the ability (for example in 

terms of staff size, skills, and power) of the tertiary education authority to develop and 

implement new reforms.  However robust and well-thought out the vision and strategy of 

the system may be, little progress will be made without a competent, well-organized, and 

motivated agency involved in elaborating and monitoring policies and programs to 

realize stated national goals,.  This has been recognized by the OECD which noted that a 

key barrier to a better contribution of tertiary education institutions to the broad public 

policy goal of regional economic development was the limited capacity of local and 

regional actors to determine the strategic direction of tertiary institutions (Raza, 2010; 

OECD, 2008)
4
.   

The instrument proposed in this paper thus assesses the capacity of the TEA to 

implement reforms (in terms of broad competency, sufficient staffing levels, and 

technical expertise for building the management capacity of individual colleges and 

universities).  At the policy level, the instrument also captures the degree to which a 

tertiary education management information system (TEMIS) is used to formulate public 

policy.  Finally, at the policy practice level, the instrument assesses the perceptions of 

institutional administrators regarding the competency of TEA staff and the frequency 

with which they report to the TEA on key personnel, academic, and financial data.   

 

  

                                                        
4
 Such capacity has long been emphasized in the management literature.  See for example the popular 

organizational change framework suggested by Waterman et al. (1980) asserting that productive 

organizational change is the product of the multiple relationships between 7 S’s: structure, strategy, 

systems, style, skills, staff, and what the authors refer to as superordinate goals or shared values. 
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(4) Organizational Autonomy, Leadership and Management: The regulatory 

framework allows for sufficient organizational autonomy. This means that 

the TEA has an appropriate policy on the role and functions of the boards of 

higher education institutions as well as for the selection of the leadership of 

higher education institutions, and the respective responsibilities of the leader. 

 

Organizational autonomy refers to the role and functions of the governing board 

of the university, and the selection modalities of the leadership team. Governing boards 

of tertiary institutions have a critical role to play in ensuring that the organization is able 

to adapt to changing needs of students and society, while also serving as an unbiased 

third party in cases where powerful stakeholder groups (i.e. students, faculty, alumni) 

attempt to block necessary institutional changes.  In private institutions in the United 

States, governing boards are the ultimate governing authority, while at public institutions 

boards have a significant weight due substantial delegated authority given by 

governments to them (MacTaggart, 2011).   

Board input can help among others to form a fresh vision for the institution; focus 

attention on the most critical challenges; critique the prevailing wisdom from the vantage 

point of knowledgeable outsiders; and bring a new perspective (often from business 

world) to illuminate old problems.  Further, board contributions based on formal 

authority can ensure regular monitoring of progress (or lack thereof) on institutional 

goals, which in turns makes it feasible to make tough decisions when the institution is 

divided on what option to choose (MacTaggart, 2011).  Given the important role boards 

have in the strategic leadership of tertiary education institutions, this instrument assesses 

the composition of the board, the selection of  board members, their level of 

independence, and the degree of clarity on the level of independence of the board.   

A second area of assessment under this policy goal relates to policies on the 

leadership of tertiary institutions.  In particular, the instrument assesses the method by 

which the university leader and his/her team are selected, as well as policies on term 

limits.  Strong leadership and strategic planning are key elements of a well-performing 

university. Management refers to the day-to-day but no less critical decisions of operating 

the institution, among others in the areas of admissions, registration, and certification of 

degrees for students; appointments, remuneration, and promotions of academic and other 

staff; construction and maintenance of facilities; scheduling of classes and assignment of 

staff to classes and laboratory spaces; the ability to secure sufficient resources to carry 

out the complex mission of the institution; and the allocation of scarce resources to 

various claimants.  

Management is sometimes undervalued and contrasted with leadership, which is 

generally portrayed as more visionary and more likely to alter the fundamental trajectory 

of the institution than mere management.  Yet vision and the capacity to fundamentally 

change a university (or any institution or organization) require the ability to 

institutionalize change, to effectively create new resources by the efficient use of existing 

resources, and to make difficult managerial decisions on resource reallocation. Effective 

governance and management are thus inextricably woven together. Management without 

vision cannot adapt; leadership without effective management remains merely visionary 

(Johnstone, 2010). 
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 A difficult question is whether the role of a university President should be 

primarily managerial, primarily academic, or both. The literature is divided on whether a 

university leader should be a top scholar, or whether the President should be a manager 

from outside of the academic world. How the university leader’s profile is defined is 

closely related to the governance model or trend a given university follows (e.g., 

academic or corporate – see annex 3 for a discussion). In some corporate governance 

models, the role of the university head is purely representative, depending on the powers 

given to the board. In most cases however, the President is responsible for day-to-day 

management of the university and for the implementation of its goals. More generally, 

the leadership and management orientation dimension in this paper refers to the head of 

the university and the available governing bodies, their composition, the process for 

selecting or appointing their members, as well as their roles and responsibilities, their 

reporting lines, their accountability measures, and the duration of their assignment. 

 

(5) Sufficient Institutional Autonomy: The regulatory framework allows for 

sufficient financial, staffing and academic autonomy in institutions. 

 

There is a strong international trend toward increasing the autonomy of university 

institutions by making them independent and self-governing. This emerged from the need 

to make universities more responsive to social and economic environments and more able 

to adapt to changing technologies and innovate. Academic autonomy and academic 

freedom are critical elements of well-performing universities. To be successful, 

Rosovosky (2001) observed that academic staff must be involved in the decision-making 

of the university. Research universities especially need the full involvement of academic 

staff in decision-making, and typically have a greater degree of professorial power and 

stronger guarantees of academic autonomy than other institutions (Altbach, 2011). 

This paper considers four principal features of institutional governance as it 

relates to the degree of autonomy of tertiary education institutions.  These are (i) 

organizational autonomy, (ii) financial autonomy, (iii) staffing autonomy, and (iv) 

academic autonomy.  Organizational autonomy was already discussed under the previous 

policy goal, but the other forms of autonomy must also be reviewed.  Financial autonomy 

refers to an institution’s capacity to mobilize resources, manage its resources, and use 

them efficiently.  By having control over their resources and facilities, tertiary institutions 

are in a better position to adapt and improve to meet the changing demands of society and 

the market.  Staffing autonomy refers to the capacity and responsibility of the institution 

to recruit staff and set salaries, usually directly related to the legal status of staff (whether 

civil servant or employee of the university itself).  Finally, academic autonomy refers to 

the degree to which an institution is at liberty of directing its own education and research 

strategy, for example choice in specialization in research or focus on teaching of specific 

topics and targeting of specific populations for enrolment.  It also includes the ability of 

the institution to manage its academic profile and admission policy (including 

qualifications and size of student enrolment). Last but not least, it encompasses the 

degree of academic freedom enjoyed by tertiary education institutions in a given country. 

 The grouping of autonomy factors into these four categories was first introduced 

by the European University Association (EUA) in its Lisbon declaration of 2007.  This 

declaration results from discussions that took place among 700 universities and partners 
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during the fourth EUA Convention of Higher Education Institutions hosted by the five 

Lisbon universities and the Portuguese Rectors’ Conference.  The selection of these four 

dimensions as the principle elements of institutional governance is further supported 

empirically by Aghion et al. (2007, 2008, 2009) in various studies focusing on the 

importance of autonomy for successful research and innovation at universities in Europe 

and America. The authors define tertiary institution performance as a ranking in the 

Shanghai Jiao Tong University (SJTU) ranking of world universities.   In attempting to 

identify the factors that correlate with being ranked in the SJTU, the authors rely on 

factor analysis using a survey of European universities. They find that the autonomy 

factor is maximized for those European universities that share a number of 

characteristics, including that they (i) do not need to seek government approval of their 

budget; (ii) select their baccalaureate students in a manner independent of the 

government; (iii) pay faculty flexibly rather than based on a centralized seniority/rank 

based scale; (iv) control their hiring internally; (v) have low endogamy; (vi) own their 

own buildings; (vii) set their own curriculum; (viii) have a relatively low percentage of 

their budget from core government funds; and (ix) have a relatively high percentage of 

their funds from competitive research grants (Aghion et al., 2009).  

 

(6) Presence of incentive-based funding: Funding mechanism provides incentives 

for institutions to achieve system wide goals on institutional performance and 

equity among others.  Incentives are transparent and known to all.   

 

Incentive-based funding involves the provision of funds to institutions based on 

their success in meeting certain performance targets (such as graduation rates, retention 

rates, or the employment rates of graduates) or contribution to certain system-wide goals 

such as equity (for example, enrolment of a certain number of minority or low income 

students into the first-year cohort).  This policy goal also captures the extent to which the 

system allocates funds in a competitive way in the areas of research and investment.    

 In their review of tertiary education funding allocation mechanisms, Salmi and 

Hauptman (2006) conclude that one of the most effective policy instruments to improve 

performance is the linking of funding formulas to performance measures for institutions.  

They write: “Tying the distribution of funds to institutions or students to performance 

measures can make a real difference in the ability of tertiary systems to achieve the goals 

of improved equity, quality, and efficiency” (Salmi and Hauptman, 2006). They caution 

however that the success of these policies in achieving improved results depends to a 

large degree on how the policies are designed and the problem that they intend to target.   

A number of OECD countries use this funding approach, including Denmark, the 

United Kingdom, Israel, and the Netherlands.  These countries not only link funding 

allocations to the number of graduates of tertiary education institutions, but often go 

further.  In Denmark for example, a ‘taximeter’ system was implemented to improve 

teaching outcomes. Institutions were funded based on the number of students who had 

passed exams and an additional quality assurance mechanism was instituted to ensure that 

standards remained high.  Evaluations have shown that there are few negative effects of 

performance based funding, and indeed as a result of such reforms the management of the 

education sector tends to improve, with an increased focus on “value for money”  

(OECD, 2006).   
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(7) Checks on Quality and Relevance: The TEA has an independent quality 

assurance and accreditation function for both public and private institutions 

and it monitors the labor market relevance of degrees through an analysis of 

employment trends for graduates. 

 

The literature also emphasizes the importance of quality assurance mechanisms in 

a well-functioning tertiary education system.  This is especially important given the 

significant surge in demand over the past 20 years for higher education degrees in low 

and middle income countries and the large supply of private providers (both brick and 

mortar and online) rushing to meet this demand in light of tightening public expenditure 

in the sector.  The quality of the educational experience is what is at stake, with both 

private and public institutions aiming to strike the right balance between quality and cost.    

On the quality assurance side, the instrument proposed in this paper assesses both 

external quality assurance (through the presence and independence of accrediting bodies), 

and the degree to with quality assurance agencies guide institutions on developing strong 

internal quality assurance measures.  On the relevance side, this instrument measures the 

extent to which institutions administer and publish student engagement and employment 

tracer surveys.   

 In some countries, developing or strengthening quality assurance processes is a 

key step for improving higher education systems. External quality reviews (conducted in 

most cases by governments) prompt institutions to focus on monitoring and improved 

performance for “continuous improvement” (Green, 2011).  As institutions devote more 

attention to internal assessments and evaluations, the relationships between student skills, 

knowledge and achievement, the requirements of the workplace, the requirements of 

professional bodies, and the marketability of students are all being brought into sharper 

focus (Achim et al. 2009). 

 

(8) Standards of Accountability: Institutions are held to specific standards of 

transparency around financial health, fraud, student engagement and 

employment of graduates. 

 

Finally, standards of accountability are adopted to ensure the financial, academic, 

and informational integrity of the tertiary education system. Components of the 

accountability framework proposed in this paper include indicators tracking the use of 

financial audits, measures against corruption (whether financial or academic), and 

measures for transparency.   The need to ensure transparency and fight corruption is 

obvious enough, but its importance cannot be understated.  For example, data collected 

by the World Bank Institute on the extent of corruption in a half dozen countries in Africa 

suggest that petty corruption may be highly prevalent in higher education (Tsimpo and 

Wodon, 2012a).  In one of the countries, it appeared that close to half (44.1 percent) of 

the families with students in a tertiary education institutions made unofficial payments 

(these are the terms used in the survey) to the schools or its staff, and that the value of 

such payments was at about a third of the value of the official payments
5
.  While some of 

                                                        
5
 In addition, when asked whether the individual or any other person in the individual’s family had to make 

any unofficial payments to get your child admission in the school, 27.2 percent responded in the 
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these payments may be legitimate, so that these estimates are likely to be upper bounds of 

the incidence of petty corruption in tertiary education, it does appear that such corruption 

is widespread, and more so than in primary and secondary education.  

But the issue of accountability is broader than that of corruption and transparency.  

It also relates also to a broader shift from input focused and rigid state-controlled systems 

of accountability towards broader and outcome based systems that provide independence 

to institutions in their day-to-day decision-making.  This push for more outcome-based 

accountability has not only evolved from the changing relationship between governments 

and universities, but also because of an increased focus on efficiency, value for money 

spent, and globalization of education requiring greater accountability of many new cross-

border institutions (Huisman and Currie, 2004).   

As governments and ministries around the world promote more autonomy for 

public universities, the price to pay is often greater demand for accountability, and these 

demands are increasingly in the form of measurable demonstrations of achievement and 

progress towards the university’s goals. For instance, if the goal is to advance scholarship 

in basic science, then a measurable outcome might be the number of articles accepted in 

internationally-recognized, peer-reviewed journals in the university’s self-identified 

fields of scholarly emphasis. If the goal is applied scholarship, then the number and 

success rate of consulting contracts, grants, and patents applied for and awarded in a 

particular field might be measured.  

 

 

4. System-wide Governance Questionnaire 

 

The eight policy goals identified above, together with policy levers which can 

help in achieving these goals and indicators which can be used to measure the 

effectiveness of these policy levers, are provided in more detail in table 1.  While there 

would clearly be other ways to specify policy levers and indicators in order to measure 

governance, the questionnaire proposed in table 3 should work well in most contexts. 

It is worth noting that fairly different types of indicators are included in table 1. 

