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Abstract
This research was prompted by various issues affecting Cambodian QA policies and
their processes and procedures such as a lack of human resources, poor QA
framework, a lack of university involvement in QA processes and inadequate
research into the field.
This research was conducted in an Australian university to (1) identify the key
constructs underpinning QA policies development in the Australian HE context; (2)
explore the perceptions of university leaders and lecturers in policy implementation;
and (3) identify the strengths of the Australian quality assurance policies and
practices and their relevance to Cambodian HE system.
This research employed qualitative semi-structured interviews for its data collection
and Foucault’s theoretical concepts on power to identify the power-relation between
the government and the university including its academics.
The finding of this research suggested that academics understand that a quality
standard framework is essential for a university to implement quality practices and to
remain

competitive

in

this

globalized,

market-oriented

higher

education

environment.
Simultaneously academics contest the value of the current standard framework and
the implementation processes and procedures relating to quality assurance
mechanism in higher education arguing that they challenge their academic values.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Introduction
This research was conducted to investigate quality assurance (QA) policies and
practices in an Australian university with the primary aim to obtain relevant
experiences and practices that can inform the development of QA policy
development in Cambodian higher education (HE). A brief discussion of Cambodian
HE system and the development of its quality assurance policy is useful and relevant
for conducting this research.

1.2 Background context of Cambodian higher education
A short description of the overall development and reform of Cambodian higher
education is required to provide the context for the discussion and implication in
Chapter 6 of this research. This section will also identify the current problems
associated with Cambodian quality assurance system.

1.2.1 Higher education reform in Cambodia
Cambodia has experienced challenges in coping with the same impacts of
globalization and “massification” of higher education. In the last decades, the
Cambodian government has made considerable efforts to improve the quality of
education (including higher education) in Cambodia.
Immediately after the collapse of Khmer Rouge regime in 1975, quality education
was never subject to any scrutiny as Cambodian government at the time embraced
quantity due to the country’s strong demand for human resources at every level.
There was neither a national nor uniform system (Vann 2012, p.32). According to
Sloper and Duggan (2001), “Academic credentials, academic programs, routine
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planning and even class attendance requirements [during that period] were ad hoc at
best and rarely subject to any form of quality assurance” (p.244).
In response to the political and economic shift taking place in early 1990s, Cambodia
has embarked on significant transformations in its higher education system including
revising

the pattern of

financing

and

governance, growing

institutional

differentiation, and curriculum reform and technological innovations (Chhang,
2010).
This reform led to the privatization of public HEIs in 1997 in response to a shift
toward a more market and skilled-based economy. Since then a number of private
institutions have emerged and public institutions have also introduced fee-paying
programs which have gathered a large number of students seeking post-secondary
education (O’Brien, 2004).
In 2013, there are approximately 97 tertiary institutions, 38 of which are public
universities (Rany et al., 2013). This growing number of higher institutions is due to
the increasing number of students graduated from upper-secondary schools every
year. According to a report published by MoEYS in 2012, 114,414 upper-secondary
school students completed their studies in the academic year 2011-2012. The total of
number of student enrolment in higher institutions was approximately 14% of the
total population (World Bank, 2011). There are 246,069 undergraduate students
currently studying in Cambodian universities (MoEYS, 2012; Sam & Jamil, 2012a).
The numbers are still growing dramatically.
This growing demand for admission has created institutional overload for qualified
and experienced teachers, and with limited resources, there are concerns that this
could lead to a debasement of standards and quality (Ford, 2006 & WB, 2010).
P a g e | 13

Strengthening quality of the education system in Cambodia has led to the
involvement of major donors such as World Bank (WB), United Nations
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), Asian Development
Bank (ADB), and Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID).
Along with other donors, WB has played a vital role in negotiating with the
Cambodian government, MoEYS and higher institutions with regard to the
establishment of a legal framework for accreditation in higher education (Vann,
2012; & Chet, 2006).
Some key reports from the donors highlight similar issues and challenges facing
Cambodian higher education sector. Those issues and challenges includes (1) the
need for reform of academic program to meet contemporary social and market needs;
(2) the urgent need for faculty and staff development matched with pay rise for high
quality lecturers and staff; (3) the reform of financial and managerial structures in
HEIs (Chet, 2006; Chhang, 2010; Vann, 2012).
The National Higher Education Task Force, funded by WB, the United States and
Australia, laid out the foundations on how to make some of these changes; however,
Cambodia has taken relatively limited steps to implement the recommendations of
the report due to local politics (Chet, 2006).

1.2.2 Quality policies governing Cambodian higher education
Since gaining political stability in the late 1990s, the Royal Government of
Cambodia has demonstrated its effort to improve the quality of higher education
through a number of regulatory documents and regulations that were adopted to
govern the higher education system. The Cambodian government has also introduced
three main policy objectives in its Education Strategic Plan 2001 – 2005, 2006 –
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2010 and 2009-2013 and these are to increase access and equity of enrolment
opportunity to realise the Royal Government of Cambodia’s pro poor policy, assure
and improve quality at both institutional and system levels, and strengthen
institutional management and development.
The Law on Education of Cambodia (“the Education Law”) has laid out a national
mechanisms and developed criteria for creating a comprehensive and uniform
education system to ensure its compliance with principle of quality education and
freedom of study stated under the Constitution of Cambodia.
To achieve this, the National Supreme Council of Education (NSCE) was formed in
2009 under Article 5 of the Education Law and entrusted with three main roles to
propose educational policy and long-term strategy in response to social and
economic development of Cambodia, to evaluate the tasked related to the education
sector, technical and vocational training to the Royal Government of Cambodia and
to accumulate educational resources. Article 6 of the Education Law states that
NSCE shall be led by the Prime Minister and the members of NSCE will be
appointed among senior officials who have experience in education, policy,
economy, science, technology and culture.
According to this law, the management and establishment of higher education
institutions (HEIs) is under the authority of MOEYS. The Department of Higher
Education (DHE) in MOEYS is responsible for academic affairs coordination,
inspections, audit, evaluation and monitoring HEIs performance (Education Strategic
Plan, 2009-2013).
To ensure and improve quality at both institutional and system level, DHE is
expected to develop a curriculum development framework taking into consideration
P a g e | 15

the capacity of Cambodian higher education lecturers, the job market, and national
needs by 2012 and develop a qualification framework for higher education in 2012.
To strengthen institutional management and development, DHE is entrusted to
develop policies and standards for the governance and management of higher
education institutions (Education Strategic Plan, 2009-2013).
However, despite the government’s commitment and effort, the MOEYS has not
fully implemented its roles and functions; therefore, it has not achieved its targeted
objectives set forth by the regulations (Tan, 2007).
Considering the Education Law and various responsibilities presented above, it can
be implied that the Cambodian government has adopted a top-down approach to
quality education which is seen to be a business concept influenced by neo-liberal
market ideology (see Chapter 2 for more details).
Obvious evidence is found in the policy statement which explicitly endorses
“institutional management” as a mechanism to quality education. This approach to
ensuring quality has been used in the corporate world for many decades. The values
associated with this approach include the development of comprehensive standards
and quality monitoring tools to hold institutions accountable for their operation.
Another evidence to support this claim is that under the policy statement, the power
to ensure quality education is central to the government or its agencies (i.e. the
governmental ministry or quality agencies). The members of those agencies are
selected within the government itself. The NSCE, for example, is led by the Prime
Minister and its members are senior officials from the government itself.
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Finally, QA policies and standards have become directives or legal requirements for
the universities to follow (Chhang, 2010). The government agencies like MOEYS
and NSCE are obliged to ensure that these quality and standards are met and
complied by the universities.
The above evidence clearly indicates that the Cambodian government is adopting a
business strategy to ensure the quality of its higher education.

1.2.3 The political influence on higher education sector
Strong political influence is still prominent in the current climate of HE. Many public
universities are still administratively and financially managed by various
government’s ministries.
Despite the MoEYS’s general role in governing the higher education sector, public
HEIs also fall under the jurisdiction of at least nine different ministries or
government bodies which are directly or indirectly involved in the affairs of higher
education through their financial and administrative links (Chet, 2006, p.28; Chhang,
2010, p.11). Some HEIs which are not under the exclusive jurisdiction of MoEYS
have little engagement with the MoEYS and respond to the parent ministries to
which they align (O’Mahony, 1999; Sophoan, 1998). For example, Ministry of
Health (MH) is related to University of Health Science; Ministry of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fishery (MAFF) administratively supervises Royal University of
Agriculture; Royal University of Fine Arts is managed by Ministry of Culture and
Arts (MCA); the Royal Academy of Cambodia and the Royal School Administration
are the under umbrella of the Office of the Council Ministers (Vann, 2012, p.30-31).
According to Vann (2012), HEIs under the MCA and the Ministry of Culture and
Religion have developed their own curriculum and courses and the certificates or
P a g e | 17

degrees from these HEIs are signed by their own ministers. Similarly, the minister of
MH signs off on the associate degree. Associate degrees refer to the training
provided to medical personnel below the level of medical doctor, such nurses and
midwives.
Vann (2012) points out that three main governmental institutions have been regulated
to coordinate, control and assist the work of HEIs – DHE, Department of Scientific
Research (DSR) and the Accreditation Committee of Cambodia (ACC). The main
role of DHE is to coordinate and assist MoEYS in implementing regulation and
directives from MoEYS, particularly related to undergraduate programs, namely the
Associate and Bachelor degree while DSR is responsible for post-graduate programs
(p.31). However, DSR has been criticized for its failure to oversee the post-graduate
programs in HEIs due to its limited capacity in research (Chet, 2006; Vann, 2012).
Another evidence of the political interference on Cambodian HE is the establishment
of ACC. The role of ACC established in 2003 through a Royal Decree (mentioned
above) is to accredit HEIs by examining their governance, physical facilities and
equipment and academic standards. ACC is obliged to make report to the Council of
Ministers. All HEIs operating in Cambodia are required to obtain accreditation from
ACC in order to confer degree. Currently ACC is only responsible for granting the
provisional accreditation to foundation year programs in HEIs.
In relation to the management and supervision of HEIs, there is a clear conflict of
interest between DHE, ACC and DSR. DHE considers ACC only deals with the
foundation program while claiming the degree program, including both graduate and
post-graduate (which is currently managed and supervised by DSR), are under its
jurisdiction. It has been suggested that the regulatory and service roles of the DSR
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should be transferred into the DHE mandate in order to simplify and streamline the
operation of the government (Cuyno, 2009).
While DSR and DHE need to report their work to MoEYS, the CM also wishes to be
reported about the whole higher education section (Innes-Brown, 2006). There
should be a clearer demarcation of responsibilities of General Department of Higher
Education and Accreditation Committee of Cambodia (UNESCO, 2010, p.13).
This political influence on HE sector is believed to make the system of HE
fragmented in both national educational program and policy (Sophoan, 1998).

1.2.4 Other criticisms in relation to ACC
Although the establishment of ACC is widely regarded as a landmark reform in
Cambodian higher education system, criticism has been directed at the political
influence on ACC and its ability to carry out its roles.
Ford (2006) contends that ACC lacks experience in assessing academic programs in
HEIs and little seems to have changed. After seven years of operation it has only
granted provisional accreditation to Foundation Years (First year programs) in HEIs
but it has yet been able to grant full accreditation. UNESCO points in its report
published in 2010 that there are many institutions called “universities”, which are
still below national and regional standard requirements.
Innes-Brown (2006) argues that the ACC serves as a government arm and it is deeply
influenced by politics and the independence of their judgements is questionable.
Furthermore, Chet (2006) also observed that the ACC Staff’s capacity to assess
academic programs was very limited and dependent on foreign assistance. The
application procedure for accreditation is also very complex and bureaucratic.
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Although HEIs have accepted the need for accreditation from the ACC, they still
claim that the ACC’s assessors lack professional experience and are not familiar with
academic work in HE (Cuyno, 2009).
In short, there is neither adequate framework nor independent authority for ACC to
implement its roles as an accrediting body. Tan, following her study in 2007,
strongly recommends that a robust quality assurance system is needed for the
Cambodian government to set the national standards for schools [including HEIs].

1.3 The relevance of Australian QA to Cambodian higher
education
I decided to choose Australian HE context as the basis for this research because of
two main reasons.
Firstly, QA in Australian HE has undergone substantial reforms that reflect the
global changes in higher education landscape. Its QA system is very welldocumented and there is substantial commentary from which other developing
countries like Cambodia can learn.
One might argue that QA models employed by developed countries might not be
effective when adopted in developing countries owing to the differences in their
economy, cultural and political contexts.
This research, however, did not aim to identify ‘models’ to be followed but rather
practices of a well-developed system that have addressed a number of issues and
practices in the subject area. These issues and practices can significantly inform QA
development in Cambodian HE.
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Secondly, with regard to the quality assurance, Cambodian HE system is embarking
on a similar path the Australian HE system has undergone in the recent decades.
Apparently, Cambodian HE system has embraced the popular corporate and
industrial notions of quality assurance, which has also largely influenced and shaped
the Australia quality assurance system and practices (This influence of corporate and
industrial values on Australian quality assurance system is discussed in details in
Chapter 2). Therefore, this research on quality assurance of Australian HE system
plays a significant role in informing the development of the same in Cambodian
context.
Thirdly, the Australian government has been playing an essential role in reforming
Cambodian HE. Australian government has provided substantial aid and technical
assistance to improve the quality of education. For example, many scholarships are
rewarded to Cambodian scholars to pursue their further study in Australian
universities each year. Capacity building projects are implemented in various
departments of Ministry of Education Youth and Sport of Cambodia (MOEYS). This
research will indeed maximise the understanding of how Australian HE system
works, specifically in the field of QA, and translate these experiences into practical
and relevant contributions to better inform Cambodian context.
Finally, although Cambodian HE system is not as developed as that of Australia,
relevant and practical experiences can be drawn on from this research because
Cambodia has embarked on a similar business approach to quality education, which
put primarily emphasis on accountability.
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1.4 Rationale of this research
This research was prompted by various issues around Cambodian QA policies and
their processes and procedures. These issues include:
Lacking adequate human resources: QA is a relative new concept in Cambodian
HE sector. The concept of QA only emerged after the Cambodian government
decided decision to privatise HE sector in 1997. Despite its continuous efforts to
strengthen human resources in its QA agency ACC, its staff are still not capable to
effectively perform their roles. Their capacity to assess academic programs was very
limited and dependent on foreign assistance (Chet, 2006). According to Cuyno
(2009), universities criticise ACC staff’s lack of professional experience and
unfamiliarity of academic work in HE.
This issue has prompted major donors such WB, UNESCO, ADB, and AusAID to
call for the urgent need for faculty and staff development (Chet, 2006; Chhang, 2010;
Vann, 2012).
Lacking an appropriate QA framework: Although ACC has been established
since 2003, ACC have not established any adequate quality framework for itself as
well as for universities. After many years of operation, it has only granted
provisional accreditation to foundation year programs of universities and full
accreditation of universities has not been achieved (Ford, 2006).
This lack of adequate QA framework has also resulted in many universities being
operated at the sole discretion of their investors. To most of whom, profits instead of
quality is their first priority.
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Most universities, for example, do not have effective admission requirements for
student intake. Student admission is based solely on the result of the upper-secondary
school examination system that is allegedly subject to corruption and does not have
transparent review processes (Innes-Brown, 2006). Graduates from upper-secondary
school can be admitted to a university as long as he or she is able to afford the low
university fee. In average, the annual university fee ranges from USD250 to USD700
per annum (World Bank, 2010).
UNESCO (2010) points in its publication that there are still many so-called “singlebuilding” universities, which are still below national and regional standard
requirements. Most of which are mushrooming in the city and some densely
populated provinces and are poorly-equipped, under-standard and profit-oriented
(Chet, 2006; Ford, 2006; Phirom, 2010).
Ford (2006) warns that the rapid and uncontrolled expansion of private universities
can be a threat when the universities set quality against financial gain, which leaves
quality vulnerable.
Poor engagement from universities in promoting QA: Despite the fact that QA is
now a legal requirement for all universities, most of HEIs still do not have internal
QA framework to conduct their tasks (Chhang, 2010). This has led to a lack of staff
involvement and participation. According to Chhang, necessary data is non-existent
as are information systems needed for decision making and planning, leading to ad
hoc, rather than evidence-based, decisions.
Lacking research in the field: Despite research is essential in the success of QA
processes and procedures and of the enhancement of HE quality, research activities
in the field of QA as well as in HE are still limited for a number of reasons. Firstly,
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due to the fact that universities and MOEYS have very little research funding and
and academics are poorly paid, teaching more hours is very common among
university lecturers. More teaching means more income to support their family.
Unsurprisingly, their commitment to doing research is almost zero. Secondly,
research skills and the experience of the faculty members are limited, as there is a
lack of training and research support, and time to develop their ability in research.
Thirdly, internet access is very limited in Cambodian universities. These reasons
have resulted in a significant lack of research by the faculty. Most of universities do
not have research activities at all.
Political interference in HE sector: Universities, especially public universities, are
strongly interfered by the government in on way or another. Political interference
ranges from fund allocation to university leadership nomination or appointment
(Ford, 2006, p.10). According to Chhang (2010), there is no regulatory requirement
for management and leadership skills in the promotion of university and college
leaders, and their nominations and appointments are often politically motivated.
There is no specific term for rectors or other management positions, so they can hold
their position until they retire, leading to the implementation of a top-down approach,
and a lack of accountability to teachers and staff. Chhang also highlights that at
present, 29 public higher education institutions have conducted their operations
under central supervision, and are subject to financial allocations by at least nine
“parent” ministries,
Recognising the deficiencies in the Cambodian system has prompted me to conduct
this research.
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1.5 Research objectives
To achieve the aforementioned aim, the following objectives were devised for the
course of this research: (1) to identify the key constructs underpinning QA policies
development in the Australian HE context; (2) to explore the perceptions of
university leaders and lecturers in policy implementation; (3) to identify the strengths
of the Australian quality assurance policies and practices and their relevance to
Cambodian HE system.

