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Abstract

Neoliberal policies in higher education in Tiirkiye started after the 1980s and manifested in managerial practices since the
2000s. This trend resulted in the commercialization of higher education and the increased managerial control over academic
activity. The purpose of the paper is to study managerialism on the policies of the Council of Higher Education (Yiiksekogretim
Kurulu, hereafter YOK) and its practices in universities in Tiirkiye. The implementation of quality assurance policies through
YOK is a key component in understanding managerialism in the university context. The paper is based on documentary analysis
of quality assurance regulations as well as internal quality assurance reports of Middle East Technical University (Orta Dogu
Teknik Universitesi, hereafter ODTU). Documentary analysis gave us the opportunity to track the historical course of quality
assurance policies and practices. We find out that managerial policies and practices are on the rise during the last two decades
in Tiirkiye through the requirement of quality assurance processes by YOK, and that the reflection of YOK requirements in
university practices is variable in different managerial dimensions.
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Introduction

In early 2022, Dokuz Eyliil University, one of the oldest higher education institutions in Tiirkiye,
dismissed four academics on the grounds that they did not meet performance criteria. This incident,
which was widely reported in the national press (Pehlivan, 2021, 2022; Sagol, 2022) is an exemplary
case showing the managerial transformation taking place in higher education institutions. The Rectorate
of Dokuz Eyliil University based this decision on the failure of the four academics who are doctoral
faculty members to comply with the reappointment criteria. Law on Higher Education gives higher
education institutions the right to set additional measurable and auditable conditions for the
reappointment of doctoral faculty members by obtaining the approval of YOK. As a result, faculty
members whose contracts were not renewed on the basis of performance criteria lost their jobs, while
those who continued to work were obliged to adapt to the current system, that is, evaluation of
substantive academic work by quantitative criteria. This understanding, which controls scientific activity
through quantitative scales such as input-output or performance corresponds to managerialism, the final
phase of transformations in university administrations all over the world.

Prior to such transformations, the idea of the university has been associated with intellectual activity
since the Enlightenment. This association started to change its form following the tasking of universities
with the education of the labour force by the nation-state by the turn of the 20th century, enabling the
introduction of the business culture into the university setting (Veblen, 2005). Since the 1980s the
business culture further penetrating academia with neoliberal policies caused major transformations in
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how universities are managed at the institutional, national and international levels, resulting in the
prevalence of managerial thought and practices.

The penetration of business culture into the academy through neoliberal policies has resulted in the
prevalence of managerial thought and practices within universities. Understood as the belief in and the
practice of private sector methods within the public setting, managerialism in higher education resulted
in the management of universities as business enterprises. In Tiirkiye, neoliberalization and the
consequent managerialization of higher education followed a similar course to the global trend, with the
prevalence of private sector methods increasing in universities since the 1980s. This was coupled by the
effects of the Bologna process on Turkish higher education, which served to standardise academic work
and resulted in the emergence of a student centered approach in the universities. A major instrument of
the Bologna process over the university system in Tiirkiye have been quality processes. Through YOK
procedures concerning quality assurance criteria, the standardisation and privatization of academic work
in Turkish universities were made possible.

In this paper, we aim at studying the course of managerial policies and practices within the university
system in Tirkiye. Tiirkiye presents an intriguing case in terms of managerialism in higher education,
with a centrally controlled university system and neoliberal policies penetrating the higher education
field since the 1980s. Within a political context where universities have historically been associated with
political movements, Tiirkiye’s universities are under strict government control through YOK. This
resulted in the penetration of managerialism in higher education, not through arguments of efficiency of
profit from the part of universities but through the application of central policies of YOK, crystallized
in the Bologna process.

Despite the opportunity that the Tiirkiye case presents to study managerialism in a centrally-controlled
higher education setting, a limited number of studies have been produced on managerialism within the
Turkish university context. Among two studies undertaken, Sarvan and Akar’s (2011) piece is showing
the collegial institutional culture of Akdeniz University which did not allow managerialism to settle;
Kuzu (2020), on the other hand, is focusing on the conceptual and historical evolution of the thought of
managerialism. In contrast to previous studies, our paper is focusing on the origin and course of
managerial policies and practices in Tirkiye.

To study the course of managerial policies and practices we employ a documentary analysis method
using quality assurance policy documents and publicly available yearly quality assurance reports of
ODTU. The selection of documentary analysis, as well as quality assurance documents is due to the
opportunity created in tracking the historical course of managerial policies and practices and in analysing
the central control over universities through available data on policy and practice. By looking at these
reports as well as at YOK policies, we reveal the course of managerial influences in higher education
policy and practices in Tiirkiye. Additionally, we aim at revealing how the quality policies reflect on the
reported practices within universities by studying the overlaps and cleavages between documents.
Finally, we discuss how quality policies and practices differ depending on different dimensions of
managerialism to understand the specifics of the Turkish higher education case.

Concepts and Theoretical Background

Neoliberalism and Higher Education

Neoliberalism can be defined as a modern version of liberal thinking, taking shape in the policies of
Thatcher in the UK and Reagan in the US during the 1980s. A neoliberal state is marked by privatization
in sectors that are run or heavily regulated by the state such as education (Harvey, 2005). Actors in the
market are responsible for their actions and wealth in terms of health, education, and well-being. This
results in the retraction of the state from social policy areas and the growth of the role of the private
sector in public decision-making. However, this didn't happen at the expense of state power and as a
result of the retraction of the state. Harvey explains this as a radical reformulation of state institutions
rather than their retraction.