While some indicators are quantitative, others are objective qualitative indicators, and 

still others are subjective qualitative indicators.  Quantitative indicators provide users 

with a tangible measure to compare governance across various dimensions of country 

systems and institutions.  Data for these indicators are relatively easier to collect than 

qualitative data.  Unfortunately, few governance indicators come under this category, for 

example the proportion of accredited institutions or programs in a country, or the 

proportion of budget allocated based on performance criteria, or the proportion of 

students who report corruption or academic fraud. Objective qualitative indicators 

describe key dimensions of governance in a non-numeric way.  Qualitative indicators can 

capture in an objective manner the main characteristics of a tertiary education system’s 

                                                                                                                                                                     
affirmative.  When asked whether it is common for parents to make unofficial payments to gain admission 

for their children, 43.0 percent of respondents said sometimes. 47.3 percent said frequently, and 6.5 percent 

said always.  Finally, when asked how such unofficial payments occur more frequently, about one third of 

respondents responded in the affirmative for each of the three alternatives asked in the questionnaire (a 

school official indicates or asks for a payment, the parent or family member offer a payment on his/her own 

accord, or it is known before hand how to pay and how much to pay, so it is not discussed).   
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quality assurance set up (existence of an accreditation system) and key dimensions of 

organizational autonomy (existence of an independent Board, mode of selection of 

university leaders).  Subjective qualitative indicators are constructed on the basis of 

expert judgments on key dimensions of system and institutional governance.   

The fact that many different indicators are included in table 3 begs the question as 

to whether some may be more important than others in order to improve system 

performance, and the same question could be asked at the level of any specific institution.  

While it makes intuitive sense that good governance, and especially autonomy combined 

with accountability, may help in improving performance, it must be recognized however 

that empirical evidence to this effects remains limited.  Good data on university-level as 

well as system-wide governance are hard to come by, especially in low and middle 

income countries.  Because of lack of data, the relationship between governance and 

performance has not been analyzed in depth, with the exception of a few studies by 

Aghion and others already mentioned earlier, and to a large extent even the measurement 

of governance is not a settled issue (Wodon and Adoho 2012).  We will come back to the 

difficult question of how to aggregate and prioritize the information provided in the 

proposed system-wide and institution-level questionnaires in section 6. 
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Table 1: Questionnaire for System-wide Governance  

Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #1. Setting a Clear Vision for 

Tertiary Education 

The country or government has a 

vision and plan for the tertiary 

education sector, a willingness to 

translate its vision into a concrete 

action plan.   

Policy directions 

 

Existence of a strategic 

vision and development plan 

for tertiary education 

 

 

0. No vision /plan.   

1. Partial development/reform plan but no implementation.   

2. Partial vision/reform plan with implementation.   

3. Strategic vision/plan with implementation. 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #2: Regulatory Framework 

The tertiary education system is 

governed by an appropriate 

regulatory framework including for 

private providers 

 

Legal framework for 

overall tertiary 

education system 

Existence of tertiary 

education law 

 

  

0. No tertiary education law exists.   

1. Tertiary education law exists but is has not been revised in 10+ years.   

2. Tertiary education law has been updated in last 10 years. 

Legal framework for 

the regulation of 

private providers 

Regulation for the entry of 

private providers 

0. Private providers not allowed or heavily restricted.   

1. No regulation for the entry/certification of private providers. 

2. Reasonable regulations to control entry/certification of private providers.  

 Regulation for the operations 

of private providers 

0. No regulation for the operations of private providers. 

1. Unclear regulation for the operations of private providers but without 

clear distinction between for-profit and not-for-profit private institutions.  

2. Clear regulatory framework for the operations of private providers 

including distinction between for-profit and not-for-profit private 

institutions. 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #3 Capacity of the Tertiary 

Education Authority (TEA) 

The TEA has the capacity to guide, 

support, implement and monitor the 

TEIs and the TE system 

 

Tertiary Education 

Authority 

Existence and capacity of 

Tertiary Education Authority 

(TEA) 

0. Inexistent or weak TEA.  

1. Small TEA with limited capacity and influence.  

2. Reasonably well staffed TEA able to implement limited reforms.  

3. Highly credible/capable TEA able to implement controversial reforms. 

 Capacity building: the 

national or provincial 

authorities have the know-

how and competencies to 

strengthen institutional 

capacity in the sector 

0. TEA has no qualified staff for capacity building purposes.   

1. TEA has a few programs for building the management capacity of 

tertiary education institutions.   

2. TEA has extensive programs for building the management capacity of 

tertiary education institutions.   

 

 

Information system 

Existence of Tertiary 

Education Management 

Information System (TEMIS) 

used for policy formulation 

0. No TEMIS.   

1. Incomplete TEMIS.   

2. Complete system exists but is not frequently used for policy purposes.   

3. Comprehensive TEMIS exists and is frequently used for policy purposes. 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #4. Leadership, Management 

and Organizational Autonomy  

The regulatory framework allows for 

sufficient organizational, autonomy.  

This means that the HEA has an 

appropriate policy on the role and 

functions of the boards of higher 

education institutions as well as for 

the selection of the leadership of 

higher education institutions, and the 

respective responsibilities of both. 

 

 

 

 Governing Board Composition of Board  

 

 

0. University faculty and staff only  

1. University faculty, staff, and student representatives  

2.  University faculty, staff, students, and government officials  

3.  University faculty, staff, students, and majority external participants (not 

only government, but also members from private sector/ non-profit arena.). 

 Selection of Board  

 

0. Election by faculty and staff  

1. Appointment by external committee on basis of search committee  

 Independence of Boards 

  

0. No independence,  

1. Low degree of independence,  

2. high degree of independence (score 1, 2 or 3)  

 Authority of Board 

 

 

0. Board is purely consultative.  

1. Board approves strategic plan.  

2. Board approves strategic plan and annual budget.  

3. Same as 3, but Board is also responsible for recruitment of University 

leader  

 Responsibilities of Board and 

leadership 

 

 

0.Lack of clarity about the respective responsibilities of the Board and 

leadership 

1. Some clarity about the respective responsibilities of the Board and 

leadership 

2. Full clarity about the respective responsibilities of the Board and 

leadership 

 

Leadership 

 

Selection of university leader  

 

0. Selection of university leader is based on political appointment.   

1. Selection of leader is based on internal election.   

2.  Selection of leader is based on competitive search  (score 1, 2 or 3)  

 Eligibility of external 

candidates  

 

0. Leader can be only an internal candidate.   

1. Leader can come from another academic institution in the country.  

2. Leader can come from any academic institution in the world.  

 Leadership term limits   

 

0.  Leader can serve only one term and cannot serve elsewhere afterwards.   

1. Leader can serve 2 terms and cannot serve elsewhere afterwards.   

2. No limits on terms either within or in other institutions.  

 Selection of leadership team 

 

0. Based on outside political appointment.   

1. Based on elections.   

2. At discretion of university leader.   

3. By university leader based on competitive search  
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #5 Institutional Autonomy 

The regulatory framework allows for 

sufficient financial, staffing and 

academic autonomy in institutions.   

Financial Autonomy 

   

   

 

Freedom/flexibility to borrow 

from commercial banks  

0. No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

Freedom/flexibility to set 

level of tuition and fees for 

students 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

Freedom/flexibility to issue 

bonds in financial markets  

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions  

Freedom/flexibility to retain 

surplus from annual budget 

and self-generated funds  

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

 

Freedom/flexibility to 

constitute and use an 

endowment  

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

Freedom/flexibility to 

purchase, own, and sell 

buildings, facilities and 

equipment  

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions  

Freedom/flexibility to use 

available resources (for 

example with public funding 

allocated as block grant 

rather than through line items 

or earmarked funds) 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

 

Flexibility in procurement 

(this may range from very 

restrictive rules and 

procedures to rules and 

procedures as flexible as for 

private universities) 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #5 (Continued) 

The regulatory framework allows for 

sufficient financial, staffing and 

academic autonomy in institutions.   

Staffing Autonomy Civil service status of 

employees, especially faculty 

0. Yes 

2. No 

Freedom/flexibility to recruit 

faculty  

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

 

Freedom/flexibility to 

terminate non-performing 

faculty 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

Freedom/flexibility to set 

salaries  

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions  

Academic 

Autonomy  

Freedom/flexibility to define 

academic structure and 

programs 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions  

Freedom/flexibility to define 

course content 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

Restrictions to academic 

freedom speech of faculty 

0.Yes 

1.Some 

2.None 

Freedom to recruit students 

(enrolment size, academic 

qualifications, etc.) 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions  

Assessment of students 

(learning outcomes), format 

of exams 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 

Academic partnerships with 

other institutions 

0.No 

1.Yes but with some restrictions 

2.Yes, with no restrictions 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #6: Incentive-based 

performance 

Funding mechanism is performance-

based, transparent, and promotes 

equity in student enrolment. 

Incentives for 

Performance 

Funding allocation modalities  

take into account 

performance targets on a 

competitive  basis 

0. Share of recurrent budget allocated on the basis of performance. 

1. Share of research budget allocated on a competitive basis. 

2. Share of investment funding allocated on a competitive basis. 

3. Share of recurrent budget allocated per students following a demand 

model (i.e. grants, loans, vouchers). 

The TEA negotiates 

performance targets with 

institutions, monitors results, 

and rewards institutions 

meeting/exceeding targets  

0. No Performance agreements are in place and there is no plan to do so.  

1. Performance agreements are in place but not monitored 

2. Performance agreements are in place, are monitored, and acted upon 

Equity promotion 

 

The government provides 

student aid (grants, loans) to 

support recruitment and 

enrolment of minorities and 

the poor.  

0. The government provides needs-based scholarships or There is a 

government-backed student loan scheme for needy students 

   

2. Government has a combination of both loan and grant funding. 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal #7: Quality and Relevance 

The HEA has an independent quality 

assurance and accreditation agency 

for both public and private 

institutions.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

External quality 

assurance 

Existence of QA system and 

agency 

0. No QA agency in place.   

1. Less than ¼ of institutions/programs are evaluated or accredited  

2. Between ¼ and ¾ of programs are evaluated or accredited.   

3. More than ¾ of all programs are evaluated or accredited. 

Degree of independence of 

QA agency 

0. The QA agency is part of a government agency and not independent 

1. The QA agency is an autonomous public agency  

2. The QA agency is autonomous, not public, and independently funded 

Internal quality 

assurance 

Standards development (Yes 

or No) 

0. The QA agency has developed IQA standards and guidelines . 

2. The QA agency has not developed IQA standards and guidelines.   

How comprehensive are IQA 

guidelines for institutions?  

Do the guidelines cover the 

following: 

1. Institutional licensing 

2. Institutional 

accreditation 

3. Accreditation of 

programs 

4. Assessing learning 

outcomes 

5. Teaching methodologies 

6. Research production 

7. Facilities 

0.IQA standards cover less than 2 of listed areas 

1.IQA standards cover between 3-5 listed areas 

2.IQA standards cover over 5 listed areas 

Labor market 

advisory service 

Participation in student 

engagement and tracer 

surveys, publication of 

results. 

0. Very few institutions participate in surveys  

1. Most institutions participate in surveys but they do not publish the results  

2. Most institutions participate in surveys and publish the results 

 Regular research reports on industry and employment trends released to 

public along with employment rate of recent graduates by occupation  

0.No 

2.Yes 
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Policy Goals Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 

Goal 8 # Accountability 

Institutions are held to specific 

standards of transparency around 

financial health, fraud, student 

engagement and employment of 

graduates. 

 

 

Anti-corruption Operation of an anti-

corruption agency competent 

for tertiary education 

0.No such agency exists.   

1. Agency exists but does not cover tertiary education.   

2. Agency exists and covers tertiary education. 

Monitoring of corruption 

(financial, academic and 

information fraud). Global 

corruption barometer score: 

 

Share of users of services reporting they paid a bribe to receive attention 

from at least one of 9 different service providers in the past 12 months. 

Percentage of students who report academic or information fraud. 

Financial integrity Financial audits (public 

institutions are independently 

audited annually and results 

of audit are publicly 

available)   

0. No audit conducted. 

1. Audit conducted annually but results are not publicly available.  

2. Audit conducted annually and results publicly available.  

Are universities required to 

sanction cases of 

embezzlement; inappropriate 

spending (failure to present 

justifications);  

misprocurement 

0.No 

1.Somehow 

2.Yes 

Academic integrity Are universities required to 

sanction :   examination 

fraud; Unethical behavior 

(sale of exams, nepotism,);  

Non-compliance with 

admission standards; 

Unethical management of 

faculty careers 

0.No 

1.Somehow 

2.Yes 

Transparency and 

openness 

Participation in accreditation 

and publication of results:   

 

0. No publication of evaluation / accreditation results.   

1. Very few institutions publish evaluation / accreditation results.   

2. Most institutions publish evaluation / accreditation results. 

Publication of deliberations 

of governing boards 

0.No 

2.Yes 

Existence of fair/ transparent 

admissions policies 

0.No 

2.Yes 

Existence of fair/transparent 

examination policies 

 0.No 

2.Yes 
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5. Institution-level Questionnaire  

 

As mentioned earlier, and as explained in more detail in Annex 2, it is especially 

important in the case of tertiary education to collect governance data at the institution level, apart 

from data at the level of whole systems as is done in other SABER domains.  This is not only 

because of the need to assess whether system-wide policies are being implemented at the level of 

institutions, but also because of the high degree of heterogeneity between institutions.  

Following the structure outlined in the previous section for indicators of system-wide 

governance, this section provides a parallel questionnaire that can be implemented for assessing 

governance at the level of institutions.  Some of the questions are meant to assess how 

institutions perceive system-wide governance, including whether they are actually aware of the 

policies being implemented at the level of the system.  Other questions are meant to assess the 

quality of the governance of the institutions themselves, and whether they do correspond to what 

is mandated or suggested by the tertiary education authority and other system-level institutions.  

Before implementing the institutional-level questionnaire, it is necessary to implement 

the system-wide questionnaire because this facilitates a proper interpretation of the data collected 

at the level of institutions.  Also, while collecting data at the level of institutions is 

recommended, it is not necessarily required, and whether this can be done depends on the budget 

available for data collection and analysis.  The cost of implementing the institution-level 

questionnaire is higher than that of implementing the system-wide questionnaire simply because 

the institution-level questionnaire is longer and it must be collected from several institutions.  In 

countries with a large number of institutions, sampling techniques can be used to come up with a 

representative sample of universities and community colleges, but for statistical analysis it is 

better to have – if possible – two dozen or more institutions sampled.   

Data collection for the system-wide questionnaire should be led by one or more in-

country experts knowledgeable on the tertiary education system with access for the system-wide 

questionnaire to staff at the tertiary education authority in order to properly reference policy and 

process information not necessarily available in the public domain.  By contrast, data collection 

for the institution-level questionnaire relies on interviews with university administrators.  Apart 

from traditional interviews in person, web-based survey instrument may be used (see the 

discussion of the pros and cons of such techniques in Annex 6).  This certainly reduces the cost 

of institution-level data collection, but it may require additional quality checks, and follow up 

calls to university administrators for clarification if needed.   

