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ABSTRACT

This study examines changes in public funding and student access, factors influencing the
changes in public funding, and strategic responses towards influencing variations in student
access under fluctuations in public funding at two African public universities, the University
of the Western Cape in South Africa and the University of Ghana in Ghana. Underpinned by
resource dependence theory, the study uses a qualitative methodology via in-depth
interviewing of twenty-two respondents and documentary analysis to gather data to explore the
study’s objective. The public funding of higher education and student access in South Africa
and Ghana have been changing over time, where various issues of concern have been raised
about the changes. This study explores the relationship between changes in public funding and

student access at both universities.

The study finds that the levels of change in public funding have a significant effect on the
variations in student access at the University of the Western Cape. In other words, changes in
public funding are a major factor in changing student access. The analysis shows that,
statistically, approximately 94 percent of the variation in student enrolment between 2007 and
2016 is accounted for by public funding. However, the study finds an insignificant relationship
between changes in public funding and student access at the University of Ghana.

The findings reveal that the state of the economy; competing needs of the various sectors; low
prioritization of higher education; sectoral planning and budgeting; a shift of focus from
education; funding mechanism; and overspending in election years are factors that influence
changes in public funding at both institutions. Strategic responses such as government subsidy;
low-tuition fee structure; payment arrangement; recruitment strategy; containment strategy;
special grants; financial support system; policy for the admission of athlete students; and policy
for less-endowed schools have been employed by the two universities to influence variations

in student access in the face of fluctuations in public funding.

The study concludes by generating practical and conventional propositions on public funding
of higher education and student access. A recommendation for further research into changes in
public funding and student access is also suggested. A similar study could thus be undertaken

to investigate the relationship between changes in tuition fees and student access.

Key Words-Public funding, student access, factors influencing changes, public universities
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

1.1 Background of the Study

Historically, higher education was perceived as a public good due to its primary function of
training professionals like teachers, lawyers, and doctors who contributed by dispensing
knowledge, justice and taking care of the sick (Malechwanzi, Shen, & Mbeke, 2016).
Therefore, public investment in higher education is critical for sustained economic growth
(Dar, 2015; Mitchell, Leachman, & Masterson, 2017). Thus, the importance of higher
education in national development has compelled governments in both developed and
developing countries to invest in higher education (Burgess, 2016). For example, in developed
countries such the United Kingdom, the expenditure on education out of total government
expenditure is 13.83 percent, of which that on higher education is 25.62 percent (Times Higher
Education, 2019a). In Germany, the figures show that education spending, as a share of
government expenditure, is 10.94 percent, with higher education taking 25.99 percent out of it
(Times Higher Education, 2019b). For Australia, the government spends 13.77 percent of total
expenditure on education and out of this percentage 26.82 percent is spent on higher education
(Times Higher Education, 2019c).

In Africa, governments, in their quest to make their higher education financially sustainable,
also allocate part of their national budget to higher education. For example, in Ethiopia, Moges
(2013) reports that the government allocated 7.0 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) to
the education sector in 2009/10. A report by the University of the Witwatersrand (2016) on
funding models shows that, in South Africa, the government allocation to higher education as
a percentage of GDP was 0.75 percent in 2016. Toguebaye (2015) reveals that the government
of Senegal allocated 1.62 percent of GDP to higher education in 2012. In Ghana, education
spending as a share of government expenditure is 21.01 percent; out of this percentage, 18.27
percent is on higher education (Times Higher Education, 2019d). It seems that the underlying
aim of these investments is to widen the scope of higher education and make it accessible to
facilitate national development. Thus, public higher education institutions traditionally have
been receiving financial support from national governments to provide access to higher

education for students (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011).



Notwithstanding, public funding to higher education has been challenged by increasing
enrolments, rising costs of higher education and competing needs of various sectors of the
economy (security, health, primary and secondary education, infrastructural development)
(Altbach, 2013; Dar, 2015; World Bank, 2017a).

Consequently, funds allocated to higher education by governments globally with some
exceptions, according to Teferra (2013) and Rohayati, Najdi, and Williamson (2016), have
declined in percentage to GDP and in real terms. For example, government funding in the
United Kingdom was estimated to have reduced by 2 percent in 2016 compared with 2015
(European University Association, 2016). Similarly, higher education in Italy has experienced
a significant reduction in public funding by 17.1 percent from 2008 to 2015 (European
University Association, 2016). In Australia, the government’s share of the cost of higher
education fell from 58 percent in 2017 to 54 percent in 2018 (Karp, 2017). Additionally,
Australian Higher Education Grants for teaching and learning and research have declined from
0.7 percent in 1989 to 0.6 percent in 2017 (Universities Australia, 2019). A report by Study
International Staff (2019) states that in 2007/08 the gap between university operating
expenditures and provincial grants in Canada was CA$6.1 billion. Still, by 2016/17, the gap
had nearly doubled to CA$12 billion.

Africa’s higher education generally has not been spared from declining public funding. Teferra
(2013) reports that public financing of higher education has been declining over the years. For
instance, in Nigeria, public resources allocated to the education sector declined from 10.00
percent in 2012 to 8.44 percent of the total government expenditure in 2016 (Ololube, 2016).
This decline in public funding is also real in South Africa. For instance, as a proportion of
GDP, public expenditure on higher education has declined from 0.82 percent in 1996
(Wangenge-Ouma & Cloete, 2008) to just 0.75 percent in 2016 (Council on Higher Education,
2016a). Zambia’s education expenditure as a percentage of total government expenditure
decreased from 20.2 percent in 2015 to 15.3 percent in 2019 (United Nations Children's Fund,
2019). Egypt’s 2019 national budget allocated EUR 2 483 million to the university sector
(Brussels Research Group, 2019). However, the Egyptian Central Agency for Public
Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS) reports that government spending between 2004 and
2017 declined from 3.5 percent to 2.3 percent of the state budget for higher education
institutions (Brussels Research Group, 2019). Similarly, Ghana’s education expenditure as a
percentage of total government expenditure reduced from 40 percent in 2000 (Ministry of
Education, 2012a) to 21.1 percent in 2017 (World Bank, 2020). Government of Céte d’Ivoire

2



spent 22.77 percent of total government expenditure on higher education in 2010, but this
reduced to 18.33 percent in 2018 (UNESCO, 2020a). Lastly, government expenditure on
education in Cameroon declined from 18.75 percent in 2010 to 16.88 percent in 2018
(UNESCO, 2020b).

Concerning higher education participation rate, Africa averages 6 percent (Africa-America
Institute, 2015) which is the lowest compared to the global average of 26 percent (Africa-
America Institute, 2015) though country specifics vary. For example, the enrolment rate of
Mozambique is 7.31 percent (Times Higher Education, 2019¢). In South Africa, the higher
education enrolment rate is 22.37 percent (Times Higher Education, 2019f). Ghana’s higher
education enrolment rate is 15.69 percent (Times Higher Education, 2019d). In Cote d'lvoire,
the higher education enrolment rate was 9.27 percent in 2017 (UNESCO, 2020a), and the
higher education enrolment rate in Cameroon was 13 percent in 2017 (UNESCO, 2020b).

Studies by Johnstone (2004) and Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson (2016) indicate that the
decline in public funding tends to slow down higher education access. Moreover, what seems
to have made higher education access in Africa worse is the earlier work of Psacharopoulos
(1985), which claimed that the rate of return of investment in basic and secondary education is
higher than that in higher education. This assertion appears to have motivated African
governments to invest more in pre-tertiary education instead of higher education and has led to
stagnation of African higher education systems resulting in limited infrastructure, which has
influenced student access negatively. In addition, neoliberal policies by the International
Monetary Fund and the World Bank encouraged African governments to reduce public funding
to higher education (Atuahene, 2012). Consequently, these reforms and policies produced
higher education that was under-recognized, under-produced, and under-funded resulting in
significant funding challenges (Marginson, 2016), which seem to have negatively influenced

student access, especially students from low economic backgrounds.

From the preceding preview of public funding of higher education and student access, several
observations are apparent. There seems to be a clear desire on the part of governments to invest
in higher education. Nevertheless, it is evident that government funding in real terms in most
African countries is plummeting even though Africa’s higher education participation rate,
which averages 6 percent, is far less than the global average of 26 percent (Africa-America
Institute, 2015). In light of the above, the problem that is the concern of this research is

threefold. First, the study seeks to analyse the nature of changes in public funding and student



access to establish a relationship between the two variables. | draw this idea from resource
dependence theory’s assumption that changes in critical resources affect the existence of
organizations (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Given the need for public funding to assist
universities in converting their mission and vision into reality, the relationship between changes

in financial support from government and student access needs to be explored.

Secondly, the study examines the factors that influence changes in public funding and their
implications for student access. It is evident that sufficient financial resources are a necessary
underlying condition for providing more opportunities for students from low economic
backgrounds to access education (Baker, 2016). There is, therefore, the need to explore factors
that shape the changes in the financial resources to understand the reason for the changes and
how these factors affect variations in student access. | investigate these factors through the
lenses of resource dependence theory’s argument that both internal and external factors affect

changes in resources of organizations (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).

Lastly, the study explores strategic responses of the University of the Western Cape and the
University of Ghana towards influencing changes in student access in the face of fluctuations
in public funding. The inability of most governments to provide adequate funding to higher
education institutions seems to be a global phenomenon, forcing the institutions to respond
towards influencing changes in student access for survival. | construct this idea based on the
principle of resource dependence theory to which, intimes of resource constraints, universities

try to respond in order to ensure their continued existence.

Increasingly, there have been the unfounded arguments that financial support from the
government does not make a difference in expanding student access, and that downward
changes in state funding are unlikely to inhibit student access (Baker, 2016). Such claims have
even been used to justify huge cutbacks in public funding over the past few years (Baker, 2016).
These arguments, however, have little basis in the literature. Therefore, what | intend with this
study is to contribute towards the understanding of this phenomenon in the African context by

examining the relationship between changes in public funding and student access.

1.2 Problem Statement

Higher education provides the necessary skills needed for national development (Bloom,
Canning, & Chan, 2015). Thus, the important role of higher education compels governments
globally to invest in the sector (Ekene & Oluoch-Suleh, 2015; OECD, 2017a). However,



inadequate higher education funding has adversely affected the drive of governments,
especially in developing countries, to increase student access (Altbach, 2013; World Bank,
2017a).

The discussion below focuses on the two countries of South Africa and Ghana. As already
established above, diminishing financial support for the higher education sector is a global
trend, and South Africa and Ghana are no exceptions. Modes of higher education funding in
South Africa and Ghana are not significantly different from the overriding approach evident
from the rest of the world. Public universities in South Africa have historically depended on
the government for financial support for their recurrent and capital expenditure (Wangenge-
Ouma & Cloete, 2008). However, allocation per Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) in South African
higher education is in decline. The average growth rates show that, in real terms, government
funding per FTE enrolled student fell by 1.1 percent annually between 2000 and 2010, while
student tuition fees per FTE increased by 2.5 percent per year (Government of South Africa,
2014).

Additionally, the funding gap of the public higher education institutions increased from ZAR
19 657 789 000 in 2010 to ZAR 37 964 590 000 in 2016 (Centre for Higher Education
Transformation, 2016; Department of Higher Education and Training, 2019). As public
funding of public higher education institutions experiences downward changes, student
enrolment seems to be going upward in nominal terms. For instance, student enrolment in
public higher education institutions increased from 761 087 in 2007 (Department of Higher
Education and Training, 2009) to 975 837 in 2016 (Department of Higher Education and
Training, 2018a). Consequently, the South African higher education landscape experiences low
state investment and high private cost and it was the latter that triggered the 2015 national
#FeesMustFall demonstration, which is a symptom of a more significant funding conundrum
(Cloete, 2016).

Higher education system in Ghana faces funding challenges. Ghana's government share of
higher education funding was about 70 percent in 2000 but continued to shrink (Atuahene,
2014). In percentage terms, the analysis of Newman and Duwiejua (2015) shows that the higher
education funding gap in Ghana ranges from 37.9 percent to 41 percent. As changes in public
funding keep fluctuating, student access has also seen dramatic changes over the years in
nominal terms. For instance, student enrolment in public higher education rose from 139 158
in 2008 (National Council for Tertiary Education, 2011) to 333 817 in 2015 (National Council



for Tertiary Education, 2016). Universities in Ghana are all confronted with inadequate funds,
which have brought about deteriorating infrastructure and facilities, falling standards,
questionable relevance and quality of academic programmes, and a general lack of enthusiasm
of faculties, all of which generally affect student access (Atuahene, 2008).

Logical anticipation for resource provision is that as the demand increases so should the supply
of the materials of production. In higher education, however, an intriguing puzzle has emerged.
The more student enrolment seems to be increasing, the more the downward changes in public
funding. The main research problem, therefore, revolves around the question of how the two
African public universities behave towards influencing changes in student access in the face of
fluctuations in public funding.

1.2.1 Formulating and Justifying Theoretical Choice

The literature offered some grounds as to how I could formulate the research problem. In this
study, three theories have been identified in which the research problem and questions have
been formulated. Within higher education funding, many theories explain changes in resources,
but those that are close to this research are structural contingency theory, institutional theory

and resource dependence theory.

The structural contingency theory offers a framework for the study of organizational changes,
which hold that individual organizations adapt to changes in their environment (Donaldson,
2001). This approach focuses mostly on internal changes and requirements for innovation,
which the organization must meet to survive and prosper (Hage & Aiken, 1970). This, in turn,
leads the organization's leadership to implement strategies for the organization, which in part
mirror the environment (Andrews, Christensen, & Bower, 1978). For example, the University
of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana have employed some strategies like a low
tuition fee structure to influence upward changes in student access and to generate revenue
when faced with public funding constraints. A challenge is that the organizational structures
contained in contingency theory are obsolete and are being supplanted by new organizational
forms (Donaldson, 2006). This argument is in line with assertions that some modern
developments, often technology, are making existing arrangements ineffective to explain
external factors that cause internal changes (Donaldson, 2006). Therefore, the theory does not
have the explanatory power to deal with all the aspects of this research, especially external
factors that shape changes in public funding at the University of the Western Cape and the

University of Ghana, hence the discontinuous use of the theory for this study.
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Another contending approach for this research was the institutional theory. The core idea of
institutional theory is that the institutional environment that surrounds institutions shapes the
actions of organizations (Donaldson, 1995). This holds that organizations adapt to their
institutional environment by building structures that are legitimate in the broader institutional
environment, thereby gaining support (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). This process may be
without instituting structures that produce higher operational effectiveness (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1991). Thus, the theory fails to provide ample strength to the argument that many
organizations are under competitive pressure to enhance their operational effectiveness
(Donaldson, 2006). Even though the University of the Western Cape and the University of
Ghana are operating in competitive environments, they must act effectively to justify resources
allocated to them by the government. For the University of the Western Cape, the number of
graduates attracts some funding allocations from the government. Therefore, the failure of the
theory to capture the argument for operational effectiveness justifies the discontinuous use of

the theory for this study.

Moreover, the most persuasive argument of institutional theory is that the theory highlights
institutional isomorphism, that is, organizations becoming more like their peers (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983). For example, some of the strategic responses of the University of the Western
Cape and the University of Ghana towards influencing changes in student access appear to be
the same. However, the theory fails to pravide sufficient strength to the argument that, over
time, organizations become more unalike (Meyer, Scott, Strang, & Creighton, 1988). Structural
contingency theory brings to light considerable differences across organizations in structures
and forms, even for organizations in the same industry (Blau & Schoenherr, 1971), which
contradicts the institutional theory of isomorphism to a common norm in an organizational
terrain (Donaldson, 2006). Therefore, whereas the University of the Western Cape and the
University of Ghana share some similarities, they also share some differences which the

institutional theory does not capture.

The most important criterion used to select a theory for this study was that the theory must
explain the relationship between changes in resource acquisition and student access, which the
structural contingency and institutional theories fail to capture, hence, the discontinuous use of

the two theories for this research.