103



Kadir Uysal & Murat Pesteli

Neoliberal reformulation of state institutions should be analysed by considering the different
appearances of neoliberalism. Mudge (2008) makes a distinction between three worlds that
neoliberalism is born out of; intellectual, bureaucratic, and political. While political and bureaucratic
faces of neoliberalism reflect the changing role of the state as we conveyed from Harvey above, the
intellectual world neoliberalism represents the moral neoliberal project. In its intellectual face,
neoliberalism takes the market as a sacred institution and believes in its benefits over society, holding
the market as the condition for attaining freedom in all aspects of life. This belief in the market as a
moral compass requires the expansion of market logic onto domains that are previously accepted as
public, such as higher education.

While some scholars expected the retraction of neoliberal beliefs following the 2007 crisis, neoliberal
policies only changed shape and stayed even more relevant with the emergence of more authoritarian
models of neoliberal practice such as the Trump administration and the recent progressive neoliberalism
of the Democratic party in the US (Hursh, 2020). Under both old and new forms of neoliberalism, the
effects of market logic penetrating higher education are visible in the approach to academics as human
resources and to students as clients. However, there is a deeper shift beyond these effects, as the whole
management and functioning of universities are formatted from a business culture perspective. For
Olssen and Peters (2005, p. 324) the result is most evident in the major shift in the perception of
education: 'On this model, education is represented as an input—output system which can be reduced to
an economic production function'.

This is reflected in the university's institutional organization, in the move from professionalism to
managerialism. Under this process called de-professionalization, the principle of autonomy is replaced
with authority and control. To build such authority, the neoliberal model of university needs the presence
of managers, instead of autonomous professional academics. While the advent of neoliberalism weakens
the position of academics, their weakening, in turn, allows a heavier dominance of business logic
through the increase of power of managers, who exert more and more control over the academic activity.
This is reflected in the changing requirements of academic characteristics, with the leadership within
universities turning more and more towards business-friendly academics under a neoliberal regime
(Giroux, 2002).

Managerialism: Definitions and Approaches

The relationship between neoliberalism and managers is not limited to the role of managers in
controlling the workforce under neoliberalism. The increased importance of managers within
organizations and the emergence of managerialism predates neoliberal ideology (Burnham, 1972). Still,
there are several similarities between neoliberalism and managerialism, in their theoretical roots as well
as in their practicalities. This is reflected in the existence of varying views in the literature about the
relationship between neoliberalism and managerialism and in the lack of agreed definitions. While some
scholars adopt a practical definition of managerialism, treating it as a tool of neoliberal ideology; others
treat it as a distinct ideology in itself.

Taking roots from public choice theory and new institutional economics (Peters, 2013), managerialism
is defined as the emphasis on private sector practices within the public sector setting, in its simplest and
most agreed-upon definition (Teelken, 2012). Among these theoretical sources, public choice theory
refers to the application of economic methods to the study of public behaviours. The theory presupposes
that individuals are rationally acting agents in the market who favor their self-interest and focuses on
the study of the institutions of exchange between these rational actors. The theory claims that these
institutions, through the actions of rational actors, result in the state of equilibrium, without any need
for government intervention. Peters believes that the result of the application of public choice theory in
the political field is the limitation of political relationships to non-voluntary and power involving actions
only.

New institutional economics is the second theoretical source of managerialism for Peters (2013). For

the proponents of new institutional economics, neither firms nor governments are not production
functions, but they are governance structures. The benefit of a governance structure is that it reduces
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transaction costs by finding the most efficient solutions to the problems in their respective areas.
Consequently, to come up with the most efficient solutions the practice of management became closely
related to the issue of the culture of governance. This not only resulted in the prevalence of governance
structures in the private sector, but also in their extension to public services.

In some studies, managerial practices are defined as 'new public management' (NPM) (Bessant et al.,
2015). NPM involves the application of private sector management discourses to the public sector by
the use of modernization, cost-effectiveness, and efficiency arguments. However, this restricted
definition of NPM disregards the ideological dimension of managerialism, based on the idea that such
practices are deployed to legitimize the 'right to manage' of managers and consequently used to maintain
relations of power and domination (Deem & Brehony, 2005, p. 220). Even though managers do not
constitute a class, they are distinctive social groups and 'have common interests in the exercise of
relations of power and domination over other employees in those settings' (Deem & Brehony, 2005, p.
231).

In this study we will adopt the approach suggested by Deem (1998), treating managerialism in an
extensive scope and acknowledge its characteristic as an ideology. Deem defines managerialism as ‘the
adoption by public sector organizations of organizational forms, technologies, management practices
and values more commonly found in the private business sector’ (1998, p. 47). It is based on the belief
that management, and managerialism in specific, is an objective search for efficiency, effectiveness, and
excellence (Deem, 2001). When the main objective is set as the attainment of efficiency in every aspect
of higher education; practices such as target setting, intrusive monitoring of effectiveness through “staff
appraisal, overt measurement of employee performance and outcomes” (Deem, 2001, p. 11) become
prevalent under a managerial regime.

The effects of these managerial practices become clearer in comparison to different ideas of
management. Kolsaker (2008) gives a detailed overview of differences between traditional governance
systems based on professionalism and collegiality and managerialism in universities. In highlighting the
differences between the managerial and traditional systems, Olssen (2002, as cited in Kolsaker, 2008)
provides for an ideal-type model of neo-liberal and liberal university governance. According to ideal-
type models, these two governance models are marked by their differences in mode of control,
management function, goals, work relations, accountability, marketing, pedagogy/teaching and research
(Kolsaker, 2008). The emergence of managerial governance destructed the collegial autonomy achieved
by academic professionals over their professional training, certifications of competence and conditions
of work and practice (Beck & Young, 2005).