In table 2, three types of answers can be provided by university administrators, as 

indicated in the last three columns of the table.  Some questions require simple yes-no answers.  

Other questions require answers with three or more levels.  This is the case for questions on 

institutional autonomy, where the answer is typically one of three modalities: 1-No the decision 

is taken by another entity than the university, 2- Yes the decision is taken by the university but 

still needs approval from another entity, and 3- Yes, the decision falls entirely under the purview  

of the university.  Finally, some questions require a response in the form of an estimate, typically 

in percentage terms.  While many of the questions in the institutional level questionnaires were 

inspired by the work carried in the Middle East and North Africa region by Jaramillo et al. 

(2012), they have been reorganized along the eight policy goals identified earlier at the system-

wide level.  Also, following by Jaramillo et al. (2012), questions on participation have been 

added as optional, even though they are not part directly of the system-level questionnaire.  

 



30 

 

Box 3: Prototyping the Institutional-level Questionnaire in Jamaica 

 

The tertiary education sector in Jamaica is diverse, with 4 universities and over 40 public and 

private colleges.  As part of the SABER assessment in Jamaica, all tertiary education institutions 

will be invited to fill the institutional-level questionnaire.  About half the questionnaires will be 

filled through in-person interviews, and the other half through a web-based questionnaire, which 

will enable the team to test whether the quality of the information provided through a web 

questionnaire is similar to that obtained through in-person interviews.  The selection of which 

institutions are assigned to each of the two groups will be based on a random allocation of the 

institutions according to characteristics, such as whether they are public or private, national or 

foreign-based, universities or community and teachers’ colleges, etc.  If the responses of the two 

groups are similar in content and of the same level of quality in terms of valid responses and 

details in the responses, this would suggest that implementing the institutional-level 

questionnaire through the web may be a valid approach, which would save time and expense.   
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Table 2: Questionnaire for Institution-level Governance 

Goal#1:  Setting a Clear Vision 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

System-wide 

Policy 

Directions 

Does the country have a strategic vision and 

development plan for tertiary education? 

 

  X 
  What are the main priorities mapped in the 

national strategic vision? (Check all that apply) 
1 Quality  X 

  2 Enrolment X 
  3 Equity X 
  4 Internationalization X 
  5 Research X 
  6 Teaching X 
  7 Skills for employment X 
  8 Accountability X 
  9 Other X 
  

Institutional 

Missions and 

Goals 

Are the general missions of universities in the 

country formally stated? 

 

  X 
  

Where are they stated? 

1 National Law for (Higher) Education X 
  2 Ministry of Education decree (or similar) X 
  3 Report of a reflection committee or council X 
  4 Universities internal regulation  X 
  

During their elaboration, which actor had a voice? 

1 The State, national level (Parliament, government) X 
  2 The State, regional level X 
  3 Civil society representatives X 
  4 Industry & business representatives X 
  5 Universities representatives X 
  6 Syndicates/unions X 
  Are the specific goals of your institution formally 

stated? 

 

  X 
  

Where are they stated? 

1 National Law for (Higher) Education X 
  2 MoE decree (or similar) X 
  3 Report of a reflexion committee or council X 
  4 Universities internal regulation  X 
  

What was the major concern during their 

settlement?  (Please choose only one option) 

1 Reflecting the expectations of internal stakeholders (students, staff) X 
  

2 

Reflecting the expectations of external stakeholders (State, donors, 

private sector, alumni) X 
  3 Being aligned with the institution missions nationally defined  X 
  

Which actors are in charge for monitoring their 

achievement? 

1 The State (Government, MoE,  Parliament) X 
  2 Institutional leadership (Head or equivalent) X 
  3 Social council (e.g. civil society, industry & business representatives, X     
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What are the elements used to measure 

achievement of institutional goals? 

1 Quantitative surveys producing performance data X     

2 Assessment reports conducted by the Governing Board  X     

3 

Assessment reports conducted by the State (Parliament or 

Government) X     

4 Assessment reports conducted by an independent agency X     

 

  

associations, donors) 

4 Senior Managers X     

5 Governing Board (or equivalent) X     

6 Other councils (e.g. Academic, Research, Student's Senate...) X     

7 Private owners / Donors X     
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Goal#2: Regulatory Framework 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Legal 

framework 

for TE 

How many times has the legal status of the 

institution been modified in the last 10 years? 

(Please choose only 1) 

1 None X     

2 One time X     

3 Two times X     

4 Three times X     

5 More than three times X     

How many times has the mission legally 

entrusted to universities been modified in the 

last 10 years? (Please choose only one) 

1  None X     

2 One time X     

3 Two times X     

4 Three times X     

5 More than three times X     

What is the event that better explains the last 

changes in the Legal Framework of the 

Institution? 

1 

Reform of the law conducted by the National 

Assembly/Parliament (or similar) X     

2 Replacement of the executive (president, minister) X     

3 Effects of a financial/economic crisis X     

4 Alignment with international trend X     

Legal 

framework 

for private 

providers 

What were the requirements to enter market 

as a private provider?  (For private 

institutions only- select all that apply). 

 

Registration criteria were: 

 

    

1 No entry regulations X     

2 Overly complicated and/ approval process was long X     

3 Clear and time to register were reasonable X     

4 

Objective and measurable so as to minimize discretion and 

limit the scope for corruption. X     

5 Openly published - they were easily accessed without delay  X     

6 

Output-focused (i.e., designed to ask open questions about 

the standards proposed rather than impose fixed national 

norms or ratios) so as to allow for flexible and diverse 

delivery approaches X     

7 

There are incentives and support (i.e. financial subsidies, 

tax holidays, provision of land, operational support) for 

entry into this market X     
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Goal #3: Capacity of the Tertiary Education Authority  
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Education 

Authority 
How would you describe HEA staff? 

1 HEA authority staff are professional, skilled and competent X     

2 

HEA authority makes an effort to engage the sector, and 

communicates reforms in the sector X     

3 

HEA authority has successfully introduced reforms in the 

sector (if applicable) X     

Information 

system 

What data does your institution regularly 

report to the HEA? (Check all that apply) 

1 personnel (full-time, part-time etc) X     

2 academic (enrolment, retention, transition, graduation)  X     

3 

students (composition- full-time, part-time, demographic 

information) X     

4 financial management X     

5 infrastructure  X     
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Goal #4: Leadership, Management and Organizational Autonomy 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Head of the 

institution 

Selection process 

1 Appointment by the Government X     

2 Appointment by a Selection Committee X     

3 Elections X     

4 Competitive recruitment X     

Who is implicated/involved in this process? 

1 The State (Parliament, MoE or Regional authorities) X     

2  Institutional leadership (Governing Board,...) X     

3 Senior Academic staff X     

4 Private owners or donors X     

What are the requirements to be selected? 

1  s/he is not necessarily an academic X     

2 s/he needs to have a Managerial profile X     

3 s/he can be an external person from the Institution X     

4 s/he has to meet a full job specification X     

5 s/he is not necessarily a member of a political party X     

6 s/he has to propose a strategic vision for the institution  X     

What are the conditions of their mandate? 

1 The length is less than 4 years X     

2  It's not renewable X     

3  It's renewable but the number of mandates is limited X     

Deans 

Selection process 

1 Appointment by the Government X     

2 Appointment by a Selection Committee X     

3 Elections X     

4 Competitive recruitment X     

Who is implicated/involved in this process? 

1 The State (Parliament, MoE or Regional authorities) X     

2  Institutional leadership (Governing Board,...) X     

3 Semior Academic staff X     

4 Private owners or donors X     

What are the requirements to be selected? 

1  s/he is not necessarily an academic X     

2 s/he needs to have a Managerial profile X     

3 s/he can be an external person from the Institution X     

4 s/he has to meet a full job specification X     

5 s/he is not necessarily a member of a political party X     

6 s/he has to propose a strategic vision for the institution  X     

What are the conditions of their mandate? 

1 The length is less than 4 years X     

2  It's not renewable X     

3  It's renewable but the number of mandates is limited X     

Members of 

the 
Selection process 

1 Appointment by the Government X     

2 Appointment by a Selection Committee X     



36 

 

Governing 

Board (or 

equivalent) 

3 Elections X     

4 Competitive recruitment X     

Who is implicated/involved in this process? 

1 The State (Parliament, MoE or Regional authorities) X     

2  Institutional leadership (Governing Board,...) X     

3 Semior Academic staff X     

4 Private owners or donors X     

What are the requirements to be selected? 

1 s/he is not necessarily an academic X     

2 s/he can be an external person from the Institution X     

3 s/he is not necessarily a member of a political party X     

4 Others X     

What are the conditions of their mandate? 

1 The length is less than 4 years X     

2  It's not renewable X     

3  It's renewable but the number of mandates is limited X     
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Goal  #5: Institutional Autonomy 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Financial 

autonomy 

Who approved the budget of the institution? 

1 The State (Government, MoE,  Parliament) X     

2 The Governing Board X     

3 Instituional leadership (Head or equivalent) X     

4 Instituitonal budget committee X     

5 Senior Managers X     

6 Private Owners X     

7 Others X     

What are the different revenue sources of 

the Institution?  

 1 

Funds from the Government (budget allocation, 

grants, other) X   X 

 2 Fees from students     X 

 3 Funds from Private owners     X 

 4 

Funds raised from Private companies (e.g. industries, 

businesses)     X 

 5 Loans obtained from banks     X 

 6 

Loans and grants obtained from International 

organizations     X 

 7 Funds from contracts (e.g. consulting, outsourcing)     X 

 8 Revenues obtained from financial applications     X 

Regarding the financial procedures, has the 

Institution autonomy to:  

 1 Manage its assets (e.g. sell, buy, rent) X     

 2 Use unspent funds from one year to another X     

 3 Set the level of fees X     

 4 

Define the revenue structure of the institution (e.g. 

public/private sources, banks, assets interests, 

endowments, fees) X     

 5 Run a deficit X     

 6 

Use a multi-year forecast (e.g. Medium Term 

Expenditure Framework system) X     

 7 

Choose the budget allocation inside a block-grant 

budget X     

 8 

Set the bonuses to be paid to private owners (for 

Private institutions) X     

What is the proportion of spendings? 

 1 Salaries/Recurrent spening     X 

 2 Operational costs/ Recurrent spending     X 

 3 Recurrent spending/ Total spending     X 

 4 Capital spending / Total spending     X 

What is the proportion of revenues? 
 1 Fees/ Total revenues     X 

 2 State-order scholarships/total revenues     X 
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 3 Stipends/Total revenues     X 

 4 Research  & Consultancy/ Total revenues     X 

How are salaries determined? 

 1 Years of service in yoru institution     X 

 2 Academic qualifications     X 

 3 Years of rlevant experience     X 

 4 Performance     X 

 5 Others ()     X 

What measures are you taking to assure the 

sustainability of university financing? 

 1 Increasing the number of fee-paying students     X 

 2 Increasing the fee levels     X 

 3 Raising donations from the private sector     X 

 4 Conducting research and consultancy for fees     X 

 5 

Opening/closing programmes based on cost-

effectiveness     X 

 6 Others     X 

What type of assets is the University 

allowed to own? 

 1 Buildings X     

 2 Land X     

 3 Financial assets X     

 4 Equipments (Motorized, IT) and furniture  X     

Staffing 

autonomy 

Does the University have autonomy for: 

 1 Hiring new administrative staff open ended   X   

 2 Dismissing administrative staff   X   

 3 Hiring academic staff open ended   X   

 4 Dismissing academic staff open ended   X   

 5 Developing training programs   X   

 6 Promoting staff members   X   

Does the University have autonomy for: 

1 
Assessing the performance of administrative and 

academic staff   X   

2 Setting the salaries of  academic staff   X   

3 Setting the salaries of  administrative staff   X   

4 Setting variable salaries (linked with performance)   X   

5 
Setting the Contracts of administrative staff and 

academics (e.g. duration, benefits)   X   

What types of policies to provide 

incentives/ enforcing of rules are used to 

manage the staff in HR department, 

financial department, academic department? 

1 Reporting measures X X   

2 Compensations, salaries attached to performance X     

3 Providing justifications for expenditures X     

4 Scorecards X     

5 
Standardized sanctions in case of professional 

misconduct     X 

What is the composition of the overall staff 

in terms of: 

1 Administrative staff (as opposed to Academic)     X 

2 Administrative Senior Staff     X 
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3 Academic Senior Staff     X 

What is the composition of the 

administrative staff in terms of: 

1 Civil servants (e.g. employed by the State)     X 

2 Part-time contracts     X 

3 Fixed-term contracts     X 

What is the composition of the academic 

staff in terms of: 

1 Civil servants (e.g. employed by the State)     X 

2 Part-time contracts     X 

3 Fixed-term contracts     X 

What is the composition of the academic 

staff in terms of: 

1 Ph.D Holders     X 

2 
Ph.D holders having more than 10 years of service at 

the University     X 

3 
PhD holders having more than 10 years of service in a 

managerial position     X 

Academic 

autonomy 

Has the university the autonomy to decide 

the: 

1 Structure of curricula (e.g. type of degrees)   X   

2  Introduction of new programs   X   

3 Types of courses (level, sector, mode)   X   

4 Number of hours per program per year   X   

5 
Assessment of students (learning outcomes), format of 

exams   X   

6 Academic partnerships with other institutions   X   

7 
Content of articles, speeches, other communications 

by faculty?   X   

Has the University autonomy to determine: 

1 

The overall number of students admitted in the 

University? (e.g. is the university able to refuse 

applications)   X   

2  The number of students per program?   X   

3 
The admission mechanisms (e.g. entry-exams, 

analysis of academic grades of students)?   X   

 

 

 

  



40 

 

Goal #6: Incentives based funding 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Incentives for 

performance 
Recurrent, Research, Investment, Equity 

1 
Share of recurrent budget allocated on the basis of 

performance measures.     X 

2 Share of research budget allocated on a competitive basis.     X 

3 
Share of investment funding allocated on a competitive 

basis.     X 

4 
 Share of recurrent budget allocated per students following a 

demand model (i.e. grants, loans, vouchers).     X 
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Goal #7 Quality and Relevance 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Assessing 

External and 

Internal 

Quality 

Assurance 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

If there is a Quality Assurance system, what 

is its form: 

1 
It takes place inside the University (e.g. assessing 

programs, committee, participatory team...)  X     

2 
It takes place outside the university under the 

responsibility of the Government  X     

3 
It takes place outside the university under the 

responsibility of an independent agency  X     

If existent is/are the QA systems to address 

the following items 

1 Institutional licensing x     

2 Institutional accreditation x     

3 Accreditation of programs x     

4 Assessing Learning Outcomes x     

5 Teaching methodologies x     

6 Research production x     

7 Facilities x     

 Internal 

quality 

assurance 

  

  

  

  

  

What are the mechanisms used to follow up 

on evaluations' results? 