The last theory considered for this study was the resource dependence theory. The key

argument of the theory is that when organizations face critical resource scarcity, their survival



is endangered. Organizations, therefore, have to respond to the changes in resources to
guarantee a consistent flow of resources in order to survive. The theory assumes that
organizations are elastic and that they will adapt if a change in the environment endangers
critical resource relationships (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Resource dependence theory's
emphasis “on responding to some discontinuity or lack of fit that arises between the
organization and its environment” (Cameron, 1984:123) made it necessary that this
“environment” be explored to enable the University of the Western Cape and the University of
Ghana to overcome the problems arising from the downward changes in public funding. The
theory further deals with internal and external factors that shape changes in the resources of
organizations (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Considering that financial resources are crucial to
universities' existence, and yet budgetary support from the government to the University of the
Western Cape and the University of Ghana is steadily declining, a theory that explains the
changes and factors that shape the variations are necessary. Resource dependence theory’s
emphasis on the behaviour of organizations during resource constraints was especially useful
to my analysis as it allowed me to think through how the University of the Western Cape and
the University of Ghana have strategically behaved towards influencing changes in student
access in the face of fluctuations in public funding. More importantly, the propositions of the
resource dependency theory have direct implications for the understanding of the relationship
between changes in public funding and student access as resource availability determines the
survival of the organization by way of sustaining student access (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).
Hence, the adoption of resource dependence theory for this study. Chapter Three discusses, in

detail, the theoretical framework for this research.

1.2.1.1 Research Questions

Arising out of the main question already mentioned above are the following research questions:

1. What was the nature of the changes in public funding and student access at the University
of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana from 2007 to 2016?

2. What factors influence the changes in public funding, and what are their implications for

student access at the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana?

3. What are the strategic responses towards influencing changes in student access by the
University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana in the face of the fluctuations in

public funding?



With these questions, | investigated whether changes in public funding at two African public
universities relate with variations in student access and how the two institutions have behaved

towards influencing changes in student access in the face of fluctuations in public funding.

1.3 Rationale of the Study

Following the critical nature of funding and student access and the fact that a sustainable
funding mechanism seems to be missing globally, there is the growing need for more detailed
empirical research into how institutions behave in the context of inadequate funding concerning
student access in different countries. Although public funding of higher education and student
access has received more studies, perhaps the most apparent under-researched aspect in South
Africa and Ghana is the question of the behaviour of public universities towards changes in
student access in the face of resource scarcity. The point of departure from other studies,
however, is that the current study offers an alternative approach to investigate the problem over
public funding of higher education in relation to student access. It is, therefore, envisaged that
the research would not only help to deepen the understanding of funding and student access in
South African and Ghanaian higher education but also contribute to the existing body of
knowledge in the field of higher education economics and finance. The study would
particularly unearth some of the strategies employed by public universities in developing
countries like South Africa and Ghana with low participation rates in higher education to

improve student access with limited financial resources at their disposal.

Experiences and lessons gained from this study could be of great importance to policymakers
in countries that bear a resemblance to South Africa and Ghana as well as for the future
development of the South African and Ghanaian higher education systems. Globally, the issues
of public funding of higher education and student access keep on gaining prominence because
the role of education in general and higher education in particular is now more influential than
ever in the production of knowledge economies and democratic societies (World Bank, 2000).
In this regard, this study is significant in that it increases the understanding of systems with
low participation rates since the African higher education participation rate average of 6 percent
lags behind the rest of the world, which averages 26 percent (Africa-America Institute, 2015).

Donors like World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, whose policies to a large extent
impact higher education policy decisions in developing countries like Ghana, will find this
research valuable and it will assist them in realising the need for context-specific policies in

their conditionality. More importantly, all stakeholders in South African and Ghanaian higher
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education systems, notably the Department of Higher Education and Training, Ministries of
Education, Ghana Education Service, National Council for Tertiary Education, universities,

and students, will also find this study useful.

The current study has both theoretical and empirical significance. At the conceptual level, an
ongoing debate in the literature has often been about how institutions adapt to resource scarcity
in different national contexts through the lens of resource dependence theory. What seems
missing is how organizations behave towards influencing student access in the face of limited
resources through the explanatory power of resource dependence theory, which this study seeks
to fill. In addition, many theoretical assumptions about the adaptation of institutions towards
student access in different countries have remained unresolved. This study contributes to these
debates by examining the strategic responses of two African public universities concerning
student access in a comparative context. Furthermore, the study is significant in the sense that
it generates empirical knowledge and understanding of higher education funding and student
access in both countries. As such, it supports and enriches the resource dependence theory in
higher education; provides practical insights that might be useful for national higher education
funding and access policies in South Africa and Ghana; and provides lessons from the
experience that might be valuable to other higher education systems that face a similar

challenge of resource scarcity.

Another rationale is to analyse these ‘developments in cross-national contexts. Systematic
analysis of public funding of higher education and student access in cross-national comparative
studies of Ghana and South Africa seems to be missing from the literature; hence, the need to
contribute towards filling this gap. The idea is to examine changes in public funding and
student access and factors driving those changes in two public universities in the two African
countries. The rationale is to come out with new knowledge and advance the understanding of
how the institutions have behaved under resource scarcity towards variations in student access

in two country contexts.

Since the study fits into international comparative work, its central theoretical framework based
on resource dependence theory’s ideas is partly expected to provide an insight into how
internationally accepted responses towards changes in student access are transformed when
applied to a specific national context. The conclusions drawn from the study reveal how the
general approach of higher education funding is adopted into the local context. The findings

may be useful for more senior education practitioners since there is the need to explore and
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understand the local meaning in which the policies are implemented when devising funding

and access strategies.

1.4 Operationalization of the Study’s Concepts

Student access in higher education is an important concept, which deserves a standardised and
precise definition. The ability to provide such an explanation is not an easy one because student
access remains a packed and disputed concept, which has different meanings depending on
who is using it (Thiede, Akweongo, & Mclntyre, 2007). Student access, however, has not been
clearly defined in the existing literature. As Halsey (1993) warns, existing comparative studies
have depended on different assumptions of what student access means. When stakeholders
understand key concepts differently, it can hinder communication, particularly in
interdisciplinary fields such as higher education (Halsey, 1993). A detailed analysis of student
access, therefore, requires a wide-ranging definition to serve as a reference point from which

to build the analytical framework.

Access to university education is_an “important means to individual and collective social
mobility” (Sichone, 2006:35). Kaiser and O’Heron (2005) explain that access to higher
education may refer to the people who enter higher education or the flow into the higher
education system. Access may be used to refer-to-the number of people who have the
opportunity to use higher education facilities. The authors. refer to the first interpretation of
access as entry, while the second'is ‘called participation.'Accordingly, Thiede et al. (2007),
therefore, describe access under three broad dimensions - availability, affordability, and
acceptability. Availability refers to physical access. It is defined as “the correlation between
the quantity and kind of resources, which exist and matching them with the quantity and kind
of needs of the users” (Penchansky & Thomas, 1981:128). This dimension mainly captures
supply-side aspects of higher education like infrastructure and facilities and educational inputs.
Accessibility, according to Thiede et al. (2007) is the place of supply to the location of the user,
including issues of user transportation resources, distance and travel time to education
facilities, and transport costs. Affordability is also referred to as financial access, encompassing
tuition fees and the income of students and parents (Penchansky & Thomas, 1981). It includes
students’ perception of value-for-money and their understanding of the total costs of higher
education. A relational aspect of the affordability dimension, therefore, links higher education
costs or tuition fees and the students’ or parents’ ability to pay (Penchansky & Thomas, 1981).
Student access is elaborated in the work of Trow (2007), who developed a framework to
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understand stages of development of student access in higher education, including the elite,
mass, and universal. Trow (2007) used enrolment rates as a measure to conceptualise access to
higher education. The three stages of higher education access include 0-15 percent as the elite
stage; 16 percent to 50 percent as the mass stage; and 50 percent and above as the universal
stage. This framework is used to ascertain whether a country has been able to increase student

access or not and at what level or stage.

To provide a comprehensive overview of student access from 2007 to 2016 at the University
of the Western Cape and University of Ghana, this study draws on the access framework of
Anisef, Bertrand, Hortian, and James (1985) due to the rigour with which they conducted their
research. The framework discusses two types of student access to higher education: Type |
measures student access by enrolment and completion of higher education, while Type Il
measures student access by social background and composition of participants. For this study,
Type | (excluding completion) was used to measure student access to higher education in the
two universities from 2007 to 2016. Higher education institutions, in this study, include

universities.

“Funding is taken to mean the act of providing a primary stream of money to offset the cost of
delivering higher education” (Okebukola, 2015:46). Public funding/Government funding/State
funding in this study is a direct transfer of money from the government to the universities. In
some jurisdictions they call it government appropriation. In South Africa, they call it
government subsidy. In Ghana, they call it government subvention. Wangenge-Ouma
(2007:116) also argues that:

Allocations to the higher education sub-sector are usually discussed in terms of total
public expenditure on higher education, per-student expenditures, public higher
education expenditure’s share in relation to total government budget expenditure,
public higher education expenditure’s share of the overall education budget, and public

higher education expenditure as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).

Therefore, any of the indicators above can be used to explain the changes in public funding.
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1.5 Scope and Limitation of the Study

The area of this study is vast and extensive. Exploring all areas of the field from a comparative
angle was clearly beyond the limits of this research. Based on the main research question of
this work, the study limits itself to only two public universities’ public funding and student
access. The study did not empirically pursue other significant funding and access issues such
as funding and success in higher education, financing and quality in higher education, finance
and inequality of access in higher education. This is because it would have been impossible to

analyse those issues within the limited time and resources of this study.

The study has some methodological limitations. It examines the trends in enrolments of the
selected public universities in South Africa and Ghana, starting from 2007 to 2016 (Comparing
enrolment rates of the two universities presents some difficulties in terms of access to
information and the size of the two universities). Moreover, it is not always clear how
enrolment rates were arrived at in the documents selected. Authenticating sources of funding
for public universities in Ghana was a challenge because, during interviews with the leadership
of the University of Ghana, it emerged that the university has three sources of funding, namely
government subsidy, tuition fees, and internally generated funds/third-stream income.
Nevertheless, at the National Council for Tertiary Education, it was revealed that the public
universities in Ghana have four primary sources of funding, namely government subsidy,
internally generated funds, Ghana Education Trust Fund, and donor funding. Data on donor

funding and the Ghana Education Trust Fund at the University of Ghana was unavailable.

The qualitative nature of this research limits the ability to explain in detail the extent to which
funds allocated to public universities have been spent over the years. The guantitative aspect
could have explained the spending trends of the universities in a more detailed and accurate
manner. Moreover, this study was conducted in only one public university from each country
with a tiny sample, making generalisation of the study impossible. Lastly, | was unable to
conduct more interviews that could have assisted in piecing together more information or data.
Nevertheless, the study provides some baseline information that may be useful for other
researchers and further studies as it highlights significant funding and student access issues

within the selected countries in general and the universities in particular.
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1.6 Organization of the Study

This thesis is organized into seven chapters.

Chapter One introduces the study. It provides the background, the research problem, the
research questions, and the scope and limitations of the study. It concludes by examining the

rationale for the research and the operationalisation of the study’s concepts.

Chapter Two sets out the study's literature review. The main themes under the literature review
include a historical overview of higher education funding in Africa; public funding versus
private financing of higher education; analysis of the changes in public funding in Africa;
higher education funding challenges; implications of funding challenges for student access;

and national and institutional responses towards influencing changes in student access.

Chapter Three discusses the theoretical and conceptual framework of the study. This section

presents the main principles, assumptions, and criticisms of the theory.

Chapter Four is concerned with the study’s methodology. It presents a justification for
selecting South Africa and Ghana, and a rationale for choosing the two public universities.
Examined in this chapter are data collection methods, data collection procedures, ethical
considerations, and data analysis. The conclusion of the chapter analyses the trustworthiness
of the study.

Chapter Five presents empirical research data. This chapter constitutes the core of the thesis.
The chapter details an elaborate analysis of the themes that emerged from the data.

Chapter Six discusses the results while attempting to compare the results from the two

institutions.

Chapter Seven concludes the research, provides some reflections and implications of the study

and summarises the findings.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter sets out to locate the research problem in the literature on the changes in higher
education funding and student access. The first section provides a historical overview of higher
education funding in Africa. To situate this study in a proper context, it is crucial to provide a
historical background to higher education funding, especially in Africa, where the challenge of
funding higher education has been unprecedented. Section two discusses public funding versus
private financing of higher education. It teases out significant debate on the reasons for public
funding of higher education as against private financing. The third section reviews changes in
public funding of higher education in Africa and addresses factors driving the changes. Section
four examines higher education funding challenges in Africa. The fifth section reviews the
implications of funding challenges for student access. The last section examines national and
institutional responses towards influencing changes in student access in the face of public
funding constraints. | close the chapter by providing a summary of the main arguments.

2.2 Historical Overview of Higher Education Funding in Africa

The growing demand for higher education as a result of globalisation and the desire to create a
knowledge economy has given birth to enrolment increases, especially in sub-Saharan Africa
(Wangenge-Ouma, 2010). At the same time, higher education systems are moving from pure
elitist systems to universal access resulting in the implementation of different higher education
funding models (Motala, 2017). This has resulted in numerous policy shifts in higher education

funding strategies.

A chronological analysis of higher education funding in Africa can be categorised into three
main policy shifts or epochs. The first is the postcolonial/nationalist epoch, which was
characterised by increased government funding to higher education. At independence, colonial
governments mostly adopted higher education funding frameworks (Masaiti, 2018). The
nationalist epoch saw massive efforts by independent national governments to finance higher
education. The strategy used was direct financial support from national governments to the
higher education sector because higher education was regarded as an essential tool for

economic growth (Omari, 1991). As Mamdani (2006) points out, the university at the
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independent period was a “developmental university.” For this reason, many African leaders
saw that the economic development of Africa was to be spearheaded by the universities and,
therefore, the need for some investments (Mamdani, 2006). As a result, African governments
then prioritised higher education and made it a convenient tool for national development and
as a means of eradicating poverty (Aina, 1994) and, as such, governments gladly and willingly
invested massively in higher education (Omari, 1991). It was, then, assumed that governments
through high productivity of the labour force and payment of taxes as well as efficient
utilisation of national resources could recover investments made in higher education (OECD,
2012; Tilak, 2004). Consequently, students and parents were not called upon to contribute to
recoup the investment made in higher education (Tilak, 2004). This suggests that national

governments exclusively financed higher education in the nationalist era.

Another critical historical account of higher education funding in the nationalist epoch was
that, after independence, African governments were challenged by the shortage of skilled
labour force following the departure of the colonial masters (Wangenge-Ouma, 2008). An
essential impediment to the socio-economic development of African countries was the
inadequately trained workforce (Mamdani, 2007). On his part, Yesufu (1973) stresses that
national development required a skilled working class to make the African institutions function
well - meaning African countries needed people with requisite knowledge and skills to manage
the different sectors of the economy. Governments naturally turned to higher education
institutions to fill the gap by training the required skilled workforce. In this regard, universities
were mandated to train and create a sizeable skilled working-class, including accountants,
teachers, doctors, technicians, and engineers (Yesufu, 1973). Therefore, public funding was
deemed a useful policy to accelerate the realisation of Africa’s development agenda. This
compelled not only African governments to take full responsibility in financing higher
education (Mamdani, 2007; Omari, 1991), but also the international financing agencies like the
World Bank (WB) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) (Banya & Elu, 2001).

These international agencies financially supported African governments to invest substantially
in higher education through loans and grants with the hope that, with the exit of the colonial
masters, higher education could still play a significant role in producing a skilled labour force
for socio-economic development (Banya & Elu, 2001). This shows the recognition of
international agencies’ financial contribution to the development of higher education in Africa.
With that support, African governments decided to use higher education institutions to

intensively train the required labour for the economy (Wangenge-Ouma, 2008). In most
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countries, as observed by Johnstone (2004), governments paid the full costs of higher education
to train the labour force. Even in countries where the government did not entirely finance higher
education, it was highly subsidised (Asian Development Bank, 2009; World Bank, 2010).
Against this backdrop, higher education institutions would receive substantial government
funds to support capital investments, recurrent expenditure, operational costs, and funding for
research (Banya & Elu, 2001). The spending on higher education by African governments was
enormous, as evidenced by the increases from the 1970s and 1990s. For example, a study
conducted in 39 African countries in the 1990s indicated a double increase of 21.2 percent as
compared to the 1970s (Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013). On average, sub-Saharan
African countries expended 18.2 percent of government expenditure on education, of which 20
percent went to higher education in 2000 (World Bank, 2009).

