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ABSTRACT

Different quality awards and excellence models have been developed in the past
decades which include 1SO, Deming Prize, Malcolm Baldrige National Quality
Award, and European Foundation Quality Management. These models are
successfully applied in the developed countries rather than fragile countries.
Geographically, economically, socially and politically fragile countries are different
from developed countries. Fragility is generally a combination of poverty, conflict,
and instability. Fragile states have three characteristics, 1- the legitimacy of the
government is weak, 2- governments do not have the capacity to provide basic
services to their people, and 3- ongoing prolonged conflict. Centre for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS) states that characteristics of a fragile state are the
combination of weak governance, ineffective national institutions, armed groups,
extreme inequalities of income and education, weak rule of law, low government
legitimacy, and high corruption. The purpose of this study is to develop a performance
measurement model applicable for universities in fragile countries. Relative and
Absolute measurement of AHP method have been applied in the study. To seek an
answer to the first research question “what are the criteria and sub-criteria that should
be included in the model to measure the performance of universities in the fragile
countries?” the researcher interviewed 30 experts from eleven universities in top four
fragile countries namely, Somalia, Afghanistan, Sudan, and Chad. To answer the
second research question “What are the priorities of the criteria and sub-criteria to be
included in the model?” 36 items questionnaire were distributed to collect data
through “pairwise comparison matrix”. Data were collected from 55 respondents
belonging to20 universities in top four fragile countries. To answer the third research
question, “What is the performance level of universities in Somalia as a fragile
country?”, universities were evaluated against the developed model, academicians and
administrative staff were asked to rate 24 questions based on the intensities: E-
excellent, G-good, A-average, S-satisfactory, P-poor: Data were collected from 71
respondents from 15 universities in Somalia. Findings of the first research question
indicate that criteria were clustered and categorized into nine main criteria and 24 sub-
criteria. A total of 33 criteria were found from the respondents. Findings of the second
research question indicate the overall weights of the criteria and the sub-criteria
derived from all respondents. Weightage assigned fragile countries model are below
other models such as MBNQA. Based on findings of third research question, six
leading universities in Somalia are Hargeisa, Amoud, Mugdisho, Simad, Banadir and
East Africa. In conclusion, the study provides criteria and sub-criteria applicable to
measure performance of universities in fragile countries. The model is appropriate to
evaluate universities in the fragile countries.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

Absolute Measurement ~ Alternatives are compared with a standard in one’s memory

Benchmarking

Fragile country

Fragility

Higher education

Models

QFD

Quality
Quality control

Relative measurement

Standard curriculum

that has been developed though experience (Saaty, 2006)

is the search for the best industry practices which will lead to
exceptional performance through the implementation of these
best practices (Partovi, 1992)

The capacity of state structures in delivering key services
needed for poverty reduction, development, security and the
protection of human rights (FASID, 2009).

is a combination of poverty, conflict, and instability. It is a
measure of the extent to which the actual institutions and
political process of a state accord with the strong image of a
sovereign state (Carment and Samy, 2012).

Education beyond high school, specifically that provided by
colleges and graduate schools, and professional schools.
(UNESCO, 2006)

Models characterized by the need to evaluate a finite set of
alternatives with respect to multiple criteria. (Choo et al.,
2000)

as a methodology for the development of features, attributes,
or functions that give high quality products or services
(Ahmed (2006)

as fitness for use. Juran (1981)

Develop a process which can produce the product and
optimise the process (Kolesar, 2008).

Elements are compared with each other to derive values for
them that are meaningful on a ratio scale. (saaty, 2006)

defines the appropriate content standards for each university
level in each course to provide a uniform set of learning
standards for every university.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.0 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

After Taylor’s 1911 discovery of scientific management, measuring performance
became a priority for many universities, and quality performance competitiveness
became a way of life. However, after the 1980s, competition increased significantly,
and many national and international performance measurement models were launched
as nations began to place greater emphasis on improving the quality of their education
and other services. Asif and Searcy (2014) argue that the growing competition among
universities increases the need for performance measurement models. Performance
measurement models have received much attention from academic researchers. Bobe
and Kober (2015) argue that governments start to place pressure on the public and
private universities to meet minimum standards of performance indicators.

Different models have been developed in the past decades to measure
performance which includes ISO, Deming Prize, Malcolm Baldrige National Quality
Award, and European Foundation Quality Management. Performance measurement
models promote awareness of performance excellence and its application in academia
is one of the key success factors that can help institutions improve their performance
and stay competitive (Bourne et al., 2013).

The usefulness of performance measurement models in the education sector
has accelerated after member countries of international organisations such as the
World Trade Organisation (WTO) signed an agreement about international service

trade including ‘education services’. The agreement resulted in quality performance



competition among countries. Hence, global universities are undertaking initiatives to
adopt excellence models to develop their performance to meet global quality
standards.

Nearly every country has a performance measurement model or quality
policy/strategy. Talwar (2009) found that there are more than 94 quality performance
awards and excellence models at the international level, with additional national

quality awards in 77 countries.

1.1 OBJECTIVES BEHIND EXCELLENCE MODELS
Excellence models were created to improve the performance of organisations. Osseo
et al. (2007) confirm 76 countries have excellence models and quality awards. Quality
awards and excellence models like the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
(MBNQA) were launched to improve the performance of American companies (Islam,
2007). The European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) was introduced to
measure and improve the quality of European companies (Bou-Llusar et al., 2009).
Countries develop excellence models because they want to improve the quality of
their products and services (Del Mar, 2011). Measurement models have had an
influence on the quality culture of countries (Watts & McNair, 2012).

In addition to quality awards and excellence models, there are also quality acts.
For instance, countries such as Malaysia have guidelines to review work processes,
which enforces Development Administration Circular No.1 of 2002. The circular
enforces that all civil services in Malaysia should apply 1SO 9000 to improve the
quality of services provided by government agencies. The main objective behind
quality awards, excellence models, and quality acts is to improve countries’ quality

performance of their products or services. The following will introduce the