1 Action Plans are followed by Internal QA units X     

2 Action Plans are followed by Deans X     

3 
Action Plans are followed by the head of the 

university X     

4 
The Action Plans are regularely reviewed (every 2 

years or more) X     

5 Variable budget allocations are linked with results X     

6 Others X     
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Goal #8: Accountability 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Financial 

integrity 

Are the budget documents available and/or 

reviewed by the following actors: 

1 State (MoE, responsible agency) X     

2 Academic staff X     

3 Administrative staff X     

4 Students X     

5 Medias, public audience X     

If the university is submitted to financial 

audit: 

1 Is it conducted by an external body ? X     

2 Is the report available for inside actors?  X     

3 Is the report disseminated outside the university? X     

Frequency of financial audit (Please choose 

one only) 

1 

The financial audit takes place every six month or 

more X     

2 The financial audit takes place every year X     

3 The financial audit takes place less than every year X     

Has the university applied standardized 

sanctions against: 

1 Embezzlement X     

2 

Inappropriate spending (failure to present 

justifications) X     

3 Misprocurement X     

Academic 

integrity 

Has the university applied standardized 

sanctions against: 

1 Examination fraud X     

2 

Unethical behavior of faculty (sale of exams, 

nepotism...) X     

3 Non compliance with admission standards X     

4 Unethical management of faculty careers X     

Transparenc

y and 

openness 

Has the university established tracking 

surveys to measure: 

1 New graduates employment rate  X     

2 Average unemployment period after graduation X     

3 Average salaries of new graduates X     

4 Main areas of market outlets X     

5 

Average number of years required to complete a 

degree X     

If existent, are these tracking surveys 

disseminated outside the university by : 

1 Institutional website  X     

2 Reports publicly disseminated  X     

3 Newsletters X     

4 Communication brochures X     

Are the following items disseminated by 

one (or more) vector mentioned in the 

question above? 

1 Institutional mission & goals X     

2 Strategy of the university X     

3 Results of the accreditation process  X     

4 

Institutional evaluations results conducted by internal 

or external evaluators  X     
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ADDENDUM:   Degree of Participation in Decision-making 
Policy lever Indicators No Measures Y/N Autonomy % 

Students 

Does this group have a formal and active 

mode of representation  ?     X 

  

Do they have a voice when it comes to 

1 Definition of the goals of the university X 

  2 Elaboration of the strategy X 

  3 Budget allocation X 

  4 Type and number of course X 

  

Do they have representatives in the 

following boards/councils? 

1 Governing Board (or equivalent) 

 

X 

 2 Academic council 

 

X 

 3 Research council  

 

X 

 4 Administrative council 

 

X 

 

If any, are the representative members 

elected ? 

1 In the Governing Board (or equivalent) X 

  2 In the Academic Council X 

  3 In the Research Council X 

  4 In the Administrative council X 

  

Academic Staff 

Does this group have a formal and active 

mode of representation  ?     X 

  

Do they have a voice when it comes to 

1 Definition of the goals of the university X 

  2 Elaboration of the strategy X 

  3 Budget allocation X 

  4 Type and number of course X 

  

Do they have representatives in the 

following boards/councils? 

1 Governing Board (or equivalent) 

 

X 

 2 Academic council 

 

X 

 3 Research council  

 

X 

 4 Administrative council 

 

X 

 

If any, are the representative members 

elected ? 

1 In the Governing Board (or equivalent) X 

  2 In the Academic Council X 

  3 In the Research Council X 

  4 In the Administrative council X 

  

Administrative 

Staff 

Does this group have a formal and active 

mode of representation  ?     X 

  

Do they have a voice when it comes to 

1 Definition of the goals of the university X 

  2 Elaboration of the strategy X 

  3 Budget allocation X 

  4 Type and number of course X 

  Do they have representatives in the 

following boards/councils? 

1 Governing Board (or equivalent) 

 

X 

 2 Academic council 

 

X 
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3 Research council  

 

X 

 4 Administrative council 

 

X 

 

If any, are the representative members 

elected ? 

1 In the Governing Board (or equivalent) X 

  2 In the Academic Council X 

  3 In the Research Council X 

  4 In the Administrative council X 

  

Alumni 

Does this group have a formal and active 

mode of representation  ?     X 

  

Do they have a voice when it comes to 

1 Definition of the goals of the university X 

  2 Elaboration of the strategy X 

  3 Budget allocation X 

  4 Type and number of course X 

  

Do they have representatives in the 

following boards/councils? 

1 Governing Board (or equivalent) 

 

X 

 2 Academic council 

 

X 

 3 Research council  

 

X 

 4 Administrative council 

 

X 

 

If any, are the representative members 

elected ? 

1 In the Governing Board (or equivalent) X 

  2 In the Academic Council X 

  3 In the Research Council X 

  4 In the Administrative council X 

  

Private sector 

representatives 

(e.g. leaders, 

ownders, 

industry 

chambers) 

Does this group have a formal and active 

mode of representation  ?     X 

  

Do they have a voice when it comes to 

1 Definition of the goals of the university X 

  2 Elaboration of the strategy X 

  3 Budget allocation X 

  4 Type and number of course X 

  

Do they have representatives in the 

following boards/councils? 

1 Governing Board (or equivalent) 

 

X 

 2 Academic council 

 

X 

 3 Research council  

 

X 

 4 Administrative council 

 

X 

 

If any, are the representative members 

elected ? 

1 In the Governing Board (or equivalent) X 

  2 In the Academic Council X 

  3 In the Research Council X 

  4 In the Administrative council X 
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5. Rubrics and Ratings 

 

Countries that participate in a SABER domain receive an overall score or rating on their 

level of policy development in various components or policy goals of the particular policy 

domain being assessed.  The ratings, which are also called “levels of development” indicate the 

extent to which a system has succeeded in achieving each goal.  Four ratings are used for all 

SABER domains: “Latent” (poor performance), “Emerging” (insufficient performance), 

“Established” (adequate performance) and “Advanced” (outstanding performance).  The 

advantage of the ratings is that they facilitate cross-country comparisons, and may help identify 

areas of priority for governments, although depending on country context, it is not necessarily 

the case that more attention would need to be necessarily developed to an area rated as latent, as 

opposed to another area rated as emerging.  While these ratings are primarily meant to apply to 

higher education systems, they can also be used (with some caution) to rate individual 

institutions, to the extent that each of the eight policy goals also have meaning for individual 

institutions, with some exceptions such as the policy goal related to the regulatory framework. 

The ratings should not be used to rank countries, nor to name and shame.  But they are 

expected to help in identifying key policy gaps or areas for improvements that governments may 

then want to tackle to improve their systems.  Indeed, the idea behind SABER is that data 

collection and benchmarking can serve as an incentive to promote change and reform, including 

in tertiary education.  Data collection and analysis should ultimately be oriented toward helping 

government as well as universities improve their performance and adopt measures to help them 

better serve the needs of their stakeholders.  But where a country stands depends typically on its 

level of development, as well as historical factors which should not be an object of judgment.  

Furthermore, all SABER domains recognize that there is no single correct path that countries 

should follow in any one specific area.  There are different ways for countries to address the 

policy goals and associated policy levers identified in the various domains.  While the various 

domains compare countries using standardized data collection tools, they are not designed to 

present countries with a one-size-fits-all approach to policy development.  Depending on country 

context, there may be different solutions or approaches to improve tertiary education systems
6
. 

In the case of tertiary education systems, the issue of rating governance arrangements as 

latent, emerging, established, or advanced, is however even less straightforward than it may be in 

other domains. This is because the evidence base on the relationship between tertiary education 

governance and outcomes that states may want to encourage is more limited than the evidence 

available, say, on policies related to primary and secondary teachers, or to early childhood 

development.  For transparency, ratings should be based on clear rubrics or decision rules used 

for aggregating the answers to specific questions (the indicators) within each policy lever, and 

then for aggregating the assessment made at the level of policy levers into higher level 

assessments for policy goals.  This is not easy when detailed empirical research on what matters 

in the various areas is often not available.  For example, if one is to measure financial autonomy, 

how are the assessments for the policy levers under that policy goal to be aggregated, and for 

each policy lever, how is the information provided for each indicator to be aggregated at policy 

lever level.  One possibility would be to consider all indicators under a policy lever as carrying 

equal weight, and all policy levers under a policy goal as also carrying the same weight, but that 

would almost certainly be sub-optimal given that some aspects probably matter more than others. 

                                                        
6
 This paragraph is adapted with minor modifications from Neuman et al. (2012). 
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The position adopted at this stage for the SABER tertiary education governance tool is 

that although clear rubrics for establishing ratings will need to be proposed at some point, it is 

probably too early to do so now in any definitive way because more analysis is needed to 

understand what matters most for performance.  Furthermore, even in terms of assessing within a 

metricthe contribution of different indicators, research is limited.  Such analysis is being carried 

among others using existing institution-level data from the MENA region (see Adoho and 

Wodon, 212, as well as Annex 3), but this work remains at a preliminary stage.   

Nevertheless, in order to suggest the types of approach that could be adopted and given 

the operational need for summary measures of performance on each policy goal, a tentative 

scoring rubric based on three simple decision rules could be adopted provisionally: 

 

1. Within a policy goal, when empirical research does not exist to provide evidence of 

priority of one indicator over another, all indicators in that goal could be weighted 

equally.  If empirical evidence is available to suggest that one indicator may be more 

important t than another, weights would reflect this evidence accordingly. 

 

2. Performance on each policy goal could be measured on a scale from zero to one, with cut 

off points for labels of latent, emerging, established and advanced set for the following 

intervals, respectively: 0-0.25, 0.26-0.50, 0.51-0.75, and 0.76-1.0. 

 

3. Aggregate score of performance taking into account the various policy goals would not 

be computed, so that the World Bank is not perceived to be providing rankings of ‘best 

performing countries’ in terms of tertiary education governance (any such overall 

rankings would remain too arbitrary).  Instead, interested parties could compare the 

relative strengths and weaknesses of various countries by looking at the data and scoring 

for the various policy goals taken individually. 

 

This simple and provisional approach is illustrated in tables 3 and 4 at the system-wide 

level.  Table 3 provides a hypothetical scoring for Policy Goal #2 - Regulatory Framework.  In 

this case, empirical evidence is not available, in the specific sense that it is not clear whether 

policy lever 1 (Legal framework for TE) is more or less important than policy lever 2 (Legal 

framework for private providers).  Using equal weighting, and based on hypothetical survey 

scores (column A), a overall score for the policy goal is provided by weighting equally different 

policy levers within the goals, as well as different indicators within policy levers, when 

applicable.  The hypothetical aggregate score is 0.6, which would mean that the country would 

be categorized as being in the “Established” phase of development on this particular dimension.  

It should be noted that this approach is not perfect.  In the instance where a policy lever is 

composed of just one indicator with three possible answer options (i.e. in the case of “Existence 

of Tertiary Education Law” below), the weighting system does not allow for a classification in 

the third category “Established”.  Instead, a country is assigned a classification as either Latent, 

Emerging, or Advanced.  Given that in future, the proposed Governance survey will likely be 

absorbed into a broader tertiary education instrument, each policy lever will have several 

indicators and this discrepancy will have less impact to the respective classification assigned. 

A second example is provided in table 4, but in this case some information is available on 

some of the indicators as to whether they matter more than other indicators or not.  The 

information is from Adoho and Wodon (2012), who conducted a multiple correspondence 
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analysis on data from a sample of 40 universities in the Middle East and North Africa.  This 

analysis suggested that some indicators are more important than others to measure financial 

autonomy.  Therefore the policy levers were weighted according to the empirical weights 

suggested by the MCA – while this does not measure impact, it does take into account 

information in the structure of data as to what might be a better measure of financial autonomy.   
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Table 3: Scoring Rubric for a Policy Goal with Limited Empirical Evidence 

 

  

Policy Levers Indicators Measurement 
Survey 

value (A) 

Highest 

possible 

score on 

policy 

lever (B) 

Numeric 

score for 

policy 

lever (A 

divided 

by B) 

Label for 

policy 

lever 

Weight 

of policy 

lever (C 

Contribution 

from policy 

lever (D) 

Total 

score 

for 

policy 

goal 

(E) 

Label 

of 

policy 

goal 

Legal 

framework for 

TE 

Existence of 

tertiary 

education law 

 

 

0. No law exists 

1. Law revised over 

10 yrs ago 

2. Law revised 

recently 

1 2 0.5 emerging 0.5 0.25 

0.6 

E
st

ab
li

sh
ed

 

 

 

 

Legal 

framework for 

private 

providers 

Regulation for 

the entry of 

private 

providers 

0.Heavy restriction 

1.No regulation 

2.Reasonable 

regulation 

2 2 1.0 advanced 0.25 0.25 

Regulation for 

the operations 

of private 

providers 

0. No regulation for 

the operations of 

private providers. 

1. Unclear 

regulation 

2. Clear regulatory 

framework 

1 2 0.5 emerging 0.25 0.1 



49 

 

 

Table 4: Scoring Rubric for a Policy Goal with Some Empirical Evidence 

Policy Levers Measurement 
Survey value 

(A) 

Highest 

possible 

score on 

policy lever 

(B) 

Numeric 

score for 

policy 

lever (A 

divided by 

B) 

Label for 

policy lever 

Weight 

of policy 

lever (C 

Contribution 

from policy 

lever (D) 

Total 

score 

for 

policy 

goal (E) 

Label of 

policy 

goal 

Freedom/flexibility to 

borrow from 

commercial banks  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.No 

1.Yes with 

restrictions 

2.Yes with no 

restrictions 

2 2 1 advanced 0.03 0.03 

0.835 

A
d

v
a

n
ce

d
 

Freedom/flexibility to 

set level of tuition and 

fees for students 1 2 0.5 emerging 0.15 0.075 

Freedom/flexibility to 

issue bonds in financial 

markets  1 2 0.5 emerging 0.1 0.05 

Freedom/flexibility to 

retain surplus from 

annual budget and self-

generated funds  2 2 1.0 advanced 0.1 0.1 

Freedom/flexibility to 

constitute and use an 

endowment  1 2 0.5 emerging 0.08 0.04 

Freedom/flexibility to 

purchase, own, and sell 

buildings, facilities and 

equipment  2 2 1.0 advanced 0.18 0.18 

Freedom/flexibility to 

use available resources  2 2 1.0 advanced 0.36 0.36 

Flexibility in 

procurement  2 2 1.0 advanced 0 0 
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6. Conclusion 

 The governance of tertiary education, a key dimension of system health, is considered to 

have a strong impact on the performance of tertiary education institutions.  Where a sound 

governance system is in place, decisions at the national and institutional levels are aligned, 

resulting in optimal resource allocation, use and outputs.  This paper has set out a framework for 

beginning to analyze and understand governance trends and good practices in a more systematic 

way.  Through the formulation of indicators that measure the key components of governance, 

this benchmarking framework can support policy-makers in assessing the strength of tertiary 

education governance in their own countries and compare it against reference countries in other 

parts of the world.   