In summary, many countries in Africa in the nationalist epoch have a record of governments
solely financing higher education with public funds going into tuition fees, student living
expenses, teaching, building, and salaries of staff (Wangenge-Ouma, 2012). For example,
Wangenge-Ouma (2012) reveals that African countries such as Kenya, Zambia, Mozambique,
Nigeria, Burkina Faso, and Ghana have the history of their governments solely financing higher
education. In some cases, governments even offered a host of other allowances that included
clothing, bedding, food, and transport to students (Mamdani, 2007; Omari, 1991), implying
that higher education was made virtually free, allowing more students especially those from
low economic backgrounds to have access to higher education. For instance, in terms of
enrolments, whereas there were less than 250 000 students in tertiary education in Africa in
1970 (Africa Capacity Report, 2017), by 1995 university enrolment had shot up to 1 750 000
(World Bank, 2004), affirming the significant contribution of state funding of higher education.

It can be inferred from the literature that the postcolonial/nationalist funding epoch was merely
based on aspirations and not data to decide the public funding allocation because the higher
education systems were still small and developing. Most of these studies mentioned are
historical, but the current study expands the literature by examining the relationship between

changes in public funding and student access in the era of resource diversification.

The second policy shift or epoch saw the introduction of cost-sharing. This was the period
where parents and students participated in higher education funding. Johnstone (2003:351)
defines cost-sharing in higher education as “the assumption by parents and students of a portion

of the costs of higher education—costs that, in many nations, at least until recently, have been
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borne predominantly or even exclusively by governments, or taxpayers.” Central to this
approach is the combination of private and public funding with its over emphasis on individual
students and families’ responsibility to pay for some of the services they benefit from in higher
education institutions. Key strategies used in this approach to funding are the issuance of
scholarships, students’ loans, charging of tuition fees, and the release of government
subvention to the higher education sector. The mixture of these funding strategies created a
conducive higher education funding environment that resulted in high demand for higher
education with university enrolment growth escalating substantially, but the state funding of

higher education started to experience a fall (Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013).

Moreover, after receiving praise in the 1960s for serving as agents of knowledge production,
social mobilisation, and national development, most African universities were affected by the
economic crisis of the 1980s and began to plummet financially (Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck,
2013). The financial crisis came about because the continent failed to take advantage of the
positives emanating from the global market because of weak bargaining power in international
trade (Ravenhill, 1986). Weak international trade resulted in decreased foreign currency
reserves and reduction of public revenue, culminating in the economic crisis in Africa
(Ravenhill, 1986). While the degree of the financial crisis was different across countries,
generally, public sector expenditure was widely believed to be the main reason for the global
financial crisis of the 1970s (Walsh; 1994).,Radical critics argued that the expansion of the
public sector led to inflationary rates skyrocketing and-a decline in economic activities by
distorting the market disciplines (Walsh, 1994), and that it was at this period that public funding
to the higher education sector started declining and that led to the introduction of cost-sharing
(Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013). The fall in state subsidy and challenges associated with
cost-sharing have necessitated the need for higher education institutions to search for other

alternative funding strategies towards increasing student access.

The last epoch of higher education funding is the epoch of revenue diversification. The
enrolment growth, weak economies, financial crisis, competing demands from other sectors of
the economy, and the changing role of the state and public sector have contributed in no small
way to a decline in public funding (Koryakina, 2018). The situation has resulted in many
countries and institutions resorting to diversified sources of funding. Thus, revenue
diversification has been used as one of the funding solutions to the funding gap and to

supplement state funding of higher education to sustain student access (Koryakina, 2018).
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Revenue diversification is the generation of income away from public funding through
technology transfer, consulting, commercialisation of research, lifelong learning, customised
courses, and generating funds from assets as well as other activities (Ziderman & Albrecht,
1995). Revenue diversification is underpinned by three broad principles of neoliberalism. For
instance, the free-market economy reduced state intervention, and the individual as a rational
economic actor (Harvey, 2005; Turner, 2008) and, as such, higher education is more considered
to be a private good and less seen as a public good (Wellen, 2005). Thus, the principles of
neoliberalism led to the marketization of higher education, whereby higher education
institutions employ income-earning stratagems to fill the funding gap created by the declining
state financial support (Wangenge-Ouma, 2008). The underlying thinking of the higher
education marketization reform policies was to introduce revenue diversification into higher

education funding.

In Australia, a study by De Zilwa (2005) examined strategies of revenue diversification by
higher education institutions. He established that most of the higher education institutions tried
to reduce resource dependence on the government when faced with declining state support
between 1995 and 2001. The institutions engaged in trademarks, royalties, licences, domestic
undergraduate student fees, consultancy, contract research, investments, continuing education
fees, overseas students’ fees, local postgraduate student fees, and other fees to generate revenue
to promote student access. Moreover, the analysis of the revenue diversification strategy of
higher education institutions inthe ‘Gulf (Corporation. Council (GCC) by Shariff and
Kronenberg (2018) reveals that the public universities in Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)
nations are not immune to declining state funding as the institutions are suffering from a
significant reduction in state support. On this basis, public universities have undertaken
revenue diversification activities to generate income to manage and sustain student access.
Table 1 below summarises the revenue diversification strategy of public universities in the Gulf

Cooperation Council (GCC) nations
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Table 1: Revenue Diversification

Tuition Fees | Funding Diversified Revenue Streams
(Academics) | (Grants, Continued Research and Services Asset Partners
donations, education innovation utilization
sponsorships,
endowment
and
investment)
Academic Grants Executive Research (e.g., Medical and | Renting Financial
programs education the health premises services
(undergrad, programs commercialisation | services (e.g., | (e.g., sports partnerships
postgrad, (e.g., MBA) | of IP/patents) university facilities) (e.g.,
combined) hospitals) cobranded
Alternate Alumni Non-degree Memberships | credit
academic engagement executive (e.g., library) | cards)
graduate education
programs (e.g., CXO
(e.q., programs)
scholars
programs)
Non-tuition Scholarships | Corporate Entrepreneurship | Dining  and | Advertising Telecom/tech
student executive (e.g., start-up other and partnerships
fees (e.g., education accelerators) lifestyle data (e.g., (e.g., tower
penalty fees) (e.g., services on-campus leasing)
tailored (e.g., advertising)
online restaurants)
programs)
Geographic Specific Professional Utilities (e.g.,
expansion purpose development district
(e.g., satellite | donations (e.g., cooling)
campuses) language
courses)
Endowment Vocational Publication Preschool and | Faculty Other
and education partnership K-12 utilization potential
investments Summer (e.0., partnerships
school consulting) (e.g.,
utility
companies)

Source: Shariff & Kronenberg, 2018
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Table 1 indicates that the primary funding sources are tuition fees, which is made up of
undergraduate and postgraduate fees, scholars’ programmes, penalty fees, and the
establishment of satellite campuses. The rest are grants, alumni engagement, scholarships,
specific purpose donations, and endowment and investments. The revenue diversification
strategies include continued education, services, research and innovation, asset utilisation, and

partnerships with most financial institutions.

These strategies of Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) nations seem to have been the strategies
of other countries too. For example, in Zambia, when faced with declining government support,
public higher education institutions devised revenue diversification strategies to generate
income. These included the introduction of parallel programmes; commercialisation of
physical university assets including agricultural land, halls of residence, cafeterias, or even the
limited sports facilities; technology transfer through patenting and licencing fees; consultancies
and introduction of continuing education (Masaiti, 2013). However, as much as the revenue

diversification seems reasonable, there are problems associated with this strategy.

Globally, there are some studies on revenue diversification stratagems of higher education
institutions (Johnstone, 2002; Wangenge-Ouma, 2007). These studies have established that,
while revenue diversification plays an essential role in times of declining public funding, this
strategy poses a danger to higher education institutions (De Zilwa, 2005). For instance, revenue
diversification seems to place the core institutional missions of public higher education
institutions in jeopardy. This is because it does not form part of the core mission and traditional
values of research, which are the main traits of these institutions (De Zilwa, 2005), and that the
faculty attention usually is diverted from the traditional functions of the institution to issues

that have to do with revenue generation (Johnstone, 2002).

In summary, the literature on revenue diversification has been able to explain various
mechanisms for higher education funding. However, what the research has not shown - at least
qualitatively - is what kind of relationship that exists between these strategies and student
access. What is the level of change in student access as the funding strategies change? The
current study aims at trying to investigate this relationship to be able to understand the various
factors causing the changes in student access by two public universities in African. The next
section considers the higher education funding debate at a theoretical level. In doing so, the

guiding question is, what are the theoretical foundations of higher education funding?
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2.3 Public Funding Versus Private Financing of Higher Education

The literature on higher education funding has several vital scholars in this field (Barr, 2017;
Johnstone, 2014; Marginson, 2018; Mariaye & Samuel, 2018). While all these scholars agree
on the importance of higher education to national development, they have divergent views on
the strategies for funding higher education. While many scholars vouch for government
funding (DeAngelis, 2018; Hull, 2015; McCowan, 2016; Shireman, 2017), an equally
increasing number of higher education funding scholars favour private funding (Anomaly,
2018; Barr, 2003; Cloete, 2016; Tian & Liu, 2018). This analysis shows the contentious and
complicated nature of the terrain of higher education funding, which is often confused and
divided into these dualistic terms of public and private funding. A critical examination of the
literature shows that the boundaries of the contemporary higher education funding frameworks
are not as clear as they are often conceptualised and presented. The importance of higher
education is not in doubt, but responses and reactions to funding vary based upon who is
speaking - students, parents, employers, the media, or politicians - as well social class
(Hazelkorn & Gibson, 2018). Issues about costs of higher education; student access and
participation; employability and graduate skills; relevance, social and economic impact; and
affordability and debt have heightened the debate as to who should pay for higher education
(Hazelkorn & Gibson, 2018). Should the costs of higher education be borne by the government
using taxpayers’ money or individuals?" In this section, [ examine two main arguments (public
good, and equity and equality considerations) for state funding and their countering case for

private financing.

First, those in support of public funding argue based on the public good nature of higher
education. A study by Williams (2016) reveals that the principle of public good essentially
means that there are goods that can be used by everybody and that somebody’s ability to use
those goods is not diminished by the number of people who use them. He explains that private
goods are excludable, meaning those who are the owners of such products can exercise property
rights to prohibit those who have not paid for such products from enjoying it. He further
expounds that private goods are also rivalrous, which means usage by one consumer stops
simultaneous usage by other users. In contrast, free product or service is neither rivalrous in
usage, nor excludable in ownership, and is accessible to all members of society (Dill, 2015).
This assertion is important because it means individual consumers can experience the benefits

of goods without directly paying for them. Consequently, the market may underprovided the

22



product or even fail to provide it at all. In that situation, a possible policy solution is to offer
and produce the product publicly (DeAngelis, 2018). In addition, if a good or service can be
reasonably defined as public, then everybody has the right to consume it, and nobody is
prohibited from using it through a lack of financial resources (Williams, 2016). In short, non-
rivalrous and non-excludable public good is knowledge produced through research and
scholarship; for example, it is not possible to exclude specific individuals from the benefit of
literature even though this knowledge may have been generated by a particular institution or
individual (Unterhalter et al., 2018). A good is public when its benefits go beyond the
boundaries of an individual and have something to do with a broader population and the public
good nature of higher education is debated within the analytical questions of how the goods
are produced, and what makes up their public (Unterhalter et al., 2018). An important
implication of public goods is that the provision of public goods has to be funded by the
government out of taxpayers’ money without necessarily depending on prices or any user
charges like student fees and markets as individuals are not ready to bear the full costs (Tilak,
2008).

In arguing in favour of public good nature of higher education, Shireman (2017) asserts that
the increased worker productivity and societal, economic benefits of a labour force can be
attributed to high educational achievement and skills. Reflecting on the matter, Macerinskiene
and Vaiksnoraite (2006) state that increased productivity produces outcomes that lead to
economic growth, in the sense that a nation’s literacy level in general and higher education
attainment in particular show the knowledge, skills, and the stage of economic growth and
development (Bloom, Canning, Chan, & Luca, 2014). Using the rate of return analysis,
Psacharopoulos and Patrinos (2018) explain that the notion of the rate of return on investment
in education is very similar to that for any other investment. It recapitulates the costs and
benefits of the investment experienced at different periods. As a result, the public good nature
of higher education is borne out of the belief that the societal, economic returns of higher
education are more than private returns (Montenegro & Patrinos, 2014) and investments in
education increase productivity, which leads to economic growth that benefits the whole
population of a country (Psacharopoulos & Patrinos, 2018). For example, in the 2015 State of
Education in Africa report, it is indicated that a one-year rise in average higher education levels
would, in the long run, yield up to a 12 percent increase in the gross domestic product (Africa-
America Institute, 2015). Similarly, Universities UK indicated that universities contributed 2.3
percent of the UK GDP in 2008 and that the contribution of the higher education sector to the
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economy is relatively high compared to other areas of the economy (Pouris & Inglesi-Lotz,
2014). Therefore, the argument is that the government has a responsibility to provide a labour
force that is skilled and capable of meeting economic needs. Consequently, it is the
responsibility of the government to pay for it (Minsky, 2016).

Studies by Shireman (2017), Barr (2017), OECD (2017a), and World Bank (2018) using
countries as units of analysis examine the impact of higher education. These studies, though
conducted in different countries and at different times, present two critical points in arguing
for higher education as a public good. The first argument is that higher education contributes
to artistic, cultural, and research findings that generally benefit the whole population. The
benefits of culture include better parenting and enhanced community engagement and, through
research findings, new knowledge is generated to solve societal challenges. The second
argument is that higher education trains people to be able to involve themselves in a democratic
process that is educative and constructive, and trains citizens for leadership positions for the
family, community, business, or for government roles. A similar argument is made by
DeAngelis (2018) to the effect that an educated population is more likely to obey the laws and
more likely to vote on election day, contributing to the political and democratic process of the
country. In the same vein, educated citizens are expected to produce high-quality services that
are of benefit to the whole population. For example, when an individual finishes medical school
and becomes a medical doctor, he or she-is likely to-provide medical services to the rest of the
people in the society and, therefore, it is not out of the normal for the state to provide financial
support (DeAngelis, 2018). Fundamentally, higher education is likely to help graduates to come
out with necessary social outcomes including good health, participate in volunteer activities,
develop trust for others, and can contribute to political discourse; have life satisfaction; have
fewer criminality; and have higher tendency to tolerate others (OECD, 2017a; Willetts, 2015).

Finally, Marginson (2018) explains that higher education contributes to productivity and
prosperity by training graduates for employment; generating and dispensing knowledge and
ideas, and promoting free expression; encouraging scientific literacy, and supporting
intellectual conversations and artistic work; advancing formulation and implementation of
policies; and preparing citizens to participate in democratic decision-making. Such arguments,
combined with that of Willetts (2015), justify the assertion that the overall societal benefits of
higher education are more than the number of benefits individuals get from higher education.
Thus, the public good nature of higher education presents a good argument for state

intervention in higher education funding. If higher education benefits society, then the state

24



should pay for such benefits through public financing, which in turn increases access for the
financially disadvantaged students (Dunga & Mncayi, 2016; Oketch, McCowan, & Schendel,
2014).

A contrasting argument concerning higher education funding is that higher education benefits
individuals more than society. In contrast to public goods are private goods. A private good is
one that is excludable and rival like a car in one’s garage or the sofa in one’s living room
(Anomaly, 2018). The meaning of the analogy is that the private person benefits from it alone,
and those individuals who benefit more should pay for it. Additionally, in recent years, the
growth of marketization and privatisation in higher education resulting from declines in state
funding in many countries has led to scholars questioning the public good nature of higher
education and advocating for the sale and purchase of higher education (Tian & Liu, 2018). It
is in light of this that some scholars have put forward arguments for the exclusion of the state

from higher education funding and argue for private participation.

The paradigm shift from state funding to private sector participation that began in the 1980s
was to have serious policy implications for higher education funding (Haynes, 2008).
Privatisation or movement towards privatisation of higher education became the most critical
policy initiative of the World Bank in the 1980s (Richardson & Haralz, 1995). The reduction
of the role of government in higher education funding led to the adoption of an alternative
market approach that advocated for private sector participation in higher education funding
(Haynes, 2008). The underlying thinking of the higher education reform policies was to
introduce diversification into higher education funding in the form of tuition fees, sale of
services, and establishment of higher education institutions by private individuals (World
Bank, 1994). The target for every higher education institution was 30 per cent of its cost funded
with its revenue (World Bank, 1994). In this regard, a higher education institution is deemed

engaging in funding through market mechanisms (World Bank, 1994).