1.6 Research questions
This research addressed the following central question:
What are the strengths of the quality assurance policies in
Australian Higher education, and how can they be of relevance to
Cambodia?
The central question was divided into the following sub-questions:
-

What are the key constructs underpinning the concept of QA in the
Australian HE system?

-

How do university staff perceive these QA policies and work with the
implementation process?

-

What implications can be drawn from the Australian experience in
relation to Cambodia?

1.7 Significance of this research
This research is expected to make valuable contributions to Cambodian higher
education sector.
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Firstly, the findings of this research contribute relevant experiences and practices to
inform the development of QA processes and procedures in Cambodian HE. This
research has identified relevant QA practices in Australian HE sector and their
associated issues. As Cambodia has just begun its QA journey, the identified
experiences can be used for guidance to effective practices in QA and possibly to
prevent Cambodia from repeating similar pitfalls in the field.
Secondly, this research helps build up the body of literature around Cambodian QA
in HE. This research will be a useful source for other Cambodian scholars and
students who wish to conduct their research in a similar field.
Thirdly, this research promotes research culture in Cambodian academic settings.
This research might motivate other academics to pursue their research career by
providing many sources of information and research skills used in This research.
Finally, this research also acts as an informant to Australian HE policy development.
Its findings have identified various issues associated with its QA policy
implementation. This information can also help strengthen Australian QA policy
development.

1.8 Outline of the study
This thesis consists of six chapters:
Chapter 1 presents the aims, the background, the rationales, the objectives, the
research questions, and the significance of the study.
Chapter 2 comprises two main sections. The first section explores how Globalization
impacts QA practices in HE sector. It is followed by the discussion of current QA
mechanisms and their associated issues. The second section encompasses, explores
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and analyses Australian quality assurance policies and practices in higher education
from extensive literature review.
Chapter 3 discusses the theoretical framework for this research and its relevance.
Chapter 4 provides the discussion of the research design, method of data collection,
ethical consideration, and the limitations of this research.
Chapter 5 describes the data in the forms of perspective obtained from the interview.
Chapter 6 presents the data analysis and discussion in relation to the literature
reviewed and the theoretical framework
Chapter 7 presents the implications and concluding statement of this research
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1

Defining “Quality”

Examining the various understandings of the term “quality” can provide better
insights into how QA practices have evolved in universities both globally and
nationally and the issues associated with QA in universities. In higher education, the
term “quality” is often perceived as a relative concept, and defining it is no easy task
for two main reasons. Firstly, quality is very often perceived differently by different
people (Burrows & Harvey, 1992). Secondly, quality is relative to a defined
“process” or “outcome”.
However, Harvey and Green (1993) claim that the concepts of quality can be
classified into four main different categories which are expressed as notions such as
“exception”, “perfection”, “fitness for purpose”, “value for money” (Harvey &
Green, 1993, p. 9)

2.1.1 Quality as exceptional
This first notion of quality is a traditional view of quality, which quality is believed
to be something special and distinctive (Harvey & Green, 1993). It denotes
“exclusivity” and the notion of “high class” (Pfeffer & Coote, 1991). It is not be
assessed against a set of criteria or standards, but it is the quality that is unique and
unattainable for most people.
This notion of quality never attempts to define quality, and therefore does not use
benchmarks or a set of criteria against which quality is measured. According to
Church (1988), the traditional view of education is that universities symbolize
quality and therefore it is assumed as a natural outcome.
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Using this view of quality, there are no such external or internal agencies charged
with the role of identifying quality assurance. It means that the values of the system
are internalized by the academic staff and the autonomy of their performance is never
questioned (Harvey & Green, 1993).
This is an elitist and traditional view of quality that is static and lacks flexibility in
dynamic and changing times.

2.1.2 Quality as perfection
This second view of quality focuses on consistency. It emphasises the process and
sets of specifications that it aims to meet perfectly on regular and consistent basis
(Ingle, 1985). This notion transforms those traditional views of quality into
something that is attainable universally, and excellence is defined as the conformity
to a given specification which is predefined and measureable (Harrington, 1988).
Under this notion, perfection indicates “zero defects”, which means that “faults need
to be prevented” (Peters & Waterman, 1982, p.35) and those things are “done right
first time” (Crosby, 1979, p.19). It also means that everyone involved in a product or
process is responsible for quality at each stage.

2.1.3 Quality as fitness for purpose
This industry-influenced approach to quality sees quality as relative to the purpose of
a product or service. Under this approach, quality is determined to be based on the
extent to which the product or service fits its specific purpose. This definition of
quality is different from the traditional notion that quality is something distinctive,
special, elitist, and unattainable. Under this notion of quality, the effectiveness of the
internal education processes particularly teaching and learning in classroom is central
to quality (Cheng, 2001). Quality assurance under this definition of quality,
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according to Cheng, refers to the efforts to improve the internal learning environment
and processes, which he terms it as “internal quality assurance.” There are two
variations of this notion of quality.
Customer Stream: The customer, according to Harvey and Green (1993), is
sovereign so their requirements become the predominant specifications for the
product and the outcome. Thus a quality product is one that reflects those customerset specifications or meeting the customer requirements (Harvey & Green, 1993).
However, there are two main issues associated with this stream.
Firstly, the notion of “customer” is vague and indeed often contentious. In higher
education, there are different stakeholders such the government, employers, students,
academic staff who all have different interest. There are questions about who should
be considered as customers, who consume the service or product of higher education,
whose requirements should become the specifications for quality product or services,
and how they should be assessed. There is no single answer for these questions.
Secondly, the customer (often seen as the student) is not always in a position to
determine what the actual requirements are. Their choice may be restricted due to
entry requirements, lack of available places on courses and a lack of knowledge
about the courses. The specification is usually determined by the provider in term of
what the student is assumed to need. Therefore, quality, in this case, does not
necessarily reflect the customer requirement, but what other see as the interests of the
customer is. Walsh (1991) contends that this quality specification is not only difficult
to state but also to maintain.
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Mission Stream: Under this stream, stated objectives or the mission need to be
defined by HE institutions. A high quality institution is determined in relation to the
institution’s ability at fulfilling its own stated mission or objectives (Harvey &
Green, 1993). This approach to quality is intended to partly resolve the problems of
the notion of quality based entirely on customer satisfaction.
This means that quality assurance plays an increasingly important role in determining
whether the institution has achieved its stated objectives or mission. The role of
quality assurance here is to develop mechanisms, procedures and processes in place
to ensure and determine if this quality is actually and effectively delivered. But
Quality assurance does not identify standards or specifications against which to
measure or control quality.
In conclusion, quality assurance is all about good management practices. Sallis and
Hingley (1991) claim that it is about making certain there are systems in place so that
the organisation continues to deliver “the right things” every time to meet customers’
requirements.
Under this mission-lead quality approach, different institutions may define their
mission differently depending on their respective conceptualization of their market is
perceived to be. There is scepticism about the extent to which the institution’s
mission represents what the customer wants and requires. Furthermore, a number of
questions remain with quality assurance processes and procedures. “Do quality
assurance mechanisms ensure that students get what has been offered? Do they
ensure that students know what they have been offered? Do they ensure that
customer’s needs are met?”
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2.1.4 Quality as value for money
According to Lomas (2002), the effective use of resources needs to be considered in
order to meet objectives and purposes set by an institution. This notion of quality has
been attractive to many governments wanting to hold universities accountable for use
of public funds and their investment system. This notion equates quality with value
(Ball, 1985) and in particular, evaluating value for money for any service.
Accountability, according to Kogan (1986), is central to this approach of quality, and
public services are seen as accountable to the funders who are the government or
taxpayer and to the “customer” (Pollitt, 1990). In this view of quality, outputs are
measured against inputs (Chhang, 2010).
Institutional monitoring, institutional self-evaluation, quality inspection, use of
quality indicators and benchmarks, surveys of key stakeholders’ satisfaction,
accountability reporting to the community, parental and community involvement in
governance, institutional development planning, and performance-based funding are
some typical quality assurance measures used to assure quality as the value for
money (Jackson & Lund, 2000; Smith, Armstrong, & Brown, 1999; Cheng, 1997).
However, a value for money approach is most likely to challenge professional
autonomy of academics and their freedom because, in order to achieve value for
money, there will be more intervention from government and quality assurance
bodies (McNay 1995). In making these changes, higher education institutions will
shift from a collegial tradition towards a managerial and corporate rationale and
these traditional concepts of collegiality and self-regulation are more likely to be
progressively diminished (Lomas, 2002).

P a g e | 32

2.2

Globalization: a paradigm shift in higher education

Globalization with the emphasis on global economy is a multifaceted global
phenomenon that greatly influences and has reshaped the HE environment for a
number of reasons.
First, the world demand for skilled workers has encouraged changes in the degree
frameworks of many nations around the world as policy makers sought international
recognition of the credentials granted by their HE institutions (Dill, 2007). Human
capital has become a crucial factor in economic development and a central
component of a nation’s competitive advantage (Dill, 2007), and internationalization
of HE systems has become a common concept to cope with this new increasing
demand. Dill (2007) points out that this new phenomenon also leads to a
proliferation of new academic programs, which resulted in testing the established
practices for ensuring academic standards.
Second, the growth of higher education systems has motivated the development of
private institutions, including cross-border franchises, which has imposed challenges
to national systems of external quality assurance (Dill, 2007).
Third, the competitive forces caused by globalization and “massification” of HE
have required universities to be more responsive to rapidly changing labour market
and to student program interests. As a result, universities in various countries have
sought increased autonomy and flexibility from old quality assurance regulations so
that they can establish new academic programs, revise the existing ones and
eliminate the out-dated programs to cope with these fast changing demands (Dill,
2007).
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Finally, as the global economy has advanced, increasing international competition
for the home-based and international students has become widespread in HE sector,
and QA has become the central focus of stakeholders such as government, the media,
and consumers at national and international level (Gaither & Maassen, 1998).
In response to this new concept of internationalization of economy-oriented HE,
policies on “quality” have been foregrounded. Global HE policies have been
influenced by the values, the effectiveness and potential benefits of marketing
theories and concepts, which have been effective in the business world. HE policies
on “quality” have been about raising the accountability of universities to
governments (Vidovich et al., 2000) that are claiming to be forging “the national
interest” in the global marketplace (Vidovich, 2001).
The notions of QA have been imported from the economic ideology. Marketization
policies and market-type mechanisms have been introduced into HE to gain
competitive edge and attract a larger share of the marketplace (Young, 2002).
According to Young, marketization has been viewed as “a compromise between
privatisation, academic autonomy and state control” (p.79). Therefore, many new
forms of QA have been established. New quality assurance policies were introduced
in many countries such as the United States of America in 1980s, France in 1984, the
United Kingdom and the Netherland in 1985 (van Vught & Westerheijden, 1993).
The following section will examine how the business ideology has altered Australian
HE landscape.

2.3

University: A corporate entity

Currie and Newson (1998) describes globalisation as unstoppable and defines it as “a
material set of practices drawn from the world of business”, combined with a neoP a g e | 34

liberal “market ideology”. Its “tidal-wave forces” has brought about trends in
international economics and changes in university subsumed under the heading
“managerialism” (Marginson & Considine, 2000). This effect of globalisation on
universities is referred to by Slaugher and Leslie (1997) as “Academic capitalism”,
which emphasises the growing role of business and industry in universities.
The new era of HE influenced by the “neo-liberal market ideology” has led to major
changes in university structures such as:
Maintaining the flow of revenues: Government has regarded investment in
universities as a cost, and subsequently public funding for universities has
dramatically declined (Marginson, 2000). In 1997, the total costs of universities that
are funded by Australian government has decreased from 87% in 1986 to 57% in
1997 (DETYA, 1998) and the number is still falling. The decline in government
funding has pressured universities to do whatever necessary to maintain the flow of
revenues (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Slaughter and Leslie also notes that universities
have become more incorporated in industry and their ethos has shifted from student
welfares to economic bottom-line and that external revenue targets has become core
of university operation.
…To maintain or expand resources, faculty had to compete
increasingly for external dollars that were tied to market-related
research, which was referred to variously as applied, commercial,
strategic and targeted research, whether these moneys were in the
form of research grants and contracts, service contracts,
partnerships

with

industry

and

government…(Marginson

&

Considine, 2000, p.50)
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According to Slaughter and Leslie (1997), some academics and administrators are
now “state-subsidised entrepreneurs” and academic capitalism has fragmented the
unity of what has always been loosely linked academic profession.
More executive power: Executive leadership in universities is now embedded with
more “power than before, and rather less room to manoeuvre” (Marginson, 2000)
and coincides with the growing role of market exchange and economic competition.
Universities are no longer run by the legislative fiat of collegial bodies. Like
corporations, they are run by formulae, incentives, targets and plans (Marginson &
Considine, 2000). Marginson (2000) asserts that “with better mechanisms for
information gathering and performance measure form a distance, with greater
transparency of internal operation, the executive leader is often partly detached from
the network of institutional relations and cultural commitments” (p.30).
Regulating academic autonomy: This new style of executive management has had
its impacts on the whole university structure and never settle peacefully with the
grass-root academic cultures. Numerous studies have found that academics are
usually sceptical to this new form of management. Many critics argues that the
current form of managerialism has been employed to regulate academic freedom and
university operation as whole.
A survey of Australian academics by McInnis et al (1995) found that the new style of
management has diminished the freedom and autonomy of universities in the
collegial sense. In Australia, the original collegial tradition was grounded in selfgoverning institutions with minimum management. Karmel (1989) describes it as “a
kind of private club” whose member-scholars “largely determine their individual
agenda”. This collegial tradition has slowly eroded under the impact of the executive
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management, but it has retained much of its symbolic power (p.1). The erosion of
this collegiality may lead to the loss of the sense of the distinctive character of
universities, “a forgetting of what it is that they do and what make them different to
other institutions and an undue faith in generic organizational models.” (Marginson,
2000, p.31)
In a study project the “Management Practices in Higher Education, Australia”,
Marginson found one of the greatest concerns that universities in Australia now
seems “less sure of themselves. Constantly being reinvented, they are less capable of
genuine self-production than before” (p.31). Marginson warns that
if we continue to subsume the academic functions of the university
into its corporate identity, building institutions for the sake of the
institutions themselves, and losing sight of the fact that it is in
teaching, research and scholarship that universities make their
distinctive social contributions, we will impoverish the university
as an institution and pave the way for the shift of its academic
functions into a generic corporate environment. (p.34)
Redefining academic values and identity: Values have intrinsic meaning and are
importance to all members of an organization (Schwartz, 1994). Schwartz claims
that values function as guiding principles in people’s lives. Values does not only
influence a person’s long term preferences and behaviour, they are central to defining
the identity of a person (Kluckhohn, 1951). In universities, values such as
collegiality, professional autonomy and academic freedom have been long essential
elements in defining academic and university identity (Scott, 2004). Values of a
university have been defined by Newman (1960) as a first and foremost place of
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learning, a community of education persons who pursue “intellectual truth as an end
itself and fulfil “a central and ethical role for society at large”. These value have been
holding both academics and universities together (Coady, 2000, p.6).
Identity is defined as “the enduring beliefs, values, motives and experiences that are
characteristic of individuals who enact the same professional roles” (Ibarra, 1999).
When performing their roles, academics are influenced by academic and managerial
identities and conflicts that arise from the contradiction of these identities (Henkel,
2000; Winter & Sarros, 2002). Individual academic may define him/herself as a
member of a profession or a member of an organization (Ibarra, 1999). Despite the
fact that academics may involve in both administrative and professional identity,
they tend to seeks to align themselves with the enterprise (managerial identity) or to
escape their academic selves from the demands of a corporate enterprise
(professional identity) in accordance with the value conditions created by
managerialism (Winter & Sarros, 2002). This value alignment and value separation
are regarded by Foreman and Whetten (2002) as an integral part to academic identity
formation.
The notions of ideological rewards, such as the value of discipline, scholarship,
intellectual curiosity, a community of practice, accountability to peers and
professional autonomy are central to academic identity (Ramsden, 1998). These
values are flourished in discipline based work structures that govern the content and
process of academic work (Becher & Trowler, 2001). Organizational statements or
managerial actions that are perceived to run counter to these values are resisted
rigorously by academics, as they are often central to their professional status and
identity. (Parker & Jary, 1995).
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As universities immerse themselves in more market-oriented and corporate structure
due to the change in economic setting, such as the reduce of public funding, the userpays principles, and research directly tied to business needs, academics are required
to enact their academic work in term of business-related values and profit-making
ideals (Winter & Sarros, 2002, Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).
In this environment of corporate managerialism, academic identity is increasingly
associated with “the management of student learning” (Henkel, 1997, p.138) and the
delivery of “real world vocational business-related course” (Harley, 2002, p.189).
Their tradition values of professional autonomy and collegiality are marginalised in
favour of a managerial identity that is “governed by values of economic rationality,
the primacy of profit and the minimisation of cost” (Albert & Whetten, 1985, p.281282).
Recent research into shifting identities in higher education indicates some blurring of
academic and managerial identities as professional managers undertake “blended” or
“quasi-academic” roles, such as managing student transitions or regional
partnerships” (Whitchurch, 2008, p.3). However, it remains to be seen whether
shifting identities among general managers and professional staff not on academic
contracts translates to the heartland of academic staff carrying out prescribed
teaching and research functions within discipline units (Henkel, 2000; Winter &
Sarros, 2002).