In the contrast between managerial and collegial ideals, some scholars found positive developments in
the introduction of managerialism during the 1990s. Henkel (1997) mentions the positive effects the
performance measurement systems had on the teaching quality by focusing on student experience.
Similarly, Deem (1998) mentions that due to gendered organizational cultures of collegial universities
in the UK, some women may support the advent of managerialism, with the expectation that it will
create a culture of equality based on the claims of objectivity and scientific approach of managerial
thought. Despite these optimistic views of managerialist practices, studies undertaken during the 2000s
revealed that managerialism did not result in the shift of power within the male dominant collegial
cultures (Davies, 2003). On the contrary, studies showed that gender equality is a managerial strategy
to maintain consent and that managerialism has an inherent patriarchal nature (Archer, 2008).

According to other scholars, managerialism has not only replaced collegiality but also succeeded in the
bureaucratic management approach. Barberis (2012), in his conceptual piece, describes managerialism
in contrast to bureaucratic management. He suggests that the major difference between two is the
absence of parameters and guiding spirits that bureaucratic management has in managerialism. This
absence results in managerialism to be very susceptible to become self-serving, and an end itself.
Barberis goes on to define five main characteristics of managerialism, as an effort to present an ideal
type. The first character is change, which originates from the belief that change is good for an
organization and that managers are drivers of change. The second is control, which places the managers
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in a higher power position in comparison to professionals, through mechanisms to monitor and scrutinize
the professional work undertaken. The third is dissemination, concerning the dissemination of the
management message through changes in the language. The fourth is leadership, in order to support the
change agenda within the organization. Final and the fifth characteristic is achievement, which stands
for an emphasis on the outcomes rather than the processes through the use of performance indicators
and measuring tools.

A Conceptualization of Managerialism in Higher Education

As given in the above section, literature on managerialism hosts numerous empirical studies in different
national higher education contexts on the effects that managerialism had on scientific community,
academic work and the quality of teaching. However, there are very few attempts to conceptually define
managerialism despite the great need for it given the existence of several connected and inter-related
concepts given in the previous section. The most comprehensive efforts to provide for an ideal type of
managerialism are undertaken by Kolsaker (2008) and Shepherd (2018). Kolsaker's effort focuses on
the contrast between traditional and managerial modes of governance by defining eight areas for
comparison. Despite having an impressive level of detail of practices this proposal overlooks the general
components of managerialism as well as underlying beliefs pertaining to those components. Shepherd's
effort, on the other hand, defines both general characteristics and underlying beliefs of managerial
dimensions.

Looking at various existing practical definitions of managerialism, and benefiting from Kolsaker and
Shepherd’s ideal types, we set out to make our own conceptualization, to achieve clarity in our study,
and to apply it to the case of Higher Education in Tirkiye. In terms of defining the components of
managerialism, we mainly benefited from Shepherd (2018), who defines six characteristics of
managerialism and their underlying beliefs. After carefully contrasting those characteristics with our
data, we decided to combine two dimensions and define managerialism in five main dimensions for the
Turkish higher education case (see Table 1). To define practices in relation to those five dimensions and
their respective underlying beliefs, we benefited from Kolsaker’s (2018) ideal type. By combining
managerial dimensions in Shepherd's work which have very approximate scopes and by adding their
most visible practical revelations benefitting from Kolsaker, we propose 5 dimensions of managerialism
in higher education (See Table 1).

Table 1. Dimensions of managerialism in higher education

Managerial Dimension Underlying Belief Practices

Increased Control and Regulation of
Academic Work by Managers

Management is a discrete function Strengthening of line management
function, adoption of human resource
management techniques, student

satisfaction orientation

Ethos of Enterprise and an Emphasis on
Income Generation

Private sector methods are superior Adoption of a business-like approach,
competition between departments,

branding of university, PR activities

Goal of Meeting Socio-Economic
Needs

Universities’ role is to solve social or
economic needs and educate the labour
force

Teaching according to labour market
needs, government and business
involvement in research

Rational Approach to Management

Management is rational and value-
neutral

A shift from inputs and processes to
outputs and outcomes, logical and
rational decision making, measurement
and quantification of outputs.

The Establishment of a Management
Culture

Management is a good thing and it is
universally applicable

Appointment of business people to
posts within universities, increased
authority of managers, development of
management culture based on
entrepreneurship and leadership
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Among these dimensions, the first four represent practical manifestations of managerialism and are
treated as a tool of neoliberal ideology used in organizational settings. The fifth dimension is defined as
the ideological representation of managerialism as it involves power relations and reflects the interests
of managers as a class.

Materials and Methodology

Neoliberalism, Managerialism and Quality Assurance in Higher Education in Tiirkiye

Before moving to the emergence of managerialism in universities in Tiirkiye, we start by describing the
general conditions of higher education in the country. These conditions are directly linked to the
neoliberal transformation process that started in the 1980s. In the period between 1960-1980, an
economic model based on import substitution and planned development was implemented in Tiirkiye.
This model entered into a phase of crisis towards the end of the 1970s (Onis, 2004) and in response, a
stabilisation and structural adjustment programme was introduced in cooperation with international
organizations on January 24, 1980. (Senses, 2016). Through this programme, the neo-liberal
transformation in Tiirkiye was implemented with the encouragement and support of the IMF and the
World Bank, constituting one of the first examples of the Washington Consensus in the world.