 The benchmarking of governance dimensions can also be used to assess the relative 

effects and merits of various types of institutions and governance modalities, for example when 

comparing states or provinces within a large federal system, or public and private universities 

within the same country.  In Germany, for instance, the impact of the Excellence Initiative is 

likely to play out differently in each Land (State), depending on the scope and degree of 

governance reform under implementation in each particular State.  In Chile, the absence of a 

level-playing field in terms of government regulations imposed on the public and private 

universities that receive public subsidies explains to a large extent the fact that the [private] 

Catholic University of Chile seems to be outperforming the [public] University of Chile 

(Bernasconi, 2011).  

As noted by Fiszbein et al (2011) there is a distinction between governance performance 

and governance policies, where the former is measured quantitatively, while the latter is 

measured qualitatively.  This limits the possibility of measuring governance structures, policies 

and processes and assessing with certainty what aspects affect overall system performance and in 

which way their influence can be felt.  It presents a challenge for analyzing the strength of the 

governance system, unlike other elements of benchmarking of tertiary education systems.  For 

example, when looking at sustainable expansion or resource mobilization strategies, all 

indicators are of the quantitative type, making it easy to observe progress and carry out 

comparative analyses in an objective manner.  Further work is therefore needed to test the 

validity of the proposed governance indicators and assess the impact of various governance 

structures and modalities on the performance of tertiary education systems and institutions.   

 Three final considerations are important with respect to the desirable alignment among 

the main accountability dimensions of the governance benchmarking.  First, one should look 

carefully at the gap between theory and practice.  It is indeed not sufficient to ascertain what 

governance structures and processes exist on paper in a country.  The analysis of tertiary 

education governance must always distinguish between what is expected to happen according to 

the prevailing laws and regulations and what actually occurs in the system as a whole and in 

individual institutions, which is also one of the reasons why collecting data at the level of 

institutions matters.  Enforcement of and compliance with existing rules are also a critical 

dimension of accountability. 

Second, the performance of tertiary education institutions may be negatively affected by 

divergences between the regulations and the results components of the accountability framework.  

Governance reforms in various parts of the world have tried to address this lack of alignment by 

encouraging greater institutional autonomy and putting more emphasis on results than on 

compliance with regulations per se. 
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 Thirdly, it is worth noting that the comparative approach suggested in this paper tracks 

only the average performance of institutions in the system (as well as the performance of specific 

institutions) but does not measure in a global manner how different one system is from another.  

That is, the analysis may tell which countries are doing better than others on particular 

indicators, but it does not give a single measure of how much better it is doing – because such a 

measure is unlikely to be available.   

 As emphasized at the beginning of this paper, this is an initial exploration of 

benchmarking issues and the set of indicators proposed need to be tested and expanded further.  

An important part of this process is to map proposed indicators to the evidence base.  One of the 

challenges of this type of mapping exercise is that there is currently no comprehensive database 

on most governance aspects discussed in this paper.  As a result, much of the data to be gathered 

in this study requires specific country surveys relying on expert judgments. Research linking 

university governance to performance and datasets accompanying this research would also be 

valuable for the next phase of this work.   
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Annex 1: Models of Tertiary Education Governance
7
 

 

Governance Models for Systems 

 

Different models of tertiary education governance exist today in different countries.  

Neave and Van Vught (1994) describe a continuum in tertiary education governance models, at 

one end of which is the “state-control model” where the government seeks to control its 

universities closely, and at the other end is the “state-supervising model” where it monitors and 

regulates them at a distance.  As shown by Fielden (2008), countries are moving from the control 

model to the supervisory model in virtually all aspects of their relationship with their universities 

given the growth in demand for tertiary education and the impracticality of a central body 

effectively managing day-to-day operations of university institutions.  As systems become more 

complicated and modern management principles are adopted in institutions, the need for 

autonomy grows. Table 1 provides a summary of how various dimensions of governance are 

likely to be observed in the two ideal-types of system-level governance: the government-driven 

and the autonomous and government-steered models. 

 

Table A3.1: Implications for Institutions of Models of Tertiary education Governance 
System Level Context, 

Mission and 

Goals 

Leadership & 

Management 

Autonomy Accountability Participation 

Government-

driven or 

controlled 

Government-

defined 

missions and 

policies 

Government-

appointed 

president 

Centrally 

managed budget 

 

Central control 

of new programs 

and curriculum 

 

Central HR 

management 

Central audits 

 

Central QA 

 

Nationally-driven 

curriculum 

 

Low 

accountability-no 

links between 

performance and 

rewards 

Mainly on 

consultation basis 

Autonomous 

and   

Government-

steered or 

supervised 

Self-defined 

mission 

 

Strategic plans 

prepared by 

Institutions 

Governing 

boards led 

Competitive 

funds allocation 

 

Autonomy to 

introduce new 

programs and set 

curriculum 

 

HR autonomy 

External audits 

 

 

Independent 

external QA 

 

Performance-based 

salaries 

High participation 

of stakeholders 

throughout the 

decision-making 

process 

Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012), based in part on Fielden (2008). 

 

A review of recent reforms in East Asian countries confirms the trend toward the state-

supervised model of governance where governments award tertiary education institutions 

increased autonomy to enable them to manage their operations independently (Reza, 2010).  This 

push for decentralization of higher management started in the mid 1990s, beginning with the 

                                                        
7
 This annex is based on Jaramillo (2012). 
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Republic of Korea and followed by Indonesia and Thailand. A second wave of reforms took 

place in the last decade with Japan and Singapore extending autonomy to their public tertiary 

education institutions. This pattern of decentralization of control from governments to 

institutions has not only been witnessed in many emerging economies but it has been taking 

place in developed countries. In 2008, the OECD prepared a three-volume synthesis of the main 

findings and lessons learned on the basis of twenty-four reviews of national tertiary education 

systems conducted in the previous five years (Santiago et al., 2008).  The report showed that 

countries differed widely in their economic and social characteristics, as well as their approaches 

to tertiary education.  But the report does recommend a move towards state supervision as 

opposed to control in a majority of OECD countries.  This is confirmed by a recent report 

prepared by the European Association of Universities that looks at governance patterns in 27 

European countries (Eastman et al, 2011). 

Under the state supervision model, the main responsibility of the state is to establish 

regulations and incentives to foster autonomy and accountability within higher institutions.  The 

state does so by elaborating a vision for the future of tertiary education, providing overall 

guidance and policy-making, establishing a tertiary education law that that sets a level-playing 

field for all higher institutions operating in the system, creating a favorable regulatory framework 

for private tertiary education institutions, developing and maintaining a quality assurance system, 

encouraging tertiary education institutions to develop a strategic plan by which they set their own 

policies and direction, and allocating public resources to higher institutions and students in the 

system on the basis of transparent performance criteria.  Through these mechanisms, the state 

engenders a context for and culture of autonomy among tertiary education institutions.    

Well managed autonomous institutions are typically characterized by the presence of an 

independent university board with external representation, the appointment of the leadership 

team according to professional criteria, the ability to set human resource policy around 

recruitment and retention of staff as well including salary levels, academic autonomy and 

financial autonomy.  While tertiary education institutions are given autonomy by the State, or 

more precisely by a tertiary education state agency with a strategic purpose, in return they must 

be accountable for their use of public resources, the alignment of their operations with public 

policy goals, and their overall performance.  In the words of John Millett, former Senior Vice 

President of the Academy for Educational Development, “accountability is the responsibility to 

demonstrate that specific and carefully defined outcomes result from tertiary education and that 

these outcomes are worth what they cost” (MOHE 2008).  

 For universities and their leaders, accountability represents the ethical and managerial 

obligation to report on their activities and results, explain their performance, and assume 

responsibility for unmet expectations. At the very minimum, tertiary education institutions 

should be legally required to fulfill the following two basic dimensions of accountability: (i) 

integrity in the delivery of education services, and (ii) effective use of financial resources. In 

addition, many stakeholders have a legitimate claim to expect a cost-effective use of available 

resources and the best possible quality and relevance of the programs and courses offered by 

these higher institutions (Salmi, 2007).  Higher institutions should also maintain accountability 

through internal quality assurance mechanisms, regular reporting on academic results and 

relevance of programs, financial audits, and appropriate instruments to prevent and punish 

corruption, all aspects to which the data collection tools presented in this paper pay attention.   

 

  



54 

 

Governance Models for Institutions 

 

It was mentioned in the previous section of this annex that there has been a gradual shift 

from government-driven to government-steered tertiary education governance in the last two 

decades or so.  But what exactly are we trying to achieve with sound governance practices?  

Before presenting the types of indicators that can be used to measure and assess governance at 

the level of higher education systems in section 3, and at the level of institutions in section 4, it is 

useful to first review briefly what the goal– well managed and well governed higher education 

institutions and systems, would look like.  This is done in this section following work by 

Jaramillo et al. (2012).  We first provide a bit more details on the various types of governance 

frameworks that have been discussed in the literature, what is expected from proper governance 

mechanisms.  While the discussion is presented mostly at the level of institutions, which is where 

the rubber hits the road, it also matters for system-wide governance.   

 On the basis of a review of the literature, including the Guidelines and Good Practice 

Codes revised by the OECD, the European University Association, the Guide for Members of 

Tertiary education Governing Bodies in the U.K. (CUC, 2006), the Australian Universities, and 

the West Coast Guidelines, four main dimensions of governance appear to be especially 

important: (1) the vision, that is the overall context, mission, and goals of a higher education 

system or of an institution; (2) the leadership and management orientation of institutions and the 

regulations which are adopted at the level of a system to guide the selection of individuals in a 

position of leadership; (3) the autonomy of institutions and the regulations that govern various 

forms of autonomy; and finally (4) the accountability of institutions and their participatory 

mechanisms, as well as the regulations which govern accountability at the level of the higher 

education system.  In table A3.2, selected features of these four dimensions are illustrated with 

respect to the governance models that they most relate to, following a typology proposed by 

Trakman (2008) in a study of the governance models of universities in Australia, the United 

Kingdom, and the United States. In that study, Trakman identified four distinct models of 

university governance: academic, corporate, trustee, and representational. 

The academic-driven governance models are the most traditional and are based on the 

assumption that universities should be governed by academic staff. There are several ways of 

adopting such an approach; e.g., by granting decision powers to the academic council or senate, 

by having important representation of academic staff on governing boards, or by appointing a 

prominent academic as president or head of the institution.  Under academic governance, 

academic staffs have the most representation and the greatest voice in defining the mission and 

management of the university.  A classic example of this model is Oxford University, where 

academic staffs have openly rejected any kind of corporate governance. Corporate governance, 

on the other hand, has emerged as a response to financial crises and the need for universities to 

manage financial resources more responsibly. This model is prevalent in Australia, the U.S., and 

the U.K., and it emerged as a response to the need to improve public university management. 

corporate governance operates under the assumption that applying corporate approaches, such as 

financial accountability, helps to improve outcomes. This model usually implies that the head of 

the university is a professional corporate manager, and not an academic.  

Trustee governance, in contrast with representational governance, gives management 

powers to a “trustee,” usually in the form of a board of trustees. Its members are not elected from 

within the institution, nor do they represent the different stakeholders. The board of trustees 

usually has fiduciary responsibilities and due diligence in protecting the trust, including 
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disclosing any factors that might constitute a conflict of interest with that trust. Representational 

Governance occurs when governance is vested in a wide array of stakeholders, including 

students, academic staff, alumni, corporate partners, government, and civil society.   

In the U.S., private tertiary education institutions have been well developed for over a 

century, in many cases with funding from philanthropic donors, following corporate practices 

such as governance by boards of trustees, and significant organizational and legal autonomy. A 

chief executive officer and a chief operating officer usually serve on the board as the senior 

management team. This model is widely used in public and private universities and is now 

common outside the U.S., notably in Australia.   

It is clear that the adoption of a governance approach is an important decision in a given 

time and context for an institution or university system. It is also evident that the need to modify 

and adjust it to changing times is an important element of success. It is also worth mentioning 

that some institutions have adopted an amalgam model (Birnbaum, 1991) which aims to provide 

a combination of academic, corporate, trustee, and representational governance. The advantage 

of the amalgam model is that it incorporates when it works well the strengths of each model to 

better suit the needs of an institution at a given point in time or to meet specific objectives. 

 

Table A3.2: University governance models and dimensions of institutional autonomy 
 Vision Leadership & 

Management 

Autonomy Accountability 

Corporate 

Mission 

defined by 

management 

Results-based 

High autonomy in 

all three areas: 

academic, financial 

and HR/staffing 

High accountability 

in financial and 

HR/staffing, but 

limited participation 

Academic 

Mission defined 

mostly by academic 

staff 

Variable 
High academic 

autonomy 

High internal 

academic 

accountability, and 

high participation of 

academic staff 

Representational 

Mission defined by 

consensus among all 

stakeholders 

Variable Limited autonomy 

High external 

accountability and 

high participation of 

stakeholders 

Trustee 

Mission defined in 

consultation with 

trustees 

Results-based Variable 

High internal 

accountability, and 

variable levels of 

participation 

Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012), based in part on Trakman (2008). 

 

To a large extent, the four models just described all belong at least in spirit to the class of 

governance models that are autonomous and government-steered or government –supervised, as 

opposed to government-centered to use the classification presented earlier in table A3.1.  Yet the 

models are clearly not the same, and in terms of the five dimensions of governance suggested by 

Jaramillo et al. (2012), there are marked differences between the models, as illustrated in table 

A3.2.  The point of view taken in this paper is that the corporate, academic, representational, and 

trustee models all have specific strengths, so that none of the models is necessary better than the 

others – what works well depends on the nature of the institution considered, as well as the 

context in which it operates.  But it is important to keep these various models when looking in 

more details at the indicators proposed to assess governance according to various dimensions 

being proposed. 
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Annex 2: System-wide and Institution-level Indicators and Data 

  

SABER is designed to assess existing policies of participating countries in order to 

enable comparisons between them and learning of best practices
8
.  The global scope of the 

SABER initiative necessitates an approach that allows for a large amount of data to be collected 

from countries in a relatively short period of time.  While there is scope to collect information on 

the execution and implementation of policies, most SABER domains do not verify outcomes at 

the household or institution level.  That is, while these domains recognize the valuable role of 

such data and, where possible, secondary data from household or institution-level level surveys 

are incorporated into the analysis, the emphasis is placed almost exclusively on system-wide 

frameworks, indicators, and in the case of country reports analysis and recommendations.   