To start with, it is argued that individuals who have attained higher education have a
competitive advantage over those who have not had the opportunity to attend higher education
as it can open the way to high prestige, high earning prospects and better employment
opportunities (Africa-America Institute, 2015; Burgess, 2016; Hull, 2015). A similar
observation is adduced by Anomaly (2018) to the effect that higher education helps individuals
develop their intellectual and creative capacities and assists them in earning a decent living by
gaining employment through the skills acquired. Therefore, individuals who benefit from
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higher education must pay. A study by Minsky (2016) reveals that higher education has benefits
that are seen as inherent. That is, the value of being an educated person in itself; of having
advanced knowledge about the world; being able to participate in rational debates with other
people; being an expert in your right or having the know-how to perform complicated tasks to
the benefit of the individual.

Higher education also helps individuals to improve their personalities by taking good care of
themselves, especially living a healthy life (McCowan, 2016; Oreopoulos & Petronijevic,
2013). In his all-embracing analysis of the importance of higher education, Weber (2005)
contends that benefits accrued to individuals from higher education are more than the benefits
higher education offers to society and that the global economy demands that labour is free to
work anywhere. The educated individual can end up in another country; hence, there is no

justification whatsoever for the state to invest in higher education.

Finally, it has been revealed that participants who took part in the British higher education
funding debate conducted by the Browne Review Committee virtually concluded that higher
education must be treated as a private good. For instance, while Browne (2010) recognises that
higher education benefits individuals as well as society through high productivity, he strongly
argues that its private benefits surpass societal benefits. None of the recommendations made
by the Browne Review Committee of higher education funding takes into consideration the
benefits higher education offers to society. The Browne Review Committee recommends the
elimination of all government subsidies for some subjects that are considered not to be a
priority. Only science, technology, engineering, mathematics, health-related, and modern
languages are regarded as subjects of priority (Browne, 2010). The Browne Review Committee
made sure that higher education is paid for by those the Committee considers to be the most
important beneficiaries of higher education. Hence, for the Browne Review Committee, the
argument that higher education is a private good is held high as evidenced by steep increases
in tuition fees to the extent that in 2004 the tuition fee was £3,000 but shot up to £9,000 in 2012

for domestic students (Marginson, 2018), which shifts the cost of higher education to students.

It is true that the public also gets benefits from higher education, but from the literature it is
evidenced that the benefits accrued to private individuals outweigh that obtained by the public.
For instance, the OECD study reveals that in the United Kingdom the benefits of higher
education to private individuals are over 50 percent more than the public benefits (Browne,
2010). A 2007 US Census Bureau report discloses differences in average annual incomes that
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higher education can generate for graduates at different levels. For example, high school
graduates earn 29 448 dollars; bachelor’s degree holders earn 54 689 dollars; master’s degree
holders 67 898 dollars; and doctorate holders 92 863 dollars (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). Given
this, it is neither irrational nor unjustifiable that students should contribute financially towards
higher education (Badat, 2011). However, the contention has always been that the absence of
public funding denies students from low-income families the opportunity to access higher
education. Private funding creates the possible existence of financial barriers to higher
educational opportunities, especially for students who come from the low economic

backgrounds.

The second argument in favour of public funding of higher education are the equity and
equality considerations. The concept of equity is a complex one, especially in low-income
countries of sub-Saharan Africa, where the majority of people face practical challenges in
primary and secondary education (Oketch, 2016). McCowan (2012) emphasises that the
attempt to make sure that there is equitable access in higher education institutions is very
daunting in modern societies, given that there are already inequalities in pre-tertiary education.
Equal access to higher education appears to be based on two primary conditions. The first
condition is that there must be adequate or enough places available for those in the population
who are willing and have the necessary qualifications and mental capability to enrol in higher
education; and people must have an equal, opportunity of getting an admission to any higher
education institution of their choice regardless of the background (McCowan, 2012). There
should be no exclusion of any applicant if he or she is eligible in terms of admission criteria
(Motala, 2017). According to Barr (2004), the equity notion is not free higher education, but a
system whereby the brilliant student is not denied access to higher education because he or she
comes from a disadvantaged economic background. In the same vein, a study by Tilak (2004)
explains that, when market forces dictate to the higher education system, higher education
becomes the preserve of people from affluent families because they can pay. In a related
argument, some studies argue that education is a service that should be above market forces
and, therefore, should receive government intervention (Akinsanya, 2009), implying that the
cost of knowledge should be borne by the state so that the students from low-economic families
can be supported financially. As such, proponents of equity in higher education stress that it is
essential and necessary for governments to finance higher education to ensure equal
educational opportunities for all (Atchison, Diffey, Rafa, & Sarubbi, 2017; Goksu & Goksu,
2015; Nixon, 2015).
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Nixon (2015), in an all-embracing analysis of the literature, asserts that higher education should
be used to support the public equity agenda by promoting equality in society in general. To that
end, students from the low-income family backgrounds who are pursuing a dignified life that
happens to mean requirement of higher education as a necessity should not be denied access to
higher education because he or she cannot afford to pay for it (Martin, 2017). Martin (2017)
further argues that the state must be fair to all citizens irrespective of their socio-economic
background, race, and gender by contributing to public funding of higher education. He
concludes that public financing is inevitable because an absence of state financing would
promote socio-economic inequality. Subsequently, equality in accessing higher education
means eliminating all financial barriers to higher education access, especially tuition fees,

which discriminate against students who cannot afford to pay (McCowan, 2015).

In a related argument, in the context of the prevailing financial barriers to student access to
higher education, support from the state is the solution to higher education funding. The
understanding is that government intervention in financing higher education will create
opportunities for more people to access higher education and that, in theory, public funding
goes to support less well-off students to have access to-higher education (Wangenge-Ouma &
Cloete, 2008). There is unequal access to higher education opportunities across countries in
Africa, and the areas where inequality of higher education is dominant are gender, origin and
economic status (Teferra, 2014). For example, it has been revealed that, in 3/4th of the African
countries, students from the wealthiest households accupy: over 50 percent of spaces in higher
education, and students from the top two wealth quintiles occupy nearly 80 percent of higher
education spaces (Teferra, 2014). People from low socio-economic families are five times less
likely to have access to higher education than those from the upper socio-economic
backgrounds (Teferra, 2014). As pleaded by Martin (2017), it is only fair and just for the state
to intervene in higher education funding; otherwise, many students from low-income families

will be denied access to higher education.

Scholars who stand in the middle of the argument underscore the need for both state
intervention and private contribution to higher education funding. For example, Karasiotou
(2004) shows empirical evidence to indicate that there are individual benefits from attending
higher education, which includes higher wages, lower risk of unemployment, as well as public
benefits of the positive impact on the rate of scientific innovation and, therefore, the cost of
higher education must be shared. In the same vein, some scholars argue that the returns of

higher education to the individual student are understood to be real as graduates occupy more
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top positions in society and enjoy higher social status. Nevertheless, society is not denied the
benefits accrued from higher education, such as high productivity from skilled employees
resulting in high economic growth. It has become difficult to prevent individuals and society
from benefiting from higher education. Therefore, a shift of some of the costs from the public
purse to parents and students does not stop the benefits society derives from higher education.
To that end, Johnstone (2014) argues for cost-sharing. He argues that to be fair and just to the
system of public funding and private funding of higher education, governments should pass a
percentage of the costs of higher education to parents and students that is affordable.

It is also essential to state that the argument for cost-sharing takes different forms. To some,
transferring some of the costs of higher education to students who can pay and, at the same
time, having a financial plan to support those who cannot afford to pay would enhance access
and equity (Johnstone, 2004). The contribution of both the government and the private
individuals in financing higher education is imperative for the simple reason of increasing
student access and creating equal educational opportunities for all groups of people (Asharaf
& Mustafa, 2016). Students from high socio-economic backgrounds continue to dominate
higher education; thus, relying on government funding only has regressive tendencies. Hence,
contributions from both the government and students support the notion of social justice (Barr,
2017).

Related to a cost-sharing argument is the one propagated by Dearden, Fitzsimons, and Wyness
(2014) who, for example, argue that, in the developed countries such as the UK, the argument
for higher education funding centres around value for money and increasing student access.
The funding discourse has been intense in the UK due to a reduction in public funding to
universities with government subsidies no longer available for some courses. Again, the
funding discourse in the UK has been triggered by high tuition fees being charged by
universities as students are struggling to pay £9000 per year, which the government argues is
value for money and a way of increasing student access (Dearden et al., 2014). However, critics
of cost-sharing say that if governments were diligent and effective in taxing the rich and
corporations or not spending much on defence, emoluments, and needless public spending,
governments would have sufficient financial resources without implementing cost-sharing

mechanisms as the only means to sustain student access (Johnstone, 2014).

In summary, in the context of Africa with low participation in higher education, averaging

about 6 percent as compared to a global average of 26 percent (Africa-America Institute, 2015),
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it cannot be said that public funding of higher education is not suitable for student access;
neither can the same be said of contributions from students. It is, therefore, essential to engage
in debates focusing on the role of government and students in higher education funding to
create equal educational opportunities for all students. The recent demonstrations by university
students in South Africa over fee increases show the discontent over the rising cost of higher
education and who should pay for it. Overall, higher education must not be seen as a pure
public good even though higher education creates social benefits. Individual benefits are also
enormous and, therefore, the state intervention in higher education funding is not out of order,
but a combination of private financing and public funding may be the best solution for higher

education funding challenges.

These studies have been able to justify the need for public funding, private funding, and cost-
sharing mechanisms to support higher education institutions and systems financially. What is
not known yet is the justification or otherwise of financial support coming from institutions to
increase student access. The current study contributes to extend the literature by showing
whether it is justified for institutions to-adopt different funding strategies towards increasing
student access. Methodologically, these researched works analyse the funding issues at the
national level, making it difficult to understand what is happening at the institutional levels,
especially funding strategies that increase student access. The current research contributes in

this direction.

The next section discusses a review of the changes in public funding of higher education in
Africa. It is intended to show the significant policy changes in higher education funding
implemented by both international financial institutions like the World Bank and IMF and the
African national governments that resulted in the declining public funding for Africa’s higher

education sector and institutions.

2.4 Review of Changes in Public Funding of Higher Education in Africa

In the 1980s, most higher education systems in Africa were financially challenged by
deteriorating socio-political and economic conditions (Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013).
With the weak bargaining power in international trade, it became difficult for the continent to
benefit fully from the global market (Ravenhill, 1986). The inability to benefit from the global
market resulted in depleted foreign reserves and a decline in government revenue, and this led
to an economic crisis in Africa (Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013). The political system

immediately after independence in most countries in Africa was very fragile to deal with such
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a level of economic crisis as most of the state administrations experienced increased corruption,
and administrative and technical ineptitudes (Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013). By the end
of the 1980s, African countries were challenged by population increases, high reduction in
investment and saving, misapplication of resources, weak institutions and human capacity,
decrease in personal income and living standards and Africa generally came under a sustained
decline in economic growth (Heidhues & Obare, 2011). For example, Teal (2011) has revealed
that after reaching a high level of about 380 dollars in GDP growth in 1976, the growth of
African economies continuously declined, reaching a low rate of slightly more than 300 dollars
in GDP growth in 1995.

The second issue that accounted for the crisis as argued by Heidhues and Obare (2011) was
high government subsidies on goods and services, massive government intervention especially
the protection of unproductive producers, charging of high rent from rural producers, reduced
exchange rate policies and high-level corruption. All these were given as the leading causes for
economic stagnation. In their efforts to provide commercial solutions and to bring economic
relief to their people, African governments resorted to borrowing money from the international
financial agencies to inject financial life into their public sectors, which culminated in the high
debt crisis in the 1980s (Ravenhill, 1986). As a result, Africa became one of the most indebted
continents in the world. For instance, a report of the World Bank (1998) indicates that the total
debt of Africa as a whole was about 300 billion dollars, with 45 percent going into debt
servicing in the 1980s. Against this backdrop, African governments began to receive loans
from external financial sources, which forced most of them to implement public policies,
including higher education policies that were not in the interests of their countries
(Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013). The conditions attached to these international loans
allowed international loan agencies such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World
Bank (WB) to interfere, especially in the economic affairs of the recipient countries
(Woldegiorgis & Doevenspeck, 2013). With the economic challenges facing African
governments, the World Bank (WB) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) encouraged
the implementation of the Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs) and New Public
Management (NPM) (Atuahene, 2012). What came out from these policies was the
introduction of economic liberalization culminating in the acceptance of market forces and a
reduction of dependence on the government to allocate resources, fix market prices, and set

wages (Johnstone, 2009).
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As explained further by Barzelay (2001), the economic liberalization comes with the
downsizing of the public sector; the decentralisation of public institutions; the privatisation of
government agencies; and the encouragement of the private sector to play a part in the
ownership of all public means of production. Furthermore, the main principles of SAP
promoted inflationary stabilisation policies, controlling budget deficits, disbanding parastatals,
eliminating subsidies, and cutting down public financial support for social services (Haynes,
2008). Moreover, they decreased the government’s economic and developmental role as a
prerequisite condition for the receipt of external commercial support in the form of SAP loans
(Haynes, 2008; Wangenge-Ouma, 2008). The argument was that market forces were the
mechanisms, not government support, which could turn the weak economies around (Haynes,
2008). As a result, the drive to resort to the commercialisation, corporatisation, and
privatisation of many states’ public sectors heightened (Crowther, Strydom, & Dzansi, 2018).
Under the inspiration of NPM, the governance approach focused on top-governance control,
using funding allocations as drivers and emphasising the judicious use of resources (Crowther
etal., 2018).

The effects of economic liberalization for-higher education are as follows: to recuperate the
public cost of higher education and reallocating government revenue to pre-tertiary education;
to encourage educational loans through the establishment of a credit market with selective
scholarships, especially in higher education; and to decentralise the administration of public
higher education and advocate for the ‘development iof community-supported schools
(Chattopadhyay, 2007). These effects have changed the management of higher education from
public organisations into government corporations with business-like management boards,
coupled with accountability mechanisms (Altbach, Reisberg, & Rumbley, 2010). These
changes have brought substantial managerial autonomy to the higher education sector gearing
towards private enterprise and full commercialisation intended to increase non-governmental

revenue but steering by the government from a distance (Altbach et al., 2010; Mccollow, 2016).

A significant development in this direction was the removal of government subsidies and
encouragement of private participation in higher education funding (Crowther et al., 2018).
Students were gradually considered as clients; corporate and professional groups as financial
resource providers; education and research programmes as products; and the external
environment as the market place (Parker, 2012). In a related development, the global move
towards mass higher education instigated by the need to cater to a decline in public funding

compelled both developed and developing countries to implement privatization policies

32



(Sawyerr, 2004). The observation was that governments gradually reduced financial support
for higher education and encouraged public universities to seek non-governmental sources of
funding, which opened up the higher education marketplace to private investors while selling
specific services to people who were ready to buy them (Parker, 2012; Roger & Carosso, 2013).
The reform policies involved a drastic decline in public expenditure across the board, including
higher education, necessitating the implementation of alternative higher education funding
mechanisms resulting in a significant increase in the number of private higher education
institutions in Africa for the last two decades (Tilak, 2015). As a result of the public funding
cut, government support for social services, research and extension, infrastructure, and higher
education deteriorated (Heidhues & Obare, 2011).

The global economic crisis has further put a strain on state expenditure to the level that fewer
state resources have been allocated to higher education (Ndaruhutse & Thompson, 2016). For
instance, government-spending patterns declined significantly between 2005 and 2012 in most
countries of the world, and the reason for the decrease was the global financial crisis, which
consequently has hurt many states’ financial resources (OECD, 2015; Tilak, 2015). The
implication of the declining public funding for higher education is that the sector may remain
publicly owned and controlled but is on the path of privatisation in their attempt to seek non-
governmental revenues, responding to market forces and adoption of managerial principles of
private enterprise (Johnstone, 2009). With limited financial resources, African countries failed
to mobilise resources internally to-make up for these changes, resulting in allocating scarce

resources to the higher education sector (Ndaruhutse & Thompson, 2016).