For the neo-liberal transformation to be implemented smoothly, political actors who were active before
1980 were suppressed by the military intervention of September 12, 1980 (Erol et al., 2016). Seen as the
source of anarchy and discontent during the 1970s, the universities were also in need of strict control
along with the political actors. For the members of junta, universities has to be institutions that are
rational, sterile, and free from the messiness of ideological struggles as a reflection of a technocratic
endeavour (Erol et. al., 2016). YOK, as a central body controlling and regulating the higher education
system, was established in 1981 in order to achieve these ends, eliminating autonomous status of
universities.

In the reorganization of higher education, two guiding principles were adopted; hierarchical organization
and introduction of market mechanisms (Ergur, 2003). In terms of the establishment of hierarchical
structure, YOK and the central appointment of university rectors played a vital role. Introduction of
market mechanisms, on the other hand, was achieved under the guise of standardising university
education and administration. In other terms, it is possible to argue that YOK was one of the most critical
institutions in the realisation of neo-liberal transformation in higher education institutions in Tirkiye
(Cosar & Ergiil, 2015).

The establishment of Foundation Universities in Tiirkiye marked an important step in marketization of
higher education in Tiirkiye. This paved the way for the emergence of private universities, on the basis
that public higher education institutions were inefficient and globally uncompetitive (Birler, 2012, p.
140). The effects of the marketization of higher education are reflected in many aspects of university
life. Major consequences of these effects were; commercialization on the morality of academicians
(Nalbantoglu, 2003), precarization, and deskilling of academic labour (Vatansever & Yalcin, 2015),
neoliberalising subjectivities of academic workers (Budak, 2017) and transformation of the role of
academic institutions for meeting market needs (Uzunyayla & Ercan, 2011).

Apart from these major consequences, the marketization of higher education in Tiirkiye also introduced
the concept of quality assurance in the university setting. This emergence of quality assurance
mechanisms, which is a consequence of the intrusion of market logic and managerialism into higher
education (Beckmann & Cooper, 2013), is a relatively new phenomenon in universities in Tiirkiye.
Limited and isolated efforts on establishing quality assurance in higher education institutions in Tiirkiye
in the second half of the 1990s (Tekeli, 2009), remained non-institutionalized up until Tirkiye
participated in the Bologna Process as a part of the EU accession goal of the country.

In 2001, Tiirkiye officially participated in the Bologna Process. The Bologna Process was regarded by
various scholars as the most recent example of the state’s quest to implement neoliberal reforms (Cosar
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& Ergiil, 2015, p. 103). Officially, it aims at the generation of comparability of different university
systems in terms of qualities and standards. As a result, several institutions were established within YOK
to achieve quality assurance and development in higher education institutions. With the Regulation of
Academic Evaluation and Quality Development in Higher Education Institutions in 2005, YOK
introduced a requirement for universities to undertake ‘evaluation and improvement of the quality of
education and training, research activities and administrative services' (YOK, 2005). To achieve this
end, The Commission of Academic Evaluation and Quality Development in Higher Education
Institutions' (YODEK) was established which prepared the Guidance of Academic Evaluation and
Quality Development in Higher Education Institutions. In accordance with the Guidance prepared by
YODEK, each higher education institution is required to prepare annual self-evaluation reports on
quality practices. To coordinate quality activities within the higher education institution, the regulation
requires all universities to establish their own Academic Evaluation and Quality Improvement
Committee (ADEK), which would evaluate internally to what degree the mission and vision of the
institution are achieved and the quality and standards are met.

The quality organization in higher education undertook a change with the introduction of the Higher
Education Quality Assurance Regulation that entered into force in 2015 (see Table 2). The regulation
took the requirements of quality management systems into the next and more institutionalized level. The
name of the YODEK changed to The Higher Education Quality Council of Tiirkiye (YOKAK). To
replace the Guidance of Academic Evaluation and Quality Development in Higher Education
Institutions in line with the new regulation, YOKAK published an Institutional Self-Evaluation
Directive. Also with 2015 Regulation, Academic Evaluation and Quality Improvement Committee
(ADEK) was replaced with Quality Commission. This change of regulation provides for a convenient
opportunity to analyse the course of quality policies in higher education in Tirkiye.

Table 2. Development of the Organization of Quality Assurance in Higher Education in Tiirkiye

2005

2015

Notes

Regulations

Regulation of Academic
Evaluation and Quality

Development in Higher
Education Institutions

Higher Education Quality
Assurance Regulation

Legal framework of quality
assurance and development was
first established by regulation of
2005. In 2015, new regulation
replaced the previous one

Central Institutions

The Commission of
Academic Evaluation and
Quality Development in
Higher Education
Institutions (YODEK)

The Higher Education
Quality Council of Tirkiye
(YOKAK)

In line with 2005 regulation,
YODEK was established within
YOK in order to organize the
quality assurance in higher
education institutions. With 2015
Regulation, YODEK was replaced
with YOKAK

Guidelines

Guidance of Academic
Evaluation and Quality
Development in Higher
Education Institutions

Institutional Self-
Evaluation Directive

In 2005, YODEK prepared the
guidance of Academic
Evaluation and Quality
Development. In 2015, the
2005 guidance replaced by
Directive prepared by YOKAK

Organisations at
University level

Academic Evaluation and
Quality Improvement
Committee (ADEK)

Quality Commission

Each higher education
institution established their
own quality assurance
committees. In line with 2005
guidance, ADEK was
established within universities.
With 2015 directive, ADEK
was replaced with Quality
Commission
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Methodology