2.4

The rise of audit culture or quality assurance

Audits are normally related to bookkeeping and accountancy, that is routine systems
of financial management designed to verify budgets and ensure that organizations
comply with administrative rules and regulations (Shore, 2008).
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The increase use of audits is largely associated with the growing concerns about
“quality assurance”, “operational risk” and the “crisis of trust” that is said to affect
most professions today (Power, 2004).
Universities are just one site among many that are affected by this new trend caused
by the rise of new form of management of public sectors. Universities have been
transformed from a place of higher learning to a place whose primary concern is with
“market share”, “servicing the needs of commerce”, “maximising economic return
and investment” and “gaining competitive edge in the global economy (Shore, 2008,
p.282).
Shore (2008) indicates that several factors that are driving this process include the
“cost-cutting fiscal regime of economic rationalism” where university funding by
government is dramatically reduced, the move from “elite” to “mass” education
which has brought so many students with no comparable increase in permanent staff
numbers; and the trend toward universities operating as private corporation (p.282).

2.5

The effects of audit culture

The social and psychological effects of this audit practice on organizations and
individuals should not be underestimated (Deem, 2004; Sparkes, 2007).
Management strategies geared to creating a more flexible workforce have resulted in
a sharp increase in the number of casual staff on short-term contracts who now
perform many of the core teaching and examining duties previously performed by
permanent and tenured staff, but at a fraction of the cost as no research component is
included in their conditions of employment. DiGiacomo (2005) describes it:
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Increasingly, departments are staffed by faculty members hired on shortterm contracts for one year, one semester or one course (for which they
pay is abusively low). Many fully qualified professional lives with
competitive CVs are forced to spend their entire professional lives in this
twilight zone where they are never even offered the opportunity to go
through the tenure review process. However, as a condition for the
possibility of continued employment, they are required by those who hire
them to demonstrate a consistently high level of scholarly productivity, as
are their securely employed colleagues, whose own scholar activity is
regularly monitored and reviewed, and who have, evidently, internalized
fully the need for such surveillance even on a playing field which is
manifestly not level (p.58).
This audit culture also gives rises to a regime of bureaucrats, inspectors,
commissioners, regulators and experts which according to Cooper (2001), is eroding
professional autonomy. As the French anarchist Pierre-Joseph Proudhon argued two
centuries ago:
To be governed is to be watched, inspected, spied upon, directed, lawdriven, numbered, regulated, enrolled, indoctrinated, preached at,
controlled, checked, estimated, valued, censured, commanded; all by
creatures who have neither the right nor the wisdom nor the virtue to
do so. (Proudhon, 1923, p.293)
Shore (2008) regards this audit culture as the insidious way of implicating academics
in its webs of power. She argues that the systems of audit “are not, as they claim, just
neutral or politically innocent practices designed to promote transparency or
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efficiency; rather they are disciplinary technologies – or technique of the self- aimed
at instilling new norms of conducts into the workforce” (p.283). In another study
with Roberts in 1993, Shore argues the current quality system is to achieve economy
and coercion by isolating and objectifying individual academics and turning them to
their own guardian disciplining and monitoring their own behaviour. This practice,
what Shore claims, reflects the concept of the panopticon by Michel Foucault (see
Disciplinary Power in Section 3.4).
In another study with Susan Wright (1999), Shore similar contends that the audit
culture informed by the managerialist conception of accountability is “coercive and
authoritarian”; it reduces “professional relations to crude quantifiable and inspectable
templates” (p.557); and it fuels “mistrust” (p.566).
Another study by Mark Barrow (2010) on “Quality-management systems and
dramaturgical compliance” similarly argues that the managerial approach to quality
can be regarded as “a tool for governing academic work” and as “a mechanism to
develop an auditable system” (p.30).
Similarly, it has been criticised that the modern systems of audit have merely created
a culture of compliance and a climate of fear because their audit procedures place
emphasis on form rather than content, and non-compliance with the managerial drive
for normalisation and standardisation is punished (Alderman, 1994; Shore & Wright,
1999).
Many other studies such as Barrow, 2010; Rose, 1992; Newton, 2010; Shore &
Roberts, 1993 also support the claim that the current form of quality assurance is
employed to regulate the work of universities and academics.
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2.6

Reasons for showing less resistance to the audit culture

Despite criticising the current form of management system do not have much
contribution to the quality of education, Shore (2008) believes that academics have
been bought into this new system and allowed it to shape their thinking and
subjectivities for a number of reasons.
Firstly, audits appear to be “reasonable” that make it hard to contest. As she puts it:
The new regime of governmentality engendered by audit and new
managerialism is designed to work on and through our capacities as
moral agents and professionals. The values that most academics
subscribe to (including self-discipline and a desire to produce quality
research) have thus become instrumental in eliciting compliance and
governing conduct (Shore, 2008, p.291).
Secondly, university environment has become so immersed in managerial principles
and practices that it is difficult to find “Archimedian point outside of the system that
enable us to critique it” (p.291). As Bourdieu (1977) wrote “the most successful
ideological effects are those which have no need of words, and ask no more than
complicitous silence” (p.189).
Thirdly, the system of HE can only be contested collectively. There are huge costs
and penalties if individual academics, or individual institution, try to challenge or opt
out of the auditing process (Shore, 2008). The audit process has made it far too costly
for individuals and institutions even to admit shortcomings or problems.
Finally, is the competitive forces encouraged by this new managerial system, as Hey
(2001) and Ozga (1998) suggest, are highly “seductive in recruiting our behaviour
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through their system of reward and punishment”. Some academics clearly benefit
from the new regimes of audit as they disrupt old hierarchies and provide new
avenues for rapid promotion, at least for the more research-active or managerially,
oriented staff.
Most academics may know that faith in audit is not borne out by its actual
effectiveness in doing what it claims, but the structure, careers and interests that have
been forged as a result of these audit systems have created a powerful disincentive
for individuals to rock the boat publicly.
In conclusion, the audit culture in HE context should not be seen as only a series of
technical practice, but rather as an idea, a process and a set of management
mechanisms. It is apparent that rise of audit culture is not simply a response to the
problems of governance and accountability, rather, it is more about the politics of
regulation and managerial control.
The following sections discuss a series of QA mechanisms and their associated
issues.

2.7

Trends in QA mechanisms

2.7.1 Internal quality assurance
Before the intrusion of managerialism into HE environment, maintaining education
quality was mainly conducted internally in the form of internal QA. This form of QA
put primary emphasis on internal effectiveness and focuses on improving internal
school performance particularly the methods and process of teaching and learning
(Cheng, 2001).
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The main target of this reform is to improve teacher and student performance. Also,
quality assurance under this reform often “refers to the efforts for improving the
internal environment and processes such that the effectiveness of learning and
teaching can be ensured to achieve the planned goals” (Cheng, 2001, p.4), and it is
based on the theory of value-adding in education quality, assuming that the larger the
improvement of internal process of teaching and learning, the larger the value-added
to education quality (Cheng, 2001).
Education effectiveness is a comprehensive concept even though it is often assessed
by the quality and quantity of achieved student learning experiences and outcomes.
The structure shows how the key internal factors such as teacher factors, curriculum
factors, contextual factors, and student factors are related to student learning
experiences and educational outcomes. It assumes the following procedural interrelationships among the components of internal education effectiveness (Cheng,
1998; Medley, 1982):
(a) Student learning outcomes are the product of the interaction between
curriculum characteristics, student learning experience and individual
characteristics;
(b) Student learning experience is affected by teacher performance,
curriculum characteristics, and classroom environment;
(c) Teacher performance is determined by the interaction between teacher
competence,

curriculum

characteristics

and

school

organizational

environment;
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(d) External teacher education, school-based teacher education, and preexisting teacher characteristics can contribute to teacher competence; and
(e) Teaching evaluation based on the information from teacher performance,
student learning experience and learning outcomes can be used to facilitate
development of teacher competence through staff development activities.
However, in the last decades, Internal Quality Assurance alone was seen insufficient
to ensure the quality of education due to the rising concern of accountability of HEIs
to the public and stakeholders’ expectation in the 1990s. This concern gives rise to
the second wave of education reform around quality assurance.

2.7.2 External quality assurance
The concern about the accountability of HEIs gained momentum in the 1990s when
universities worldwide made efforts to cope with the rising level of student’s needs
and the demands for advancement of higher education sector (Vann, 2012). The
satisfaction of various stakeholders and the growing accountability of education to
the public have become the crucial factors. Therefore, quality assurance in this era
often refers to the efforts to ensure education services were meeting the needs of
stakeholders and accountability to the government’s public investment.
In a paper entitled “Higher education and the panopticon paradigm: Quality
assessment as disciplinary technology”, Shore and Roberts (1993) divided the
mechanisms of external quality assurance to three inter-related dimensions: (1)
Quality Control entails individual institutions codifying and then constantly
reviewing and improving the internal monitoring systems they have set up with the
express purpose of maintaining and enhancing the quality of their provisions; (2)
Quality audit involves external bodies scrutinizing the effectiveness of such
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monitoring system. (3) Quality assessment entails external review of and judgement
about the quality of teaching and learning in institutions.
Under management principles, it has been claimed that quality can be ensured
through careful monitoring and measurement of performance and productivity.
Monitoring and measurement can be done by using statistical indices, external
inspectors and performance appraisal. In theory, these practices seem to offer an
objective, rational and fair system for ensuring education quality and excellence in
research and teaching.
However, Shore and Roberts (1993) regarded the adoption of Quality assessor’s
discourse of management and the provision of requisite performance indicator have
made “universities more vulnerable to indirect intervention from the outside”, and
“University staff become more or less unwitting accomplices in the setting-up of a
wider system of imprisonment. In Focauldian terms, this is a classic example of the
moulding of subjectivity through internalisation of externally-imposed norms” (p.8).
Shore and Roberts (1993) argue that the current quality system is discipline and
regulate universities and academics. The system is attempting to create individual
who do not need to be governed but who will govern and care for themselves
(Barrow, 1999). This practice can be achieved by “empowerment” and
“decentralisation”, which is obvious in the current HE system. QA system, combined
with accreditation and audit functions, has been employed to regulate HE. Shore and
Roberts (1993) describe the government QA system as
…a system of training and discipline to education; an orderly
structured according to the principles of market-authoritarianism
where Total Quality Management, the bureaucracy of statistics and
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external quality kitemarks variety have become substitutes for any
serious measure of quality in the educational experience (p.10).
The following section will discuss the Total Quality Management and its associated
issues.

2.7.3 Total Quality Management
Under the influences of management principles and theory, many universities have
looked into the private sector economy for models to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of their operation (Galloway, 1998) and adopted quality management
methods from the industry sector (Don, 2008, p.65).
Total Quality Management (TQM) is one of the most widely used quality
management measure in the industry and it has been adopted by countries like the
USA, UK and some Asian nations to govern their HE system (Chua, 2004).
The main principle of which focuses on the ongoing improvement of quality by all
members of an organization to achieve long term success through consumer
satisfaction – including both internal and external stakeholders (Nina & Maureen,
2006). To effectively implement this approach, the developed nations worldwide
have initiated the development of quality assurance bodies or agencies with the
purpose of establishing standards and guidelines (Vann, 2012), which usually
incorporate the needs of various stakeholders.
Although TQM has the potential to integrate the quality perspectives of both internal
and external stakeholders (Nina & Maureen, 2006), a number of limitations have
been identified in the whole adoption of TQM in the field of higher education.
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First, HEIs are different from the industry on the ground it has more complex and
diverse outcomes and expectation and there are diverse products, which make the
higher education sector complex and difficult to assess the quality of education
(Roffe, 1998).
Second, TQM is more appropriate for other service industries rather than higher
education sector (Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002) and the quality in education should
be defined differently from that of the industry (Chua, 2004). Similarly Mantz (1994)
argues that relationships of accountability are more complex in higher education
sector and Ian Michael (1998) highlights that while the accountability emphasis of
TQM in industry is on a team, accountability tends to lie with individuals in higher
education.
Furthermore, James (2003) also argues that TQM is not really relevant with the
major issues that HEIs are encountering and TQM is only effective for dealing with
administrative tasks such as production control, bill collection, registration, inventory
and job scheduling. Koch and Fisher (1998) emphasise that the challenges faced by
HEIs today are more related to academic philosophy, standards and practices, and
not to everyday questions about the operation of administration. James (2003) asserts
that TQM, whose purpose is aimed to increase productivity and minimize costs in
manufacturing industry, has little to contribute to the discussion of quality in higher
education. Hence, the TQM is believed to embrace high level of managerialism and
concern itself with forms of control and surveillance rather than with the substance of
education (i.e. the quality).
The issues of policy and implementation in relation to approaches to quality
assurance are still central to debate among policy makers and academics in many
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countries (El-Khawas et al., 1998). There is a debate, for instance, whether the entire
academic institution should be reviewed or individual academic programs or
disciplines should be the focus of quality review (El-Khawas et al., 1998).
According to El-Khawas et al. (1998), a number of discussions have also been made
on the appropriate use of quantitative information in monitoring the operations and
accomplishments of HEIs. Governments in many countries have endorsed the
establishment of a few relevant performance indicators, with comparisons among
institutions and over time. Some countries even link performance scores to
government funding in higher education to avoid resistance from academics who
believe that such indicators are “reductionist, offer inaccurate comparisons, and are
unduly burdensome” (El-Khawas et al., 1998).
Some educationists such as Yin Cheong Cheng have also criticised that this external
QA as failing to examine the various political, social, academic and economic
functions which are necessary to meet challenges in a new era of “globalization,
information technology, and new economy” (Cheng, 2001, p17.). Cheng has
reasoned that although this second wave of reform can satisfy the existing
stakeholders with the quality of education services and the education institutions are
accountable to the community, education is “still ineffective or useless for our new
generations in the new millennium if the aims, content, practices, and outcomes of
education are nothing to do with the future needs and challenges in such a rapidly
changing environment.” (Cheng, 2001, p.17).
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2.8

Quality Assurance in Australian higher education

2.8.1 The importance of quality assurance in Australian higher
education
The provision of quality higher education has always been the central focus of the
Australian government throughout the history of Australian higher education.
Efforts have always been made to locate the weaknesses of the existing policies and
continuous reforms usually take place with the primary aim to ensure the quality of
its higher education in the competing world of higher education sector. For example,
major reviews were conducted in 1980s in response to the absence of a national
quality management framework (Shah, Nair & Wilson, 2011). According to Sha,
Nair and Wilson (2011), these reviews, highlighting the importance of quality
assurance within HEIs and across the sector, were intended to establish national
standards and to improve the quality and efficiency of higher education system.
Since then major changes, such as the introduction of Australian Qualification
Frameworks (AQFs) in 1995, have been made to the higher education policy to
improve the practice of quality assurance, which is necessary for quality education.
In 2000, a number of new policies, such as the establishment of quality assurance
framework along with the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Process
(the National Protocols) by the Commonwealth Government, the introduction of the
creation of Education Service for Overseas Students Acts and of the external quality
assurance agency AUQA (Australian University Quality Agency), were endorsed as
part of quality assurance (Shah, Nair & Wilson, 2011, p.476).
Earlier in 2003-2004, the government of Australia had initiated another major review
known as “Backing Australia’s Future” (Nelson, 2003). The outcome of which has
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brought about many changes such as performance-based funding for learning and
teaching using a number of measures such as retention, progression, outcomes of
national Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) and outcomes of the Graduate
Destination Survey (GDS) (Shah, Nair, & Wilson, 2011, p.476).
Moreover, reviews and changes were also made to the National Protocols in 2006
and other policy instruments such as National Code of Practice for Registration
Authorities and Providers of Education and Training to Overseas Students to provide
better protection for overseas students and to give HEIs more flexibility. From these
few examples, it is apparent that quality assurance in Australian higher education has
consistently evolved and governments played key roles in initiating such reforms to
improve the quality and standard of higher education (Shah, Nair, & Wilson, 2011,
p.476).