 The approach here is a bit different, in that this paper proposes to collect and analyze data 

for both the tertiary education system as a whole, and the institutions that operate within this 

system, such as individual universities.  The fundamental reason to do this is that collecting data 

on institutions as well as on systems makes it feasible to assess whether governance regulations 

and policies as envisioned in the law and other regulatory instruments at the system level are 

indeed being implemented in the field at the level of institutions, where the rubber hits the 

ground.  The value of looking at the system level as well as at the level of institutions is that one 

can then better identify whether specific policies are implemented or not, and whether they are 

working or not.  This in turn may help to understand potential bottlenecks for improving 

governance, while still maintaining a focus on the role that national policies and regulations play 

in guiding institution-level practices – which is the objective of SABER, given SABER’s focus 

on state-level policies.  This point can of course be made about any of the SABER domains since 

there may well be substantial differences between policies and their implementation in other 

domains as well, ranging from teacher policies to financing.  But the issue of the correspondence 

between national policies and their implementation on the ground seems especially important in 

the case of tertiary education for two reasons.   

Firstly, as emphasized by Jaramillo et al. (2012), tertiary education institutions are 

especially complex organizations, called to perform a variety of tasks that vary from managing 

assets and personnel - like other organizations- to managing academic and research production, 

student affairs, community interactions, and government functions.  Unlike in basic and 

secondary education, identifying indicators to assess comparable tertiary education outcomes is 

quite complex, and there have been very few attempts to measure tertiary education institutions’ 

performance that can be used to make valid international comparisons. Because tertiary 

education is more complex and contextualized than primary and secondary education, and 

because there is such a wide range of institutions, it is not sufficient to adopt universal criteria to 

assess governance and performance. Tertiary education institutions have diversified goals; 

therefore, their governance and performance cannot easily be measured with a standardized or 

"one size fits all" approach, and the usefulness of indicators at the system-wide level is likely to 

be more limited. Looking at university-level governance and identifying different patterns and 

"fitness for purpose" is a critical step toward understanding how tertiary education institutions 

could improve their performance. This of course can to some extent be said of lower levels of 

education as well, but it seems especially the case for tertiary education. 

                                                        
8
 This paragraph is adapted with minor modifications from Neuman et al. (2012). 
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Secondly, the fact that private service provision is large at the higher level in many 

countries adds to the degree of heterogeneity present in the institutions and makes it even more 

necessary to go beyond the role of the state in steering the tertiary education level in order to 

factor in as well dimensions of governance that are decided and implemented at the level of 

institutions.  Tsimpo and Wodon (2012b) provide data on the market share of private providers 

in tertiary education in sub-Saharan Africa on the basis of data from 14 nationally representative 

household surveys, and show that this market share is higher than at the primary and secondary 

level.  The role of private providers is also important in the data collected for the MENA region 

by Jaramillo et al. (2012).   

The state of course has an important role in regulating the entry into the system by private 

providers, as well as their operations, and this can be reflected in system-wide assessments of 

governance for the tertiary education sector.  But because private providers are especially active 

at the level of tertiary education, it is important to assess whether there are differences in 

governance mechanisms between public and private universities, and when feasible to also look 

at differences between for-profit and non-profit private universities.  Furthermore, if most 

universities were public, knowing the rules that govern public universities might be enough, 

since pretty much the same rules would apply to most universities.  But this is not enough when 

many universities are private.  Said differently, while it is likely that in many countries many of 

the rules of the games in tertiary education will apply in the same way to public and private 

universities, it is likely that public universities will in addition be subject to additional rules that 

apply only to them, while private universities may have more autonomy in that those additional 

areas.  While these distinctions can be looked at the system level – different rules may need to be 

designed for different types of providers and this can be recognized in system-wide assessments, 

such assessments clearly would benefit from data collection at the level of institutions.  That is, 

collecting data only at the level of systems may not be enough to understand the various 

governance mechanisms at work in different types of universities. 

For the above two reasons, it seems especially important to collect governance data at the 

level of institutions in tertiary education, apart from system-wide data on policies.  The good 

news is that in the specific case of tertiary education, this is also feasible at low cost, at least in 

most countries.  This is because there are typically much fewer tertiary education institutions at 

the level of a country, or at the level of a state within a country.  In the study on governance at 

the institution level carried by Jaramillo et al. (2012) for four countries in the Middle East and 

North Africa, data collection costs were minimal, and the information collected on about 10 

institutions per country proved very valuable.  As mentioned earlier, data at the institution level 

allow the assessment of practices in addition to policies, which are the focus of system-wide 

assessments under the standard SABER approach. They also enable the assessment of gaps 

between policies and practices, which are important to identifying reform needs.  Other SABER 

domains do recognize the distinction between policies “on paper” and the realities of access, 

coverage and service delivery in a country.  Many countries in the world have well-defined 

policies, but still have poor outcomes due to resource constraints, flawed service delivery and/or 

a lack of quality assurance mechanisms.  But in part because of the cost of collecting data for a 

sufficiently large set of institutions (or households), it is often not practical to implement the 

SABER tools for the other domains to the level of institutions.  

Finally, there is one more reason to collect data at the level of institutions in the case of 

governance in tertiary education which relates to the need to better understand the various 

dimensions of governance themselves.  That is, because the availability of in-depth empirical 



58 

 

research on how to measure governance in tertiary education (not to speak of the impact of 

governance on performance indicators, which is a much more complicated endeavor) remains 

fairly limited, collecting data at the level of institutions may help for better measurement not 

only at the institution level, but also at the level of systems.  A partial example of how this could 

be done is provided in annex 3, but essentially the idea is that if one wants for example to 

measure university autonomy at the system level, it is useful to analyze first what may be the 

main components of autonomy at the level of institutions, given that this should inform how one 

would measure policies related to system-wide autonomy.  Said differently, collecting data at the 

level of institutions may help in assessing system-wide parameters, especially when the available 

evidence on what matters and what does not remains rather limited.  

Now, the fact that this paper proposes to complement system-wide policy data with data 

at the level of institutions does not mean that this always needs to be done.  In some countries, it 

may well be sufficient to collect system-wide data only.  Also, the suggestion to collect 

institution-level data in this paper does not imply that the importance of collecting systems-wide 

policy data is in any way diminished.  As explained in the SABER-Teacher module by Vegas et 

al. (2012), analyzing system-wide policy frameworks matters for at least three reasons
9
: 

 First, policy frameworks provide a sense of what is possible in a system. Policies clarify 

the expectations of a system (the goals it aims to) as well as its theory of action (the 

specific actions and associated conditions that are deemed necessary to achieve a 

determined set of goals). Any activity that takes place within the system does so within 

the boundaries set by the policy framework, which may promote certain types of 

activities and prevent others. Thus, understanding the limits that policies may pose to the 

pool of possible options to improve educational practices is a first step towards systemic 

improvement. 

 Second, the analysis of policy frameworks allows for a better understanding of where to 

focus improvement efforts. The analysis of the internal consistency of a specific policy 

framework allows assessing the likelihood that it will achieve the expected outcomes, and 

help direct policy interventions where they are most necessary. For example, an 

education system may decide that the most effective way to improve learning and 

teaching is to have a set of performance-based incentives for universities. However, for 

such a policy to function properly, other policies may be needed, such as having 

mechanisms to assess performance and student learning, and perhaps different salary 

scales for university professors based on performance in order to make performance-

based incentives palatable. Assessing the internal consistency of the theory of action of a 

system may thus help direct policy efforts towards those areas where the system needs 

greater consistency in order to improve the likelihood of achieving its goals. 

 Third, the analysis of policy frameworks may support a more thorough understanding of 

implementation gaps. In order to understand why a certain policy is not producing the 

expected results, it is important to be able to assess whether this is due to a fault in the 

implementation process, to a mismatch between a policy and its context, or to a lack of 

internal consistency within the policy. While the information to be collected through this 

diagnostic tool does not allow carefully assessing these options, it should provide a 

starting point. 

 

                                                        
9
 The three bullet points that follow are adapted with minor modifications from Vegas et al. (2012). 
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Annex 3: Existing Databases of Governance Indicators for Benchmarking Purposes 

 

Examples of systematic use of indicators to assess the governance characteristics of 

tertiary education are few and far between.  To date, there is no comprehensive database on the 

state of governance of tertiary education systems and institutions.  However, a small number of 

organizations have conducted surveys on the topic including the OECD, the EUA, the 

EURYDICE Network and the World Bank (see for example the survey implemented in the 

Middle East and North Africa region presented in annex 4).   

In 2003, the OECD published a study titled Changing Patterns of Governance in Tertiary 

education, based on surveys of university governance in 15 member institutions of the OECD’s 

Institutional Management in Tertiary education Program (IMHE).  Table A1 illustrates some key 

dimensions of autonomy enjoyed by universities in 14 countries. 

 

Table A1 - Extent of Autonomy Experienced by Universities in 14 OECD countries 

 
Source: OECD (2003) 

 

The table shows that, overall, institutions have autonomy over expenditure of budgets and 

management of academic staff.  This is in part because governments have been withdrawing 

from their traditional role of direct management of universities, allowing for greater institutional 

autonomy.  At the same time, however, governments are introducing new mechanisms (i.e. 

through funding and quality assurance) to ensure that institutions remain accountable for their 

performance.   
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In 2009, the European University Association, an organization that represents and 

supports more than 800 universities in 47 countries, published the results of an exploratory study 

on the enabling conditions for university autonomy (Estermann and Nokkala, 2009).  The 

purpose of the study was to provide the foundation for a Europe-wide database of comparable 

information on different aspects of university governance and autonomy.  It also aimed to bring 

the institutional perspective (i.e. what autonomy really means in practice) into the European 

debate in order to influence reforms at the policy level.  The EUA identified the same four key 

dimensions driving institutional autonomy as the ones used in the benchmarking framework, 

including (i) organizational autonomy, (ii) financial autonomy, (iii) staffing autonomy, and (iv) 

academic autonomy.  Within each category, the EUA identified features determining each 

dimension.  So for example, in the case of the first dimension of organizational autonomy, the 

key features are internal academic and administrative structures, the composition of the 

institution’s governing bodies, and the ability of the institution to select its executive leadership. 

 The study, which covered 34 universities, relied on an online questionnaire addressed to 

the National Rector’s Conferences (NRC) in countries with universities belonging to EUA.  The 

questionnaire focused on the legal status of institutions, institutional strategies, management and 

governing structures, financial issues, students, human resources, intermediary bodies and 

overall autonomy. 

 The study revealed that the framework and conditions under which European universities 

operate vary greatly between and sometimes within countries, with some noteworthy trends.  

First, in terms of organizational autonomy, universities in almost all the systems under review 

had regulations in place allowing for institutional autonomy with regulations requiring 

accountability to the State.  In the majority of countries, universities are relatively free to decide 

on administrative structures.  In addition, there is a trend toward the inclusion of external 

members in the university decision-making processes, especially where universities have dual 

governance structures (academic and corporate) (Estermann and Nokkala, 2009). 

 In terms of staffing autonomy, the analysis reveals that, in some countries, universities 

are gaining a greater flexibility in their staffing autonomy, in particular as staff is generally 

directly paid and/or employed by the university rather than by the government, as the following 

examples illustrate:   

 Czech Republic- Individual tertiary education institutions determine the number of 

academic staff in each rank.  Institutions also now have the authority to set the length of 

contract for staff (i.e. fixed term versus indefinite) 

 Denmark – The government’s policy on Strategy in the Global Economy calls for 

universities to have increased freedom in attracting highly talented researchers through 

monetary incentives 

 France- Introduced a new law in 2007 that gives institutions autonomy in human resource 

management 

 Hungary- Introduced a law in 2005 titled the Act on Tertiary education which gave 

increased scope for autonomy in staffing.  As a result, institutions now “decide on matters 

of employment, freely select staff, and designate their duties based on institutional 

regulation and expectations regarding performance and quality of work” (Euridyce, 2008, 

22) 

 Finland, Romania, Austria have established performance criteria and/or introduced 

performance-based pay systems in their tertiary education institutions. 
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However, many universities are still restricted in their ability to set salaries for individual 

staff members.  This power continues to lie in the government’s domain.  Furthermore, in almost 

half of the countries surveyed, all or the majority of staff continue to have civil servant status.   

 In terms of financial autonomy, in the majority of countries institutions receive funding 

via block grants.  Most universities across Europe have the autonomy to borrow funds, but there 

are restrictions on the amount allowed.  In the majority of countries analyzed, institutions can 

collect tuition fees and administrative fees from students.  The study noted the general finding 

that Western European countries had more autonomy in the use of funding that they receive, but 

less autonomy in setting tuition and administrative fees in comparison to their Eastern European 

counterparts.   

 Finally in terms of academic autonomy, the main issues are institution’s ability to 

determine their own academic profile.  In general, most governments across Europe require that 

institutions obtain some type of approval before establishing new degree programs.  In a third of 

the countries surveyed, universities are able to regulate the number of students per discipline.   

 Similarly in 2009, the Eurydice Network published a report titled “Governance in 

Tertiary education” which provides information on and analyses of 33 European tertiary 

education systems.  The paper provides a useful collection of data on the governance framework 

of the countries surveyed.  In particular, the document provides in depth description and 

comparative analysis on the following: 

 national strategic policies for tertiary education with a focus on funding and staffing of 

institutions; 

 scope of external regulation (i.e. at national /international level) and discussion on the 

state of institutional autonomy as it relates to academics and human resource issues; 

 analysis of public funding mechanisms and their influence on performance, competition 

and accountability of institutions to society; and 

 resource mobilization in the context of private financing. 

  Overall, the study concludes that there is a trend toward less prescription regulatory 

frameworks at the national level, leading to the strengthening of academic self-governance while 

maintaining accountability to the state.  Countries have developed a range of models suiting the 

demands and traditions of their nations. 