Consequently, the policy of cost-sharing has been the driver of higher education funding in
many African countries (Johnstone, 2005). With the administration of cost-sharing, Johnstone
(2005) postulates that four groups have emerged to participate in higher education funding,
namely the governments, which use public money such as taxes to finance higher education;
the second group is parents who save or borrow money to finance their children’s higher
education; the third group consists of students who save or borrow money as parents do; and
the last group is the donor community that supports students, parents, or higher education
institutions. These developments made policymakers not to consider higher education as a
public good, which provides externalities, but a private good underpinned by the contribution

made by students to finance their education (Carpentier, 2015).
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Privatisation of higher education can be discussed as the devolution of state control, the
reduction in state funding and the growth of entrepreneurial activities within institutions, and
high-level dependence on market forces to steer higher education or competition for students
and financial resources (Eckel & Morphew, 2009; Kaplan, 2009; McLendon & Mokher, 2009).
In addition, the global constraint on public funding has brought the need for non-public
revenues from less developed systems (Carpentier, Chatopadhyay, & Pathak, 2011; Carpentier
& Unterhalter, 2011). Thus, developing countries are deprived of public funding to develop
their higher education systems. When neoliberal ideology is in full force, higher education is
regarded as a commodity consumed by individuals, which resonates with the principles of the
World Bank as well as Jones (1997). Indeed, the mobilisation of non-governmental revenue by
higher education institutions, especially from the students, is a recommendation from the
World Bank, which is a mechanism to solve the underfunded higher education sector
(Johnstone, 2014). Forced by economic reform policies or satisfied by the argument for the
reduced role of the government in funding higher education, most African countries have
inflicted severe cutbacks in public funding for higher education (Tilak, 2015). This
development has happened in many African countries, in some or all of the following areas:
total public expenditure on higher education; per-student investments; public higher education
expenditure’s share in relation to a particular country’s national income or total government
budget expenditure; and allocations in absolute and relative terms to essential programmes that
include research, scholarships, and access (Tilak, 2015).

The decline in state support for higher education was made worse by research findings of
Psacharopoulos (1985), who asserted that the rate of returns in pre-tertiary education was
higher than that of higher education, arguing in favour of a reduction in public funding to higher
education. Recounting the above argument, Mgaiwa (2018) opines that the higher education
budget cutbacks are also influenced by a belief that primary and secondary schools have higher
economic returns than higher education, especially in terms of its contribution to poverty
reduction. The implementation of the policy shift by the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund towards universal student access to pre-tertiary education in African countries
has put an enormous burden on the public higher education sector as more revenues are directed

towards pre-tertiary education at the expense of higher education (Parker, 2010).

It was this observation that made Leslie (1990) conclude that over the past 30 years research
done on rates of return on the higher education argument has impacted higher education

funding more than any other type of study undertaken by scholars. For example, Africa is the
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only continent in the world with a considerable decline of about 30 percent in public funding
towards higher education (World Bank, 2010). The World Bank study had three immediate
impacts on higher education funding on the continent: Firstly, the policy immediately affected
other lending institutions directly; secondly, it restrained other (bilateral) development
partners; and, lastly, it prevented individual countries from supporting their institutions and
systems financially (Teferra, 2013). In a similar vein, Vaira (2004) and Tilak (2015) argue that
the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank were successful in persuading African
governments to implement policies that tended to reduce public funding and policies that
moved universities towards more entrepreneurial patterns and that higher education institutions
have become entrepreneurial institutions both locally and globally. Thus, in the post-1990s,
many African countries reorganised the curricula of their higher education institutions and
training programmes to respond to market requirements and implement entrepreneurial
principles (World Bank, 2009). Following the global trend of higher education funding as
observed by Crowther et al. (2018), African higher education institutions have been coerced to
decrease their dependence on government and diversify their income sources due to declining
public funding.

In conclusion, all these reforms were implemented in many African countries (Parker, 2012).
They sought to decrease the role of the state in social and economic issues (Franklin, 2014),
which has made many higher education institutions move away from their traditional functions
in higher education development to become prestigious:institutions within the structure and
functioning as state economic drivers (Crowther et al., 2018). This is evidenced in many public
higher education institutions generating non-governmental revenue, and many of them
becoming for-profit institutions (Crowther et al., 2018). Consequently, these reforms and
policies produced higher education that was under-recognized, under-produced, and under-
funded resulting in significant funding challenges (Marginson, 2016), which seem to have
negatively affected student access, especially students from low economic backgrounds. The

next discussion focuses on funding challenges facing higher education institutions and systems.

2.5 Higher Education Funding Challenges

Higher education worldwide is facing funding challenges. The world has not found a
sustainable mechanism to finance higher education, and, at the same time, the funding
allocations to the higher education sector are inadequate. Therefore, the higher education
funding climate globally has been in a conundrum for many years (Mgaiwa, 2018). Although
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this study is primarily concerned with the relationship between changes in public funding and
student access, it is necessary to place the ongoing funding debate within the larger picture of
financial difficulties being experienced by higher education institutions globally. The
assumption is that a clear understanding of the funding challenges facing public universities

will open up a more holistic analysis of the objective of this study.

To illustrate the funding challenges, Wangenge-Ouma (2011) opines that funding challenges
of higher education institutions are a combination of many factors. Firstly, there are funding
allocation formulas that do not consider the cost of higher education provision. For example,
in Egypt, Kenya, Uganda, Mozambique, and Nigeria, mainly an ad hoc funding mechanism (or
incremental budgeting) is used. Although higher education institutions present their budgets
with the full costs to government, allocations are not based on the budgets presented.
Appropriations to the individual universities are given using the previous year allocations and
do not take into consideration the current year costs of higher education provision. Moreover,
Johnstone (2004) is of the view that the primary funding challenges facing higher education
institutions come from two forces. The first of these-is the high and rising unit cost or per-
student cost of higher education without a corresponding increase in public funding. He further
explains that when these higher education cost build-ups are not offset with an equal measure
of revenue from the state, the resultant effect in some cases is an increase in tuition fees
culminating in less efficiency, low productivity, and students from poorer economic
backgrounds unable to enrol in higher education institutions. As if to add to the above points,
Fussy (2017) argues that, due to the unreliable nature of sources of funding and weak
economies, funds less than the costs of higher education provision are allocated to higher
education institutions by governments. Even in higher education systems like South Africa that
have a well-functioning funding allocation formula, the distribution formula is only used to
allocate funds made to higher education institutions from the national budget, but the national
budget does not take into consideration the actual costs of running higher education (Friedman,
2018).

The next funding challenge facing higher education institutions is the non-disbursement of all
approved funds. The state most often than not refuses to disburse fully all agreed funds, which
are already inadequate to higher education institutions. In order words, governments do not pay
all the funds approved in the budget of higher education institutions (Wangenge-Ouma, 2011).
For instance, in the 2009 financial year, the University of Botswana’s requested funding was

reduced by 7.0 percent by the government of Botswana (Wangenge-Ouma, 2011). In Tanzania,
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higher education institutions usually obtain about 20 percent to 30 percent of their annual
approved budget requests (Fussy, 2017; Kossey & Ishengoma, 2017). As a consequence, this
non-disbursement of all approved funds to higher education institutions has created an
opportunity for some institutions to over budget with the hope that even if the government
reviews the budget downwards, they would not be affected much (Mgaiwa, 2018). Closely
related to the non-disbursement of all approved funding by the government is the late release
of the public funds to the higher education institutions. For example, in Kenya, the agreed funds
are released one month in arrears, culminating in delay in cash flow leading to the
maladministration of finance and less efficiency in administering the academic programmes
(Wangenge-Ouma, 2011).

Another funding challenge worth mentioning is state control of tuition fees. In many African
higher education systems, tuition fees are free or highly subsidised fees are charged, and in
these systems public higher education institutions are not given the autonomous power to
decide tuition fees, especially concerning regular students in commensuration with the rising
costs of higher education provision (Wangenge-Ouma, 2011). Many higher education
institutions, therefore, have expressed concerns that the state is not prepared to allow the
institutions to charge realistic fees; neither is it ready to meet the total costs of higher education
(Wangenge-Ouma, 2011). The “FeesMustFall” student protests in South Africa led to no
tuition fee increases for 2016, culminating in a significant higher education funding gap
between the costs of higher education provision and;the financial resources available
(Moolman & Jacobs, 2018). For example, it is evidenced that the government released some
funds to offset the shortfall, but this was not enough as some institutions had to account for up
to 30 percent of it (Moolman & Jacobs, 2018). The limited funds resulted in cross-subsidization
by the institutions making it difficult for them to meet their obligations, causing the universities
to voice their financial concerns of having zero tuition fees for 2016 (Moolman & Jacobs,
2018).

Another funding challenge that cannot escape the lens of scholars is student debt. Increasing
student debt has generated a lot of debate within the circles of scholars, policymakers, and the
public (Houle & Addo, 2018). In the current state of affairs, much of the scholarly debate on
student debt has been discussing whether the increasing student debt could be described as a
crisis (Akers & Chingos, 2016). The conundrum of student debt weakens student fees as a
reliable source of income for universities (Wangenge-Ouma, 2011). In the United States of

America, the average student in the Class of 2016 leaves with 37,172 dollars in student debt
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(Friedman, 2018), denying the institutions substantial revenue, which could have been used for
infrastructure to increase student access and the cause of this in most cases is the increasing
costs of higher education, declining public funding, and uncertainty around financial aid.
Again, in the United States of America, more than 44 million Americans have student debt to
settle (Scott, Kelton, Ruetschlin, & Steinbaum, 2018). Scott et al. (2018) report that together
they owe nearly 1.4 trillion dollars on outstanding student debt. It is evidenced that this level
of debt undermines public investment in higher education (Scott et al., 2018) with the overall
resultant effect going against student access. The next section deals with the implications of

funding challenges for student access.

2.6 Implications of Funding Challenges for Student Access

Concerning funding challenges, it has been argued that a prerequisite of providing access to
higher education is funding (Omwami & Keller, 2010). Research on student access reveals
barriers that hinder access to higher education both at the time of entering higher education
from secondary school and throughout their studies (Finnie, Sweetman, & Usher, 2008). In this
context, the term ‘barrier’ is defined as the students’ inability to afford their tuition fees, and
those affected the most are students from low economic backgrounds (Finnie et al., 2008). In
practice, barriers are not only limited to students’ inability to pay the costs of higher education
or funding. Obstacles such as unpreparedness of students to pursue higher education; students
inadequately informed of the benefits of higher education; low educational expectations and
ambitions; no support for higher education planning; competing family interests and personal
uncertainties are just some of the barriers preventing students from accessing higher education
(Eggins, 2010).

The important point about the above discussion is that all the issues are linked to the socio-
economic background of the students (Rodriguez & Wan, 2010), in that, lack of financial
resources affects both preparations for, the information regarding the application procedure and
enrolment requirements (Rodriguez & Wan, 2010). In a related argument, defining student
access in terms of financial trends also tends to lean towards inequalities in higher education,
especially for students from low socio-economic backgrounds (Jacob & Gokbel, 2018).
According to Vukasovic and Sarrico (2010), what can financially hinder student access
includes entrance examinations. Entrance examinations are usually organised and managed at
the faculties of the universities, which come with extra costs for transportation and

accommodation for students living in the rural areas and who are not close to the universities,
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and it is always a burden for the poor (Pierce, 2016). Moreover, if student access to higher
education is analysed in terms of student retention, then students can experience drop out
because of financial difficulties such as the introduction or increase in tuition fees (Terriquez
& Gurantz, 2015; Ziderman, 2013), but when it comes to financial barriers, students from the
high socio-economic backgrounds are best positioned to compete for limited spaces (Triventi,
2013b).

Using the analysis of the financial barriers in another dimension, Johnstone (2009) argues that
the most challenging obstacle to student access, especially in low-income countries, is the
limited space of public universities and increases in costs of instruction. To overcome this
limited space and cost of instruction, Johnstone (2009) explains that adequate financial
resources are needed. The crucial financial challenge facing higher education globally and the
reason that even the flagship universities suffer financially is that the higher education sector
faces yearly increases in the costs (Johnstone, 2014). These increases come about because of
improvements in the wages and salaries of the academic staff (cost of instruction) (Johnstone,
2014). Thus, to sustain student access would mean to-increase the costs and annual budget of
the higher education sector; the latter is usually not met or not forthcoming (Johnstone, 2009).
Moreover, universities usually take management measures to sustain student access in times of
decrease in access, for example, measures such as staff downsizing and capping of access,
which generally affects students from low-income families (Johnstone, 2009). Johnstone
(2014) further argues that students who are the victims of exclusion include those living in rural

areas, the ethnically marginalised, and always the poor (Johnstone, 2014).

Globally, it has been documented that prospective students who are likely to have access to
higher education, and those who have access to the best opportunities for higher education and
are expected to complete are determined by socio-economic status, gender, ethnicity and race
(Reisberg & Watson, 2011). Even before the introduction of tuition fees, students from low-
income families struggle more to pay for living expenses and the ancillary costs of study
(books, materials) than students from higher-income families (Reisberg & Watson, 2011). All
other things being equal, students from elite families are better positioned to use higher
education structures to advance their education, even getting access to the flagship and
prestigious universities (Jerrim, Chmielewski, & Parker, 2015; Marginson, 2016). Altbach,
Reisberg, and Rumbley (2009) conclude that after studying fifteen countries, individuals from
affluent families are more advantaged than individuals from poor economic backgrounds to

access higher education in some countries. In addition to Altbach et al.’s (2009) conclusion,
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Marginson (2016) postulates that the inequality in socio-economic status reflects in tuition
increases and that funding is a strategic opportunity for elite families. It has been revealed that
people from the highest income levels have a higher chance of gaining access to higher
education. For example, in Egypt, 76 percent of students who have earned access to higher
education came from a higher than median income level, compared to only 9 percent of the
population from the most deprived quintile (Jaramillo, 2011). Additionally, Soares (2007) finds
that in 1988-2000, 64 percent of the students of Tier 1 institutions were from the top 10 percent
of American families with higher income levels. Altbach et al. (2009) further argue that
challenges like inadequate accommodation, unequal distribution of resources, and distribution

of resources along racial lines disadvantage a particular group of people.

In a related argument, Norton (2016) postulates that limited spaces at higher education
institutions hinder students’ access. He further explains that decline in public funding may lead
to overcrowding in lecture halls; restless academic staff; inadequate or outdated library assets;
computing capability challenges; internet connectivity problems; and a deterioration of
infrastructure resulting in student demonstrations that terminate the completion of the academic
year (World Bank, 2010). Therefore, to overcome these challenges, financial resources, which
are not forthcoming, are needed to build the lecture halls, laboratory spaces, and residential
halls to accommodate the increasing number of higher education candidates from a poor
economic background, rural areas and ethnic minority groups (Johnstone, 2009). National and
local institutional behaviour comes out as a critical influence in sustaining student access in the
face of declining public funding. The next section is a review of various studies on the
behaviour of national systems and higher education institutions towards shaping changes in

student access in the context of inadequate government funding from a global perspective.

2.7 National and Institutional Responses towards Influencing Changes in Access

In this section, several research works related to the present study are reviewed. The focus is
on various higher education institutions’ behaviour towards influencing changes in student
access. This review helps to link the current research to existing research on the measures to

boost student access.

The concept of access to higher education has been addressed from four perspectives. These
include expansion of access (growth of the number of potential students entering higher
education), the deepening of access (ensuring a significant percentage of students from non-

traditional social classes - the working class, ethnic minorities), retention and graduation or

40



successful completion of the studies (Prodan, Maxim, Manolescu, Arustei, & Guta, 2015).
According to Clancy and Goastellec (2007), historically, higher education access has gone
through three stages: initially, higher education was the preserve of the elite excluding mostly
individuals who came from poor economic background whether relating to gender, religion or
racial origin (Malechwanzi et al., 2016). In the 20th century, higher education being exclusive
to elites gave way to equality of right, by which no one, irrespective of one’s background,
would be denied access (McCowan, 2016). However, despite efforts to remove barriers, student
access was still a challenge for the working class and ethnic minorities (McCowan, 2016). As
a result, equity approaches by which equal opportunity was given to everybody have been
adopted to tackle the more subtle barriers that do not allow students from disadvantaged

families to access higher education (McCowan, 2016).