2.8.2 Quality Assurance policies
In recent years, the approach to quality assurance in Australian higher education
system has shifted from a whole institution approach to a standard-based approach
(Chhang, 2010). This has brought about debates about the values of governance,
managerialism and external policies and regulation.
According to Chhang (2010), there are two main conflicting views on the governance
of HE system. The traditional view, which is favoured by many academics, believe
that HEIs should be allowed to operate their programs in a manner that is free from
political influences or external interferences. This means quality is believed to derive
from commitment and involvement from the grassroots level of staff and students.
The second view which is favoured by the government and managers, believe that
external monitoring and scrutiny is essential to ensure the quality of education.
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Quality assurance in Australian higher education may be divided into three levels:
national, institutional and professional levels.

2.8.3 Quality assurance at national level
At national level, there are four governmental bodies taking part in assuring the
quality of Australian higher education including the Commonwealth Government,
State and Territory Governments and Tertiary Education Quality and Standard
Agency (TEQSA).
The State and Territory governments are entrusted with many responsibilities to
ensure the higher education quality. Among others, the National Protocols was
developed to recognize new universities and to accredit courses or programs
provided by both Australian and overseas higher education providers (DETYA,
2000).
Australian Qualities University Agency (AUQA)
The establishment of the AUQA was to ensure credibility in international academic
community and accountability of the system of higher education (Bradley et al.,
2008). AUQA was responsible for auditing the quality of the self-accrediting
universities on a five-year cycle (AUQA, 2007; Woodhouse, 2004). Academic audits
in self-accrediting HEIs were based on whole institutional approach and relied
mainly on reports of self-assessment conducted by HEIs themselves and a site visit
by an external quality assurance agency (Chhang, 2010).
AUQA assessed the extent to which HEIs achieves their missions and objectives by
examining key areas of teaching and learning, research and management, and HEIs’
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overseas activities. AUQA used the Approach-Deployments-Results-Improvements
as its quality framework (AUQA, 2007; Woodhouse, 2004).
Despite the intended purpose of the establishment of AUQA to promote consistency
of quality standard and the efficiency and effectiveness of the accreditation
procedures, it was highly criticised for its lack of efficiency, consistency and
effectiveness of its procedures (Bradley et al., 2008). Bradley further recommended
an independent national regulatory body be responsible for regulating all types of
tertiary education. Her review team reasoned that a national approach would provide
a more effective, streamlined and integrated sector, achieving a sustainable and
responsible higher education system in the larger, more diverse and demand-driven
environment.
In responding to the Bradley Review, the Australian Government announced a
landmark reform package for higher education to expand the system and create new
opportunities for all Australians to reach their potential in higher education. This
includes the review of Education Services for Overseaa Students Act (ESOS Acts),
the AQF in 2009 (Shah, Nair, & Wilson, 2011) and the establishment of TESQA.
Tertiary Education Quality and Standard Agency (TESQA)
Following the landmark reform of education sector in 2009, TEQSA was established
in 2011 as a substitute for AUQA. It has responsibilities to accredit and re-accredit
all HEIs, conduct quality audit of academic standards and processes and register and
audit higher education providers (Chhang, 2010). With this new QA body, a shift
from whole-institution approach to standard-based approach has emerged.
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TEQSA registers and assesses the performance of higher education providers against
the Higher Education Standards Framework. The Standards Framework comprises
five domains: Provider Standards, Qualification Standards, Teaching and Learning
Standards, Information Standards and Research Standards (Chhang, 2010). The
Provider Standards and Qualifications Standards are collectively regarded as the
Threshold Standards, which all providers must meet in order to enter and remain
within Australia’s higher education system. These standards comprise of Australian
Qualification Framework, graduate attributes, quality tracking system, performance
indicators and benchmarking (Chhang, 2010).
The Australian Qualification Framework (AQF)
AQF was established in 1995, as the Australian Standards Framework, with the
purpose of creating a uniform and standard qualification for the whole sector of
education in Australia and of strengthening international competitiveness. The
establishment of this framework has been seen as one of the strategies to generate
external sources of income (Shah, Nair, & Wilson, 2011) and to enable mobility and
pathways for learners. The framework functions as a guideline for curriculum
development for HEIs, a reference for quality assurance agencies or bodies to
accredit program or courses, and criteria for performance assessments of HEIs
(Anderson et al., 2000; McInnis, 2005).
AQF may be seen to provide consistent and transparent qualifications provided by
HEIs across the country. However, McInnis (2005) disputes that AQF is relatively
weak because “it serves the purpose of informing students as to what different
qualifications mean relative to others and provide something of a gatekeeper role for
institutions introducing new courses” (p.10).
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Graduate Attributes (GAs)
GAs are sets of generic skills that all graduates shall acquire upon their completion
of study programs, notwithstanding the degree they receive. This concept of GAs is
complex as “the development of them (GAs) has shadowed the development and
adoption of key competencies within the vocational education sector” (DEST, 2002b,
p.12).
Theoretically, a university graduate should have a combined knowledge of generic
skills (such as oral communication, leadership, analytical and critical thinking,
problem solving, team work, etc.), general knowledge (an understanding of the
social, economic and cultural context) and professional skills to be able to work in a
complex, challenging and fast changing environment (DEST, 2002b; Tennant, 2009).
Academic staff are required to integrate these attributes in their course syllabuses,
teaching and learning activities, but GAs may be varied across HEIs in the country
(Chhang, 2010, p.66).
A tool to test and produce a report on these generic skills, known as The Graduate
Skills Assessment, was developed by the Australian Council for Educational
Research to test cognitive skills of graduates in four areas, namely critical thinking,
problem solving, interpersonal and written communication skills (DEST, 2002a).
Nevertheless, the extent to which the skills can be measured is still questionable
because they are, according to Coates (2005), “diffuse, localised, uncertain, transient
or slowly evolving nature” (p.31). There are no system wide assessments to measure
GAs while many HEIs are developing their own mechanism to measure GAs to suit
their goal and mission.
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Quality tracking system
Quality Assurance mechanism in Australian higher education does not only put the
emphasis on the processes and inputs but also the outcomes. Various assessment
tools have been used to gather information about graduate outcomes. Such tools,
according to Denise Bradley and her review team, include Graduate Skill
Assessment and student surveys – the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ), the
Graduate Destination Survey (GDS) and Australian Survey of Student Engagement
(ASSE).
The Graduate Destination Survey (GDS): The GDS was designed to seek
information about graduates’ employment success after the completion of their
studies and to disseminate comparative information to the public and HEIs with
benchmarking data helping them to measure the success of their graduates in the
employment market. This survey is conducted by the Graduate Careers Council of
Australia and the Students are usually requested to fill out this GDS within four
months upon their completion of courses (DETYA, 2000). In addition to most
institutions are encouraged to nationally and internationally compare their
performance in graduate employment (Lim, 2001; Chhang, 2010) because these
exercises are believed to allow higher education sector to effectively respond to the
changing society, culture, economy and employment market (DEST, 2002a).
However, it might be difficult to determine if the programs match with the
employment market since employability of the students is also influenced by a
number of other factors such as institutional image, social networks and the
economic situation as well as the industry (Coates, 2005).
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The Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ): CEQ is designed to collect
information about the students encountered during the course of their study. This
questionnaire covers a various aspects of their experience, including teaching, goals
and standards, workload, assessment, student support, learning resources, intellectual
motivations, learning community, graduate quality and overall satisfaction (DETYA,
2000).
However, a number of criticisms about the limitation of this tool have interestingly
appeared in the higher education community. For example, Anderson, Johnson and
Milligan (2000) claimed that
“its focus [CEQ] is the course, not the subject; it deals with
overall impression, not particulars; and it provides a delayed
rather than a current perspective on the student’s experience of
teaching and learning” (p.23).
Endorsing contemporary constructivist approach to teaching and learning, Coates
(2005) also argues that “A major limitation of CEQ in generating data for the
purpose of determining the quality of university education is its exclusive focus on
teaching” and that “learning rather than teaching is what really matters in education ”
(p.29).
Another limitation of CEQ is its focus on what teachers do in formal teaching and its
failure to focus the outside-classroom experience. Information with regards to how
students spend their time outside the formal classroom is significantly important as it
also adds value to classroom learning experience (Coates, 2005).
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Australian Survey of Student Engagement (AUSSE): The Bradley Review
suggested that AUSSE should be employed to measure student experience as broader
information about student’s experience will become available for HEIs. This tool
was put into a pilot study in 2007 and it is now at available online (Bradley et al.,
2008).
However, scepticism about the summative purpose of the student surveys including
the AUSSE are still an ongoing debate issue. Many academics reason that student
surveys are useful if they are used for formative purposes as the information received
will be an important input for improvement of the teachers’ performance. There are
still concerns that the surveys are being used to compare the outcomes (summative
approach) as the judgements about quality may not be universal (Johnson, 2000).
Despite the widely practice of student surveys, some academics expresses their
concerns that either staff or students may manipulate the process of the survey and
that “the process of placing the student in the role of evaluator had the potential to
encourage soft marking” (Anderson, 2006, p.165-166).
Johnson (2000) cautioned that research reports that support and encourage student
questionnaires are often connected to managerial interests rather than the concerns of
professional development, and therefore, such reports should be closely scrutinised
(p.433).
Performance indicators (PIs)
PIs is a popular tool for measuring and assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of
the higher education system in many countries. The Australian government
introduced PIs as a measure to assess and manage higher education system in the
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1980s to encourage education to respond to the government’s priority and to allocate
funding to HEIs (Gaither et al., 1994; Taylor, 2001).
PIs became a critical tool in the late 1990s when Australian government announced
its research grants to HEIs, known as the Research Quantum (Taylor, 2001). PIs in
Australian education system put emphasis on students, staff, finance, research and
student outcomes.
However, the adoption of PIs has borne a lot of criticism. Some argues that PIs might
not encourage diversity among HIEs (Davis, 2006 as cited in DEST, 2002c). It has
also been criticised that HEIs are different in terms of size, number of students,
resources and context. In this regards, PIs do not serve a diverse purpose (Naidoo,
2000 as cited in DEST, 2002b). As a consequence, HEIs may neglect activities that
are not assessed by PIs.
The Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST, 2002c) also agrees on
the limitation of PIs and suggest that the performance data should be carefully
handled, or it might lead to misinterpretation of the data.
Benchmarking
Benchmarking appeared in the Australian education system in the late 1990s, but it
was not widely used across the sector (Garlick & Pryor, 2004). “Benchmarking: A
Manual for Australian Universities” by Mckinnon, Walker and Davis published in
2000 has had a significant impact on Australian educational system. However, a
review study by Garlick and Pryor in 2004 pointed out that despite the fact that the
benchmarks introduced by

Mackinnon,

Walker and Davis

(Mackinnon’s

Benchmarks) has had positive effects on universities in terms of management and
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preparation for assessment, it might not be a positive measure that provide HEIs with
a continuous improvement plan. It was criticised that the benchmark is “one size fits
all” approach, which may deter the diversity within HEIs and that the information
provided by benchmarking is relatively superficial.
In addition to the Mackinnon’s Benchmarks, Australian HEIs have also employed
other benchmarking tools such as Australian Business Excellence Framework
(DEST, 2002c) and the Malcolm Baldrige Education Criteria for Performance
Excellence and Council of Australian University Directors of Information
Technology (Chhang, 2010, p.71). Audit reports of AUQA comment that despite
their [universities] commitment and effort to benchmarking, these efforts “have been
seen as aspirational, ad hoc, and very new” and that “many benchmarking activities
appear not to extend beyond quoting performance indicators, in particular, without
any interpretation and adaptation” (Stella & Woodhouse, 2007, p.6).

2.8.4 Quality Assurance at Institutional Level
HEIs in Australia have been established under the legislation of the State and
Territory or Common Wealth Government, and they are self-accrediting universities.
HEIs are obliged to be responsible for their standards and quality of the degrees they
confer as self-accrediting (Bradley et al., 2008).
To assure their standards and quality, HEIs have also carried out other surveys to
identify areas that need improvement in addition to using the quality tracking system
required by external quality assurance bodies. Despite variations of internal quality
assurance processes among HEIs, the main internal quality assurance processes
shared among them include (1) Approval processes for new courses and units of
study, (2) regular reviews of courses and units; internal reviews of departments,
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faculties and research centres, (3) student evaluations of teaching, (4) the use of
external examiners for higher degree research theses, (5) surveys of graduates to
assess satisfaction with courses, (6) soundings of employers on the suitability of
graduates for the workforce and (7) benchmarking of these areas against performance
in other similar universities (Bradley et al., 2008).
Moreover, HEIs in Australia have also adopted foremost performance appraisal
schemes, under which academic staff are required to prepare annual performance
goals for their research, publication, teaching, supervision, conference papers and
community service.
However, this scheme has been seen as a threat to the autonomy to the profession
and most academics, according to Anderson’s study conducted in 2006, view this
performance appraisal has generated stress on them and impeded their sense of
professionalism.