 In 2011, the EUA published a follow up to this report, titled University Autonomy in 

Europe II- The Scorecard which elaborates on the original report by presenting a country-wise 

ranking on each of the four dimensions of autonomy.  Countries receive a score out of 100 based 

on the relative “freedom from restriction” enjoyed by institutions in specific areas of 

organizational, financial, staffing and academic autonomy and are classified into four groups  

(high, medium high, medium low, and low) .  The purpose of this scoring card is to focus 

attention on the issue of university autonomy and to inspire policy reform on specific regulations 

identified as being “restrictive” to university autonomy (Estermann et al., 2011). 
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Annex 4: World Bank Institution-level Survey for the MENA Region 

 

An institution level data collection tool was recently developed by Jaramillo et al. (2012) 

for a study on the benchmarking of universities in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) 

region. Many aspects of this questionnaire were incorporates in section four of this paper, but it 

is useful in this annex to outline some of the key features of the original questionnaire and its 

structure.  The MENA questionnaire was organized along four dimensions, namely vision, 

leadership and management, autonomy, and accountability.  Each dimension is briefly discussed 

in turn below. 

The vision (context, mission, and goals) dimension for the institution-level tool 

developed by Jaramillo et al. (2012) takes into account three sets of indicators: (i) the definition 

of the university mission, the process followed, and the stakeholders involved; (ii) the definition 

of the goals, their implementation, and the monitoring mechanisms used to evaluate them; and 

(iii) the legal framework and national context in which the university operates. Taking these 

various aspects into account, the structure of the questionnaire for the institution-level screening 

card dimension related to vision (context, mission, and goals) is outlined in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2: Vision: Indicators and sub-Indicators 

 
Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012). 

 

Questions about the leadership and management dimension at the level of institutions 

include the clarity of the bodies’ mandates; the alignment of their mandate with the university’s 

mission, goals, and legal framework; the accountability measures for governing bodies; and 

mechanisms for measuring governing bodies’ performance. The screening card for the leadership 

and management orientation dimension is designed to identify the extent to which a university 

followed results-based management aligned with the NPM practices. These indicators include: 

the type of university leader (i.e., president, rector, or chief executive officer) and the process for 
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appointing that person; the roles and responsibilities assigned, including the legal functions; 

his/her lines of accountability; and the mechanisms for evaluating his/her performance. 

Indicators also include the management structures, departments, or units and their roles, 

responsibilities, lines of accountability, and mechanisms for performance evaluation. To get a 

good picture of the management structure of a university, the most critical departments and 

functions, such as human resources, budgeting and accounting, academics, procurement, and 

legal services, are also taken into account.  Taking these various aspects into account, the 

structure of the questionnaire for the institution-level screening card dimension related to 

management orientation is outlined in Figure 3.  

 

Figure 3: Leadership and Management Orientation: Indicators and sub-Indicators 

 
Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012). 

 

 

Financial autonomy at the level of institutions is defined by indicators such as the ability 

of universities to: set tuition fees, accumulate reserves, and keep surplus on state funding; borrow 

money; invest money in financial or physical assets; own and sell the land and buildings they 

occupy; deliver contractual services; and attract funds on a competitive basis. Academic 

autonomy takes into account: the responsibility for curriculum design; the extent to which 

universities are autonomous to introduce or cancel degree programs and to determine academic 

structure; the overall number of students; admissions criteria; admissions per discipline; 

evaluation of programs; evaluation of learning outcomes; and teaching methodologies. Human 

Resources autonomy relates to: the recruitment procedures for the appointment of senior 

academic staff; the status of employees (whether they are considered civil servants); and the 
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procedure for determining salary levels, salary incentives, and workloads; human resources 

policies; career development policies; and performance management.  Taking these various 

aspects into account, the structure of the questionnaire for the institution-level screening card 

dimension related to autonomy is outlined in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4: Autonomy: Indicators and sub-indicators 

 
Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012). 

 

The accountability dimension indicators at the level of institutions look at academic 

accountability, accountability to civil society or social responsibility, and financial 

accountability. The indicators addressed are: clarity in the definition of accountability lines at all 

levels (academic staff, managerial staff, administrative staff, and governing bodies); the process 

for evaluating the completion of institutional goals; dissemination of information on institutional 

goals, student achievements, graduate insertion in the labor market, institutional evaluations 

(internal and external), and accreditation; methods used for evaluating the performance of 

students, teaching staff, administrative staff, and managerial staff; the process for auditing 

university accounts; and the processes for risk management and dealing with misconduct.  

Taking these various aspects into account, the structure of the questionnaire for the institution-

level screening card dimension related to accountability is outlined in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Accountability: Indicators and sub-indicators 

 
Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012). 

 

 

One last component of the screening card implemented in the MENA region by Jaramillo 

et al. (2012) relates to participation.  In the MENA study, participation is presented as a fifth 

dimension, but it could as well be considered as one aspect of accountability, which is the 

approach used here.  Clearly, voice and accountability are key elements for good governance, as 

access to information on the government’s decisions and participation in policy development are 

important elements of democratic and open societies. Freedom of expression and availability of 

free media are also important in monitoring public policy making and implementation. 

Improving transparency and accountability are often obstacles that need to be overcome to 

succeed in improving governance, including in the area of education governance.  It is thus 

important for each stakeholder to assess the representation mode and voice in the decision-

making process that the stakeholder has (or lacks).  Given this, the structure of the questionnaire 

for the institution-level screening card dimension related to participation is outlined in Figure 6. 

It should be emphasized however that not “any” form of voice or participation is necessarily 

positive for universities.  For example, a professional selection process for the leadership is 

likely to be more appropriate than elections, even if these may seem to be more democratic.   
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Figure 6: Participation Indicators and sub-Indicators 

 
Source: Jaramillo et al. (2012). 
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Annex 5: From Indicators to Indices: An Illustration with Institution-level Data 

 

One of the very few data sets that can be used in order to look at various dimensions of 

tertiary education governance at the level of institutions in order to come up with overall indices 

of governance is the data set collected by Jaramillo et al. (2012) for universities in the MENA 

region using the institution-level tool described in section 4.  The database includes information 

on universities in four countries or territories: Egypt, Morocco, Palestine, and Tunisia.  The 

selection of the universities that participated in the study was purposeful in order to have 

representation from different types of institutions in each country, including public and private 

institutions, older and relatively newer ones, as well as smaller and larger universities.  While the 

universities may not be fully representative of the four countries, they account for a large share 

of total tertiary level enrollment in each country: 78 percent in Palestine, 60 percent in Morocco, 

46 percent in Tunisia, and 36 percent in Egypt.  Using these data, Adoho and Wodon (2012) 

show how simple statistical methods can be used to come up with aggregate indices of 

governance.  Instead of weighting various parts of the data equally or arbitrarily, they use 

multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) to assess whether specific questions in the 

questionnaire should be given more weight when coming up with aggregate statistical measures 

of, among others, financial, academic, and human resources or staffing autonomy.   

MCA is a technique used for analyzing relationships between variables taking categorical 

values (Greenacre, 1984).  This type of analysis is often used to uncover the main underlying 

factors that capture the variance in a data set, typically with visualization along two or three 

dimensions.  Here, the technique is used simply to obtain aggregate indices of various types of 

autonomy (as well as other dimensions of governance), with the indices constructed in such a 

way that they explain a large share of the variance in the underlying variables.  Essentially, the 

first factor obtained from the MCA as applied to the set of variables in the questionnaire under, 

say, financial autonomy is interpreted as a measure of the overall financial autonomy of 

institutions, and the same holds for the application of the MCA to the other dimensions.   

Details are discussed in Adoho and Wodon (2012), but a few results can help in 

suggesting how this works.  For example, it can be shown than for the questionnaire used by 

Jaramillo et al. (2012) and the specific data set collected for the four MENA countries, the 

questions on whether a university has autonomy to define its revenue structure, set the level of 

student fees, and run a deficit are among the most important variables associated with the overall 

index of financial autonomy.  Other variables, such as the autonomy to set bonuses to be paid to 

private owners and own financial assets as well as land also contribute substantially to the 

overall index.   

Some of the variables that contribute the most to the overall index of academic autonomy 

are whether universities can determine admission mechanisms, decide the types of courses 

provided, determine the overall number of students to be admitted and the number of hours of 

programs per year, as well as the structure of the curricula.  Finally, key contributors to the index 

of human resources autonomy include whether universities have the autonomy to hire and 

dismiss staff (administrative and open ended), and whether they are authorized to set the salaries 

and variable contributions paid to staff.  Of course, the analysis is purely data driven, and the 

results are valid only for one questionnaire and one data set, but replicating this type of analysis 

to other settings, and combining the results with additional information (from a more theoretical 

or à priori point of view) about what matters would help in suggesting appropriate weights for 
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different indicators in order to aggregate the information first at the level of policy levers and 

then at the level of policy goals.  While the approach is no panacea, it is likely to be useful. 

As one example of the types of results that emerge from such analysis, table 8 provides a 

comparison of the indices of financial, human resources, and academic autonomy obtained for 

the universities in the various countries, and for private and public universities in the MENA 

dataset.   The results from the MCA have been scaled in order to be expressed in percentage 

terms between values of zero and one.  It can be seen that private universities have, as expected, 

much more autonomy than public universities, especially in the area of human resources.  For the 

overall index of autonomy that takes into account academic autonomy, staffing autonomy, and 

financial autonomy, the average level of autonomy of private universities, at 90 percent of the 

maximum value, is twice the average level for public universities, at only 46 percent.   

 

Table 8: Estimates of Autonomy for Universities in the MENA Region 

Indices of autonomy 
Country Status 

All 
Egypt Morocco Palestine Tunisia Public Private 

Academic Autonomy 0.62 0.57 0.74 0.29 0.48 0.65 0.55 

Human Resources Autonomy 0.76 0.27 0.75 0.36 0.30 0.88 0.55 

Financial Autonomy 0.69 0.57 0.81 0.55 0.52 0.84 0.65 

All Dimensions of Autonomy 0.80 0.49 0.86 0.42 0.46 0.90 0.65 

Source: Adoho and Wodon (2012). 

 

While the above illustrates how data collected at the level of institutions can be used to 

assess various dimensions of governance within and between countries in terms of 

implementation (the above does not assess system-wide regulations and policies), a somewhat 

similar approach could in principle be used for comparing data obtained at the level of tertiary 

education systems when data from different systems become available.  In fact, some of the 

information obtained at the level of institutions could perhaps even also be used to inform 

decisions on the weights that would apply for system-wide ratings.  For example, if it turns out 

that in the analysis of institution-level data, the ability to set the level of student fees appears to 

be ten times more important than the ability to own buildings for financial autonomy as 

measured at the level of institutions, then it would probably make sense (unless there is a clear 

reason not to do so) to also place more weight on rules governing student fees at the system-wide 

level than on rules governing building ownership.  Of course, statistical analysis can go only so 

far, and any statistical analysis should be combined with good judgment.  But such analysis can 

be helpful in resolving the complex issue of assigning weights for the rating of policy goals. 
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Annex 7: Web-based Questionnaire for Institutional-level Indicators 

 

The following pages include a print out of the survey monkey questionnaire used to assess 

governance practices at tertiary education institutions.  In fact, two separate surveys were 

developed- one aimed at private institutions and a slightly modified one aimed at public 

institutions, given practical differences in the operating context of these entities.  The 

questionnaire that follows is that developed specifically for private institutions. 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

Preliminary questions and information before you start the survey 

  

This survey is designed to capture trends on governance policies and practices at tertiary education institutions across  
Jamaica. Research has shown that governance is the single biggest driver of performance of institutions. This survey will  
try to assess governance practice at both the system level, as well as those practices specific to your institution.   
  
The survey will take between 6090 minutes to complete. It is expected that you will need to take a break from the  
survey midway through to gather information or consult a colleague. Survey results are automatically saved by page.  
You may return to the last completed page to resume where you left off.  
  
Please be assured that the survey results will remain confidential, unless your institution wishes to share them with  
other institutions participating in the project.   
  

1. What type of institution do you represent? 

Public/ Regional 

Private 
  

  

Setting a Clear Vision for Tertiary Education 

  

The purpose of this set of questions is to capture data on the following policy goal Setting a Clear Vision for Tertiary  
Education: the country or government has a vision and plan for the tertiary education sector, a willingness to translate its  
vision into a concrete action plan  

2. Does the country have an official policy or plan for the future development of the tertiary 

education sector? 

Yes 

No 
  

  

  

3. What are the overarching goals of the government as articulated in its official policy/plan 

for development of tertiary education sector? 

Labour market demand for graduates 

Research 
  

  

  

  

Equity and Access 

Teaching and Academic Quality 

Enrolment growth 
  

  
Other (please specify) 

  

Page 1 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

4. Are university and colleges in Jamaica required to formally state their institutional 

mission statements? 

Yes 

No 
  

  

  

5. Where is the general mission statement of your tertiary institution stated? 

National Law for (Higher) Education 
  

  

  

Ministry of Education decree (or similar) 

Report of a reflexion committee or council 

Universities internal regulation 
  

6. During the formulation of the general mission statement of your institution, which actors 

had a voice? 

The State, national level (Parliament, government) 

The State, regional level 
  

  

  

  

Civil society representatives 

Industry & business representatives 

Universities representatives 

Syndicates/unions 
  

  

7. Are the specific performance goals of your institution required to be formally stated? 

Yes 

No 
  

  

  

8. Where are the specific performance goals of your institution required to be stated? 

National Law for (Higher) Education 
  

  

  

Ministry of Education decree (or similar) 

Report of a reflexion committee or council 

Universities internal regulation 
  

Page 2 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

9. What was the major concern during the finalization of the institutional performance 

goals? (Please choose only one option) 

Reflecting the expectations of internal stakeholders (students, staff) 
  

  
Reflecting the expectations of external stakeholders (State, donors, private sector, alumni) 

Being aligned with the institution missions nationally defined 

The State (Government, MoE, Parliament) 
  

  

10. Which actors are in charge for monitoring achievement of institutional goals? 

The State (Government, MoE, Parliament) 
  

  

  

Institutional leadership (Head or equivalent) 

Social council (e.g. civil society, industry & business representatives, associations, donors) 

Senior Managers 
  

  

  

Governing Board (or equivalent) 

Other councils (e.g. Academic, Research, Student's Senate...) 