Equity approaches have led to an unprecedented increase in student enrolment globally. For
instance, Zeleza (2016) reports that the number of universities in the world grew from 6 931 in
1 970 to 18 808 in 2015. He contends that the fastest growth was registered in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America and the Caribbean. For instance, universities grew from 170 to 1 639 over
the same years in Africa. He explains that during the last two decades the higher education
sector globally has also seen rapid growth in student numbers. For example, higher education
enrolment in the world has grown from 32.6 million in 1970 to 198.6 million in 2013 (Zeleza,
2016). For Africa, higher education enrolment grew from 0.74 million to 12.2 million, Asia 7.3
million to 108.2 million, and South America 1.2 million to 18.0 million, while for Europe it
was from 13.3 million to 31.5 million and North America 9.8 million to 27.0 million and
enrolment ratios in Africa rose to 12.08 percent compared to the world average of 32.88 percent
over the same years (Zeleza, 2016).

Several funding challenges facing higher education have undoubtedly threatened the ability of
the sector to sustain student access. Inadequate funding would create financial pressures for
higher education institutions, and that would mean capping the enrolment numbers, impeding
student access directly because higher education institutions lack financial resources to help
students from low socio-economic backgrounds who move from secondary education to higher
education (Barr, 2017). In a bid to respond to especially declining public funding, some higher
education institutions and national governments have adopted the following monetary and non-
monetary measures to sustain student access. First and foremost, Johnstone (2009) opines that
the most effective response to the public funding cuts that some countries have adopted to

increase student access is cost-sharing, which is a policy that requires parents and students to
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bear part of the costs of higher education. Cost-sharing comes in the form of charging or
increasing tuition fees to an appreciable level (Barr, 2017). Without tuition fees, student access
to higher education can be impeded because that would create supply-side constraints (Barr,
2017). Relatedly, the argument for the introduction of tuition fees stems from the fact that
complete reliance on government subvention would mean higher education institutions would
come under pressure to reduce enrolments and decrease per-student expenditure, usually with
the more prestigious universities and students from more top socio-economic families being
excluded from these consequences (Murphy, Scott-Clayton, & Wyness, 2017a). Lastly, higher
education costs, which include but are not limited to expenses for food, accommodation, books
and transportation, would remain a barrier for students coming from less privileged homes even
if no tuition is charged (Murphy, Scott-Clayton, & Wyness, 2017D).

In addition to the above argument, higher education institutions in many countries have used
cost-sharing to achieve their goals by helping to strengthen the knowledge economy through
sustaining and even increasing student access and enhancing completion rates (OECD, 2017a).
At the same time, cost-sharing has been used by universities to ensure financial sustainability.
For example, in Kenya and Uganda, the policy of tuition fees has added additional revenue to
the higher education sector and has proven to be successful (Marcucci, Johnstone, & Ngolovoi,
2008). As asserted by Oketch (2016), all public universities in Kenya and Uganda, particularly
Makerere in Uganda and Nairobi University and Kenyatta University in Kenya, have adopted
a policy called a “dual-track model” where some students are admitted on government funding
and another set of students are enrolled to pay the full cost of their education. The dual-track
model has become successful partly because universities use the same facilities for both groups
of students (Oketch, 2016). According to Court (1999), Makerere University has been able to
change tuition-free to about 70 percent of students paying tuition fees. Nairobi University and
Kenyatta University in Kenya have implemented a policy known as a self-sponsored
programme, which is similar to the dual-track model (Oketch, 2016). The self-sponsored
programme has become successful, even though, it does not favour access for rural dwellers
and people from low-income families (Loise, 2015). For example, Otieno’s (2007) dual-track
study on admission to the higher education revealed that 78.3 percent were from top income/top

middle-income families, while only 21.7 percent were from low-income families.

Besides tuition, another aspect of cost-sharing is loan schemes. Student loan schemes have
been set up in some countries to help students defray the costs of higher education (Addo,

Houle, & Simon, 2016), and that student loan is now one of the essential models for financing
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higher education globally (Boatman & Evans, 2017). In the United States, federal student loans
are the primary tool for funding higher education (College Board, 2016). For example, the
percentage of undergraduate students who took federal loans increased from 26 percent in
1995-1996 to 42 percent in 2011-2012, indicating the growing importance of student loans for
increasing student access (Kelchen & Li, 2017). In addition, in 2015/2016, 50 percent of the
119 billion dollars in federal financial aid and 33 percent of the 184 billion dollars in all aid
(including federal education tax credits and deductions and grants from federal and state
governments, institutions, and other sources) was in the form of federal loans to students
(College Board, 2016). Di and Edmiston (2017) extol the importance of loans by arguing that,
for many less privileged families, student loans, grants and scholarships are the only financial
means through which higher education costs can be paid. Student loans are seen as an
appropriate tool for funding higher education because they serve as a means of bringing future
fortune to the present (Akers & Chingos, 2016). The main aim of giving loans to students by
governments is to address financial barriers that prevent students from accessing higher
education and acknowledge the many benefits that higher education provides for society
(Avery & Turner, 2012). Avery and Turner (2012) argue that average returns far outweigh
student loan debt and that students must be willing to take a loan to prevent any financial
barriers to pursue their higher education. According to Kasozi (2009), to increase access to
higher education for students from low socio-economic backgrounds, a loan scheme is one of
the solutions to their financial challenges of rising tuition. He argues that eligible students must
be identified and given loans for them to be able to pursue their education while, at the same

time, the poor and needy students are targeted.

However, there are criticisms against these forms of cost-sharing. For instance, cost-sharing
mechanisms are inequitable because cost-sharing allows students from affluent families to
attend university on government budget (Oketch, 2003), while no tuition can boost student
access and equity in higher education, especially for students from low-income families, who
may feel the pinch of an upfront payment of tuition (OECD, 2017a). Tuition fees can even
cause suffering for enrolled students and are likely to hinder access to higher education and
even completion (Ziderman, 2013). Furthermore, Ziderman (2013) argues that the recovery
rate of student loan schemes is resulting in the collapse of some of the loan schemes. For
example, at the end of the first quarter of 2016, the U.S. Department of Education revealed that
3.7 million Federal Direct Loan (FDL) and 4.3 million Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL)

borrowers were in default, accounting for a cumulated 124.8 billion dollars of distressed
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student loan debt (Di & Edmiston, 2017). Additionally, about 41.5 million Americans owe
more than 1.2 trillion dollars in outstanding federal student loan debt (U.S. Department of
Education, 2016), and that student loan debt has risen significantly increasing from about 346
billion dollars in the fourth quarter of 2004 to 1.26 trillion dollars at the end of the first quarter
of 2016 (Di & Edmiston, 2017). All these criticisms have compelled higher education

institutions to roll out other solutions to the higher education funding problem.

Johnstone (2009) argues that students are finding it challenging to pay rising tuition fees and
escalating student loan debt. Therefore, in response to these financial pressures and the need to
widen student access, higher education institutions and national systems have devised solutions
on both the cost and revenue side (Johnstone, 2009). The answers on the cost side include
expanding class sizes and teaching loads, rescheduling of maintenance, replacing lower-cost
part-time faculty for higher cost full-time faculty, and cancelling low priority programmes
(Johnstone, 2009). In a related development, while there has been an improvement in recent
years to locate higher education institutions closer to the population globally, there are still
many areas of the world without access to higher education opportunities (Jacob & Gokbel,
2018). It has, therefore, become a dilemma for countries like Brazil, China, Indonesia, Nepal,
and Zambia, which have many rural and remote areas to widen higher education access for
rural dwellers (Jacob & Gokbel, 2018).

The rural dwellers are disadvantaged ‘compared to urban dwellers considering the cost of
travelling to school (Jacob & Gokbel, 2018). To address this financial challenge, Jacob and
Gokbel (2018) argue that the financial needs of students must be met in terms of delivery. As
a result, many higher education institutions and national systems have employed measures to
support students from low-income families and underrepresented groups to enrol by giving
these students priority through affirmative action programmes, quota , and special financing
programmes (Reisberg & Watson, 2011). For example, in Brazil, over 45 percent of the total
population is of African origin (Kapur & Crowley, 2008). The average black person is two and
a half times poorer than is the average white person (Davies, 2003). As such, all public
universities charge no tuition, and admittance is through a competitive national entrance

examination (Kapur & Crowley, 2008).

To address the inequalities, public universities have employed several measures such as the
implementation of quota systems to decrease economic status and race discrimination in

student access, especially to the prestigious public universities, in support of equity in higher
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education (Kapur & Crowley, 2008; McCowan, 2015). For instance, in 2003, public
universities in the state of Rio de Janeiro implemented preferential admissions policies for
black and poor students, reserving 40 percent of enrolment for them (Kapur & Crowley, 2008).
Similarly, the University of Brasilia gave them 20 percent (Kapur & Crowley, 2008).
Furthermore, the Brazilian president, Lula da Silva in 2004, came out with a presidential decree
compelling all private universities (which has 70 percent of total student enrolment) to reserve
some spots for black and needy students to receive tax breaks (Lloyd, 2004). A similar
programme is being done in Venezuela. For instance, McCowan (2015) reports that inequality
is found in entry examinations that favour student who can pay for expensive private secondary
education and preparatory classes. To overcome this, public universities allocate 50 percent of
spots to students coming from low socio-economic backgrounds (McCowan, 2015).
Additionally, in Ireland, the funding formula that distributes the government subsidy to higher
education institutions based on enrolment numbers and cost of disciplines offers a 30 percent
premium for each student enrolled from any of the marginalised groups defined by the

government (Salmi, 2018).

Moreover, as part of special financing programmes to-increase student access, the Coventry
University in the UK has created “Coventry College” whereby students who wish to attend are
offered the same programme the parent university provides but without extra-curricular
activities, sports and students unions (Bekhradnia, 2015). In “Coventry College” the same
qualification is awarded but with a reduced cost (Bekhradnia, 2015). The disadvantage is that
students admitted to “Coventry College” get substandard experience than students admitted to
the parent university, and the students from less privileged families are the most affected
(Bekhradnia, 2015).

In a nutshell, the correlation between higher education funding and student access is
fundamentally globular (Johnstone, 2009). This means that increasing the cost of higher
education leads to capacity challenges and charging or rising tuition fees, which limit higher
education access, especially to those who are financially disadvantaged (Johnstone, 2009). At
the same time, the decline in public funding means tuition fees have to be charged or increased
by public universities, which results in a participation rate that tends to be below the national
average for people living in rural areas as well as for indigenous groups (Altbach et al., 2009).
Therefore, the search for an ideal funding regime is imperative. The next section compiles the

summary and conclusion of the literature review.

45



2.8 Summary and Conclusion of the Literature Review

A literature review gave me a more comprehensive overview of higher education systems when
| decided to review the published research works on higher education funding and student
access as part of my preparation to undertake my fieldwork activities. A careful look at the
literature portrays that higher education funding is far researched, indicating the importance of
the subject as observed by scholars such as Johnstone (2014) and Teferra (2013). These
research works are studies of how higher education institutions are funded and the criteria for
allocating financial resources. The other significant contribution of these studies towards
higher education funding and student access has been their effort to go beyond rhetorical
studies of higher education funding and emphasising the need for empirical research as an
essential part of methodological questions in exploring the subject. The move from studying
higher education funding and student access as rhetoric to treating them as crucial tools for
national development has been emphasised in some of the published works. Of the studies
alluded to so far, those of Wangenge-Ouma (2007), Cele (2014) and Dunga (2013) pertain
specifically to South Africa and Kenya, that of Atuahene (2006) and Kwasi-Agyeman (2015)
relate to Ghana, and the studies of Johnstone (2014) and Barr (2017) are global.

Concerns raised by scholars like Altbach et al. (2009) about the low participation rate for people
living in rural areas as well as for indigenous groups with little economic background as a result
of declining public funding and tuition fees increases drew my attention to higher education
funding. Empirical studies on higher education funding either focused on specific issues like
inadequate state funding, tuition fees, diversification of sources of funding, or system failure.
When attention is given to such critical matters, it highlights in the tension between students
and governments, culminating in the scholars questioning the role of government in higher
education funding. The studies of Cloete (2016) and Hull (2015) are also in line with such
research works and suggest that the demand of students in South African universities of tuition-
free higher education is not feasible. The conclusions drawn by these scholars in respect of
their data analysis had to do with what they were probably studying, for example, the level of
tuition fees being paid by students and the inability of the government to shoulder the total
costs of higher education. Furthermore, the funding issues being raised by scholars in the field
of higher learning like Wangenge-Ouma and Cloete (2008) and Hull (2015) lead to conclusions
that free higher education in South Africa is untenable. The viewpoints of these scholars on

higher education funding heightened my interest to investigate changes in public funding and
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student access and how the universities are behaving towards influencing student access in the

face of fluctuations in public funding.

Wangenge-Ouma’s (2007) doctoral study is, by far, the closest study to my research, which is
how public universities seek to reduce resource dependence on the public purse. His focus is,
however, on income-generating activities from non-governmental sources by public
universities in South Africa and Kenya with no emphasis on student access. Unfortunately, his
study is limited to what the participants of the present study call “third stream income and
tuition fees”. A significant weakness of Wangenge-Ouma’s (2007) study is that the voices of
students whom the institutions’ policies and programmes affect are completely missing.
Several claims are made based on interviews with Executive Directors of Finance, Deputy
Finance Officers of the public universities in South Africa and Kenya, and extensive document
reviews. No interviews were conducted with students or student leadership at the universities
in the two countries. This study adds the voices and experiences of student leaders, which are
rarely captured in the research of this nature. In respect of these studies, this research addresses
an empirical gap of how two African public universities behave towards influencing student
access in the face of fluctuations in public funding. The next chapter discusses the theoretical

framework for this study.
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CHAPTER THREE

THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

3.1 Introduction

The proportion of public funding in the overall budgets of many universities continues to
decline at a time when universities are experiencing an upward surge in enrolments (Bundy,
2004; Peters, 2004), and, ironically, in the era where higher education is regarded as critical
for economic development (Carnoy, 2001). Considering that, financial resources are crucial to
universities’ existence, yet budgetary support from the government to the University of the
Western Cape and the University of Ghana is steadily declining. Theories that explain the
changes and factors that shape the variations are necessary. The propositions of the resource
dependency theory have direct implications for the understanding of the relationship between
changes in public funding and student access as resource availability determines the survival
of the organization (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Hence, the adoption of resource dependence

theory for this study.

This chapter is divided into four main parts. First, reflecting on resource dependence theory’s
first principle of resource constraints, I explore the analytical usefulness of the concept of
organizational changes for understanding the relationship between variations in public funding
and student access, and how organizations survive under resource scarcity. Secondly, | offer a
review of the resource dependence theory’s second principle of how organizations are
influenced by their environment in the acquisition of resources. Thirdly, | examine the resource
dependence theory’s third principle of how organizations behave in the context of resource
scarcity. Lastly, the criticisms of the theory are also discussed. These considerations fulfil the
analytical purpose of highlighting organizational behaviour towards influencing changes in
student access in the face of resource scarcity.

The reflections expressed in this section will form the basis for further analysis of the empirical
data gathered through in-depth interviews at the two African public universities. | conclude the
chapter by providing a summary of the main theoretical principles.
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3.2 Resource Dependence Theory

Jeffrey Pfeffer, the American business theorist and Gerald R. Salancik, the American
organizational theorist, developed resource dependence theory in the year of 1978 at Stanford
University (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). The contribution of Gerry Salancik in the field of
organizational studies helped to develop the theory further. The first significant work
concerning resource dependence theory was a book published by Pfeffer and Salancik. The
title of the book is “The External Control of Organizations: A Resource Dependence

Perspective” (1978).

The book contains areas such as the internal power struggles among individuals and
departments to industry-level relationships (Davis & Cobb, 2010). The aspects of the book that
gained much currency were the sources of power in inter-organizational relationships, where
power and dependence emanate from, and how managers of organizations utilize their potential
and handle their reliance. As explained by Pfeffer and Salancik (2003), resource dependence
theory was developed to offer different options to economic theories of mergers and to
understand the role of inter-organizational relationships. The managers of those organizations
aim to make sure the organization survives to preserve their autonomy while at the same time

keeping stable relations with other arganizations (Davis & Cobb, 2010).