2.8.5 Quality Assurance at Professional Level
Professions Australia (PA) is a national organization and the peak body of
professional associations in Australia. According to Chhang (2010), there are twentyone member associations. Professions Australia is the name of the Australian
Council of Professions Ltd. The main objective of PA is to enhance and promote
professionalism for the public good and national interests (Clark 2004).
Professional programs of Australian universities are legislatively required to be
reviewed by professional associations or bodies in the field such as accountancy,
engineering, architecture, dentistry, business and pharmacy (Chhang, 2010). The
purpose of professional bodies is to help higher education institutions to maintain the
relevance and coherence of their programs, as it is perceived that relationships
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between higher education institutions and industries are not as close as that between
professional bodies and industries. Generally, professional bodies play a significant
role in curriculum development in higher education institutions, accreditation of
professional programs professional standards, promoting careers in the professions,
teaching and training and research (Professional Australia, 2008). They check entry
level to programs, practical experience, contents of subjects, and mode of study
(Churchman & Woodhouse, 1999). They also aim at ensuring that graduates are
eligible for their membership so that the institutions can operate as professionals in a
particular field of study (Harding & Simpson 2006).
In Australia, the relationships between the higher education sector and the
professional bodies are very complicated and the requirements of accreditation differ
from one professional discipline to another. Accreditation and regulation of programs
are influenced by industry requirements, student needs, government policy, and the
environment and international tendencies of development. Professional bodies are
strongly involved in course design, course approvals, reviews, teaching and
assessment of a university (Churchman & Woodhouse, 1999). Moreover, in order to
maintain an international credibility, Australian business schools have increasingly
sought international accreditation (Harding & Simpson 2006).
Professional bodies’ objectives are similar to that of government, as they are
interested in summative judgment and in the quality of courses and standards to
ensure that higher education providers deliver courses in response to the market,
social and economic needs (Chhang, 2010). They also influence the government in
terms of decisions on funding allocations to higher education institutions, and inform
industry policies in terms of the suitability of student employment in the job market
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through a closer link between higher education providers with businesses and
industries. By doing so, universities are compelled to hold themselves accountable to
the public for their efficiency in the use of public resources (Chhang, 2010).
However, criticisms over professional bodies have arisen. Clark (2004) argues that
they over-emphasize economic outcomes which do not allow for a broader debate on
benefits that individual professions contribute to social and environmental outcomes.
They tend to focus heavily on relevancy and coherence of courses and programs
rather than on ethical and moral behaviours and other values contributing to general
knowledge and generic skills. Moreover, they also heavily stress efficiency and
accountability. For these reasons, concerns about diminishing academic freedom,
professional autonomy and innovation have arisen.
In summary, quality assurance in Australian higher education is strongly influenced
by neo-liberal market ideology used in the business context. Australian QA put more
emphasis on accountability of universities to public investments. Quality education is
determined by quantifiable indicators such as student’s employability and research
publication volume a university has. To achieve this, the Australian government has
adopted a standard-based approach that makes it possible to externally audit the
operation of the universities.
The following chapter presents theoretical framework of this research.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework
Informed by the literature reviewed in the previous chapter relating to the various
aspects of quality assurance both in global and Australian contexts, it is apparent that
“power” and the exercise of “power” of quality assurance mechanisms have triggered
an increasing tension between the government/managerial staff, industry and the
academics, who usually have conflicting values and ideas on what quality education
is and on the roles of HE institutions.
In light of the foregoing, I adopted Foucault’s notions on “powers” as the theoretical
framework, specifically on the notions of “Power and Knowledge”, “Power and
Resistance”, “Disciplinary Power,” and “Governmentality”. Appreciating these
different dimensions of power is critical for this research as they provide a
framework for a better understanding of the forms of engagements, expectations and
beliefs in relation to which the stakeholders act and which they perceive as relevant
and therefore endowed with power.
The following sections in this chapter briefly outline the key aspects of power as a
force of “meaning-making” and various notions of power.

3.1 Power is relational
To have meaning, power needs to be recognized as a relation. Foucault saw power
as discursive, relational and deeply ingrained in social structures and practices, which
frequently render its effects natural, and therefore, invisible, although enacted and
engaged daily (Foucault, 1972). This means that power only exists as a relation
between different individuals and groups when it is being exercised (O’Farrell,
2005). According Humphry (2014), the existence of power requires the meeting of
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people (individual or groups) and without people there is no power. Foucault
conceptualised power as a “relationship in which one person tries to control the
conducts of other” and such relations “exist at different levels, in different forms”
(Foucault, 2000, p.292). This is possible exactly because our practices are discursive
and to exercise power involves calling on rules that are immanent in a practice
(Foucault, 1972).
“The exercise of power is not a simply a relationship between
‘partners’ individual or collective; it is a way in which some act on
others. Which is to say, of course that there is no such entity as power,
with or without a capital letter…Power exists only as exercised by some
on others, only when it is put into action, even though, of course, it is
inscribed in a field of sparse available possibilities underpinned by
permanent structures.” (Foucault, 2000, p.340)
Power, therefore, does not exist in its own right, as something which can be imposed
without the other person’s agreement (legitimation or validation, however,
unconscious). Nor he suggests, can power he seen as a broad societal
conceptualization to be applied at will across all circumstances of power. Instead it
must be viewed as a contextual relationship within specific locations. Power
“designates relationship between partners” (Foucault, 2000, p.337), and becomes
“an ensemble of actions that induce others and follow from one to another”
(Foucault, 2000, p.337).

3.2 Power is productive
Foucault believes that when power exists in relationship, it allows those involved to
respond in unlimited ways producing relationship where power become extremely
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fluid. Which is to say, power can produce positives as well as negative effects
(Humphry, 2014; Marginson, 1997).
Foucault sees power as productive, not simply oppressive as claimed by traditional
Marxist view (O’Farrell, 2005). He claims that power is not simply about saying no
and oppressing individuals, social classes or natural instincts (Marginson, 1997;
O’Farrell, 2005). For Foucault power “traverses and produce things, induces
pleasures, forms knowledge, produce discourse. It needs to be considered as a
productive network which runs through the whole social body” (Foucault, 1980, p89119). By this he means that power produces particular types of knowledge and
cultural order.
Foucault believes that power and oppression should not be reduced to the same thing
for a number of reasons.
First, there are multiple and very different relations of power extending throughout
the entire social body and to identify power with oppression is to assume that is
exercised from one source and that it is one thing (O’Farrell, 2005).
Secondly, some people want to exercise power and find pleasure in doing so, others
find pleasure in resisting power.
Thirdly, power produces particular types of behaviours, by regulating people’s
everyday activities. This is what Foucault also describes as the “microphysics of
power” and “capillary power” where power reaches into the very grain of
individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into their actions and attitudes,
their discourses, learning processes and everyday lives (Foucault, 1975, p.39).
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3.3 Power is mode of “action upon actions of others”
Power is a way of changing people’s conduct (a mode of action upon actions of
others) (O’Farrell, 2005). Foucault (2000) suggested that power “acts upon their
actions; an action upon action, on possible or actual future or present actions.”
(p.340). It is an act by one individual or group, which engages a corresponding act by
another individual/group (Hofmeyr, 2006). If power is described as “action on
action”, multiple possibilities unfold. Foucault explains that this is because,
The ‘other’ [the one over whose power is exercised] is recognized
and maintained to the very end as a subject who acts; and that,
faced with a relationship of power, a whole field of responses,
actions, results and possible inventions may open up (Foucault,
2000, p.340).

3.4 Power and resistance
For Foucault power is not “a thing” or “a capacity” which can be owned either by
states or individuals (O’Farrell, 2005). Foucault rejected the tradition notion that
power is purely located in the government or the administrative and executive
bodies. He, however, insisted that the very existence of the State is dependent on the
functioning of many micro-relations of power at every level of the social body. He
also claimed that resistance is inherent whenever Power is exercised (Foucault, 1990,
p.95). The mechanisms of power are susceptible to resistance from those who are
their object since “the human material operated on by programmes and technologies
is inherently a resisting material” (Gordon, 1980, p.255). Foucault’s notions of
power have influenced the ways in which resistance is understood in a wide range of
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disciplines. According to Anderson (2008), theorists and researchers came to
understand that resistance was also present in a range of everyday practices.
There are several forms of resistance identified by Foucaudian researchers and
theorists.
The traditional form of resistance was understood as “obvious and collective” and it
was usually enacted by subordinated people to the domination they encountered
either in the workplace or during colonial era (Anderson, 2008). This form of
resistance may include strike and sabotage by workers (under labour process theory),
revolts and rebellions against colonial domination of culture, economy and politics
(under historical studies of colonization) (Edwards, 1979; Friedman, 1977).
Another form of resistance might be also understood as “reflective awareness and a
rejection of hegemonic ideology – a lived everyday, form of resistance” (Anderson,
2008, p.254). This form of resistance makes “daily lives bearable” (McNay, 1996,
p.64). McNay claims that this form of resistance has been recognized as mundane
manifestation of resistance.
As a result of recent developments influenced by post-structuralist understandings of
power, resistance is seen as “more routinized, informal, inconspicuous, and
everyday” practices (Thomas & Davies, 2005, p.686). This form of resistance is less
visible and often “unplanned oppositional practices” in the everyday world of
organization (Prasad & Prasad, 1998, p.227). It is usually exercised against the
authority by the “less powerful” or dominated groups.
Influenced by Foucault’s notion of technologies of domination, Scott’ work (1985,
1986, 1990) might be the best-known analyses of this subtle form of resistance. He
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asserted that this form of “peasant” resistance is not simply “rebellions and
uprising” and such everyday resistance is referred to “quiet evasion” and may have a
“recourse” and is “effective” when confrontational form of resistance is “precluded
by the realities of power” (Scott, 1990, p.192). This is what Scott called the “Weapon
of the weak” under his concept of the “hidden transcript” – the discourse of a
subordinated group that “represents a critique of power spoken behind the back of
the dominant (Scott, 1990). It is usually enacted in the “low-profile stratagems”
(Scott, 1990, p. 184) and “avoids open declaration of its intentions” (p.220).
Scott warns us that this “discursive” form of resistance should be not considered as
only insignificant posing that diverts energy from “real” resistance, nor as a “safety
value” that decreases the potential for more overt resistance (Scott, 1990, p. 184).
This form of resistance may include “footdragging, false-compliance, feigned
ignorance and gossip” (Scott, 1986, p.22). Although many forms of resistance that
Scott describes are enacted around material forms (Anderson, 2008), he also
highlights the “struggle over values – the ideological struggle” that underpins such
resistance (Scott, 1985, p.297). He notes that claims are resisted when they are
thought to lack a moral value, fairness or justice in accordance with the existing
values and norms.

3.5 Power and knowledge
One of the most important features of Foucault’s view is that mechanisms of power
produce different types of knowledge aimed at investigating and collecting
information on people’s activities and existence. The knowledge gathered in this way
further reinforces exercises of power. As Foucault puts it in 1972:
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“There is no knowledge on one side and society on the other, or
science and the State, but the basic forms of power-knowledge” (p. 17)
In Discipline and Punish and Volume 1 of the History of Sexuality, Foucault explains
that no form of knowledge emerges independently of complex networks of power
and that exercise of power produces certain types of knowledge (O’Farrell, 2005,
p.101). He also proposes a series of configurations of power and knowledge such as
disciplinary power and governmentality.

3.6 Disciplinary power
The notion of disciplinary power is the most popular and widely disseminated idea
from Foucault’s opus. According to his lectures Le pouvoir psychiatrique in 1973,
disciplinary power operates a “microphysics” which seeks to individualise every
element of the social body even the most lowly (Foucault, 1973, p. 28). He sees
disciplinary power as techniques of social controls. The “discipline”, according to
Foucault, is a technology aimed at: ‘how to keep someone under surveillance, how to
control his conduct, his behaviour, his aptitudes, how to improve his performance,
multiply his capacities, how to put him where is most useful (Foucault, 1980, p.191).
According to O’Farrell (2005), a number of principles that facilitated the operation of
this power includes:
The organization of space: With the principle of ‘enclosure”, space was organized in
a particular way and people are locked away into institutional spaces and ranked.
The organization of activity and behaviour: First, timetables are developed to
ensure that groups of people are engaged in the same task at the same time. Second,
people are trained to perform the same set of movement at the same time and the
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methods of training are perfected with the aim to make people more efficient in
performing useful activities.
Panopticon: The success of disciplinary power, according to Foucault, is dependent
on the generalised surveillance, what he describes as ‘Panopticon’. The Panopticon
was a prison designed by English philosopher Jeremy Bentham in the 1790s. It was
based on the architectural principle of a ring shaped building with cells grouped
around a central tower. People in the cells could not see into the tower, but each
other in the cells. This makes people in cells eventually modified their behaviour to
act as though they were being watched all the time. Foucault (1975) elaborates:
‘There is no need for weapons, physical violence, material constraints.
Just a gaze. An inspecting gaze, a gaze which each person feeling its
weight will end up by interiorising to the point of observing himself;
thus each person will exercise this surveillance over and against
himself.’ (p.154)
The Panopticon is a metaphor for technologies which prevents people from doing
things unapproved by the authority or exercising their will to do things which may
have bad consequences for them. According to Foucault, this is the principle on
which modern society operates.
Examination: This is an effective technique in the exercise of the disciplinary power,
which combine “both surveillance and normalisation” and turn people into object of
knowledge and power (O’Farrell, 2005).

Examination allows people to be

“individualised” to become “cases” which are measured against other cases. It can
also establish generalised and statistical “norm”, and such “norm” can be used to
tighten social control over both populations and individuals.
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3.7 Governmentality
Governmentality is another mechanism of social control. Unlike disciplinary power,
governmentality allows for the incorporation of freedoms into the mechanisms which
guide people’s behaviour in the social body (O’Farrell, 2005).
According to Marginson (1997), Foucault distinguishes two forms of control:
relation of force and relations of power.
Relation of force: Relation of force allow consent to be set aside, but such relations
are difficult to sustain.
Relation of power: Relation of power allows people to remain free of “direct
coercion,” but they are caused to behave in the desired ways. Government works
primarily not by direct rule but by “governing a distance through the medium of free
subject” (Marginson, 1997). They manage themselves, while at the same time,
through the programs and techniques of liberal government their private freedoms
are made “subject to power” (Foucault, 1982; 1988; p. 83-84 in Foucault 1991). Part
of the work of government is the formation and maintenance of these autonomous
individual and institutions, and the systems within which their paths and choices are
determined (Marginson, 1997). Hence the paradoxes of management, devolution and
autonomy; in which the human subject is subject to the play of external forces, while
also being the author and subject of her/his own conduct.
In short, “governmentality” is the rationalisation and systematisation of a particular
way of exercising political sovereignty through the government of people’s conduct
(O’Farrell, 1997).
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3.8 The relevance of Foucault’s notions of power to this study
Foucault used his concept of power in order to trace relationships which together
brought about changes in the ways people generated think, feel and act.
Currently, liberal societies, individuals and institutions like universities have
undergone major shift in the ways in which they operate. The shift is largely
influenced by the force of globalisation and internationalization of higher education.
The shift has resulted in the increase in managerial power sought by governments to
regulate autonomy of universities. Foucault’s notions on power and its many
dimensions are useful concepts for understanding how universities and other
stakeholders respond to these changes.
As Marshall (1996, p.92) notes, Foucault was not interested in “who or what
questions about power”, but with “how the power is exercised”. While This research
is limited in scope due to the constraints of the Master degree, the idea of power as
both an authority and opportunity offers a constructive framework for analysing, or
at least thinking about, the dynamics that are played out between the government and
the universities in the era of increased managerialism and control.
Therefore, the notions on power also help explain how the government exercise its
power to gain social control over academics and universities. The notions also enable
me to understand how power and knowledge generated by QA policies have altered
the relationship within higher education environment and how academics, who are
the subjects of the power the subjects, behave in a certain way in response to the
policies.
Other studies which also used Foucault’s concepts of power to investigate
managerial power operates in the university context and how it impacts on the
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development of higher education setting include the studies by Marginson, 1997;
Anderson, 2006, 2008; Shore & Wright, 1997; Shore & Roberts, 1993; Townley,
1993; Barrow, 1999; and Newton, 2010.
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Chapter 4: Research Design
Informed by Foucault’s notions of “power”, I adopted qualitative semi-structured
interview as the primary research method in order to achieve the purpose of this
research in identifying the key constructs underpinned the Australian quality
assurance system in higher education, in understanding Australian academic’s
perception of the same, and in determining what constitutes a locally relevant and
suitable set of policies for the quality assurance system of Cambodian higher
education.
To achieve the objectives of this research, I employed three main strategies to answer
each sub-question.

4.1.

Stage 1: Document reviews

To answer sub-question 1 “What are the key constructs underpinning QA policy
development in the Australian higher education system?” I extensively reviewed
relevant literature in quality assurance in higher education (in Chapter 2 of this
research) in order to (1) identify the concepts that influence the global trend of
quality assurance policies; (2) understand how those concepts influence universities
and other interested stakeholders, or vice versa; (3) gain insights into issues relative
to the current quality assurance policies by examining various critics; (4) understand
how Australian higher education system is affected by the globalisation; and (5)
finally identify the strengths and weaknesses of the current QA policies in Australian
higher education.
The result of this view of the relevant literatures formed the basis for Stage 2
(Interviews) of my research. The key features (the strengths and weaknesses of the
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Australian quality assurance polices in higher education) were explored in greater
depth by examining the perceptions of universities staff including academics who
were directly involved in QA processes and procedures.

4.2.