Private owners / Donors 
  

11. What are the tools used to measure achievement of institutional goals? 

Quantitative surveys producing performance and efficiency data 

Assessment reports conducted by the Governing Board 
  

  

  

Assessment reports conducted by the State (Parliament or Government) 

Assessment reports conducted by an independent agency 
  

12. What is the frequency with which achievement of institutional goals is monitored? 

Multiple times per fiscal year 

Once per fiscal year 
  

  

  

Once every 25 years or more 

No specified time frame 
  

13. Is monitoring of institutional goals mandatory? (either by external government 

regulation or internal institutional regulation) 

Yes 

No 
  

  

Regulatory Framework 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

The next set of questions pertain to the following policy goal Regulatory Framework : The tertiary education system is  
governed by an appropriate regulatory framework including for private providers  

14. How many times has the legal status of the institution been modified in the last 10 

years? (Please choose only 1) 

None 
  

  

  

  

  

One time 

Two times 

Three times 

More than three times 

15. How many times has the mission legally entrusted to universities been modified in the 

last 10 years? (Please choose only one) 

None 
  

  

  

  

  

One time 

Two times 

Three times 

More than three times 

16. What is the event that better explains the last changes in the Legal Framework of the 

Institution? 

Reform of the law conducted by the National Assembly/Parliament (or similar) 

Replacement of the executive (president, minister) 

Effects of a financial/economic crisis 

Alignment with international trend 

Other (please specify)  
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

17. What were the requirements to enter market as a private provider? 

No entry regulations 
  

  
Overly complicated and/ approval process was long 

Clear and time to register were reasonable 
  

Objective and measurable so as to minimize discretion and limit the scope for corruption. 

Openly published  they were easily accessed without delay 
  

  

Outputfocused (i.e., designed to ask open questions about the standards proposed rather than impose fixed national norms or ratios) so as  
to allow for flexible and diverse delivery approaches  

There are incentives and support (i.e. financial subsidies, tax holidays, provision of land, operational support) for entry into this market 
  

Capacity of the Tertiary Education Authority (TEA) 

  

The next set of questions pertain to the following Policy Goal Capacity of the Tertiary Education Authority (TEA): The  
TEA has the capacity to guide, support, implement and monitor the TEIs and the TE system  

18. Does a Tertiary Education Authority exist in your country? 

Yes 

No 
  

  

19. In what form does the Tertiary Education Authority exist? 

Independent agency of government, responsible for overseeing colleges and universities 

Multistakeholder led group 

Government agency 

Other (please specify)  

  

  

  

  

20. HEA authority staff are professional,skilled and competent 

Yes 
  

  
Somewhat 

No 
  

Do not have enough information/exposure to make a judgement 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

21. HEA authority makes an effort to engage the sector, and communicates reforms in the 

sector 

Yes 
  

  
Somewhat 

No 
  

I don't have enough information/exposure to comment 
  

22. HEA authority has successfully introduced reforms in the sector 

Yes 
  

  
Somewhat 

No 
  

Not applicable 
  

  

23. What data does your institution regularly report to the HEA? (Check all that apply) 

personnel (fulltime, parttime, staff, faculty, etc) 
  

  

  

academic (enrolment, retention, transition, graduation, learning) 

students (composition fulltime, parttime, demographic information) 

financial data 
  

changes to physical infrastructure (i.e. construction of new buildings, major renovations etc) 
  

Leadership, Management and Organizational Autonomy 

  

The next set of questions pertain to policy goal Leadership, Management and Organizational Autonomy: The regulatory  
framework allows for sufficient organizational autonomy. This means that the TEA has an appropriate policy on the role  
and functions of the boards of tertiary education institutions, and the respective responsibilities of the leader.  

24. Head of Institution  What is the selection process 

Appointment by the Government 
  

  
Appointment by a Selection Committee at the institution 

Elections 
  

  
Competitive recruitment 

Page 6 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

25. Head of institution Who is implicated/involved in this process? 

The State (Parliament, MoE or Regional authorities) 

Institutional leadership (Governing Board,...) 

Senior Academic staff 
  

  

  

  

Private owners or donors of/to the institution if it is private 

26. Head of institution  What are the requirements to be selected? 

s/he must be an academic 
  

  

  

s/he must have a Managerial profile 

s/he must be an internal person to the Institution 

s/he must meet the full job specification 
  

  
s/he must be affiliated to a political party 

27. Head of institution  What are the conditions of their mandate? 

The length is less than 4 years 

It's not renewable 
  

  

  

It's renewable but the number of mandates is limited 

28. Deans  Selection process (Select all that apply) 

Appointment by the Government 

Appointment by a Committee 

Elections 
  

  

  

  

  

Competitive recruitment 

By last high authority (president/vice president) appointment 

29. Deans  Who is implicated/involved in this process? 

The State (Parliament, MoE or Regional authorities) 

Institutional leadership (Governing Board,...) 

Senior Academic leadership 

Private owners or donors 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

30. Deans What are the requirements to be selected? 

s/he must be an academic 
  

  

  

s/he must have a Managerial profile 

s/he must be an internal person to the Institution 

s/he must meet the full job specification 
  

  
s/he must be affiliated with a political party 

31. Deans What are the conditions of their mandate? 

The length is less than 4 years 

It's not renewable 
  

  

  

  

It's renewable but the number of mandates is limited 

It's renewable but the number of mandates is not limited 

32. Members of the Governing Board (or equivalent) Selection process 

Appointment by the Government 
  

  
Appointment by a Selection Committee based on credentials 

Elections 
  

  
Appointed by institutional leadership 

33. Members of the Governing Board (or equivalent)  Who is implicated/involved in this 

process? 

The State (Parliament, MoE or Regional authorities) 

Institutional leadership (Governing Board,...) 

Senior Academic staff 
  

  

  

  

Private owners or donors 

34. Members of the Governing Board (or equivalent) What are the requirements to be 

selected? 

s/he is not necessarily an academic 
  

  
s/he can be an external person from outside the Institution 

s/he is not necessarily a member of a political party 

Others 
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SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

35. Members of the Governing Board (or equivalent) What are the conditions of their 

mandate? 

The length is less than 4 years 

It's not renewable 
  

  

  

  

It's renewable but the number of mandates is limited 

It's renewable but the number of mandates is unlimited 

Institutional Autonomy 

  

The next set of questions pertains to the policy goal on Institutional Autonomy: The regulatory framework allows for  
sufficient financial, staffing and academic autonomy in institutions  

36. Who had the final say on the budget of the institution? 

The State (Government, MoE, Parliament) 

The Governing Board 
  

  

  

Institutional leadership (Head or equivalent) 

Institutional budget committee 

Senior Managers 

Private Owners 

Others 
  

  

  

  

37. What are the total revenues for your institution for the fiscal year ended March 31, 

2011? 

JMD 

Page 9 



79 

 

SABER-Tertiary Education- Governance Survey for Private Institutions 

38. What are the different revenue sources of the Institution? Please specify amount in 

JMD for fiscal year ending March 31, 2011. 

Funds from the Government  
(budget allocation, grants,  
other) 

Fees from students 

Funds from Private owners 

Funds raised from Private  
companies (e.g. industries,  
businesses) 

Loans obtained from banks 

Loans and grants obtained  
from International  
organizations 

Funds from contracts (e.g.  
consulting, outsourcing) 

Revenues obtained from  
financial applications 

Other 

39. Regarding the financial procedures, has the Institution autonomy to: 

Manage its assets (e.g. sell, buy, rent) 
  

  
Use unspent funds from one year to another 

Set the level of fees 
  

Define the revenue structure of the institution (e.g. public/private sources, banks, assets interests, endowments, fees) 

Run a deficit 
  

  

  

Use a multiyear forecast (e.g. Medium Term Expenditure Framework system) 

Choose the budget allocation inside a blockgrant budget 
  

  
Set the bonuses to be paid to private owners (for Private institutions) 

40. What is the total amount of recurrent spending for fiscal year ended March 31, 2011? 

Staff Salaries 

Operational Costs 

Other (recurrent) 

Total recurrent spending 

41. How much did your institution spend in JMD on capital expenditure: 
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42. What is involved in determining the salary of faculty/staff? 

Years of service in your institution 

Academic qualifications 
  

  

  

Years of relevant experience 

Performance 

Others () 
  

  

43. What measures are you taking to assure the sustainability of university financing? 

Increasing the number of feepaying students 

Increasing the fee levels 
  

  

  

  

  

Raising donations from the private sector 

Conducting research and consultancy for fees 

Opening/closing programmes based on costeffectiveness 

Others 
  

44. What type of assets is the University allowed to own? 

Buildings 

Land 
  

  

  

  

Financial assets 

Equipments (Motorized, IT) and furniture 

45. Staffing autonomy: Does the University have autonomy for: 

Hiring new administrative staff open ended 

Dismissing administrative staff 
  

  

  

  

Hiring academic staff open ended 

Dismissing academic staff open ended 

Developing training programs 

Promoting staff members 
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46. Does the University have autonomy for: 

No decision is taken by another entity  

Assessing the performance  
of administrative and  
academic staff 

Setting the salaries of  
academic staff 

Setting the salaries of  
administrative staff 

Setting variable salaries  
(linked with performance) 

Setting the Contracts of  
administrative staff and  
academics (e.g. duration,  
benefits) 

Yes but needs approval from  
somebody else  

Yes entirely 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

47. What types of policies are used to manage the staff in HR department, financial 

department, academic department? 

Reporting measures 
  

  
Compensations, salaries attached to performance 

Providing justifications for expenditures 

Scorecards 
  

  

Standardized sanctions in case of professional misconduct 
  

48. How many staff does your institution have? 

Administrative staff (as  
opposed to Academic) 

Administrative Senior Staff 

Academic Senior Staff 

49. Are any of your administrative staff civil servants (employed directly by the State) 

Number of staff 

50. How many of your administrative staff are 

Fulltime 

Parttime 

51. Are any of your academic staff civil servants (i.e. employed by state)? 

Yes 

No 
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52. How many academic staff are civil servants? 

Number of staff 

53. How many academic staff in each type of contract: 

Fulltime 

Parttime 

54. Please give a breakdown (by approximate percentage) of number of academic staff at 

each qualification level 

Ph.D Holders 

Ph.D holders having more  
than 10 years of service at  
the University 

PhD holders having more  
than 10 years of service in a  
managerial position 

55. Academic Autonomy: Has the university the autonomy to decide the: 

No decision is taken by another entity  

Structure of curricula (e.g.  
type of degrees) 

Introduction of new  
programs 

Types of courses (level,  
sector, mode) 

Number of hours per  
program per year 

Assessment of students  
(learning outcomes), format  
of exams 

Academic partnerships with  
other institutions 

Content of articles,  
speeches, other  
communications by  
faculty? 

Yes but needs approval from  
somebody else  

Yes entirely 
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56. Has the University autonomy to determine: 

No decision is taken by another entity  

The overall number of  
students admitted in the  
University? (e.g. is the  
university able to refuse  
applications) 

The number of students per  
program? 

The admission  
mechanisms (e.g. entry 
exams, analysis of  
academic grades of  
students)? 

Yes but needs approval from  
somebody else  

Yes entirely 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Incentives based funding: 

  

The next set of questions pertains to policy goal on Incentives based funding: Funding mechanism is performance based,  
transparent and promotes equity and choice in student enrolment  

57. Recurrent, Research, Investment, Equity 

Percent of recurrent budget  
allocated on the basis of  
performance measures. 

Percent of research budget  
allocated on a competitive  
basis. 

Percent of investment  
funding allocated on a  
competitive basis. 

Percent of recurrent budget  
allocated per students  
following a needsbased  
model (i.e. grants, loans,  
vouchers). 

Quality and Relevance 

  

The next set of questions pertains to the policy goal on quality and relevance: The TEA has an independent quality  
assurance and accreditation agency for both public and private institutions  
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58. If there is a Quality Assurance (QA) system, what is its form: 

It takes place inside the University (e.g. assessing programs, committee, participatory team...) 

It takes place outside the university under the responsibility of the Government 
  

  

  

It takes place outside the university under the responsibility of a specially designated independent agency 

Other (please specify)  

59. If existent is/are there QA systems to address the following items 

Institutional licensing 
  

  

  

  

Institutional accreditation 

Accreditation of programs 

Assessing Learning Outcomes 

Teaching methodologies 

Research production 
  

  

Appropriateness of physical infrastructure 
  

60. Is there are a feedback loop in place to respond to QA assessment results? 

Action Plans are followed by Internal QA units 

Action Plans are followed by Deans 
  

  

  

  

Action Plans are followed by the head of the university 

The Action Plans are regularely reviewed (every 2 years or more) 

Variable budget allocations are linked with results 

Others 
  

  

Accountability 

  

The next set of questions pertains to policy goal on Accountability: Institutions are held to specific standards of  
transparency around financial health, fraud, student engagement and employment of graduates  
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61. Financial integrity: Are the budget documents available and/or reviewed by the 

following actors: 

State (MoE, responsible agency) 

Academic staff 
  

  

  

Administrative staff 

Students 
  

Medias, public audience 
  

62. If the university is submitted to financial audit: 

Is it conducted by an external body ? 
  

  

  

Is the report available for inside actors? 

Is the report disseminated outside the university? 

63. Frequency of financial audit (Please choose one only) 

The financial audit takes place every six month or more 

The financial audit takes place every year 
  

  

  

The financial audit takes place less than every year 

64. Has the university applied formal sanctions against: 

Embezzlement 
  

  
Inappropriate spending (failure to present justifications) 

Misprocurement 
  

65. Academic integrity: Has the university applied formal sanctions against: 

Examination fraud 
  

  
Unethical behavior of faculty (sale of exams, nepotism, academic dishonesty...) 

Non compliance with admission standards 

Unethical management of faculty careers 
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66. Transparency and openness: Has the university established tracking surveys to 

measure: 

New graduates employment rate 
  

  
Average unemployment period after graduation 

Average salaries of new graduates 

Main areas of market outlets 
  

  

Average number of years required to complete a degree 
  

67. If existent, are these tracking surveys disseminated outside the university by : 

Institutional website 
  

  
Reports publicly disseminated 

Newsletters 
  

  
Communication brochures 

68. Are the following items disseminated by one (or more) vector mentioned in the 

question above? 

Institutional mission & goals 

Strategy of the university 
  

  

  

  

Results of the accreditation process 

Institutional evaluations results conducted by internal or external evaluators 

Performance metrics 

  

Various indicators assessing efficiency of operations of the institution  

69. What is the average length of time to degree (in years) for fiscal year 2011. 

Years (decimals are  
acceptable): 

70. What is the number of years set in the standard definition of graduation rates for your 

institution? (Note: graduation rate refers to the proportion of students who enter and 

graduate within a certain number of years) 

Years 

71. What is the average graduation rate of students in your institution? 

Graduation rate: 
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