The resource dependence theory is premised on the works of many earlier scholars, including
the works of Emerson (1962), Blau (2017), and Jacobs'(1974). Previous scholars such as
Aldrich and Pfeffer (1976) have utilized the aspect of resource dependence theory where
analysis of the behaviour of organizations is done from the domain of organizations.
Nevertheless, Pfeffer and Salancik proposed three different aspects of organizational studies,
which include the concepts of “resource interdependence, external social constraint, and
organizational adaption” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978:11-12). The work of Pfeffer and Salancik
led to the development of the resource dependence theory, offering different options to
economic theories of mergers to appreciate the type of organizational relationships (Davis &
Cobb, 2010:5). The work of Emerson (1962), “Power Dependence Relations,” is utilized by
Pfeffer and Salancik in the resource dependence theory to demonstrate the differences in the
utilization of power within organizations (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978:27). Another work by
Jacobs (1974), which explained the power of exchange relationships in controlling
organizations, served as a foundation for the resource dependence theory. The next section
discusses the three main principles of the theory that relate to this study.
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3.2.1 The First Principle of Resource Dependence Theory

The first principle is that there is a need for organizations to acquire resources to survive.
Resource dependence theory postulates that the behaviours of organizations (for example,
universities) are influenced by the existence of external resources upon which the organization
depends for survival (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). To ascertain the resources that an organization
needs, one must look for the essential resources in the organization’s environment. South
African and Ghanaian universities such as the University of the Western Cape and the
University of Ghana depend on external resources (public funding) for survival. Relying on
essential resources influences organizations’ actions and a particular dependency situation can
explain organizational decisions (Nienhtser, 2008). To be able to understand the behaviour of
organizations, one must first make clear which critical resources the organization needs. A
particular resource may only represent a tiny part of total resource needs, but it is vital or
essential if the missing or the lack of that resource endangers or threatens the ability of the
organization to function or survive (Nienhuser, 2008). For example, without public funding,
can the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana perform their teaching
and learning, research, and community engagement functions, and sustain student access? The
criticality, magnitude, or amount of a resource defines its importance and significance to a
particular organization’s survival (Etomaru, Ujeyo, Luhamya, & Kimoga, 2016). For instance,
changes in resources available to the University of the Western Cape and the University of

Ghana may determine changes in the number of students to be enrolled.

The theory is based on the principle that the existence of an organization depends on its ability
to obtain critical resources from outside its boundaries. Thus, resource dependence theory sets
the context within which organizations operate (Etomaru et al., 2016). This suggests that
resources are vital to the success of an organization because the attainment and control of
resources is a basis of organizational power and existence and that access to resources increases
the organization’s ability to compete with others and defines its autonomy (Etomaru et al.,
2016). The importance and concentration of the resources provided determine the level of
dependence (Froelich, 1999). Organizations become highly dependent if they rely on relatively
few sources of financial support (Hillman, Withers, & Collins, 2009). In this sense, universities
in South Africa and Ghana are highly dependent on the government because their source of
funding mainly comes from the state with the government using public funds to steer the

management of the universities.
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In short, both the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana need resources
to be able to increase student access. To provide student access, the universities need lecture
halls, residential facilities, lecturers, laboratories, and money. The critical or essential resource
is a financial resource because the universities use the money to acquire the other resources,
and the lack of it would threaten the survival of the universities. It is important to note that the
two public universities already have all the resources mentioned. The challenge has been the
inadequacy of the resources. The critical support has been public funding, which seems to be

inadequate for the survival of the two universities in terms of increasing student access.

3.2.2 The Second Principle of Resource Dependence Theory

The second principle of the theory is that “to understand the behaviour of an organization, you
must understand the context of that behaviour-that is, the ecology of the organization” (Pfeffer
& Salancik, 2003:1). Organizations cannot have continued existence if they are not attentive to
the changing environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). This implies that resource dependence
theory is mainly premised on relations with the external surroundings. It presumes there is an
environmental influence. As such, the best way to manage an organization is contingent on the
nature of the environment to which the organization relates. Scholars in strategic management
and organization theory have long documented the vital role that organizational environment
plays in influencing changes in resources (Cannon & St John, 2007; Frishammar, 2006). The
environment includes forces, entities, economic conditions, societal pressure, associations,
customer-supplier relationships, competitive relationships, social, legal apparatus and
institutions surrounding an organization that influence the performance, operations, choices,
and resources, which decide its prospects and define the threats of an organization (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 2003). In many African countries, national governments have been the single source

of the external environment, financing public higher education (Wangenge-Ouma, 2007).

However, public funding for higher education has steadily declined over the years. According
to Teferra and Altbach (2003), the main issue confronting all African higher education systems
at the beginning of the twenty-first century has been downward changes in public funding. The
factors influencing the changes have invariably been ascribed to, among other things, the state
of the economy, sectoral competition for public funds, low prioritization of higher education
by African governments, a shift of focus from education, funding mechanisms, and

overspending in election years (Bawumia, 2013; Currie, 2003; Pillay, 2013; Teferra & Altbach,
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2003; World Bank, 1994, 2017a). These factors were also found to be at play in influencing
changes in public funding at the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana.

Economic challenges for most African countries first became dire in the late 1970s and
continued after 1980, leaving most African economies in a serious mess (World Bank, 1986,
1988). In the context of public universities, the macroeconomic environment has been in crisis
(Mingat & Tan, 1986; Saint, 1994). State funding of public universities is a function of the
economic environment of countries, and any changes in the economy may affect government
allocations to the universities (Brown & Gamber, 2002; Duderstadt & Womack, 2003). In the
same vein, | find a level of relationship between changes in the state of the national economy
and changes in the public funding to UWC and UG, in which adjustments in the economy

match variations in the government allocations to the two institutions.

Other than the poor-performing economies, factors such as competition for public funds, low
prioritization of higher education, a shift of focus from education, and the presence or absence
of funding mechanisms have contributed to changes in public funding to the African public
universities (Duderstadt & Womack, 2003; Pillay, 2013). African governments have had the
challenge of having to deal with many sectors competing for limited resources, and higher
education is but one sector for government consideration. Financial support for higher
education thus needs to be taken into consideration against other sectoral needs. This factor is
also linked to the priorities of governments where African governments are yet to come to
terms with the value of higher education for economic growth and broader social and
sustainable development, hence the decreased public funding of higher education (Pillay,
2013). In addition, the mechanisms through which public funding is distributed play a key role
in ensuring that resources are directed to meet the needs of the sectors. Trends in public funding
need to be accompanied by regulatory frameworks to ensure effective and equitable allocation
of public funds (OECD, 2017b). While the overall level of government funding matters, the
strategies used to allocate and match resources to the needs of higher education is important
(OECD, 2017b). In many African countries, declining public funding of higher education has
been exacerbated by the absence of an effective funding mechanism such as a funding formula
(Pillay, 2013). Public funding of higher education is largely based on ad hoc budgeting, which
normally considers only inputs (student numbers) (Pillay, 2013).

The resource dependence theory further postulates that organizations are responsive to two

environmental factors driving changes in resources. These are uncertainty and constraint.
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“Uncertainty refers to the degree to which future states of the world cannot be anticipated and
accurately predicted” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003:67). Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) explain
uncertainty as being scarce resources and their low concentration as well as difficulty in an
action theory way. Thus, it is always about parties who have resources and about other parties
who need these resources, which result in different relationships of dependency. If one
organization exists with an enormous amount of resources, this scales down the reliance on and
conflicts with other parties (Delke, 2015). When organizations do not possess the resources
they require, resource accumulation may be difficult and problematic. Those who possess the
funds may be unreliable, mainly when resources are scarce. Uncertainty concerning an
essential resource means the organization’s survival has become more erratic. Uncertainty or
instability about critical support threatens the continued survival of the organization, but to
survive, the organizations must alter their behaviour in response to these environmental
changes (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Competitors’ marketing strategies or alliances, price wars,
and an unexpected shift in the political atmosphere are some uncertain dynamics that add to
the organization’s instability (Gupta, 2010). In the context of higher education, changes in
public funding make the environment uncertain. It has become more visible that governments
are unreliable because of limited resources resulting in erratic changes in financial resources to

higher education institutions.

It is essential to understand that there is no problem:if there is a stable and constant supply of
resources to organizations and that organizational susceptibility arises from the likelihood of
an environment’s changing so that the resource is no longer guaranteed (Pfeffer & Salancik,
2003). Problems occur not because organizations rely on their environment but because the
climate is unreliable or uncertain, and when surroundings change, organizations experience the
possibility of not surviving. As part of a larger societal environment, the relationship between
higher education institutions and their environment has been changing. Changes in public
funding of higher education make the environment unpredictable resulting in changes in
student access. The theory claims that whoever has resources has power over those actors who
require those resources (Nienhtser, 2008). Because of reliance on other actors in the
environment, the situation of the dependent party is perceived as uncertain concerning the
supply of critical resources. As a result, the resource dependence theory sees uncertainty as a
core element of organizational behaviour (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). The degree of uncertainty
can come from different sources. The first source of uncertainty remains in the fact that

organizations are not autonomous since a network of interdependencies with other
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organizations restrains them (Hillman et al., 2009). The University of the Western Cape and
the University of Ghana are not financially independent. The two institutions rely heavily on
the government for funding. Their dependency on the government makes it difficult to control
financial resources. The government controls the funding and therefore changes the funding as

and when it is necessary. Figure 1 below shows the factors leading to uncertainty.

Figure 1: Factors Leading to Uncertainty

Number of resource
providers

Competition Concentration Scarcity of resources

Uncertainty

=

Bounded rationality

Source: Delke, 2015

Figure 1 illustrates those public universities such as the University of the Western Cape and
the University of Ghana that depend heavily on government as a provider of financial
resources. They will experience resource decline principally because of competing needs from

other sectors leading to environmental uncertainty.

The last factor shaping changes in resources is the concept of constraints (Pfeffer & Salancik,

1978). The idea of constraint defines how feasible it is to use an action to respond to given
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circumstances, and if one response is more viable than another reaction to a circumstance, this
action is constrained (Delke, 2015). In other words, “a constraint is present whenever a
response to a situation is not random, but a well-argued choice” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978:14).
Examples of how behaviour is constrained include “physical realities, social influence,
information, cognitive capacity, and personal preferences” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978:15). The
concept of constraint contends that the individual influence on organizational behaviour is
often constrained by conditional contingencies (Delke, 2015). The theory assumes that each
organization in the surrounding wishes to decrease its reliance or raise its power on other
organizations in the environment (Nienhiser, 2008). The various external constraints and needs
to reduce organizational choice and operations, and the organization must act to survive
(Maasen & Gomitzka, 1999). Anytime there are changes to the resources, the organizations
must also change their operations or risk their survival (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). The decline
in public funding experienced by South African and Ghanaian higher education institutions
mainly results from economic constraints. This study establishes that, at the University of the
Western Cape and the University of Ghana, downward changes in public funding are as a result
of sluggish economies, resulting in student enrolment variations.

3.2.3 The Third Principle of Resource Dependence Theory

The last principle of the theory that relates to this study is that, in times of resource scarcity,
organizations respond to the changes in order to survive. The theory acknowledges the impact
of external factors on the behaviour of organizations and, even though the context in which the
organizations operate constrains them, the managers can make the necessary changes to limit
the reliance and environmental insecurity (Hillman et al., 2009). As Fowles (2014) points out,
resource dependence theory is used to demonstrate the need to guarantee a constant supply of
resources from external sources of support, which partially influence organizations’ actions.
The theory asserts that, since organizations do not have in their possession the resources that
they need to carry out their activities, they must formulate and implement specific strategies to
sustainably have access to funds from their environment, especially in times of resource
scarcity (Etomaru et al., 2016). Resource dependence theory assumes that there is a correlation
between resource dependence and the discovery of opportunities in those organizations
experiencing inadequate resources try to find a chance to resolve the situation (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 1978). In this direction, Wangenge-Ouma (2007) argues that the level of government

funding determines the direction of income-generating mechanisms of the universities. This
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implies that universities look for opportunities to generate revenue to sustain student access. In
addition, during these periods of declining public funding, public universities have
implemented several strategies that have led to changes in student access. Some of the
strategies include tightening their wallets, cutting programmes, and raising productivity levels
(Brown & Gamber, 2002; Duderstadt & Womack, 2003).

There are actions that organizations take in responding to resource scarcity. First, organizations
adapt and change to respond to the demands of the environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).
For example, firms evaluate the needs of the market place and then adjust their products and
production process to fill some of these demands (Kotler, 1967). In brief, organizations set up
the environments to which they adapt by choosing the market part they will serve and
disregarding some components of the environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). This will, in
part, assist in boosting the possibility of organizational change, organizational survival, and
sustainability (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). In the 1980s and 1990s, the higher education funding
mechanisms were not enough to make up for the declining public funding, resulting in passing
on some of the costs of the university education to students (Powell & Rey, 2015). The
increasing tuition fees have been a source of contention between universities and their external
stakeholders - governments, students, and parents - due to concerns that higher tuition has made
higher education less accessible for students of lower socio-economic status (Fowles, 2014;
Mitchell et al., 2016). Consequently, demand for resources such as funding in higher education
is competitive, inequality has increased, and ‘it has become much more challenging for
universities with inadequate resources to widen access (Powell & Rey, 2015). This is a
phenomenon, which is generally attributed to declining public funding at all levels (Wellman,
Desrochers, & Lenihan, 2010).

Furthermore, the theory’s dominant proposal is that organizations use different strategies to
take care of their resource dependencies and attain much autonomy leading to a decrease of
uncertainty in the acquisition of resources from their environments (Etomaru et al., 2016). For
instance, organizations respond to resource scarcity by creating inter-organizational
arrangements like partnerships, in-sourcing arrangements, mergers, interlocks, alliances, joint
ventures, and collaborations with organizations with similar dependencies or similar scarcity

challenges (Etomaru et al., 2016).

Resource dependence scholars have studied a variety of inter-organizational arrangements,

each of which has been credited with the ability to mitigate the scarcity of resources and
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dependencies. For instance, board interlocks enrich co-optation of and harmonization with
relevant resource suppliers, mainly by offering a channel for the exchange of sensitive
information and by affording better social cohesion between the main actors working on behalf
of the interlocked organizations (Mizruchi, 1996). The formation of alliances and joint ventures
enables organizations to have access to knowledge and resources of partner organizations
(Drees & Heugens, 2013). Organizations use alliances and joint ventures to develop new
products without needing match-up investments in a complete and concentrated resource base
(Ahuja, 2000; Gulati, 1998). Alliances and interlocks can provide a constant supply of critical
resources for the focal organization by enhancing the compatibility of its administrative
systems with those of the resource supplier, and by forging networks with suitable and
sufficient governance structures (Dyer & Singh, 1998). Collaboration helps to reduce
uncertainty and enables access to essential resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and, in turn,
these arrangements make them more autonomous and more legitimate (Drees & Heugens,
2013).

For public universities to be able to adapt and change to fit environmental requirements, they
need to embrace the marketing concept (Kotler, 1967). This strategy can help public
universities to evaluate the needs of the marketplace and then change their product to suit some
of the requirements (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). One example is collaboration. Establishing
partnerships with other universities both locally and-internationally, the business community
globally, building community partnerships, and collaborating with industries would form the
necessary foundation for obtaining needed resources to be able to sustain student access
(Wilson, 2011). In the context of university/industry collaborations and from the angle of
resource dependence, internship programmes can be developed from the partnership for
students (Powell & Rey, 2015). The graduates may avail themselves of internship opportunities
to acquire skills that can open employment opportunities for them (Powell & Rey, 2015).
Having a job and earning money, the graduates can financially contribute through alumni
donations to the university (Powell & Rey, 2015). University/community partnerships are in
line with the core mission of public universities (Duderstadt & Womack, 2003; Hirsch &
Weber, 2002). University/community partnerships provide a platform for universities to
respond to the social needs of communities (Powell & Rey, 2015). This collaboration is an
opportunity for some of the societal challenges to be attended to and addressed (Powell & Rey,
2015). Public universities that establish such partnerships are likely to receive resources from

external stakeholders and donors towards improving student access (Maurrasse, 2001).
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The theory assumes that relying on one source of resources could be detrimental to any
organization’s existence. Therefore, organizations can implement some strategies to limit the
dependence on a single source. In the case of input, organizations may develop inventories of
adequate size to allow the organization to continue functioning (Thompson, 2017). Moreover,
fundraising is another strategy by organizations to curb inadequate resources and to increase
student access. The importance of fundraising is that organizations acquire their capital budget
from private donations, and it is non-profit (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; 2003). To decrease
uncertainty in the acquisition of necessary resources, organizations will try to streamline their
reliance with several managerial strategies (Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005). Some of the strategies
are unilateral, in that they skip the source of constraint by decreasing the interest in valued
resources, generating alternative sources of supply, or forming partnerships (Casciaro &
Piskorski, 2005).