The study is based on documentary analysis of university self-evaluation reports, as well as policy
documents. The opportunity to access publicly available and regular data about universities' activities
was the first reason to use quality reports and policies. Secondly, we wanted to look at the role of quality
processes in the neoliberal and managerial turn in universities, which is studied extensively in the
literature, especially within the context of the Bologna Process. By looking at the quality reports, we
aimed at capturing the course of managerial practices and comparing it with the course of quality policies
set out for universities. We treated enactments and reports as sources documenting policy processes and
their practices (Karppinen & Moe, 2012). In doing this, we are not claiming objectivity of policy
documents or reports; on the contrary, we accept that similarly to data created by the researcher, data
created by others and analysed by the researcher is bound with the intentions of the author and
subjectivity of the researcher. While we are aware of the limitations that documentary analysis presents
in this case such as the differences between quality reports and actual quality implementations, we
believe that the credibility of the documents such as policies or university self-evaluation reports
narrating the actual implementation of policies mitigates this limitation. Moreover, although university
reports may not inform us fully about the policy implementation, as stated by Saarinen (2008), policies
and reports give us a fairly good idea of the practices by creating and supporting those practices.

In our quest to reach self-evaluation reports of universities, we initially browsed websites of relevant
units of each of 73 universities, which were founded by 2002 and still operational as of August 2020.
While reports after the publishing of the 2015 regulation were available for most universities, previous
reports were made available online only by ODTU. In 2005, the drafting of yearly self-evaluation reports
on quality processes became mandatory for all universities along with the requirement of making these
reports publicly available. Based on this requirement we contacted the remaining 72 universities by e-
mail to access the reports. Pre-2015 reports were shared by only Gazi and Trakya Universities. However,
these reports were missing data and the quality of the content was not enough for a healthy analysis of
our research question. As a result of our quest to access self-evaluation reports, we had only reports of
ODTU for our required time-span and in our required data quality and availability. Accordingly, we
selected ODTU as the case for our analysis, based on data availability and data quality constraints. We
also considered the representative quality of our study in this selection as ODTU combines the technical
university status with a strong social sciences tradition.

Based in Ankara, the capital and the second most populated city in Tiirkiye, ODTU is one of the oldest
and most credible universities in the country, being founded in 1956. The founding purpose of the
university was to contribute to the development of Tiirkiye and Middle East countries by educating
specialists in social and especially in natural sciences (ODTU, 2011). The first departments founded
were architecture and mechanical engineering. Despite being a technical university by the foundation,
focusing on science, technology, research, and development, ODTU always had a strong social sciences
research heritage as well. Currently ODTU offers 107 masters and 69 doctoral programmes in both
social and natural sciences. It is a university in public university status and it has English as the primary
language of education. ODTU had more than twenty-nine thousand students as of 2019. We consider
that the technical university status as well as public university status of ODTU may affect the outcomes
of this study by having an influence on the managerialist policies and practices at ODTU. However,
considering the effect of YOK, assimilating and closely controlling universities in all statuses in Tiirkiye,
the representative character of the ODTU case becomes stronger and the study of the ODTU case from
the point of managerialism becomes indicative for the general case of Turkish higher education.

Among the reports made available by ODTU, we included 2005, 2012, 2015, and 2019 reports (see
Table 3) in our analysis, following the starting and ending points of quality process periods of YOK,
due to the change in the reporting format in 2015 and the unavailability of reports between 2013 and
2014. We also included policy documents within the scope of central quality processes in our analysis.
Two regulations issued by the YOK were included: Regulation of Academic Evaluation and Quality
Development in Higher Education Institutions dated 2005 and Regulation of Higher Education Quality
Assurance dated 2015 (see Table 2). Guidance and directive issued by relevant bodies for the use of
universities in their self-evaluation processes were also included; Guidance of Academic Evaluation and
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Quality Development in Higher Education version 1.1 dated 2007 issued by the YODEK, and
Institutional Self-Evaluation Directive version 2.0 dated 2019 issued by YOKAK (See Table 2).

Table 3. Evaluation Reports

2005 2012 2015 2019

ODTU-Self Evaluation ODTU-Self Evaluation ODTU-Internal Evaluation ODTU-Internal Evaluation
Report Report Report Report

In the analysis of the documents, Nvivo software was used, based on the codes created in line with the
proposed conceptualization of managerialism above. These codes were the five dimensions of
managerialism given in Table 1. For every practice related to five codes, we constructed a map of
indicators based on our data. In total we had 46 indicators related to 21 practices of 5 codes. During the
coding, a protocol was created to ensure coherence between coders. For each code keywords were
determined in line with the most visible practices of managerial dimension of the given
conceptualisation. These keywords were analysed using word frequency analysis and then initial
analysis was verified by content analysis looking at the contexts of each keyword.

Findings

Increased Control and Regulation of Academic Work by Managers

The increased control of academic work by managers is based on the underlying belief that management
is a discrete function, which should be left to managers instead of experts or professionals, independent
of the work undertaken (see Table 1). In this view, a manager can manage all kinds of work, without
possessing any knowledge on the work to be managed. In a university setting, increased control of
academic work by managers may manifest in various ways. As given in Table 1, usual practices of this
managerial dimension are: strengthening of line management function, adoption of human resource
management techniques and student satisfaction orientation.

While the Student-centered approach, introduced through the Bologna process in Tiirkiye, takes the
learner in the forefront of all education processes, it also opens the door for managerial practices, by
promoting quantified, outcome-oriented and target-based approach to educational processes. This is
mainly realized through the deployment of students as customers. As customers, students not only buy
education as a service but also have to be pleased and satisfied by the deliverers of this service,
academics. To ensure the satisfaction of the student-customers, student control instruments over
academic work such as student evaluation surveys are introduced. This was undertaken in many
universities around the world, as shown by Harris (2005) in the context of Australia and by Henkel
(1997) in the context of the UK. Our data shows that this is also the case for Tiirkiye, evident in the
dominant existence and of student-centered control mechanisms of academic work.