Stage 2: Semi-structured interviews

To answer the second sub-question “How do university staff perceive these QA
policies and their implementation processes?” I employed qualitative interviews for
several reasons.
The first reason is that this method allows me to explore Australian QA policies and
practices “in their fullest complexity” from a number of perspectives and concerns
(Glesne, 2006). According to Denscombe (2003), interviews allow for a detailed
understanding of one’s perceptions in relation to a topic being studied. Participants
may be expansive and the responses can more flexible in qualitative interviews.
Furthermore, semi-structured interview allowed the collection rich and relevant data
taken from observation, experiences and reflection, when studying a specific context
or a particular setting and is particularly appropriate when studying a small group of
people, which is within the scope of This research (Glesne, 2006).
Finally, I also decided to use semi-structured interview because it allowed me to
engage with participants in a natural conservation-style without losing focus on the
subject being discussed. Therefore, the participants could answer my questions from
their own frame of reference rather than being confined by the structure of prearranged questions (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982).
Interview technique has been proven to effective in many studies that involves
exploring participants’ perception. Such studies include those by Marginson, 1997;
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Anderson, 2006, 2008; Shore & Wright, 1999; Shore & Roberts, 1993; Townley,
1993; Barrow, 1999; and Newton, 2010.

4.2.1. Site
This research was conducted in an Australian university called Australian Top
University (a pseudonym used to protect the identity and privacy of the university).
Given my principal supervisor’s extensive knowledge about the university, choosing
Australian Top University for This research allowed me to easily identify relevant
potential participants who can provide rich information for the purpose of this
research.

4.2.2. Participants
This research employed purposeful sampling method as it allowed for rich
information about the issues of central importance to the purpose of this research
(Patton, 2002).
Selected participants included a project manager of the quality assurance unit
(identified as P01), a university Pro-Vice Chancellor (identified as P02), a manager
of learning technology (identified as P03), a lecturer of accounting (identified as
L01) and a lecturer of science (identified as L02). These participants can be
categorized into managerial staff and academics who have experience working with
QA policies and processes.
The reason for choosing both managerial staff and lecturers to participate in my
interviews was that they allowed me to gain greater insight into different (usually
conflicting) views on quality assurance practices, which contribute to more
comprehensive analysis of my study.
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The participants were selected from a list of potential university staff provided by my
principal supervisor. The identities of the selected participants were never revealed to
any other person except me. Prior to the interview, I did not personally know any of
the participants; thus, the relationship between me and the participants was
understood in the “second person” (Kemmis, 2000). They were allowed to freely
discuss their experience and perceptions on quality assurance policies and their
implementation without any interference or bias.
All the interviews were conducted with the full written consents of the participants
and in accordance with CDU research ethics policies.

4.2.3. Ethics and the interview procedure
An ethics application to conduct this research was duly approved by the Ethics
Committee at Charles Darwin University (Please refer to Index 1 for Ethics Approval
Letter). I then contacted potential participants by email to obtain their agreement to
participate in the project and establish a time for the interview. When contacting the
participants, I also provided detailed information about the study and informed them
all their rights during the course of this research through an invitation letter (Please
refer to Index 2 for the Plain Language Statement). After receiving the confirmation
emails, each participant voluntarily signed the consent form before the interviews
commenced (Please refer to Index 3 for the Consent Form).
Each interview was conducted and audio-recorded between 45-60 minutes at each
participant’s office to allow the participant feel relaxed expressing his/her opinions
or perceptions. All the interview recordings were treated with high confidentiality
according to the ethics principles and guidelines.
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Consistent with the research ethics application, no identity of the participants or their
workplace was disclosed to anyone, except to me and my principal supervisor for the
purpose of this research.
During the interview, I also did note taking and observation on each participant’s
attitude when responding to my questions or expressing their opinions on the topic
being discussed. The note taking and observation enabled me to investigate each
participant’s attitude during the interview to obtain hidden yet rich data which were
not included in their responses or could not be audio-recorded. This hidden data
included their facial expressions and other observable physical responses.

4.2.4. Issues during the interview process
There were a few issues occurred during the interview process.
First, although I had planned some guiding questions for the interviews based on the
result of Stage 1 mentioned above, I had to modify some of the questions in a few
occasions to follow up the new leads provided during the actual interviews. This
degree of flexibility allowed me to listen to more interesting experience and/or
perceptions that I had not expected prior to the interview.
Another issue was that all the participants were not asked the same set of questions.
Each set of questions were personalised for each participant based on their actual role
within the university and the new data emerging in each interview.
Although the participants were asked different sets of questions, all the questions
were generated within the scope of the research area. According to Chhang (2010),
asking the same questions to each participant in a qualitative study is almost
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impossible; rather, each respondent is expected to express his/her unique experiences
or to tell stories.
I believed that the issues mentioned above did not hamper the reliability of the data
provided the qualitative nature of this research.

4.2.5. Data Analysis
The data was analysed by coding the data of the interviews into categories. Coding is
the process of putting tags, names or labels against pieces of data. There are two
main kinds of codes: descriptive codes (low-inference descriptive codes), and
inferential (or pattern) codes (higher-inference pattern codes) (Punch 2005). A
descriptive code is some kind of summary or précis of text or segments of the data,
which provides for later higher-order coding. Inferential or (pattern) code is more
interpretive and requires some degree of inference beyond the data (Punch, 2005).
Punch also suggests a decision on coding may be dependent on other decisions
related to research questions, the conceptual framework and the structuring of data
generally (Punch, 2005, p. 200).
I took the following steps to analyse the data:
Firstly, the recorded audio transcripts were simultaneously read and listened to
several times to check for discrepancies between the transcribed materials and the
original recordings and to understand the overall sense of the data.
Secondly, I reviewed all notes and coded the entire transcript. In this step, the
researcher concentrated more attention on the contexts of the respondents’ words to
ensure that the interaction of the data reflects the actual responses provided by the
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respondents. Once the entire transcript was coded, all the codes/themes were then
copied to a table along with the actual responses supporting the coded themes.
Thirdly, I looked for connections between the coded themes in order to cluster them
together in a meaningful way. This task was approached by asking questions about a
coded theme and to see if other themes answer those questions. Then I named the
overarching themes by looking what the sub-themes have in common. A separate
table was then created to show the link between the overarching themes and the subthemes for later writing in the thesis (please see Appendix 5 for the table).
Finally, I mapped the themes from the interviews against the literatures identified in
Stage 1 (Document review) and the theoretical framework (detailed in Section 3.4 of
this paper). This process allowed me to identify (a) the general purposes of the QA
policies in Australian higher education context; (b) the kinds of attributes or key
features of the QA policies and implementation; and (c) the strengths and
weaknesses of the QA practices in Australian context.

4.3.

Stage 3: Implications for Cambodia

To answer sub-question 3 “What implications can be drawn from the Australian
experience in relation to Cambodia?”, the understandings of Australian QA policies
and practices provided by Stage 2 was contextualized into Cambodian context by
taking into consideration of the cultural, political and economic aspects of the
Cambodian context. Implications in the form of recommendations were made of
what Cambodian higher education sector should consider and of what to avoid when
developing and implementing QA policies.

4.4.

Limitations of this research

There are a number of limitations of this research.
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First, the data used in this research were collected from only one university, so the
findings of this research might not be able to be generalized for the whole Australian
HE sector. However, the findings of this research can certainly inform, to a certain
extent, the development of quality assurance of Cambodian HE system.
Secondly, the data were collected only from managerial staff and the academics such
as lecturers. Perspectives of other stakeholders such as students and employers
should also be taken into account in order to provide a complete understanding of the
issues and tensions surrounding the current quality assurance practice. Future
research should encompass all the perspectives from all stakeholders in order to such
loops.
Finally, given the time constraint and limited scope of this research for Master’s
degree, only a small number of participants were selected for the semi-structured
interview. The perspectives of those participants may not represent the perspective of
the majority. Additional participants could have spiced up the result of this research.
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Chapter 5 Data Description and Analysis
This section summarises the findings of the interviews with academics in an
Australian university. The interviews did not intend to evaluate specific approaches
to QA. They were not oriented toward specific objectives of the QA process, and
they were general in nature.
The purpose of this analysis is to (a) identify the themes in relation to which they
organise the job of QA, and (b) explores the issues around QA processes and
procedures experienced by the participants.

5.1 External quality assurance
This section presents the general perceptions of the participants in relation to the
general functions of the QA policies. According to the data, the current QA policies
have the primary focus on aligning Australian higher education with international
standards.
Perspective 1: Quality standards are essential for quality education
All participants agreed that it is crucial for Australian higher education to remain
competitive regionally and globally. It is understood that Australian government has,
among other things, adopted national quality standards, such as Australian
Qualification Frameworks and the Teaching and Learning Standards, to ensure that
the university continues to provide the competitive quality education to their
graduates and will be held accountable for their provision of education.
According to the interview data, all the participants, both managerial staff and
lectures, believed that standards are crucial for ensuring quality education.
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Similar to Participant P03, Participant P01 believed that quality standards are
required to ensure quality student learning experience. As he put it:
“you do need to have some level of accountability… you need to have
some level of thresholds and standards otherwise you’re not going to
have that quality education experience…if you don’t have the
appropriate body of knowledge; you don’t have the appropriate level of
standards relating to content and assessment and then the student
experience is not going to be great…” (P01, p.10)
Participant P02 saw quality standards as minimum protection for students. He
said
“…It’s protectionist standards…it’s protecting students from teachers
or courses that fall below that minimum threshold…I think that’s a
really important thing for governments to do...” (P02, p.8-9)
Both participant L01 and L02 shared similar idea that quality standards are
required to set guidelines for both lecturers and students of what they should
do.
Perspective 2: The current quality framework is not suitable for higher
education
The majority of the participants are not satisfied with current policy framework of
QA. Some were concerned that the government might have imposed a QA policy
framework that is not suitable for the distinct needs and context of the higher
education sector.
Unlike other industries, higher education providers are
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“surrounded by some of the best and brightest people you’ll ever meet “and
“higher education has always been about developing some fundamental skills
for critical enquiry, for independent learning, for developing a commitment to
lifelong learning” (P02, p.5).
A few other participants shared similar perspectives. Participant P02 also argued that
“Quality assurance framework can’t be a framework that is all just
imposed…that’s the type of standards that governments typically
use…”, and “…the quality assurance framework that you need for
higher education is not the same as the quality assurance framework
you need for car manufacturing…” (P02, p.5-6)
Perspective 3: The current QA practices permit political influence on academics
Many interviewees voiced their concerns about the political influence over the
academic environment in the university. For example, participant L02 has regarded
QA policies as a mean to control the work of the university and its academics. As he
argued
“…teacher education is a political football and so we have a number of
changes of government and many of them have influenced, um, work in
Universities, um, and they seek to control the work in Universities.”
(p.4)
The same participant went on to criticise the political influences on the QA as
irrelevant and as having less practical value for quality education.
“I believe that’s really difficult with this environment because quality
assurance has become not your professional opinion but some
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guidelines that some politician has directed some public servant, either
in the government here or down in Canberra, the National Government
to implement…They’ve got no idea what happens in schools.” (L02)
According all the participants, academics often regard standards as a set of rules to
abide by and these rules are believed to be a restriction on their academic freedom.
This was mentioned by participant P02 who said
“I just think that there’s a mismatch between, you know, the traditional
idea of academia on the one hand and the more structured, ah, idea of
quality assurance framework that amongst other things ensures
compliance against minimum standards”. (p.29)
This was also discussed by participant P01 saying
“They [academics] are seeing it [QA framework] as administrative,
blockage, that’s not really relevant to them and they might see it a
tedious set of forms they have to fill out and again they don’t see it as
relevant to help them, to shape what they do or to improve....”. (p.23)
The ritualised nature of QA was discussed by participant P02 as “It is also about
setting up a framework that allows non-compliance with that framework to be
subject to regulatory intervention.” He also acknowledged that “there is some
aspects they’re sort of administrative and even bureaucratic.” (p.2)
Perspective 4: Conflicting opinions about of flexibility of quality standards
Lecturers and managerial staff have different views in describing the flexibility of
quality standards. The formers perceive that the standards are not flexible enough to
accommodate and contextualise student experience. As participant L01 put it:
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“I think the standards need to be flexible enough to accommodate, the
flexibility of the student experience as well… it needs to be flexible
enough to accommodate and contextualise to where you are and what
you are doing and how you are doing it.” (p.50)
The managerial staff argued differently saying that there is a degree of flexibility in
the current standards, but lecturers need to be guided through the standards to be able
to realize that flexibility. Participant P01 put this position saying
“When you actually read the words, there is a lot more flexibility in it,
A lot more opportunities to control what they’re doing and use their
judgement and their reasoning.” (p.40)
Perspective 5: Lack of Intellectual Value in the current QA standards
The absence of an intellectual framing in QA standards is another issue raised by
some participants, mostly lecturers. The standards have been regarded as no more
than just a set of words without any proper guidelines to improve the quality of
education. A lecturer (participant L01) said
“People are forever going…at AQF levels? This is the standards. It’s
like, all of a sudden the standard came in and now we have to change
all our courses to these standards. But it’s really just words…I don’t
see how we are actually making sure those words are changing the way
we’re doing things… I think they should be how we teach is what needs
to change, not just the words on the paper. That’s the confusing part”
(p.5)
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This opinion can be implied that the changes made to wording in quality
standards like AQF does not necessarily guarantee the changes at teaching
levels. Lecturers do not usually see intellectual value in the changes made to
the wording of quality standards, and they perceive those changes as not
meaningful or unnecessary. As a result, their teaching methods are likely to
remain unchanged.
Perspective 6: Quality standards are subject to different interpretation
Interpreting the standards is also another challenge of QA policy implementation.
Often academics disagree with the QA policies interpretation made by the QA
authorities. Such a case is mentioned by L02 who claimed that
“it’s about the interpretation of a standard.

Now a standard is

something that’s a general principle, but how we demonstrate that,
there’s the conflict.

Because in different subject areas we might

demonstrate that in a different sort of way and when that goes to the –
an accrediting authority what happens then is, their interpretation of
the standard will be different to our interpretation of the standard…”
(p.6-7)
Another participant L01 similarly stated that “we interpret it [standard] all
differently– that’s when I think things make it harder…I guess [it is] frustrating”. A
managerial staff P02 also acknowledged government policies on QA standards is “a
blunt instrument.”
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The different interpretations of the policies may also lead to the inconsistency
between the policies and the process to implement the policies. As participant P01
put it:
“…processes can be driven by history and by people habits and what
they think is policies. So that can be overtime processes and procedure
can drift apart from policies…Even when you look at internal policies
of the university that may or may not be absolutely consistent with
standards or policies that the government’s set…” (p.35)
Perspective 7: Assisting academics to see the relevance of the standards
Some participants suggested that there should be a process put in place to help
lecturers and academics understand the QA policies, QA standards in particular. As a
managerial staff member P01stated:
“I think the academic staffs need to be at times helped through seeing
how the standards are relevant for them and not roadblock, but a tool
they can actually use.” (p.60)
The same participant believed that the process needed to be able to point out what the
issues are and why a course does not comply with the standards.
Another lecturer (participant L01) shared a similar opinion:
“…I think that universities need more probably time and resources to
understand them [standards] so that we can properly implement them
…there needs to be more discussion of what this part of AQF means for
each institution…” (p.6)
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She also made the following complaint:
“They haven’t given us definitive ways of navigating it or
implementing it…there’s no assistance there whatsoever, so it’s you
who choose your own adventure in many cases…” (p.8)