From the perspective of resource dependence, the environment can be created by universities
and then adapted by deciding on the market segmentation that they will respond to by ignoring
some environmental milieus and considering others (Powell & Rey, 2015). For instance, higher
education institutions that procure resources from-alumni contributions may decide to put in
place the necessary selection procedures to ensure adequate and constant supplies of resources
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Some.higher education institutions have quotas, which offer a
considerable advantage to the children of their-alumni. Since the professional backgrounds of
the parents are dependable predictors of the achievement of the children, such an admission
policy guarantees a potential source of funding for the institution in the future (Pfeffer &
Salancik, 2003). Another point of this strategy is data-based decision-making processes
(Powell & Rey, 2015). With this strategy, institutional data can be assessed to establish
whether their programmes are working effectively or not so that the higher education

institutions can make the necessary adjustments and changes (Fischer, 2011). Relatedly, other

“strategies by universities entail [ ... | substantive organizational change and associated
changes in internal resource allocations (reduction or closure of departments, expansion or
creation of different departments, the establishment of interdisciplinary units); substantive
change in the division of academic labor with regard to research and teaching; the
establishment of new organizational forms (such as arm's-length companies and research
parks); and the organization of new administrative structures or the streamlining or redesign of
old ones” (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997:11).

58



The purpose, mission, and vision of the universities will be clearly understood if their academic
programmes and services are correctly restructured, modified, fused, or removed (Powell &
Rey, 2015). With this strategy, the universities will be able to decide on the market
segmentation that will help them to focus on procuring resources within their surroundings
(Powell & Rey, 2015). For example, if the data of the university shows that there has been
more focus on non-traditional students who shuttle and at the same time full-time workers, the
university can take some measures such as the creation of online programmes and hybrid
programmes to retain continuing students and at the same time attract more non-traditional
students (Powell & Rey, 2015).

In the case of the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana, downward
changes in public funding have compelled the two institutions to implement some strategies
that have led to changes in student access. Government subsidy; low tuition fee structure;
payment arrangement; and financial support system are some of the strategic responses that
influence changes in student access at the two institutions. Resources dependence theory
explains that organizations, when faced with financial constraints, may seek direct cash
subsidies from the government for growth, enhancement, certainty, and survival (Etomaru et
al., 2016). In line with this assumption, the two universities have relied on the government
subsidy to make some changes to student access. The study establishes a statistical relationship
between changes in government funding and student access, in which there is a significant
relationship between the two variables at the University, of the Western Cape. However, even
though there is a relationship between changes in public funding and student access at the

University of Ghana, the relationship is statistically insignificant.

Other than the government subsidy, low tuition fees, payment arrangements, and financial
support system are some of the strategies shaping student access. Resource dependence theory
postulates that, for an organization to survive, it must sell at a price fixed in the competitive
market place (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). For this reason, the two institutions charge tuition
fees even though the fees are below market price. For instance, the University of the Western
Cape has the lowest tuition fee structure among South African universities, which is below
market rate and the fees are set between 30 percent and 40 percent lower than those of the other
universities in the Western Cape (University of the Western Cape, 2004). This is in line with
the university’s mission to increase student access and make the university the most affordable

higher education institution in the country.
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Resource dependence theory assumes that there is a correlation between resource dependence
and discovery of opportunities in that organizations experiencing inadequate resources will try
to find a chance to resolve the situation (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). One of the opportunities
created by the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana is making a
payment arrangement with students, which is an innovative means to generate revenue to
support the university’s operations and, at the same time, using that to increase student access

by allowing students who cannot pay tuition fees upfront to study on credit.

Lastly, resource dependence theory argues that organizations rely on their environment to
obtain critical resources in times of resource scarcity. Thus, resource dependence theory frames
the context within which the universities operate in terms of procuring essential resources
towards increasing student access (Etomaru et al., 2016). In this way, universities’ relationship
with the external environment is critical in fulfilling their core functions of teaching and
learning, research, and community engagement (Etomaru et al., 2016). The two universities, in
their attempt to increase student access in the face of scarce resources, have resorted to their
environment for financial resources to support students. For example, the University of the
Western Cape and the University of Ghana have set up financial aid offices to solicit funds
from corporate bodies, organizations, and individuals to contribute to the survival of the

institution in terms of giving scholarships and bursaries towards increasing student access.

In sum, the three principal arguments of the theory, which include the fact that organizations
need resources to survive; organizations obtain these resources from their environment; and in
times of resource scarcity, organizations respond in a certain way depending on the situation
to have continued existence, resonate with this study. First, universities need resources like
funding to increase student access, whether enrolling students or supporting students to
complete their education. Second, universities obtain financing as one of the resources from
their external environment, for instance, from the government, industry, families, and the
business community (Weber, 2004). Third, in times of resource scarcity (declining public

funding), universities respond in a way that enables them to increase student access.

While universities are multifaceted organizations that hold complex and multiple missions, |
delimited my study to two concepts of public funding and student access using the theory to
gain a deeper understanding of this complex but changing problem in the two African public
universities. The next section discusses the criticisms of the theory and how these criticisms

affect this study.
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3.2.4 Criticisms of Resource Dependence Theory

Resource dependence theory has received a lot of praise from many scholars when it comes to
organizational behaviour. However, it has been criticized to the extent that the underlying
principles of the theory have not been extensively tested (Delke, 2015). Nevertheless, the critics
also recognize that it is not possible to test all the hypotheses of a theory (Nienhdser, 2008).
Another criticism of the theory is that the theory cannot be used for testable empirical research,
and Casciaro and Piskorski (2005) advocate for a theoretical modification. Their criticism
hinges on the fact that the theory has many ambiguities concerning constrained absorption
(Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005). The critics explain that the relationship between the rationale
behind the management of organizations is not clear and nor their capability to do so, and those

perceptions are often confused with predictions (Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005).

Moreover, resource dependence theory concentrates more on narrative analysis with the focus
on the interpretation of past research findings (Davis & Cobb, 2010). Even though narrative
analysis is critical for sense-making, integration; and agenda-setting tools, it is susceptible to
misrepresentations of facts, which may lead to false interpretations (Drees & Heugens, 2013).
This is so important because it takes account of the sampling error and does not give an
inferential statistics-based combination of all available findings (Combs, Ketchen, Crook, &
Roth, 2011).

Furthermore, concerning organization behaviour theory, Pfeffer and Salancik are extremely
judgemental of it with its internal organizational focus on leadership and motivation, yet Pfeffer
and Salancik do not provide a counter-argument of existing theories of internal organizational
behaviour for they mostly overlook it. However, there are exceptions, such as their resource
dependence theory of leadership (Donaldson, 1995). The overall judgment is exceedingly
critical of the subject of organizational behaviour, but a theory that largely overlooks a lot of
intra-organizational behaviour cannot be accepted as having provided any convincing counter-
argument of organizational behaviour theory (Donaldson, 1995). Looking at structural,
organizational theory again, the significance of Pfeffer and Salancik’s thesis is only inadequate
as there is little consideration of internal organization, and many parts of organizational
structure are not addressed or treated in any depth, for example, span of control, vertical
differentiation, project team, matrix structures, organic structures, internal coordination

devices (Donaldson, 1995). Thus, the thesis of Pfeffer and Salancik mostly pays no attention
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to many of the issues that have been part of organization theory, mainly structural contingency
theory (Woodward, 1980).

According to Donaldson (1995), there are exceptions in that Pfeffer and Salancik argue that,
contrary to the structural contingency theory of Blau (2017), size is not the reason for structural
differentiation, which they argue comes up as a response to demands on the organization by
different external stakeholders. Nevertheless, Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) do not deal with most
of the structural issues of theories antecedent to organizational behaviour. In contrast, many of
the problems which they explore are at the heart of strategy theory, for example, diversification,
vertical integration, mergers, and joint ventures. Thus, the resource dependence theory is more
a theory of corporate strategy than of organizational behaviour. The theory contributes more to
corporate strategy and corporate policy than to organizational behaviour theory. This implies
that the theory pays more attention to the strategic areas of management, namely creating an
alliance, public relations, and lobbying the government. These are essential managerial
responsibilities, but these duties are limited to upper-level executives, but the theory overlooks
operational administrators as a crucial part of the organization (Donaldson, 1995). These
criticisms affect this study by making it impossible to explain the micro-level behaviour

towards influencing changes in student access under public funding fluctuations.

3.3 Conclusion

In this chapter, resource dependence theory has been explored to explain changes in public
funding and student access. | argue that resource dependence theory provides useful thinking
tools that enable me to analyse the changes in public funding and student access, factors
influencing variations in public funding, and responses of the two universities towards
influencing student access. | take particular interest in public funding, as I intend to examine
how the fluctuations in public funding affect variations in student access. | first discuss the
fundamental principles of resource dependence theory in the broader context of higher
education as a means to locate the concepts | use in the study in an articulated and systematic
framework. | then discuss the theory’s principles with the factors driving the changes in the
study’s constructs in the contexts of the University of the Western Cape and the University of
Ghana. Finally, a detailed description of the criticisms of the theory has been given. The next

chapter provides a concise account of how data for this research was gathered.
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CHAPTER FOUR

METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introduction

The focus of this chapter is on a description of the methodology used in collecting data for the
research. Broadly, this chapter discusses the research design and rationale for the methods used.
It also describes the sampling criteria and selection of research sites. Furthermore, the various
instruments and techniques employed in the collection of data are discussed. The study's
credibility, transferability, confirmability, dependability, and ethical considerations that were
given to its conduct are also addressed to pave the way for data presentation and analysis in the
following chapters. Finally, I discuss issues related to data analysis and share some of my
fieldwork experiences.

4.2 Research Design

The research design of this study sets out to examine variables in a cross-institutional layer. |
adopt a multifaceted research design to construct factors that shape changes in public funding
and to come out with strategic responses by UWC and UG towards influencing variations in
student access. There are mainly three purposes.one can pursue in social research: First, explore
an issue; secondly, describe a reality; and thirdly, explain a social phenomenon (Babbie &
Mouton, 2001). Each of these objectives may lead to different effects for the research design,

but they can also be fused to attain one primary objective (Langa, 2010).

In this sense, | pursue more than one objective. | set out to explore, describe, and explain the
changes in public funding and student access, factors responsible for the changes in public
funding and institutional responses towards influencing student access. The study thus
constitutes a research design to provide a basic understanding of the relationship between
changes in public funding and student access. | seek to provide an account of the inclinations
and indicate possible changes in the observed variables. The objective is to come out with
public funding rates and relate these rates with student access rates to establish the relationship

between them.
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There are two comparative levels of observation in this study, namely the cross-national, and

cross-institutional (see figure 2 below). In the next section, | explain the reasons for selecting

Ghana and South Africa, and the University of the Western Cape and the University of Ghana.

Figure 2: Model of Analysis

Universities
UWC & UG

Factors Influencing Changes in Strategic Responses towards Influencing

Public Funding

1. State of the national economy

3. Low prioritization of HE

——4. Shift of focus from education
5. Funding mechanism ;
6. Sectoral planning and budgeting '
7. Overspending in election years |

4.2.1 Cross-National Comparison

2. Competing needs of sectors | J

Changes in Student Access

1. Government subsidy

}2. Low-tuition fee structure

3. Payment arrangements

4. Financial support system

5. Containment strategy

[6. Recruitment strategy

7. Special grants

8. Policy for less-endowed schools

In this study, | examine two universities located in two different African countries, namely

South Africa and Ghana. The reasons for selecting these two countries are provided below.

According to Hantrais and Mangen (1996:2):
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A study can be regarded as cross-national and comparative if one or more units in two
or more societies, cultures, or countries are compared in respect of the same concepts
and concerning the systematic analysis of phenomena, usually with the intention of
explaining them. The expectation is that the researchers gather data about the object
of the study within different contexts and, by making comparisons, gain a greater

awareness and a deeper understanding of [the phenomena being studied].

The two countries were selected based on their geographical location. For example, South
Africa and Ghana are sub-Saharan African countries. Bray and Koo (2005) have also observed
that countries can be compared using geographical location based on colonial history,

economic ties, and epistemic culture.

Another reason for selecting the two countries is that, in Africa, one does not find fairly well
functioning multi-party democratic systems where the government could be said to be
responsible to the electorate, but South Africa and Ghana seem to belong to the same group of
reasonably well functioning multi-party democratic systems. Even though in South Africa one
party has dominated the political landscape since the end of apartheid, the political stability

and the fairness of elections should not be underestimated.

Moreover, countries can be compared using policies (Manzon, 2014). To this end, the recent
development of funding and access policy frameworks and programme initiatives in the two
countries show a clear focus on the interconnectedness between funding and student access as
well as the two countries’ development agenda. The two countries exhibit remarkable but
varying levels of policy frameworks and governance arrangements for the management of their
national and institutional funding and student access regimes. South Africa represents a more
elaborate and dynamic funding landscape and student access architecture than Ghana. Still, all
two countries exhibit a clear-cut emphasis on implementing more effective national and
institutional policies to improve student access. Moreover, higher education institutions across
the two countries remain well integrated into mainstream funding and student access initiatives

at the national development policy level.

Furthermore, funding for higher education institutions mostly comes from the government in
both countries. For example, in South Africa, income sources of public higher education
institutions as of 2015 are as follows: government subvention 39 percent, student fees 33
percent, and third stream income 28 percent (Council on Higher Education, 2016b). Similarly,

in Ghana the primary sources of income for higher education institutions as of 2015 include
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government subvention 47 percent, student fees 39 percent, third stream income 14 percent
(Council on Higher Education, 2016b). Additionally, the two countries have reduced
government subventions to their higher education sectors. For instance, in South Africa, as a
proportion of GDP, public expenditure on higher education has declined from 0.82 percent in
1996 (Wangenge-Ouma & Cloete, 2008) to just 0.72 percent in 2016 (Council on Higher
Education, 2016b). In Ghana, the analysis of Newman and Duwiejua (2015) shows that the
higher education funding gap ranges from 37.9 percent to 41 percent.

Nevertheless, the changes in policy direction are different in terms of the magnitude of the
shift, timing, and actors. The difference is that, for South African universities, the decline in
public funding is caused by “self-imposed restrictions on spending” (Tikly, 2001:165), and in
part this is due to the country’s adoption of neoliberal policies soon after the dawn of
democracy. This led to the commoditization and privatization of education, operating through
the marginalizing dynamics of the free market (Maringira & Gukurume, 2017). For Ghana, it
is as a result of a weak economy, and implementation of the World Bank and IMF imposed
structural adjustment programmes (Manuh, Gariba, & Budu, 2007).

It is instructive to note that, according to Rui (2014), policies and practices can be used to
compare countries, especially when they relate to the subject matter. In this regard, both South
Africa and Ghana have established national financial aid systems to support students who
cannot afford the cost of university education. For instance, in 1999 South Africa established
the National Student Financial Aid Scheme (NSFAS) to give scholarships and loans to students
from a low-economic background (Government of South Africa, 1999). In the same vein,
Ghana also established the Ghana Education Trust Fund (GETFund) in 2000 with the mandate
of providing financial resources for the development of infrastructure in public educational
institutions, mainly in higher education institutions, and also to give financial assistance to
brilliant but needy students in the form of scholarships and loans (Government of Ghana,
2000). With these schemes it can be deduced that both countries recognize the importance of
higher education development and, therefore, injecting financial resources into the sector with

the main aim of increasing student access.

Concerning higher education participation rate, both countries’ rates are higher than the African
average. For instance, whereas Africa averages 6 percent higher education participation rate
(Africa-America Institute, 2015), the higher education participation rate of South Africa is
22.37 percent (Times Higher Education, 2019f), and that of Ghana is 15.69 percent (Times
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Higher Education, 2019d). Therefore, the two countries offer suitable contexts against which
to compare factors influencing changes in public funding and strategic responses towards

influencing changes in student access by the two public universities.

The major difference between South Africa and Ghana is the economic contexts of both
countries within which the two universities operate. South Africa has an extremely d