In this context, the analysis of policy documents shows a shift from the target-based approach in the
management of academic work to a more student-centered approach in the control of academics. While
the 2007 Guidance of YODEK describes in detail the process to determine the departmental targets, and
how these targets will translate into personal targets of academics in the relevant departments without
any reference to student satisfaction, the 2019 Directive is student satisfaction oriented, with the student-
centered education counted among the criteria for the quality assurance processes (YOKAK).
Additionally, the presence of certificates of academics with regards to student-centered education is
counted among the proofs for the best practice for educational approaches and techniques in the
Directive. This focus is even more intensified with the student feedback system mentioned as a separate
requirement for achieving maturity in the education sub-chapter of the document.

ODTU self-evaluation reports demonstrate parallel results to the shift in the quality policy documents.
This shift is reflected in the increased focus on student-centered education approaches and tools. The
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word frequency analysis shows this increased focus, with the words ‘student satisfaction’ used almost
five-fold more in the 2019 report compared to the 2005 report.

While the 2005 report mentions both performance evaluation criteria and class evaluation surveys for
students, the student-centered approach is not very developed at that stage. The 2012 report follows a
similar approach with mentions of student satisfaction surveys and the goals to improve education
quality and assessment and evaluation tools as well as evaluation of university processes through a
student-centered approach lens. With the introduction of the new reporting format in 2015, we see a
more developed student-centered approach along with a connection between student evaluation and
performance management of academics. The naming for student-centered processes is changed from
'Student Centered Education' (ODTU, 2006, p. 17; 2013, p. 19) to 'Student Centered Learning, Teaching,
Assessing and Evaluating' (ODTU, 2016, p. 32). Parallelly, the number and scope of the satisfaction
surveys for academic activity are increased considerably, with the introduction of new surveys directed
to alumni, mid-term surveys, surveys on academic advising, surveys for systems of assessment and
evaluation methods used in classes, and the publishing of results of student feedback for academics
within the campus.

The 2019 self-evaluation report follows the same pattern. The report mentions; class workload survey
for students, a new system of 6 parallel student satisfaction surveys, feedback form placed on the
university website, seminars and training for academics on student-centered class design, and targeting
'active role of students in the implementation of the programs' (ODTU, 2019, p. 19). Moreover, the
report points to a practice establishing clear links between student satisfaction and performance
evaluation, with the results of class evaluation surveys becoming a criterion in the appointment, grading,
and promotion of academics under the control of the manager. Overall, looking at the progress of the
reports from 2005 to 2019, in parallel to the progress of the quality policy documents, an increase in the
weight of student-centered approach is evident and this approach became an essential tool to control
academic work by managers.

Rational Approach to Management

The underlying belief for the rational approach to management is that unlike other forms of government,
management is rational, value-neutral and objective (see Table 1). According to this belief, this is the
reason why management is the most efficient form of government. As given in Table 1, this dimension
of managerialism may manifest in practices such as a shift from inputs and processes to outputs and
outcomes, logical and rational decision making and measurement and quantification of outputs. In the
context of Turkish higher education and ODTU, a rational approach to management is most visible in
the emphasis on outputs and quantification practices.

2007 Guidance and 2019 Directive display similar approaches, with elements such as ‘strategic
approach’, ‘targets’, ‘performance indicators’, and ‘quality’ dominant in both documents. However,
using word frequency analysis in both documents, we witnessed that the usage of the word ‘output’
increased more than twofold in the 2019 Directive. This reflects the increased output orientation between
2007 and 2019, with the inclusion of program, learning, and lecture outputs, instead of an emphasis on
the outputs of strategic planning and self-evaluation processes emphasized in the 2007 Guidance.
Despite this increase in the output orientation, the documents display fairly similar approaches to
rational management.

In parallel to what we observed in the study of the 2007 Guidance and 2019 Directive, the analysis of
ODTU self-evaluation reports reveals a rise in the managerial dimension of a rational approach to
management. This is most evident in the dramatically increased focus on outputs similarly to the
legislation. The word frequency analysis of ‘output’ results in a three-fold increase between 2005 to
2012, a twelve-fold increase from 2012 to 2015, and a one and half-fold increase between 2015 and
2019 in the usage of the word. While all reports are marked by an emphasis on strategic planning and
guality assurance approach, they differ in their level of intensification of the rational approach. 2005
and 2012 reports mention the determination of department and program outputs and unit performance
indicators.
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In the 2015 report, apart from the enlargement of output orientation to newer areas, we witnessed a
major change in the establishment of an information management system, which aims to define and
standardize all processes, measure performances and match these with university strategic goals and
targets. The intensification of the rational management approach continues with the 2019 report, which
further expands output orientation with the connection of research outputs to unit performance criteria
and efforts to improve outputs of university projects. Overall, we conclude that the increased emphasis
on outputs in the policy documents is well reflected in the ODTU self-evaluation reports, however with
a difference of an additional focus on standardization, measuring, and strategic approach through the
establishment of a new information management system.

Establishment of a Management Culture

Establishment of management culture is undertaken based on the underlying belief that management is
a good thing for all possible situations and that it is universally applicable (see Table 1). This dimension
of managerialism is manifested in practices such as; appointment of business people to posts within
universities, increased authority of managers within the university and development of a management
culture based on managerial values of entrepreneurship and leadership. Our documentary analysis of the
cases of Turkish higher education and ODTU reflects varying results between different aspects of
managerial culture. While there is a significant change in the development of aspects of management
such as leadership, regarding issues such as the shift of authority from academics to managers or
separation of academic and managerial work, the analysis did not yield any significant result.