5.2 Internal quality assurance
Perspective 8: Academic involvement is necessary for ensuring quality
education
According to the interview data, the internal QA process within university appear to
encourage more academic involvement when developing internal quality assurance
policies and procedures although some decisions still need to be decided by senior
officials in the managerial position. As participant P02 put it:
“inevitably some of those decisions are going to be made by the people
who control the purse strings, which are the managers, and so they
become seen as management policies, ah, but that’s why, and it comes
back to my earlier comment about collegiality, that’s why in a
university it’s really critical that the policy development process,
including policy reviews, is done collegially.” (p.13)
Moreover, internal university policies are likely to encourage more innovation and
best practices through consultation and debates. Some academics welcome this
opportunity because it can contextualise the policies that work with the uniqueness of
the university. As a lecturer Participant L02 said:
“At the University level they have taken on the policy change through
consultation…They put out a draft, people comment on it, those that
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care about commenting on it and then, um, comes back and re-drafted
and so there is a consultation with that.” (p.09)
However, not many academics participate in the QA process because they disagree
with the idea of compliance and the bureaucratic aspect of the policies. As
participant P02 acknowledged:
“academics are kind of hard wire… not necessarily welcome policies
and procedures, in a way that’s their strength… the idea of compliance
doesn’t necessarily sit comfortably.” (p.28)
Lecturers criticized the bureaucratic policy procedures of QA as timeconsuming and laborious, usually lack of proper guidance. As a lecturer
participant L01 put it:
“I think that there is this culture in academia that everyone is against
this QA process because it’s so laborious, it’s so hard, it goes on for
ages. And so everyone is against it.” (p.11)
Perspective 9: Teaching is not much appreciated under current QA policies
Both of the lecturers interviewed somehow expressed that teaching consumes more
of their time but it is given less value under the current QA policies. A lecturer
Participant L01 described teaching as a “frustrating, very stressful and time
consuming” process, which have been given less value under the QA regime.
Another lecturer shared a similar view and even claimed that he did not get promoted
because he did not do research, but focused only on teaching. As he put it:
“it’s a perception one gets because no-one and this University like
every other university doesn’t recognise the importance and the
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economic benefit of good teaching. you don’t get promotion in this
place like every other university unless you’ve got a long research
publication list. I could never get a promotion because I don’t have this
long list of publications....” (p.19)
Perspective 10: The process of quality assurance is laborious
Implementing QA policies is another big challenge for academics to integrate
different standards into their curriculum and unit design. When designing their
curriculum, they have to consider national quality standards (like AQF), professional
standards, and teaching and learning standards. As participant L02 put it:
“In some cases you’re doing quality assurance for two different things–
the quality assurance related to the professional standards…then
you’ve got the teaching and learning standards that the university has
…then you’ve got the legislative standards that you need to conform to
and adhere to as well… it’s a struggle.” (p.10)
Another reason that makes the process of QA difficult and time consuming to
implement is that there are too many bureaucratic steps at the university and also
outside with external accrediting bodies that has to deal with by academics
As a result, some lecturers did not bother to update their units because of this
laborious process. As a lecturer L01 put it
“… it takes so long to make one change, just one change. So what
happens is that often the documents that state what – what is going to
happen in a unit does not reflect what is actually being done….” (p.9)
The same lecturer went on describing the process as “frustrating and pointless”.
P a g e | 94

Perspective 11: The current QA processes does not guarantee quality education
A managerial staff viewed the current QA processes and procedures only promote
the idea of compliance and quality education is being measured quantitatively. As
participant P01 put it:
“it’s all about us trying to demonstrate that we have complied with
minimum standards to the satisfaction of commissioners who are not
peers. I think that’s a mistake, a big mistake. I think it might look
tough but it means that the decision making is de-contextualised. It
means that there are people making decisions who are not necessarily
credible in terms of being able to make those decisions. There’s a lot of
very few things in education are measurable quantitatively.” (p.33-34)
He even warned that the current QA system is “failing and it is not doing
anything to improve quality”.
He also criticised the use of international ranking as quality indicator. Despite its
importance in promoting universities, he suggested that academics have regarded
international ranking no more than a crude marketing tool without any meaningful
comparison or contribution to quality education. He said:
“…the rankings are hugely, hugely problematic but most of the world
doesn’t care about how that ranking was put together…” (p.27)
According to the same participant, some universities even disregard activities that are
not measured by the ranking although those activities can promote the quality of
education. As he put it:
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“there are times when you think…to improve the quality of the student
experience, we really need to be doing this but that’s never going to get
measured. It’s not one of the indicators and the rankings, they all want
us to do this and maybe we have to put some effort over here, you know,
it’s a real problem. Most universities spend time and money and even
hire staff to work on the rankings and to work on how to improve your
standing in the rankings and that’s time and resource that could have
gone onto other things.” (p.27)

5.3 Meeting stakeholders’ demands
Perspective 12: Students are our customers
Some participants viewed students as customers, so their interests need to be
protected. As participant P03 put it:
“…student’s experience needs to be at the forefront because they are
our customers. If the student experience is not great because the quality
of the learning and teaching and the quality of the technologies, the
quality of the content, the quality of the unit, the quality of the course
has been watered down so much, we won’t have any students…” (p.9)
The same participant also suggested that sacrifices are needed to protect student’s
interest and ensure good learning experience for students. As he put it:
“Academic freedom is a very special space…but there also has to be
some parameters and some framework to work within because student
experience has to be at the centre of it”. (p.12)
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The above perspective has reflected the managerial perspective that quality
means satisfying customers and protecting their interests.
Perspective 13: University students should not be being prepared for immediate
productivity only
Most participants believed that employability appears to be the ultimate goal of
students coming to universities as participant L01 put it:
“…if we look at the students as our customers and you ask the majority
of students why they are here at university, and they’ll say, to get a job.
So they already have in their mind that if you go to university and get a
degree you get a job.” (p.16)
Employability has become mainstream in the current QA policies because it is
what the students want or expect after they finish their university degree.
Participant L01 agreed that employability needs to be maintained and she
pointed out that the government is also pushing for employability through its
policies:
“…if you look at the AQF…they even talk about employability; I think
this is what they are pushing for…I think the government has pushed
this…” (p.20)
However, they also argued that the university cannot just prepare its graduates for
immediate productive and excludes high order learning. Participant L01claimed that:
“…I think it [quality education] needs to be defined beyond that
[employability], definitely… there is also this tension where academics
don’t believe that we should be pumping out people that can go to
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work, because…we are the higher thinking institutions of the world,
and we’re not supposed to pump out people to go to work.” (p.19)
Another participant P01 similarly claimed that
“I think we should do something beyond that [employability]…
Marketing that our students will be employable will be good for the
university because it makes us look competitive. Students will want to
come here, so that’s a good thing. That means, we still have a job…
But I don’t want us to lose the higher thinking the real academic, and
the reason why they are here, and the reason why is because we teach a
higher knowledge other than VET. I don’t want universities to lose
that, because I think universities still need to have that prestige in the
market.” (p.23)
Some expressed concerns that if universities continue to focus on immediate
employability, higher education sector will become a “rubber stamping sort of
system” or a little more than manufacturing plant where the same workers are
produced.
The following chapter will discuss the above findings in relation to the theoretical
framework discussed in Chapter 3 and the reviewed literature in Chapter 2 of this
thesis.

P a g e | 98

Chapter 6: Discussion
In light of the theoretical framework and the findings presented in Chapter 3 and 4
respectively, the following dimensions of power emerged as relevant for discussing
and analysing the dynamics that are played out between the government and the
universities in the era of increased managerialism and control.
Overall, I argue that academics understand that a quality standard framework is
essential for a university to implement quality practices and to remain competitive in
this globalized, market-oriented higher education environment.
Simultaneously academics contest the value of the current standard framework and
the implementation processes and procedures relating to quality assurance
mechanism in higher education arguing that they challenge their academic values.

6.1 Shift in power distribution: Technologies of control
Traditionally in universities quality was assured by internal processes within them,
and has been reliant on with peer review processes undertaken by academic from
other institutions or external accreditation through professional bodies (Brennan &
Shah, 2000; DEST, 2001; as quoted in Anderson, 2007). During the 1990s,
accountability to the government gained great momentum and as a result, the first
official higher education quality policy was announced in 1991 (Baldwin, 1991). A
series of quality audits between 1993 and 1995 were undertaken by the Quality
Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (QCQA). Quality
“inspection” and the audit focus was based on self-assessment by formal processes
and mechanisms which included formal mechanisms for feedback from students and
their progression rate (Pennington, 1998).

P a g e | 99

In the next stage in 1998, universities were required to produce quality assurance
improvement plans that addressed quality assurance goals and strategies and
provided data on the quality the outcomes achieved (DEST, 2001). A quality
assessing body, the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA), was
established in 1999 to undertake periodic quality audits of universities’ selfassessment (Anderson, 2007). According to Anderson (2007), any HEIs found to be
deficient in meeting the criteria could ultimately become ineligible for the
Commonwealth funding.
This shift in power distribution as a consequence of quality monitoring has become
obvious to academics and researchers as reflected in the interview data. From the
data it can be confirmed that the current quality assurance is not seen as a “a neutral
or value-free concept” (Anderson, 2007). It has been seen by some that “quality
assurance processes involve the use of technical, bureaucratic and value elements in
ways which give power to some and remove it from others” (Salter & Tapper, 2000,
p.66). Another highly critical view of quality assurance is that it is introduced as “a
regulatory device for the process production rather as a check on the quality of a
product itself” (Morley, 2003, p.15). This shift in power has given governments
greater indirect power and control over universities via a series of accountability
polices between the 1980s and the 2000s, using the perceived threat to funding and
status as levers for change (Vidovich, 2001).
The participants (managerial staff and lecturers) interviewed in my research were
acutely aware of the power dimensions implicit in the application of quality
assurance policies and processes. Most of the participants perceived the shift of
power in the current quality assurance policies as a bureaucratic measure to limit
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academics’ freedom or power. One participant criticised the current approach in
quality assurance as being as used to remove power from universities and as intended
to indirectly control universities’ activities.
“…teacher education is a political football […] and they [the
government] seek to control the work in Universities.” (Participant
L01)
Another participant disagreed with the top-down approach the government impose in
quality assurance processes upon universities arguing that
“Quality assurance framework can’t be a framework that is all just
imposed…that’s the type of standards that governments typically
use…” (Participant P02).
Another participant, from his observation, claimed that most academics perceive
quality standards as set of rules which are “administrative, blockage or roadblock”
and quality assurance processes as “a tedious set of forms they have to fill out and…
they don’t see it as relevant to help them, to shape what they do or to improve [their
teaching]” (Participant P01).
Participant P02 also shared similar experience working with academics. He said
“I just think that there’s a mismatch between…the traditional idea of
academia on the one hand and the more structured idea of quality
assurance framework that amongst other things ensures compliance
against minimum standards…they just don’t want their innovation to be
stifled…”
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Similarly, other participants were wary of the shift in power distribution associated
with the privileging of student evaluation of teaching as a mechanism of quality
assurance. According to Gatfiled et al. (1999, p.240) student evaluations may be
regarded as part of a “consumer determined perspective of quality”, which privilege
student’s views of teaching quality and seek to measure their satisfaction as clients,
consumers or customers. Although the orientation of this has changed using student
evaluations as a part of quality assurance it is the most commonly measure (Chen &
Hoshower, 2003) used to assess teaching quality (Ballantyne et al., 2000) This
consumer orientation and the use of these surveys in university rankings indicate the
increasing market orientation of the higher education sector.
The usefulness and reliability of student evaluations to improve quality of education
has been under considerable debate (Anderson, 2007). While literature indicate that
when properly designed, student evaluations can be useful in certain aspects of
teaching performance (Chen & Hoshwoer, 2003), flaws in the process of utilizing the
evaluation have been criticised by many academics and researchers such as in
Bedggood and Pollar (1999), Chen and Hoshwoer (2003), and Johnson (2000). In a
study conducted by Bedggood and Pollard (1999) in eight Australian universities, one
of the findings indicated that student surveys frequently did not reflect rigorous
questionnaire design. The study found that surveys included ambiguous questions,
which students were not qualified for the answers.
Another issue of the reliability and validity of student surveys/evaluations of teaching
performance is that students are not capable of judging all aspects of teaching
performance (Cashin, 1983; Centra, 1993; Seldin, 1993). There is a great consensus
in the literature that
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“Students should not be asked to judge whether the materials
used in the course are up to date or how well the instructor
knows the subject matter of the course.” (Seldin, 1993, p.73)
The purpose of evaluations or surveys has still been a subject of discussion. Marsh, a
leading authority in this area, has contended that student evaluations or surveys
should be used for formative and diagnostic rather than for summative purposes,
especially for a summative judgment that might result in a potential financial or
personal penalty (Johnson, 2000, p.426). Bedggood and Pollard also warn against the
summative use of such evaluation or surveys. They claimed that “under the guise of
quality assurance, the surveys are widely implemented as an agent of change and
conformity” and argued that “a tool has been placed in the hands of students, which
has the potential for damage” (Bedggood & Pollard, 1999, p.137-138).
Despite such warning, student surveys or evaluations of teaching has gained
momentum in recent years and in some universities, the confirmation of tenure or
promotion is linked to evidence of positive evaluations from students (Anderson,
2007). There is little evidence that using such instruments in isolation has any effect
on improving teaching performance (Seldin 1989; Ballantyne et al., 2000).
Anderson (2007) also identified other flaws in the evaluation process, including the
question of how qualified students are to evaluate certain aspects of teaching and her
findings also revealed that “placing students in the role of evaluators had the
potential of encourage of soft marking.” (p.166).
A number of participants in this research shared similar concerns regarding the
possibility of misusing the student evaluations or surveys as previously raised by
other research findings mentioned above. A participant (P01) was not impressed by
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the use of student experience questionnaires as a quality assurance measure and he
warned against the manipulation of such questionnaires by either students or
lecturers. He said “Using student experience as an indicator of quality is a very
narrow operationalization of quality.”
Another lecturer in the business department (L01) criticised the contents of the
survey/questionnaire are vague. That lecturer said “the survey that you [students] get
when you’ve completed a unit, it’s just one survey, and it has all these questions, and
it’s not clear.” The same lecturer also raised her concerns over the manipulation of
the survey. She claimed that “It can be easily manipulated by students, and easily
manipulated by employers who look at it […]” She even advised that she has no
control over some of the contents that she has been teaching, but such content will be
also evaluated by students.
While another senior university manager (P02) acknowledged the summative
purposes of the national surveys to hold universities accountable for public
investments and to make information about universities and courses available in the
public domain for helping students choosing their universities, he believed that the
student surveys are important because “students’ perception matters a lot.” Unlike
national surveys, internal university surveys, he claimed, was designed based on the
special circumstance of the university to promote collegiality. However, he also noted
that student survey data could be problematic if misused.

6.2 Feeding “the Beast” at the expense of quality
Despite casting doubts on the effectiveness of current quality assurance mechanisms,
all the participants seemed to unanimously agree on the need for the existence of
robust quality assurance policies, and more specifically quality standards. The
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existence of quality assurance system seems to gain greater importance than the
actual goal of assuring quality. To them, the existence of such system is central to the
survival of universities in this globalized and market-oriented environment.
The current system, to them, has become a “beast” (the term used by Newton) to be
fed through “ritualistic and largely meaningless” and ritualistic practices (Newton,
2000).
To feed the “beast” certain sacrifices may need to be made, and those sacrifices are
likely to have a negative impact on the quality of education that academics have seen
as important. Trow (1994) warned that external forms of accountability could reduce
the quality of education, as more time was devoted to satisfying quantitative
indicators. Similarly, Newton (2000) claims that the exigency of accountability in the
current form of quality assurance may be “outweighing quality enhancement efforts
and ensuring that “quality” become associated with “managerial” preoccupations
rather than emanating from the activities of frontline staff” (p.156).
Harvey and Knight (1996) also warn that accountability approaches may lead to the
demotivation of staff who are already involved in innovation and initiatives to
improve the system because of the added burden of responding to scrutiny and a
feeling of being controlled, not trusted or valued, by their managers and others
outside the economy.
The responses of participants in this research to the issues of satisfying the quality
assurance requirements at the expense of “real” quality reflected the ambivalence of
the literature about this topic.
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The science lecturer admitted (L02) that he had to give up his teaching time and
other activities that could have been used to promote good teaching to do something
that is needed by his manager for his performance evaluation. He stated that:
“…this University like every other university doesn’t recognise the
importance and the economic benefit of good teaching. You don’t get
promotion in this place like every other university unless you’ve got
a research publication list…That’s why I'm not teaching next
semester. I’ve taught three semesters in a row, I'm not doing any
more this year.” (Participant L02)
This response reinforces the fact that academics with long list of publications,
regardless of their quality, are likely to attract higher rewards from perspective
employers (universities) while universities with good publication record may carve a
better public reputation (Winter, 2009). However, academics have expressed
concerns that the strong emphasis on research activities may have negative impacts
on the status of teaching (Harely, 2002, p.196).
Another senior university manager also confessed that quality mechanisms had
become a “game”, and more about “accountability”, but “less about quality”
(Participant P02). He further conceded that sometimes his university had to allocate
time and resources to promote activities that were measured by quality indicators
although those resources could have gone into improving the quality of student
learning experience.
This issue of “feeding the beast” is a reminder of Goffman’s notions of “impression
management” and “dramaturgical performance,” and how social actors “perform” on
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different stages in everyday life (Goffman, 1959). This performance is what Scott
(1990) refers to as “peasant” resistance.
This finding provides further understandings into how university staff will respond to
the requirements of quality assurance policy. It also allows us to question whether
external assessment serves “quality purpose” for an institution and its academic staff,
or whether “impression management” prevails. It again points to the danger that
quality may be imposed upon academic staff for accountability purposes, rather than
being premised on their activities and priorities. The current quality assessment is
resulting in “game playing strategies” for both academic staff and institutions
(Brennan et al., 1997).