One of the major changes between the two policy periods in the quality assurance in higher education
in Tirkiye is the increased emphasis on leadership and quality assurance culture in the 2019 Directive.
The word frequency analysis results in the 7-fold increase of the use of ‘leadership’ from 2007 to 2019.
The 2007 Guidance mentions the qualification of leadership approaches under the evaluation of
administrative requirements. However, the leadership issue is much more developed in the 2019
Directive, with the establishment of leadership and quality assurance culture becoming a requirement
for the self-evaluation activity of universities. The best practice offered by the 2019 Directive includes
the adoption of a quality culture and leadership approach by all units and processes within the higher
education institution. To achieve leadership and quality assurance culture, the institution is required to
have approaches and mechanisms to measure the leadership features of its managers and its institutional
culture.

Looking at the 2005 and 2012 self-evaluation reports of ODTU, issues such as leadership training for
students emerge. While there is no evidence of a crucial change between the reports of 2005 and 2012,
there is a major shift in the establishment of managerial culture after the 2015 report, which marks the
introduction of new Regulation in the same year. The emphasis on leadership training is repeated after
2015. However, the analysis of 2015 and 2019 reports uncovers the expansion of such practice. The
word frequency analysis shows that the word ‘leadership’ has a slight increase. However, the use of the
word ‘manager’ shows a dramatic increase of almost four-fold between 2015 and 2019.

This increase is in line with the content of the report, with the 2012 report introducing management
training for administrative personnel, and leadership and management training for academic personnel.
Also, the emphasis is placed on the increase of managerial skills for administrative managers, and the
increase in the managerial performance of the institution. The 2019 report displays an even more
advanced focus on leadership and managers, with the introduction of a new management theory
establishing a hierarchy of three management layers and connecting university missions and goals to the
related management layers.

Overall, we conclude that the rising managerial culture through increased focus on leadership in the

quality policy documents is reflected in the ODTU reports, coupled with an additional emphasis on
management skills for various staff and institutions within the university.
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Universities Meeting Socio-Economic Needs

According to the proponents of the managerialist view, universities’ role is to solve social or economic
needs and educate the labour force. This dimension of managerialism is manifested in practices of
teaching according to labour market needs and government or business involvement in research
activities (See Table 1). In many countries, higher education policies are determined by economic or
development goals. In the UK, as conceptualized by Bernstein as ‘regionalisation’ of higher education
(as cited in Beck & Young, 2005), the trend of making demand-led calculations to design higher
education institutions has been popular since the late 20th century. This is also the case for Turkish
higher education and is evident especially in the case of ODTU, owing to its status as a technical
university.

Our analysis of quality policy documents reveals a significant increase in this regard. 2007 Guidance
sets out a general framework for universities to address social problems and underlines the need for
universities to establish relations with society, NGOs, businesses, and public bodies. The 2019 Directive
takes a similar approach but develops and demands universities to institutionalize this requirement. This
is reflected in the word frequency analysis, with the ten-fold increase of the use of 'stakeholder' from
2007 to 2019. More importantly, in the 2019 Directive, the vast majority of the required sub-headers of
the self-evaluation process include proofs to demonstrate the participation of stakeholders in the policy-
making processes in the university, including the process of program and class output determination.
This is intensified with the fact that the 2019 Directive points out to universities the ways for more
detailed organizational measures to include stakeholders into their processes, such as the calculation of
student workload with regards to internship and business-university partnership programs as well as
alumni monitoring methods.

ODTU self-evaluation reports from 2005 to 2019 reveals a significant increase in the level of
institutionalization of universities meeting socio-economic needs. Word frequency analysis of ODTU
reports results in a significant increase in the use of the word 'stakeholder'. While the frequency stayed
constant between the 2005 and 2012 reports periods, after the introduction of the new Regulation in
2015, we witness a four-fold increase in the 2015 report, followed by a seven-fold increase in the 2019
report compared to the 2005 report. This can be linked to the increased emphasis on the role and
participation of stakeholders with the introduction of new Regulation in 2015.

In parallel to what word frequency analysis displays, the content of the reports indicates an expansion
in the role of external stakeholders in all of the activities of ODTU as well as an institutionalization of
partnerships with public and private actors. The partnership initiatives are already extensive in the 2005
report. The report describes projects based on encouraging academic theses supporting industry needs,
considering national needs and development goals in the design of academic programs, the high share
of projects in research activities, and the presence of stakeholders in the consulting bodies of research
centers. In the 2012 report, these findings are expanded with further initiatives aiming to; training
researchers for industry needs, and developing partnerships for research centers.

The institutionalization of stakeholder relations takes a big step with the 2015 report with a new
emphasis on the participation of internal and external stakeholders in most processes of the university
and introduction of new offices and project initiatives aiming to offer paid services to industries, support
to project writing and funding efforts and expanded career support activities for students. The increase
in the business and public partnership offices and projects continue in the 2019 report with further
institutionalization on issues such as; the discussion of the project, budget, and staff issues with external
stakeholders; increased labour market support for students and graduates; increased project funding
support such as financial or project consultancy support; and increased partnership protocols with public
and private institutions.

In ODTU reports, we observed an increase in the stakeholder emphasis and cooperation with regards to
private and public institutions in accordance with the course of quality policy documents. The fact that
some of the above-mentioned initiatives are present in all reports from 2005 to 2019 at ODTU, may be
explained by the fact that ODTU is a technical university. However, while ODTU places high
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importance on partnerships with public and business institutions, it is also known for its excellence in
social sciences. Therefore, the increasing institutionalization of stakeholder participation at ODTU can
be connected to the changing requirements by the quality policy documents as described above.

Ethos of Enterprise

Ethos of the enterprise dimension of managerialism can be traced to the belief that private sector
methods are superior, even in the public service setting (See Table 1). In the university context, this
managerial dimension can be seen in practices such as the adoption of a business-like approach,
competition between departments, branding of university and activities related to public relations. Our
analysis of policy documents shows no significant change between 2007 and 2019 from the part of YOK
in terms of requirements from universities regarding the ethos of enterprise. Both documents are marked
by similar requirements about the focus on effectiveness and productivity with no significant shift. The
results of the documentary analysis of ODTU self-evaluation reports reveal a similar picture. We did
not observe a significant shift in terms of the university's emphasis to generate income. In 2005 and
2012 reports, this emphasis is located in the offering of paid services to public and private bodies as well
as subcontracting some of the services of the university to private firms.

In the 2015 report, there are some added efforts to generate income such as the founding of a technology
transfer office, which aims to commercialize the results of research activities of the university. Also,
initiatives to support patenting efforts of academics and to improve resource efficiency are introduced.
These efforts are expanded with the adoption of a new management system based on the Japanese
economic growth model and efforts to promote paid services for public and private institutions in the
2019 report. These can be commented as a similar trend to what was observed in the YOK’s quality
processes, with the continuation and slight increase of income-generating activity with no significant
shift involved. However, a different claim and a potential area of further study may link this lack of high
emphasis on the ethos of enterprise and income generation to the public university status of ODTU,
which frees the university from profit orientation.

Results and Discussion
When we look at the quality policy documents in Tiirkiye and its practices in the self-evaluation reports
of ODTU, we noted the following points:
e Looking at the quality policy documents between 2005 and 2019, we find a significant rise in
the managerial characteristics of quality-related practices required from universities
e Quality policies in Turkish higher education undertook a major shift in 2015, with increased
institutionalization of managerial practices required with the new Regulation adopted
e This increase in the managerial requirements in policy is well reflected in the managerial
practices of universities, as shown by the ODTU case
e The levels of change in practice and conformity to policy in different dimensions of
managerialism are variables, dependent on the specifics of the university context

More specifically, in three of the five managerial dimensions, as we set out in our conceptualisation of
managerialism, both the policy and the practice show a significant increase in the managerial aspects.
These are; increased control of academic activity by managers through the increase of student-centered
approach; establishment of a management culture through the increase in the emphasis on leadership;
rational approach to management through a stronger focus on output orientation. In two of these three
dimensions, namely, the rational approach to management and the establishment of management culture,
we noted an even stronger increase in managerial practices of ODTU in comparison to policy
requirements. Firstly, this picture hints at the dominant role of quality policies in the increased
managerialisation of university practices in Tirkiye. With the dominant role of the state within the
university system, both political control and managerialization of higher education were made possible.

The two dimensions of managerialism where ODTU is revealed to be more managerial than YOK
policies indicate that university priorities are also important in managerial activity. The rise of
managerialism in Tiirkiye is not only imposed by policy actors but also was adopted by universities,
such as the case of ODTU. The fact that a public university without the aim of income generation such
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as ODTU is implementing managerial practices beyond policy requirements demonstrates the
prevalence of managerial culture even in academic settings.

Henkel (2005) shows how the concept of ‘strategic research’ was introduced and accordingly various
forms of cooperation between private sector and universities were formed resulting in the dominance of
business sponsorship in academic research in the UK higher education context. Increased partnership
with businesses is an occurrence for all universities around the world, including Tiirkiye, as shown in
our analysis of policy documents. However, ODTU reports show us that the importance put on business
and state partnership is even more advanced than YOK policy requirements. It is safe to assume that the
high emphasis put on the role of ODTU in meeting socio-economic needs, is the result of its technical
university status.

On the ethos of the enterprise dimension, we saw that both the policy and ODTU practice did not show
a significant shift. This is contrary to the global trend, as shown in many studies, including the study
conducted by Henkel (1997) on 6 UK universities, showing significant move to university as a corporate
enterprise. The fact that in Tiirkiye YOK policies are set for both private and public universities and that
ODTU is a public university is a consideration which can possibly explain this contradiction. In any
case the low emphasis on ethos of enterprise in YOK and Turkish universities requires further study.

Out of the five dimensions of managerialism, we noted that four dimensions that are related to neoliberal
ideology are more relevant for the Tiirkiye case. The fifth dimension; the establishment of a managerial
culture, which refers to managerialism as a distinct ideology, is only relevant with the increased
leadership focus within the institutional culture of universities. We conclude that the practical aspects
of managerialism are stronger than its ideological aspects for the case of higher education in Tiirkiye.

The study of the course of managerial policies and practices in the case of Tiirkiye demonstrates the
important role of central control in the global move to the managerial university. In a political setting
where universities are seen as potential sources of social disorder, the belief in the supremacy of private
sector methods can be imposed centrally and may further be deployed as a tool to increase central control
through quality assurance policies. The consequences of this managerial control is a crucial topic to
further investigate, especially regarding the academic identity. There are several studies undertaken on
academic subjectivities in managerial times in various higher education systems (Davies & Petersen,
2005a, 2005b; Archer, 2008). However, for the case of Turkish higher education, apart from the study
conducted by Budak (2017), there is an apparent need for studies exploring how managerialism acted
on the subjectivities of the academics and the resulting resistance and coping mechanisms.
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