6.3 Whose quality?
Defining “Quality” in higher education continues to be extensively contested by
various stakeholders (Harvey & Knight, 1996). Different understandings about this
ambiguous term continues the ongoing disagreement between academics and quality
authority/managers (Anderson, 2007). But some say that “quality” seems to have
become a “new idea” in the present state of education “management” (Selwyn &
Shore, 1992). According to Vidovich and Curries (1998, p.196), the notion of
“quality” employed in the present education “management” is “quality as
accountability to stakeholders”, instead of being “quality as excellence”, which has
had a more traditional presence in universities. Barcan (1996, p.134) there has been a
shift in meaning of the term from being an “attribute” to being a “commodity.” This
shift, according to Anderson (2007, p.167), may be regarded as associated with the
adopting of the new quality management practices in the industry, which was
commonly known as Total Quality Management (TQM). The influence of TQM is
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apparent in many of the understandings associated with “quality” in higher education
(Piper, 1993; Shore & Roberts, 1995; Liston, 1999; Brennan & Shah, 2000).
The responses from this research identified the conflicting definitions of quality,
reflected in their critique of quality assurance policies and processes within their
university context. Most of the participants (managerial staff and lecturers) believed
that the term “quality” in higher education should be defined to be more than an
instrumental function of just preparing students for immediate productivity for
industry. They were of similar opinion that the current quality assurance policies put
too much emphasis on public accountability. A senior manager (P02) warned that
“the new system is failing. I think it looks okay to the public who don’t care but I
don’t think it’s not doing anything to improve quality”. A few other participants
expressed similar concerns as
“Quality should be defined beyond that [employability],
because otherwise it’s just going to be a rubber stamping sort
of system” (P01).
Another management lecturer (L01) questions the assessment process to determine
the quality of university graduates. She argued that although students might pass all
the assessments given in a course or a unit, it does not necessarily imply that students
are graduated with quality.
The different understanding of the term “quality” also results in a divergence
between academics and quality agency on the interpretation of quality standards.
Two lecturers participated in this research suggested that there is a mismatch in
interpreting quality standards between academics and quality agency. A Science
lecturer criticised the development of quality policies as follows:
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“I believe that’s really difficult with this environment because
quality assurance has become not your professional opinion but
some guidelines that some politician has directed some public
servant, either in the government here or down in Canberra, the
National Government to implement…They’ve got no idea what
happens in schools.” (L02)
The tension in defining the term “quality” in HE between academics and policies
makers as discussed in this section is not a new matter. The finding of this research
further reinforce the findings of others in the field. HE Academics still believe that
quality education should be defined beyond simply preparing students for immediate
employability and satisfying customers.

6.4 Identity and value crisis
Values have intrinsic meaning and are importance to all members of an organization
(Winter, 2009). Schwartz (1994) claims that values function as guiding principles in
people’s lives. Values does not only influence a person’s long-term preferences and
behaviour, they are central to defining the identity of a person (Kluckhohn, 1951, as
quoted in Winter, 2009). In universities, values such as collegiality, professional
autonomy and academic freedom have been long essential elements in defining
academic and university identity (Scott, 2004). Values of a university have been
defined by Newman (1960) as a first and foremost place of learning, a community of
education persons who pursue “intellectual truth as an end itself and fulfil “a central
and ethical role for society at large”. According to Coady (2000), these value have
been holding both academics and universities together (p.6).
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Identity is defined as “the enduring beliefs, values, motives and experiences that are
characteristic of individuals who enact the same professional roles” (Ibarra, 1999).
When performing their roles, academics are influenced by academic and managerial
identities and conflicts that arise from the contradiction of these identities (Henkel,
2000; Winter, 2009, Winter & Sarros, 2002). Individual academic may define
him/herself as a member of a profession or a member of an organization (Ibarra,
1999). Despite the fact that academics may involve in both administrative and
professional identity, they tend to seeks to align themselves with the enterprise
(managerial identity) or to escape their academic selves from the demands of the
corporate enterprise (professional identity) in accordance with the value conditions
created by managerialism in that corporation (Winter, 2009). This value alignment
and value separation are regarded by Foreman & Whetten (2002) as an integral part
to academic identity formation.
The notions of ideological rewards, such as the value of discipline, scholarship,
intellectual curiosity, a community of practice, accountability to peers and
professional autonomy are central to academic identity (Ramsden, 1998). These
values are flourished in discipline based work structures that govern the content and
process of an academic work (Becher & Trowler, 2001, as cited in Winter, 2009).
Organizational statements or managerial actions that are perceived to run counter to
these values are often resisted vigorously by academics, as they are often central to
their core belief and their professional identity (Parker & Jary, 1995).
As universities immerse themselves in more market-oriented and corporate structure
due to the change in economic setting, such as the reduce of public funding, the userpays principles, and research directly tied to business needs, academics are believed
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to internalise business-related values and profit-making ideals (Winter & Sarros,
2002; Slaughter & Leslies 1997).
The responses from both academics and managers, (the majority of whom were also
involved in academic roles) in this research reflects the internalization of managerial
identity by academics. Despite their criticisms on the development of quality
standards (like AQF and teaching standards) and their implementation process, most
of the participants appeared to support setting minimum standards in higher
education that is a main principle in corporate management to protect consumers
(students).
Participant P01 agreed that
“…[academics] do need to have some level of accountability…some level of
thresholds and standards otherwise you’re not going to have that quality
education experience...”
Another senior manager (Participant P02), who is also an active researcher and
academic, viewed quality standards as “protectionist standards”. It’s “protecting
students from teachers or from courses that fall below that minimum threshold”
Another two lecturers saw quality standards as a reference how their course should
be and as a guideline of what student should do.
In summary, this finding of the research indicates that academics have somehow
built managerial identity and accepted their value while they also simultaneously
contest the managerial practices in promoting quality higher education as discussed
in previous sections.
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Working with two conflicting identities and values might post a challenge to both
universities and academics themselves. The challenge is how to achieve more
administrative efficiency while maintaining professional values.
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Chapter 7: Implications and Conclusion
This section demonstrates how this research has addressed the three sub-research
questions posed in Section 1.3 above. I will answer each question by synthesising the
findings from literature review in Chapter 2 and from interviews as discussed in
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.
Sub-question 1: What are the key constructs underpinning the concept of QA in
the Australian HE system?
Immersed itself in the era of globalization, the development of Australian quality
assurance in higher education has been largely influenced by a set of practices drawn
from business world combined “neo-liberal market ideology”.
Quality education, under Australian HE system, has been defined around the concept
of “fitness for purpose” and the concept of “value for money”. Quality of education
is determined based on the extent to which the product or service fits its purpose
(satisfy customer’s demands) at minimal costs.
To ensure “value for money”, Australian universities must be accountable for
government’s public investment. To hold the universities accountable for public
investments, the Australian government has adopted the following quality
management mechanisms, most of which are believed to come from business
management techniques, specifically Total Quality Management.
Quality assurance at the national level: TEQSA is a government agency for
accrediting and re-accrediting all HEIs, conducting quality audit of academic
standards and processes for setting, monitoring, and maintaining them and
registering and auditing higher education providers.
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Adopting standard-based approach, TEQSA registers and assesses the performance
of higher education providers against the Higher Education Standards Framework.
The

Standards

Framework

comprises

five

domains:

Provider

Standards,

Qualification Standards, Teaching and Learning Standards, Information Standards
and Research Standards.
To ensure that these standards are met, TEQSA uses the following management tools
to externally audit universities:
1) Australian Qualification Framework (AQF): the purpose of adopting
AQF is to create a uniform and standard qualification for the whole sector
of

education

in

Australia

and

of

strengthening

international

competitiveness. AQF outlines “characteristics of learning outcomes at
each of the qualification levels. It functions as a guideline for curriculum
development for HEIs, a reference for quality assurance agencies or
bodies to accredit program or courses, and criteria for performance
assessments of HEIs
2) Quality

tracking

system:

TEQSA

uses

national

student

surveys/questionnaires to learn about their learning experience with the
universities combined with the employability rate to determine and track
the quality of education provided by universities.
3) Performance indicators: it is a measure to assess and manage higher
education system in the 1980s to encourage education to respond to the
government’s priority and to allocate funding to HEIs
4) Benchmarking: it compares universities against a set of standards. The
purpose of benchmarking is to ensure universities continuously improve
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the quality of education they provide. It appeared in the Australian HE
system in the late 1990s, but it was not widely used across the sector.
Quality Assurance at the Institutional Level: HEIs in Australia are self-accrediting
universities. They are obliged to be responsible for their standards and quality of the
degrees they confer.
The main internal quality assurance mechanisms shared among them include (1)
Approval processes for new courses and units of study, (2) regular review of courses
and units; internal reviews of departments, faculties and research centres, (3) student
evaluations of teaching, (4) the use of external examiners for higher degree research
theses, (5) surveys of graduates to assess satisfaction with courses, (6) soundings of
employers on the suitability of graduates for the workforce and (7) benchmarking of
these areas against performance in other similar universities.
HEIs in Australia have also adopted performance appraisal schemes, under which
academic staff are required to prepare annual performance goals for their research,
publication, teaching, supervision, conference papers and community service.
Quality assurance at the professional level: Professions Australia (PA) is a
national organization and the peak body of professional associations in Australia.
Currently, there are twenty-one member associations. Professions Australia is the
name of the Australian Council of Professions Ltd. The main objective of
Professions Australia is to enhance and promote professionalism for the public good
and national interests (Clark 2004).
The purpose of professional bodies is to help HEIs to maintain the relevance and
coherence of their programs, as it is perceived that relationships between higher
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education institutions and industries are not as close as that between professional
bodies and industries (Chhang, 2010).
Professional bodies’ objectives are similar to that of government, as they are
interested in summative judgment and in the quality of courses and standards to
ensure that higher education providers deliver courses in response to the market,
social and economic needs.
In conclusion, management concepts and market ideology have profound influences
on Australian HE environment. This trend has taken place not just in Australia but
also in many other countries in Europe, America and Asia. This trend is attempting
to form global education in relation to the new era of global economy.
Although this trend has proved to be successful in administratively govern higher
education, academic’s resistance to it remains a major concern. The following
section will present summaries academic’s resistance to the current QA policies as
informed by the findings of this research.
Sub-question 2: How do university staff perceive these QA policies and work
with the implementation process?
I argue that Australian academics understand that a quality standard framework is
essential for a university to implement quality practices and to remain competitive in
this globalized, market-oriented higher education environment.
Simultaneously they contest the value of the current standard framework and the
implementation processes and procedures relating to quality assurance mechanism in
higher education arguing that they challenge their academic values.
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The findings of this research show that Australian academics perceive current QA
policies, their processes and procedures as:
Technologies of control: Australian academics have perceived the emphasis on
external quality audit by the government as a mean to regulate and control the work
of universities and the academics within those institutions. This new culture of
quality audit has shifted power, which were traditionally centralised within the
universities themselves, to external quality agency, professional bodies and other
interested stakeholders like students. Adopting the principle of rewards and
punishments informed by the values of the corporate world, the Australian
government is seen to indirectly control and distantly steer the universities towards
its goals by using threats to funding cut as levers for change. Most of the participants
viewed that the current QA mechanisms as “bureaucratic”, government directed,
“tedious”, and “irrelevant” to the improvement of quality education.
Promoting ritual compliances: The strong emphasis on accountability imposed by
the current QA regime has evidently been promoting false or “ritual compliances”
from the universities as well as academics to stay in the game. This idea of “feeding
the beast” should best describe the current practice of quality assurance. To “feed the
beast”, sacrifices needs to be made, and those sacrifices will inevitably have a
negative impact on the “real quality of education”.
A finding of this research has indicated universities and their academics have
scarified their time and resources to fulfil the requirements imposed by the QA
policies although this time and resources could have been used to improve “real
quality”.
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I believe that under the current QA regime, quality may be imposed upon academic
staff for accountability purposes, rather than being premised on their activities and
priorities and it has become a strategy game for both academic staff and institutions.
Promoting industrial quality: The on-going disagreement between academics and
quality authority over the term “quality” is still reinforced by the finding of This
research.
The notion of “quality” employed in the present regime of HE is clearly informed by
the concept of “management” in a corporate world. “quality” is seen as being
accountable to various stakeholders”, instead of being “quality as excellence”, which
has had a more traditional presence in universities.
Employability is one of the quality indicators used by the current regime of QA to
assess universities. Employability has been used by universities to promote their
branding and ultimately attract more market share in the era of this corporate world.
Also training students to become readily employable in the industrial world is
believed to be a crucial factor to boost the country’s economy
The finding of this research; however, indicates that university academics still
strongly believe that quality education should be defined beyond the employability of
the students. Most of the academic participated in this research reasoned that the
university should preserve their traditional value as being a place for higher order
learning, which make the university different from other vocational education
institution. The university should be able to produce graduates with essential skills
for critical enquiry and lifelong learning.
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Instigating academic identity crisis: The findings of this research also indicate that
the current QA regime has imposed another challenge for university academics: the
challenge to work with both traditional value as an intellectual and managerial value
of the current QA regime. The challenge is how to achieve more administrative
efficiency while maintaining professional values. The effort to work with two
conflicting values have apparently put another level of burden on academics on the
top of the workload imposed by the current HE system.
Sub-question 3: What implications can be drawn from the Australian
experience for Cambodia?
Despite cultural, political, and economic differences among the two countries,
Cambodia, like Australia, has embarked on a similar pathway in adopting industrial
approach and neoliberal market ideology in managing its higher education sector.
Like in Australian HE system, the power-relation associated HE QA processes in
Cambodia lies mainly in the hand of the government or government agencies, which
have transformed its HE environment into a corporate and market-oriented sector.
The findings of this research suggests that to develop an effective quality assurance
system, the existing power-relation between Cambodian government and universities
including their academics should address the following issues:
Balancing accountability and academic freedom: I believe that a certain level of
accountability is needed for the system to remain competitive in this fast changing
globalized era. However, the emphasis on accountability should never jeopardise
academic freedom and the tradition of collegiality which is the essential element for
innovation. This can be done by minimizing the government’s interference into the
work of universities and moderating the culture of rewards and punishments.
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Promoting academic engagement in policy development: Australian government
has been criticised for its top-down approach when it comes to QA policy
development. I believe that the Cambodian government is adopting a similar
approach. Cambodian QA policies are obviously a legal requirements and directive
for universities to comply with.
I believe the adoption of this top-down approach is unfortunate and this approach
does not contribute much to the improvement of quality education. According to the
findings of this research, academics often regard the imposed QA policies as
irrelevant and perceive them as a set of rules to abide by. The idea of compliance, as
suggested by most participants in this research and in other research, never gets
support with academics whose intellectual and professional values are highly
maintained. If the government still insists on using the current top-down approach,
“discursive-resistance” in the form of false or ritual compliance, as Scott (1990)
suggests, would have a detrimental effect on the quality of education.
Redefining the term “quality”: Redefining the term “quality” is needed to make the
current Cambodian HE system remain relevant in the long run. To determine
“quality” on the basis of student’s employability and other quantifiable indicators
appears to be administratively and economically effective under the current HE
regime.
However, I still believe that traditional prestige values of the universities as a
community of the intellectuals or scholars should never be abandoned. We do not
want our HE system to be like a rubber-stamp sort of system that only pumps out the
same readily productive people for the industrial work. We should be able to prepare
our graduate to with skills of critical inquiry and lifelong learning, which enable
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them to effectively cope with the future needs and challenges provided the fast
changing environment of the HE landscape.
Concluding statement
This research presents a useful insight into the constructs that underpin Australian
quality assurance policies in higher education and their associated issues of powerrelation between the Australian government and the universities and academics.
The findings of this research conclude that academics often draw on the traditional
values of collegiality and excellence in scholarly endeavour. In this regards,
academics often view ritual nature of quality assurance processes and procedures as
technologies of control under Foucault’s notion of “governmentality”, which is
sought to limit their academic freedom and promote accountability. The perception
has also triggered “discursive-resistance” in the form of false or ritual compliances,
so that academics can still remain in this strategy game of assuring quality.
I would suggest that there is enough evidence, through the findings and the body of
literatures reviewed in this research, to allow us to identify the problematic nature of
the current QA regimes. This informs other developing countries like Cambodia to
avoid repeating the same mistakes that have already happened in developed countries
like Australia.
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